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California's system of public education is composed of elementary, 
high school and unified school districts; the community colleges (for­
merly junior colleges) ; the California State Colleges; the University of 
California; the California Maritime Academy; and the state-operated 
schools for handicapped children. Support for education is derived 
from a variety of sources, including the State School Fund, local prop­
erty taxes, State General Fund appropriations, and programs of fed­
eral aid. 

SUMMARY OF STATE EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION 
In 1971-72, as in recent years, state expenditures for education will 

continue to account for the largest share of the budget dollar. The 
budget summaries which follow indicate that in 1971-72 more than 
$2.33 billion will be spent by the State of California for all facets of 
education. Budget summaries indicate that such expenditures represent 
47 percent of the proposed General Fund expenditures during the 
budget year and 36.8 percent of all expenditures. These amounts include 
(1) continuing support for the University of California, the California 
State Colleges, the public school system and state special schools, (2) 
support for special programs such as the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading 
Act, compensatory education, vocational education, debt service on 
public school bonds and (3) capital outlay expense for the University, 
the state colleges and the state-operated schools for handicapped 
children. Table 1 shows total state operational expenditures from the 
General Fund for the past fiscal year, estimated expenditures for the 
current year and the amounts proposed for 1971-72 for state operations 
associated with education. 

Table 2 shows capital outlay for the same three-year period. 
The final element of State General Fund support for education con­

sists of local assistance subventions shown in Table 3. 
Summary information in Table 4 indicates that a total expenditure 

of $2,335 million is estirriated for the budget year, which is a decrease 
of 3.8 percent over the current year. 
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Tabl.·' 
Gene .... 1 Fund .Expenditures for State Educational-Operations 

Acheal ErtiMated Propoled 
8fatt: .oper4tio .... 1969-70 1970-71 1911"778 
Department of EducatioD _____________________________ $9,707,034 $8,655,508 $8,089,693 
Special schools _______________________________________ 7,517,649 8,512,281 8;723,145 
Unh·ersity of California _________________________________ 329,3.H,145 337,090,295 337,090,295 
Calif'Ornia State CoUeges _______________________________ 284,962,524 BlO,597,216 315,972,193 

-> 
~ 

Hastings C-ollege of Lnw _____________________________ 958,065 1,256,243 1,298,737 
Scholarship and Loan Commission _____________________ 13,011,695 16,997,060 20,000,000 
Board of Goyernors. California Community Colleges _______ 674,140 871,582 979,574 
Coordinating Council for Higher Edueation ______________ 509,548 432,220 458,000 
~aritiDle ilcadeDly ____________________________________ 808,125 803,631 791,000 

Total :$tate .operatioDs-___________________________ $647,472,921; $685,211;,Q36 $693,402,637 

·(/ .... 9. fr ... 197Q-71 
ArNOUfd Percent 

'$-j;65,815 -6.5% 
+210,864 +2.5 

+5,374,977 +1.7 
+42,494 +3.4 

+3,002,940 +17.7 
+107,992 +12.4 

+25,780 +6.0 
-121631 -1.6 

$+8,186,6,01 +1.0% 
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Summary of State Expenditures for Education-Continued 
Table 2 

Educational Capital Outlay Expenditures 

Oapital Outla.y 
University of California General Fund _____________________________________ _ 

Bond Fund ________________________________________ _ 

Tideland Oil Revenues 1 _____________________________ _ 

Education Fee Fund ________________________________ _ 
State Colleges 

General .Fund _____________________________________ _ 
Bond Fund ________________________________________ _ 
Tideland Oil Revenues 1 ____________________________ _ 

Community Colleges 
General Fund _____________________________________ _ 
Bond Fund ________________________________________ _ 

Special Schools 
General Fund _____________________________________ _ 
Bond Fund ________________________________________ _ 

Totals ______________________________________________ _ 

General Fund _____________________________________ _ 
Bond Fund ________________________________________ _ 
Tideland Oil Revenues 1 ____________________________ _ 

Education Fee Fund ________________________________ _ 

Actual 
1969-70 

$29,768,000 

26,727,000 
23,833,000 

26,915,000 
4,445,000 

91,000 

$111,77fl,OOO 
27,006,000 

31,172,000 
53,601,000 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$10,848,000 
413,000 

9,907,000 

25,903,000 
10,822,000 

19,137,000 

103,000 
85,000 

$77,268,000 
103,000 

55,973,000 
11,23;),000 

9,957,000 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$23,900,000 

10,511,000 

$34,411,000 
-()-

10,,,11,000 
-0-

23,900,000 

Ohange from 19"/0-"/1 
Amount Percent 

$-10,848,000 
--413,000 

+13,943,000 

-100 
-100 
+140 

-25,903.000 -100 
-10,822,000 -100 

-8,626,000 --45 

-103,000 -100 
-85,000 -100 

$--42,857,000 -5U.5% 
-103,000 -100% 

-45.462,000 -81 
-11,235,000 -100 
+13,943,000 +140 

1 All appropriations wcrc made from the Capital Outlay Fund for Publlc Higher Education (Tidelands OlI)o Howcver, since this fund did not 
cover appropriations, the Gencral Fund provided a lump sum transfer to makc it soll·cnt. Thcrefore, nil expenditures are shown as from 
for Public Higher Education since the actual d1\15iol1 by college system is difficult to calculate and would represent arbitrary allotments. 
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Table 3 
State General Fund Subventions for Education 

Subventions 
Actual 

1969-70 
Apportionments to Public Schools _______________________ $1,422,168.242 
Loans to School Districts_______________________________ 548,037 
Educational Improvement AcL__________________________ 5,000,000 
Instructional Television ________________________________ 696,027 
Compensatory Education ______________________________ 10.834,260 
Special Elementary School Reading Program______________ 22,407,901 
Mathematics Improvement Program _____________________ 924,199 
Children's Centers ____________________________________ 8,715,590 
Children's Centers Construction _________________________ 1,mm,460 
Grants to Teachers of Physically Handicapped Children____ 148,879 
Loans to Teach('rs of Educationally Handicapped Children__ 50.000 
St.:"lte School Lunch Program ___________________________ rJOo.ooo 
Free Texthooks _______________________________________ 22,693,923 
Assistance to Public Libraries __________________________ 1,251,616 
Vocational Education __________________________________ 720,241 
Assistance to new Community Colleges ___________________ -9,441 

Subtotals Local AHsistance ___________________________ $1.498,245,015 

Contrihutions to Teachers' Retirement Fund _____________ _ 
Debt Service on Public School Building Bonds ___________ _ 
Community Colleges Extended Opportunity Program.... _____ _ 

79,000,000 
47,370,681 

2,940,373 

Totals _____________________________________________ $1,627,561,069 

Estimated 
1970-71 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$1,453,241,072 $1,459,400,000 
-177,678 -197,679 

725,000 
11,()()(),OOO 
18,000,000 

925,000 
10,399,712 

344,540 
150,000 

21,307,110 
1,000,000 
1,330,271 

800,000 
11,000,000 
18,360,000 

10,627,666 

150,000 

17,828,000 
800,000 
800,000 

$1,518.245,027 $1,519,567,987 

91,000,000 26.000,000 
51,513,820 57.906,808 

4,r;O[),347 3,350,000 

$1,665,264,194 $1,606,824,795 

Ohange from 19"10-71 
Amount Percent 

$+6,158,928 +0.4% 
+20,001 +11.3 

+75,000 

+360,000 
-925,000 
+227,954 
-344,540 

-3,479,110 
-200,000 
-530,271 

$1,322,960 

-65,000,000 
+6,392,988 
-1,155,347 

$-58,439,399 

+10.3 

+2.0 
-100.0 

+2.2 
-100.0 

-16.3 
-20.0 
-39.9 

+0.8% 

-71.4 
+12.4 
-25.6 

-3.5% 
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Summary of State Expenditures for Education-Continued 
Table 4 

Tota' State Expenditures for Educafion 

Fised year 
State Operations _______________________________ _ 
Capital Outlay ______________________________________ _ 
~l ~stwnce _________________________________ _ 

ActllGI 
1969-79 

·$647,472,925 
111.719.000 

1,627,561,069 

Grand Totals __________________________ ..:. _______ $2.386,812,994-
General Fund ___________________________________ 2,302.0.39,994 
Bond Fund ______________________________________ 31,172.000 
Tideland Oil Revenue _____________________________ 53,601.,000 
Education Fee Fund __________________________ _ 

Estimated 
1970-71 

~,216,036 
77,268.000 

1,665,264.194 

PrOPQ3ed 
1971-72 

$693,402,6.37 
34,411,000 

1,606,824,795 

$2,427,748,230 $2,3:14,638,432 
2,3;o.58.~,230 2,300,227.432 

55,973,000 10~511,OOO 
11,235,000 

9,957,000 23,900,000 

Ok.ng. from 1970-71 
Amomlt Percent 

$+8.186,601 +1.0% 
-42,857,000 --55.5 
-58,439,399 -3.5 

-93.109,798 -3.8 
-00,355,798 -2.1 
--4i'j,462,OOO -81.0 
-11,235,000 -100.0 
+ 13,943,000 +140.0 
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General Summary Education 

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AID TO CALIFORNIA EDUCATION 
Federal assistance to California. is comp'osed of a wide variety of 

programs which are designed to provide special assistance for (1) a 
particular element of the pupil population, (2) instruction in specific 
subject areas and (3) support to .relieve significant problems. Table 5 
identifies the major program. and subprograms of federal assistance 
and indicates the anticipated amounts California will receive under 
each. The table denionstrates that $387.2 million is anticipated in the 
bndget year from all programs. 

Consolidated Application Form 
. In recent years we have recommended that the Legislature enconrage 

the establishment of a broad·base working committee composed of ap­
propriate state level control agencies and the Department of Education. 
This group would be responsible for developing a consolidated federal 
application form and for the development of improved procedures for 
the application for and disbursement of federal and state categorical 
aid funds. 

This recommendation has been based on the fact that districts wish­
ing to receive federal funds under any of the instructional improvement 
programs such as Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act are required to submit applications for specific projects or pro­
grams to the department. These are subsequently reviewed by the 
State Board of Education before approval is granted. The application 
process, or "grantmanship" as it is called by some, is complicated and 
time consuming for both school districts and the Department of Edu­
cation. The applications for each program must generally contain a 
description of the proposed project, a detailed budget, a description of 
the school district administration responsible for administering the 
program and assurance that the proposal meets the requirements of 
the particular law. The complexity of the application process is indi­
cated by the fact that school district administrators are required to 
have a working familiarity with 450 pages of federal and state direc­
tions and guidelines and over 125 pages of application forms for the 
programs that are listed in Table 5. In the smaller school districts 
in the state the variety of applications procedures places a substantial 
burden on limited staff time while in larger districts the separate appli­
cation procedure for each program does not encourage effective plan­
ning and coordination. 

It was our understanding that the United States Office of Education 
was encouraging, on a limited scale, state departments of education to 
design copsolidated program applications for federal funds. The ob­
jective of such consolidated applications was to encourage effective 
planning and coordination of all federal programs at both the school 
district and state department level, to streamline federal application 
procedures and to encourage a more effective evaluation of the impact 
of such programs on the quality of education. 

This recommendation was formalized in ACR 127, Resolutions Chap­
ter 385, Statutes of 1969, and Chapter 1273, Statutes 1970, which re-
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Education General Summary 

Table 5 
Federal Support to California Public Schools 

Actual 
Program 1969-10 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
Title I: Compensatory Education 

Disadvantaged __________________ $85,332,059 
Migrant ________________________ 6,462,989 
Neglected and delinquent _________ 1,476,195 
Handicapped ____________________ 1,153,713 
State administration _____________ 770,508 
Incentive grants ________________ _ 
Special grants __ -;-_______________ _ 

---
Subtotal Title I _______________ $95,195,464 

Title II: School Library ResQul'ces__ $3,835,244 
"Title III: Supplementary 

Educational Centers _____________ 8,553,465 
Title IV: Planning and EvaluatioD_ 
Title V: Strengthening State 

Departments ___________________ _ 
Title VI: Special Education ______ _ 
Title VII: Bilingual Education ___ _ 
Title VIII: Dropout Prevention __ _ 

1,910,600 
1,071,201 
9,759,116 

---
Subtotal ESEA _________________ $121,225,090 

Economic Opportunity Act 
Followthrough programs ________ _ 

National Defense Education Act 
Title III: Critical Subjects _____ _ 
Title Y~.A.: Guidance and Counseling 

$874,060 

$3,140,647 
1,326,026 

Subtotal NDEA _______________ $4,466,673 

Educa,tion Professions Development Act 
Vocationlll~technical ____________ _ 
Classroom personnel ____________ _ 
Teacher corps __________________ _ 

$1,066,649 
52,250 

Subtotal EPDA _______________ $1,118,899 

Vocational Education Act 
Program improvement ____________ $23,344,856 
Education and research _________ _ 

Subtotal Vocational Education ___ $23,344,856 

Adult Education Act ______________ $2,099,633 

Manpower Development and 
Trainillg Act 

Occupational training ____________ $12,308,200 

Economic Opportunity Act . 
Headstart ______________________ $23,814,824 

Aid to Federally Impacted Areas 
PL 874 ________________________ $88,000,000 

Oonstruction Assistance 
PL 815 ________________________ $10,109,913 
Child Nutrition !?rogram _________ 22,856,137 

Total Federal Aid _____________ $310,218,285 
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Estimated Estimated 
1970-71 1971-72 

$75,366,385 $102,476,920 
6,399,150 8,501,500 
1,468,077 1,672,015 
1,078,948 1,349,565 
1,136,347 1,136,500 

119,000 119,000 
1,300,000 1,300,000 

$86,867,907 $116,555,500 

$7,009,224 $7,298,432 

9,642,282 9,522,267 
96,000 96,000 

1,910,647 2,000,000 
2,113,428 2,094,780 

10,000,000 10,000,000 
500,000 500,000 

$118,139,488 $148,066,979 

$1,042,385 $1,085,917 

$3,536,000 $3,536,000 
1,298,759 

$4,834,759 $3,536,000 

$607,532 $608,000 
996,363 . 1,030,200 

56,300 

$1,603,895 $1,694,500 

$26,094,151 $25,448,822 
1,389,473 1,389,473 

$27,483,624 $26,838,295 

$2,222,376 $1,687,904 

$12,100,000 $12,370,000 

$24,000,000 $24,000,000 

$95,000,000 $102,000,000 

$2,000,000 $2,000,000 
37,353,025 63,955,800 

$325,779,552 $387,235,39!) 



General Summary Education 

quested the Superintendent of Public Instruction to establish the pro­
posed working committee and develop a consolidated application form 
with the cooperation of the Department of Finance, Office of the Au­
ditor General, Office of the Legislative Analyst and representatives of 
the Senate and Assembly Committees on Education. 

In the current year the recommended advisory committee was con­
vened and drafts were prepared for a "Manual for the Application for 
Funds Under Categorical Aid Programs Administered by the California 
State Department of Education" and a "Consolidated Application 
Form for Federal Categorical Aid Funds." The State Board of Edu­
cation has approved the procedures manual and application form and 
authorized its use in selected pilot districts. If the results in the pilot 
districts are promising, the program can then be implemented state­
wide. 
Title I-Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
Public Law 89-10 is a special program of federal financial assistance 
to local educational agencies serving areas with high concentrations of 
low-income or agricultural migTant families to expand and improve the 
quality of their educational programs. This program commonly identi­
fied as compensatory education provides 'funding for school district 
programs, children of migrant agricultural workers, state operated 
schools and hospitals for the handicapped and California Youth Au­
thority institutions for delinquent youth. Table 6 reviews California's 
total allocation of Title I funds in 1969-70. 

Table 6 
Compensatory Education Programs 1969-70 

Progl'ams Amolwt 
School Districts _____________________________________ $87,531,244 
Children of :\Iigrant Agricultural ,,"oi'kel's ______________ 6,709,604 
Handicapped Children ________________________________ 1,1:33,713 
Delinquent Youth in State Institutions ________________ 1,476.105 

Total _____________________________________________ $96,870,756 

Percentage 
90.4 
6.9 
1.2 
1.5 

100.0 

The system of congressional appropriations presented significant 
problems to Title I, as wel! as other federally supported programs in 
California. At the beginning' of the 1969-70 fiscal' year advance alloca­
tion authorized the expenditure of $72.8 million while final appropria­
tions increased this amount by $24.1 million to $96.9 million although 
authorization was granted by Congress to carryover unexpected funds 
the uncertainty of support severely hampered local and state planning 
efforts. 

In its report to the State Board of Education entitled "Evaluation 
of ESEA Title I Projects of California-Annual Report 1969-70", the 
Office of Compensatory Education reported that substantive changes 
have been made in the guidelines under which school districts develop 
and operate their programs. Specific requirements provide that district 
programs shall : 

(1) Guarantee an expenditure of at least $300 per pupil from all 
funding SOurces. 
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Summary of Federal Aid to California Education-Continued 

(2) Be composed of the following six components: language develop­
ment, mathematics, staff development, auxiliary services, intergroup 
relations and parent involvement. 

(3) Concentrate on services to kindergarten through grade 6. 
(4) Develop performance objectives. 
The reqnirements further stipulate that programs should be provided 

only to the most educationally disadvantaged students. 
In 1969-70 a total of 223,723 students received special assistance 

through Title I school district programs. This is an 11 percent decrease 
over the 251,311 reported in the previous year. Of this total 96.4 per­
cent were enrolled in public schools and 3.6 percent were enrolled in 
nonpublic schools. 

The report summarizes achievement of participants in the program 
for both language development and mathematics as measured by stand­
ardized tests. The categories of evaluations are as follows: 

(1) Substantial Improvement-Growth equal to or greater than 1.5 
years for a school year or 1.5 months per month of instruction. 

(2) Moderate Improvement-Growth equal to or greater than one 
year for the school year or one 'month per month of instruction. 

(3) Little or No Improvement-Growth was less than one year dur­
ing the school year or one month per month of instruction. 

(4) Irregular Data---':The evaluation report submitted was inadequate 
for any determinations on the projects effectiveness. 

It is important to note that the norm for educationally disadvantaged 
without the benefits of compensatory education is 0.7 of a year's 
progress per year of instruction and that the Division of Compensatory 
Education does not accept less than one year of progress for one year 
of instruction as an acceptable level of improvement. Table 7 reviews 
reported achievements in both reading and mathematics components. 

Table '7 
Reading and Mathematics Achievement of Students 

In Title I Projects 
Pel'cent of students ill pI'ojed 

Readil1g achievement 11Iathematics achievement 1 
Rating . 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1969-70 

(1) Substantial 
improvement ___ 9.60/0 14.1% 8.6% 5.0% 

(2) Moderate 
improvement ___ 35.8 50.1 52.4 61.5 

(3) Little or no 
improvement .:__ 42.S 26.5 30.1 24.6 

(4) Irregular _____ 11.8 9.3 8.9 8.9 
1 1969-'lO was tile first )'ear in which mathematics was II required comjl{lnent. There are no comparable data 

from pre\'ious years. 

It will be noted the percentage of projects reporting moderate .01' 

substantial progress decreased from 64.2 percent in 1968-69 to 61.0 
percent in 1969-70 while the percentage of projects reporting little or 
no improvement increased from 26.5 percent to 30.1 percent for the 
same period. Reduction in the percentage of effctive projects can 
partially be attributed to the redefined guidelines of the Department of 
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Education which concentfate on the student identified as the most dis. 
advantaged. However, we believe that this should be a matter of 
legislative concern if this trend is not reversed in the current year. 

In a more detailed analysis of the 11 big city school districts 
which receive more thau $1 million each per year more promising 
,results were reported. Standardized test results for the language com· 
.ponent indicated that median gains for the elementary schools ap­
proached It months of growth for each month of instruction and simi-

Jar gains in the mathematics component. -
We recommend thntlegisZntion limit the number of standardized 

,test instruments which are used to evaluate the language and mathe­
matics components of Title I of the Elementary and Seconda.ry Edu­
cation Act. The ESEA Title I evaluation report of the Department of 
Education points out that local school districts decide which stand­
ardized test to use in the evaluation of their language and mathematics 
components. This resulted in a total of 29 different kinds of standard­
ized reading or reading readiness achievement tests in 1969-70. The 
report further states that the "use of many different tests to evaluate 
reading components at each grade level severely reduces the ability 
of evaluators to determine the effectiveness of alternative methods of 
organizing reading instruction." 

We believe that the wide variety of evaluation instruments also 
seriously affects the overall reliability of performance reports on the 
quality of the program. We believe that legislation should be enacted 
to amend existing state law on compensatory education (the McAteer 
Act) to require the State Board of Education to adopt either one 
specific standardized test or a limited number of standardized tests to 
evaluate the reading and mathematics components. If the latter op­
tion is chosen it should be accompanied with a plan for assuring the 
comparability of data on the differeut tests. 

Title III-Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(Public Law 89-10) is designed to develop imaginative solutions to 
educational problems, to utilize more effectively research findings and 
to create, design and make use of supplementary centers and services. 
The primary objective of this program is to translate the latest knowl­
edge on teaching and learning into widespread educational practice and 
to create an awareness of new programs and services of high quality 
which can be incorporated into school programs. 

Several important changes were made to the Title III program in 
1967. First, the administration of Title III projects would become the 
responsibility of the state after a state plan was prepared for Title III 
projects and the plan was approved by the United States Office of Edu­
cation for funding. Second, the state educational agency was made re­
sponsible for the dissemination of information concerning project re­
sults. Fina)Iy the program, which was originally established as the 
National Defense Education Act Title V-A, for guidance counseling 
and testing in grades 1 through 14, was consolidated with Title III. 
Table 8 reviews the level of funding for Title III in recent years along 
with the amounts for NDEA V-A. 
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.Summary of Federal Aid to California Education-Continued 
Table 8 

Title III ESEA and NOEA V·A 
1968-69 1969-70 
Actual· Actual 

Title III ESEA ________________ $14,169,583 $9,006,455 
Title V-A NDEA _______________ 1,559,065 1,326,026 

1970-71 
Estimated 

$10,493,072 
1,298,759 

Total _______________________ $15,728,648 $10,332,471 $11,791,831 

The allocation of Title III funds is governed and controlled by a 
wide variety of state legislative requirements. The basic component of 
these provisions is Chapter 1442, Statutes of 1968, which established 
an Educational Innovation Advisory Commission. It is the duty of this 
group to review all Title III projects for recommendation to the 
State Board of Education. Subsequent legislative programs such as 
Chapter 1493, Statutes of 1969 (The Innovative Schools Programs) 
have confused the authority and responsibility for this program. We 
believe that the role and responsibility of advisory boards, commissions 

,and committees must be comprehensively reevaluated by the Depart-
ment of Education and will be considered in tbat section of this 
analysis. 

Title V-Elementary and Secondary Education ,Act 

Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act authorizes 
a system of grants from the federal government to strengthen the lead­
ership resources of state and local educational agencies. The federal 
law, as amended by Public Law 91-230 enacted in April of 1970, au­
thorizes a four-part program as follows: 

Part A-Grants to Strengthen State Departments 
Part B-Grants to Strengthen Local Agencies 
Part C-Grants to Comprehensive Educational Planning and Evalu­

ation 
Part D-Conncils on Quality in Education 
Part A is the original component of Title V and the only one funded 

by the federal government. The remaining segmen'ts (Parts B, C and D) 
were added by the April 1970 amendments and are yet to be funded. 
The federal legislation places few restrictions on the utilization of 
Part A funds bnt indicates that appropriate expenditures might in­
clude edncational planning, data collection, dissemination of informa­
tion, research and demonstration, publication, teacher training and 
consultative services. Projects which are 100 percent federally funded 
are initiated, reviewed and approved by the State Board of Education 
on the advice of the Department of Education. Table 9 reviews the 
State Department of Education's projects and expenditures from 
1965766 through 1969-70. . 

A review of the projects listed in Table 9 demonstrates that (1) there 
has been no particular emphasis or central direction to the use of. these 
funds in the past, (2) once established, projects are not often termi­
nated and (3) the funds are fragmented into a large number of small 
projects. 
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Table 9 
Title V ESEA Funding 

Expenditures, fiscal years 1965-66 through 1969-70 
Abbreviated title of projeot 196/i-6G 1966-6"1 196"1-68 

(Funded since program inoeption) Empenditures Expenditures Empenditureg 
A. D. Little Survey ______________________________ $202,770 $5,749 
Committee of Seven ________ -:_____________________ 4,571 
Program Planning Unit __________________________ 83,919 
Advanced Placement _____________________________ 12,285 
English Framework ______________________________ 4,0~0 

Social Sciences Framework _______________________ 31,772 
Science Framework ______________________________ 9,704-
Bill of Rights ___________________________________ 48,481 
State Comm. Pub. Education _____________________ 44,763 
School Admin. Workshops ________________________ 2,639 
Transportation Supervision ________________________ 855 
School Planning ___________ ,______________________ 15,430 
Test Kitchen ____________________________________ 7,000 
.J. C. Ad"'isory Panel _____________________________ 19,403 
Data Processing Educational Info Systems _________ 70,835 
Innovation Exchange _____________________________ 1,651 
Mexican-American Children _______________________ 1ri,061 
Teacher Supply-Demand __________________________ 53.040 
Instructional TV _________ '_______________________ 4,376 
Arts and Humanities _____________________________ 3,458 
Staff Inseryice Training __________________________ 1,074 
Int£>rgl'ollp Relations _____________________________ 2,674: 
Study of Desegregation ___________________________ 1,162 
.Junior High Schools _______ :..._____________________ 12,607 
Re"'iew Education Code __ ---------_______________ 44,822 
Economics l~ducation ___________ .,._________________ 16,407 
Editor Ser"ices Project Talent ____________________ 10.472 
Adult Spanish Surnames _________________________ 9,390 
Consen'ation Educator ___________________________ 3,117 
Teacher Records _________________________________ 148,033 
Strengthening Admin. Ser ... ices ___________________ _ 
Henlth Instruction Guidelines ____________________ _ 
Reading Grades 1 & 2 ___________________________ _ 
1st Gr:lde Reading Test Analysis _________________ _ 
Textbook E\'aluation Study ______________________ _ 

153,817 
61,750 
34.207 
79,947 
27,147 
64.614 

188,190 
24,407 

36,245 
IVJ(li 
63,7l'i6 

110,821 
4,645 

74,986 
473 

28,177 
26,047 
30,084 

5,481 
29,781 

25,071 

20,828 
1,593 

28,025 
84,065 
32,000 
27,000 
8,100 

25,408 

$178,323 
78,282 
60,650 
79,917 
35,803 
42,325 
92,850 
13,625 

2,433 
37,153 

56,334 
174,264 

1,645 
72,694 

31,894 
54.927 
87,574 

27,321 

32,974 

27,850 
22,309 

56,773 
41,000 

1968-69 
Ea:penditures 

$31,273 
99,742 
29,195 
28,586 

24,263 
7,223 

92,436 

151,383 
1,770 

85.851 

37,065 
66,566 
72,168 

25,168 

13,980 

I9,m5 
33,086 

'40,720 

1969-70 
Ell1penditures 

$28,400 
71,091 
24,215 
30,675 

28,583 

97,930 

196,916 
4,798 

98,:162 

38,104 
85,690 
73,779 
18,360 

897 

18,241 
33,476 

129,008 
15,003 

28,178 
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Table 9-Continued 
Summary of Federal Aid 
to California Education-Continued 

Abbreviated title of project 
(Funded since program incepti(m) 

Title V ESEA Funding 
ExpenditureSp fiscal years 1965-66 through 1969-70 

1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 
Expenditures 

Progress, Physically Underdeveloped _______________ _ 
Special Education Data Collection _______________ _ 
State Board Clerical Assistance __________________ _ 
NDEA III Strengthening Crit. Subjects __________ _ 
NDEA X Imp. Stat. Ser\dces ___________________ _ 
Departmental Reorganization _____________________ _ 
Accreditation Workshop _________________________ _ 
Curriculum Mentally" Gifted ______________________ _ 
Adult Education -Ad". Committee ________________ _ 
Continuation Education 'Vorkshops _______________ _ 
Curriculum Abstracts ________________________ ,, __ _ 
Education Prof. Development Act Admin. _________ _ 
P. E. Framework _______________________________ _ 
Model Inservice Programs ________________________ _ 
Drug Abuse Education Program ___________________ _ 
Reading 'Vol'l,;shops _____________________________ _ 
Foreign Language Framework ____________________ _ 
Civic Education ________________________________ _ 
Distribution to LEA's ___________________________ _ 
Coord. State }1~ed. Preschool Program _____________ _ 
Selection of 'rest Instruments ____________________ _ 
Bulletin I,aws Except Child ______________________ _ 
Departmental Administration _____________________ _ 
Blind/~Iultihandicapped _________________________ _ 
Common Data Base _____________________________ _ 
Think-In on Gifted _____________________________ _ 
Role Ethnic ::\1inorities __________________________ _ 
Student Councils ________________________________ _ 
Tests for Certification __________________________ _ 
Test Bilingualism _______________________________ _ 
Analysis State Test Results _____________________ _ 
Educational Objectives _________________________ _ 
Flexible Scheduling on PE _______________________ _ 

Total, _______________________________________ $885,810 

EaJpenditures 
18,000 
40,000 

$1,327,419 

Ea:;penditures 
5,000 

6,394 
195,891 

27,338 
10,963 

2.452 
79,702 
15,989 
10,000 

2,644 
10,481 

1,544 

8500 
54;016 
21,820 
33,000 

$1,739,654 

1968-69 
Expenditures 

20,115 
178,535 

32,669 
38,164 
3,030 

45,586 
21,059 
13,592 
12,384 
13,297 

198,080 
24,629 
66,058' 
5,000 

20 
51,546 

3,520 
10,000 

10 
29,6r»5 
24,000 
14,000 

$1,699,999 

1969-70 
Ezpenditures 

21,412 
178,460 

49,626 
30,489 

51,840 
32,985 
4,567 

24,607 
15,000 

13,596 

199,914 
62,3f>3 
25,557 

36,691 

6,264 

19,373 
25,909 

$1,815,399 
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General Summary Education 

Table 10 shows existing projects by departmental division and demon­
strates that the diffused use of Title V funds established in the past 
·has continued in the budget year. 

As we reported in the Analysis of the B1I.dget Bill 197,0-71 the qual­
i.ty· and results of Title V projects vary greatly, and while some have 
contributed to strengthening the Department of ducation, many others 
are of extremely questionable value. An examination of the following 
excerpts of the most recent evaluation report entitled Strengthening the 
State Department of Edncation will .demonstrate this point regarding 
projects in 1969-70. 

State Board; Clerical Assistance ($25,000). These funds were ex­
pended for clerical assistance to the special assistant to the State Board 
of Education most of which was utilized to answer public correspond­
ence to the board. Activities listed include the development of moral 
guidelines, seating of a high school student on the state board, revoking 
of California Administrative Code, Title V sections on racial balance, 
the adoption of a science framework and the appointment of committees 
who serve the board. 

Innovation Exchange ($5,000). The report states that these funds 
were "used in 1969-70 to finance the travel of the special assistant to 
the State Board of Education on the 'Journey for Relevance' in which 
80 California educators and lav leaders visited five schools in five 
states." The report also indicates- that these funds were used to support 
boards members' travel to the National Association of State Boards of 
Education and support consultant travel and per diem related to (1) 
Guidelines for the Education of Responsible Citizens in the Public 
Schools of California, (2) rewriting Administrative Code sections deal­
ing with ethnic balance and (3) study of physical attacks on teachers. 

Strengthening Administrative Services ($30,372). The project is 
designed to "provide continuing control of financial transactions to 
implement basic operations of accounting, budgeting, duplicating, ship­
ping and mailing and business ·services. to provide consultative and ad­
ministrative assistance to project directors and to departmental mana­
gers on organization." 

Strengthening Depa,rtmenta! Inser"ice Training ($79,200). These 
activities include employee orientation, workshops and training, spe~ 
cialized training and professional te-chnical training, supervision, man­
agement training communications training (20-hour reading improve­
ment course), defensive driving, departmental training, advisory com­
mittee and planning counseling. 

It will be noted from the above examples that many of these projects 
consist of expenditures for items which, either because ofa lack of 
justification or a shortage of State General Fund support, cannot be 
included in the Department of Education's General Fund budget. 
Many projects funded through Title V deal with significant problem 
areas in public education in which the Department of Education could 
exercise substantial leadership. However, individual projects are of 
limited scope, usually involving the employment of departmental con­
sultants and clerical assistance. 
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Summary of Federal Aid to California Education-Continued 
Table 10 

ESEA Title V Estimated Expenditures 1970-71 
Departmental Activities by Divisions 

As of December 31, 1970 
OFFICE OF SUPERIN-

TENDENT Man- Oontracted Equip-
Departmental mannge- years 

ment legal sel'\'ices 1.60 
Salaries 8ervices ment Otke/' 

$3,863 
Total 

$21,222 $15,534 $1,825 

SubtotnL_______ 1.60 $15,534 $1,825 $3,863 $21,222 

DEPUTY SUPERIXTENDENT FOR ADMINISTRATION 
Division of Departmental 

Administration 
Departmental manage-

ment information 
system ___________ 5.00 $59,496 $30,000 $136,804 $225,800 

California education 
information system_ 9.60 118.159 2,000 $4,800 56,088 181,047 

Departmental manage-
ment services _____ 16.80 131,486 2,000 31,006 82,043 196,585 

Departmental staff 
development ______ 4.00 45,560 17,800 1,450 14,190 79,000 

SubtotaL _______ 35.40 $354,701 $51,800 $37,256 $238,625 $682,382 

Division of School Admin:-
istration and Finance 

Administrative statis-
tical services _____ 5.00 $53,790 $3,800 $20,010 $77,600 

Administration services 
(LEA) __________ 4.10 52,834 2,497 $200 22,769 78,300 

--
SubtotaL_______ 9.10 $106,624 $6,297 $200 $42,779 $155,900 

DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT FOR PROGRAMS 
Deputy's Office 

Departmental program 
management 
services __________ 11.70 $160,049 $15,860 $5,110 $44,985 $226,004 

Title V ESEA 
administration ____ 2.00 29,896 3,707 625 11,590 45,818 

Program planning and 
evaluation ________ 5.10 45,768 20,220 2,426 16,947 80,361 

Bilingual education 
project ___________ 4.80 62,446 3,000 21,760 87,206 

SubtotnL _______ 23.60 $298,159 $42,787 

Division of Instruction 
Services for improving 

instruction _______ 21.80 $269,835 $146,301 

SubtotaL _______ 21.80 $269,835 $146,301 

Division oj Special 
Education 

Supplemental sen'ices 
for special education 2.90 $38,325 $1,500 

SubtotaL_______ 2.90 $38,325 $1,500 

$8,161 $95,282 $444,389 

$3,150 $117,698 $536,984 

$3,150 $117,698 $536,984 

$2,900 $26,061 $68,786 

$2,900 $26,061 $68,786 

.TOTAL ________ 94.40 $1,083,178 $248,685 $53,492 $524,308 $1,909,663 
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The weaknesses of the Title V program should not be considered 
within the context of the program alone, but rather as a shortcom­
ing of the department's program planning and evaluation function. 
Recognizing the shortcoming, we recommended in the Analysis of 
Ihe B!!dget Bin 1970-71 that" legislation be enacted to provide guide­
lines for the Department of Education in the allocation of Title V 
funds." We further suggested that these guidelines include (1) state 
priorities for the allocation of funds, (2) a formalized system of project 
approval and (3) annual reporting to the Legislature on project funds 
and results achieved. 

Legislation was passed by both houses of the Legislature (AB 2493) 
which required the Educational Innovation Advisory Commission to 
review the programs proposed to the State Board of Education. Al­
though the bill was vetoed on technical grounds, Executive Order 
R-24-70 provided that the commission should perform this function. 

The Governor's Budget further demonstrates the past dissatisfaction 
with the programs conducted under Title V and states: 

"It is essential that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
have the management personnel so that the organizational patterns he 
establishes can be properly managed and maintained. When the lead­
ership responsibility, the organizational climate, and the management 
personnel have been assigned in the priority areas identified by the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, only then can an accountability 
system be built and operated. It is important that the State Superin­
tendent of Public Instruction be held accountable for his programs, not 
for the programs of the past. " 

To implement this attitude, the budget document states that ... "all 
projects funded by the federal Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act Title V have been terminated." The funds available under the pro­
gram for the budget year of approximately $2 million will be available 
to the superintendent to develop and implement good management of 
elementary and secondary education at the state level. 

1. We recommend that final action on any element of the Depart­
ment of Education's b!!dget be withheld. !!ntt! a comprehensive plan is 
developed for the 1971-72 !!tilization of f!!nds available under Title V 
of the Elementary and Secondary Ed.!!cation Act. 

2. We recommend. that the Legislat!!re req!!est the Department of 
Ed!!eation to give highest priority in the !!ti!ization of Title V ESEA 
r!!nds in 1971-72 toward establishing an e.ffective ed!!cational eval!!a­
tion system. We believe that the action taken in the Governor's Budget 
strongly demonstrates the administration's desire that the Department 
of Education use Title V funds more effectively. This action is justified 
in light of the department's poor record in the use of these funds. How­
ever, while we agree that the budget action successfully focuses on the 
problem it does not contribute to a solution. 

As a consequence of the absence of a program of expenditure, the 
Legislature is presented with no budget at all for ESEA Title V. We, 
t.herefore, believe that final approval of all portions of the Department 
of Education's budget be delayed until such time as the appropriate 
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Summary of Federal Aid to California Education-Continued 
subcommittees of the Senate Finance Committee and the Assembly 
Ways and Means Committee are presented with a complete expenditure 
program. 

In addition, we would point out that one of the most serious weak, 
nesses of the Department of Education is its inability to effectively 
evalu.ate educational programs. There are existing statewide testing 
programs. However, the results of these programs have not been util­
ized in the past for educational policy making. We believe that a com­
prehensive evaluation system should be developed for California and 
that the Department of Education should give this subject highest 
priority in planning for the use of Title V ESEA funds in 1971-72. 

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 substantially as is illustrated in Table 11. It has been frequently 
suggested as a result of this wide variance in the state contributions 
to the total cost of education that a standard measure of state re­
sponsibility be established. Most frequently proposals to do this pro­
vide that the state contribute 50 percent of the total cost of education. 
It should be recognized, however, that recommendations of this type 
usually define the relationship between state and local expense in the 
narrowest possible sense, i.e., the percentage of State School Fund ap­
portionments to total state and local soh 001 district General Fund 
revenues. Table 11 reviews this relationship since 1930-31. 

These figures indicate that only seven times in the 39-year period 
did the state contribute 50 percent or more and the most recent oc­
currence was in 1947-48. This relationship, however, is an inaccurate 
picture of the state's effort regarding public education because it does 
not reflect other educational expenditures appropriated through budget 
action. Table 12 reviews all state expenditures for education and in­
dicates that the state has assumed a greater share of total educational 
expenditures than the former, more narrowly defined, relationship 
would indicate. 

This table points up the fact that a substantial amount of state sup- . 
port financed outside of the State School Fund is not reflected in the 
more narrow relationship. For example, in 1969-70 approximately $202. 
minion for categorical aid programs such as compensatory education, 
contributions to teachers' retirement and free textbooks was spent in 
addition to State School Fund apportionments. The addition of these 
other amounts to the state's share of the total state and local expendi­
tures would increase the state's percentage in 1969-70 from 35.2 per. 
cent to 40.2 percent. 
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Tabl.11 
Genera' Fund Revenues of School Districh From 

State School Fund and L.ocal Sources 
.1930-31 to 1969-70 ( •• t,) 

~i8callJear 1980-81 _________ _ 
1981--32 _________ _ 
1932-33. ________ _ 
1988-84~ ________ _ 
1934-35 _________ _ 
1935~86 ________ _ 
1986--37 _________ _ 
1987--38 _________ _ 
1988--39 _________ _ 
1939-40 _________ _ 
1949-41 _________ _ 
1941-42 _________ _ 
1942-48 _________ _ 
1948-44 _________ _ 
1944-45 _________ _ 
1945-46 _________ _ 
1946-47 _________ _ 
1947-48 _________ _ 
1948-49 _________ _ 
1949-50 _________ _ 
1950-51 _________ _ 
1951-52 _________ _ 
1952-53 _________ _ 
1958-54 _________ _ 
1954-55 _________ _ 
1955-56 _________ _ 
1956-57 _________ _ 
1957-58 _________ _ 
1958-59 _________ _ 
1956-60 _________ _ 
1960-61 _________ _ 
1961-62 _________ _ 
1962-63 _________ _ 
1968-64 _________ _ 
1964-65 _________ _ 
1965-66 _________ _ 
1966-67 _________ _ 
1967-68 _________ _ 
1968-69 _________ _ 
1969-70 _________ _ 

Total 
General Fund Revet~ues 

of 8chool districts 
(8tate.~ local) 1, 2 

$151,657,886 
159,025,563 
149,550,938 
125,778,887 
124,117,780 
127;568,111 
188,874,081 
152,191,508 
162,386,849 
174,177,972 
178,075,151 
177,539,061 
185,969,184 
178,730,077 
192,726,916 
213,408,592 
238,627,746 
294,729,778 
385,647,879 
470,420,684 
531,116,387 
656,308,835 
759,625,678 
73B,493,801 
804,345,803 
882,855,804 

1,017,748,160 
1,150,157,621 
1,304,831,800 
1,447,958,245 
1,590,411,682 
1,741,884,480 
1,886,167,364 
2,193,337,463 
2,433,975,602 
2,663,827,775 
2,973,706,781 
3,408,000,431 
3,699,560,000 
4,067,690,000 

Percent 
State School Fund-, 

State School Fund 3,: to total 
$27,037,158 17.8% 
28,839,273 17.8 
28,33,q,273 18.9 
69.947.572 55.6 
69,947,572 56.4 
71,619,718 56.1 
71,619,718 53.7 
72,332,130 47.5 
72,332,130 44.5 
77,189,5.~9 44.3 
77,189,589 48.8 
79,821,811 45.0 
79,821,811 42.9 
97,813,910 54.7 
97,813,910 50.8 
96,157,108 45.1 

101,436,961 42.5 
173,521,609 58.9' 
185,787,370 48.2 
199,418,284 42.4 
215,255,637 40.5 
223,961,450 84.1' 
270,638,000 85.6 
367,182,801 49.7 
395,622,803 49.2 
428,482,804 48.5 
461,232,160 45.3 
49R,680,621 43.4 
575,224,800 44.0 
638,401,245 44.0 
680,881,682 42.8 
717,427,480 41.2 
762,964,364 40.5 
889,840,587 38.3 
937,400,245 88.5 
997,288,275 87.4 

1,049,793,888 35.3 
1,272,491,000 87.4 
1,312,218,867 35.5 
1,432,997,000 35.2 

1 Based on expenditUres for perIod 1930-31 through 1952-63 and based on re\'enuea from 1953-54 to 
. present. . 

~ From Controller's reports: Financial Transactions concerning School Distrlets (If Call!ornia. and state budget 
documents, laSO to present. 

3 Excludes many items funded outside State School Fund (i.e., free textbOoks, child tare centers, state 
sehool building aid, ete,). 

• 
BASIC REFORM IN PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE 

The existing system of public school finance does not promote the 
efficient use of available tax resources. This results because local school 
districts are completely dependent upon the property tax to produce 
local revenue. Not only do school districts rely on the property tax, 
all elements of local government rely on this tax as the most important 
source of revenue. Table 13 compares school district property tax rev, . 
enues to the other major segments of local government, 
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Table 12 
Revenues for Public School Support 

From State and Local Sources 
(in thousands) 

State Subventions for Publio SohoolfJ 1966-67 
State School Fund Apportionment 

1967-68 

Regular Apportionments ___________________________________ $1,049,793 $1,271,933 
Miller-Unruh Reading Program 

Scbool Fund Apportionment _________________ .,... __________ _ 
Educational Improvement Act 

State School Fund Apportionment _______________________ _ 

Subtotal State School Fund Apportionments _________________ $1,049,793 
Total Other Local Assistance _________________________________ 170,627 

$1,271,933 
169,579 

Total State Suhventions _____________________________________ 1,220,420 1,441,512 
Total General Fund Revenue of School Districts from 

Local Sources 1 ___________________________________________ 1,753,286 1,961,488 
Total School Districts' Revenue (State Subventions plus 

Local Sources) ___________________________________________ 2,973,706 8,403,000 
Percent of Total State Subventions to Total School Districts' 

Revenue (State Subvention plus Local Sources) _____________ 41.04% 42.36% 
1 Includes fneome rrom local and county sources (Controller's Report). 

1968-69 

$1,315,158 

$1,315,158 
189,810 

1,504,968 

2,194,592 

8,699,560 

40,69% 

1969-70 

$1,420,023 

7,974 

5,000 

$1,432,997 
201,851 

1.634,848 

2,432,842 

4,067,690 

40.19% 
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Tabl.13 
Property Tax Revenues for Local Government 

1969-70 
Revenue 

Purpose (in million8) 
School distl'icts ___________ ... ___________ ... __________ $2,672.4 

.g~ti~:ie~_=====::=:::===:================:======:= 1,~~::~ . Special districts _________________________________ 304.3 

Percent oj 
Total 
54.1 
28.9 
10.8 

6.2 

Total ____________________ -------------------- $4,935.5 100.0 

School districts collect more revenues from this source than all other 
segments combined. Further, total property tax rates have increased 
in the past largely as a result of increases in school district levies as 
shown in Table 14. 

Table 14 
Change.s in Property Tax Levies 

1959-60 through 1969-70 
1959-60 1969-70' Ohange 

Revenue Percent of Revenue Percent of Revenue Percent oj 
Purpose· (in millions) Tota~ (in millions)' Total (in millions) Increase 
SchoOl districts_ $954.9 48.0% $2,672.4 54.1% $1,717.5 179.9% 
Counties ______ 653.5 32.8 1,424.2. 28.9 770.7 117.9 
Cities _________ 271.1 13.6 534.6 10.8 268.5 97.2 
Special districts 111.0 5.6 304.3 6.2 193.3 174.1 

Total _______ $1,990.5 100.0% $4,935.5 100.0% $2,945.0 147.9% 
1 Exc1u51ve of homeowners U::~QlPUon apd' in\'elltory exemption. 

Table 14 demonstrates that from 1959-60 to 1969-70 school districts 
accounted for $1,717.5 million or 58.3 percent of the total $2,945 mil­
lion increase in property tax collections of local governing bodies. We 
believe that there is a SUbstantial lack of efficiency in the utilization of 
tax resources throughout the public school system. A review of the 
major weaknesses of the public school support system follows. 
W.aknes.es of the Public School Finane. Syat.m 

1. There is an excessive number of individual elementary and second-
ary school districts. . 

In 1969-70 there were 1,144 separate elementary, secondary and 
community college school districts in California. Only four other states 
have a larger number of operating units. Table 15 shows the number 
of school districts by organizational structure and average daily at­
tendance. 

Table 15 
Number of School Oiatrictl_1969'-70 

ADA. Elementary o ______________ 3 
1-100 ____________ 187 

101-500 _________ - __ 228 
501-1,000___________ 80 

1,001-5,000 ___________ 156 
5,001-10,000__________ 49 
Over 10,000__________ 23 

TotaL _____________ 726 

High school Unified 

19 21 
28 18 
46 85 
16 45 
16 67 

120 286 

725 

Oommu.nitv 
college 

5 
2Q 
18 
10 

62 

Total 
8 

187 
268 
121 
287 
llO 
106. 

1,144 
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S •• lo Reform i" Public Sohool Fll'lance-Continued 

The Legislature has long recognized the need to eliminate duplication 
of effort and promote economies of scale through the unification of 
single level districts. 

Despite the fact that the number of operating units has been reduced 
from 3,047 in 1935-36 to 1,138 in 1970-71, there are still numerous 
.small districts which because of limited size and wealth are relatively 
inefficient. The number of districts has not been reduced substantially 
in recent years and We conclude that stronger steps will be required 
for further unification. This is due principally to the fact that many 
small districts represent islands of high assessed value which support 
high cost programs at relatively low tax rates. In addition, small dis· 
tricts below certain levels of ADA receive special health care, pupil 
personnel, and supervision of instruction services free of charge from 
the county superintendents of schools. 

2. The level of property tax support to the educational programs 
is not sufficiently equalized to permit comparable educational programs. 

There exists among the large number of school districts shown in 
Table 15, wide variations in district ability to support educational pro· 
grams as measured by assessed value per unit of average daily attend. 
ance. Table 16 shows these differences in tax base among the school 
districts. 

Table 16 
AII.lled Valuation Per Average Oaily Attendance 

1969-70 
Elementary 

Low _____________________________ $108 
Median ____________________ .. _____ 19,600 
High ____________________________ 952,156 

High 8ohool 
$11,959 
41,300 

849,093 

Oommunity college 
$45,285 
133,600 
371,432 

As a result of the variations in tax base a significant variation exists 
in the tax rate which property owners are required to bear. Table 17 
reviews this range of tax rates. 

Tabl.17 
Range of Tota' Tax Ratel for Public School.Districh 1969-70 

District level Low Median High 
Elementary ___________________ ~ _______________ $0.15 $2.25 $5.50 
High school ___________________________________ 0.89 2.08 3.54 
Unified _______________________________________ 1.00 4.33 6.97 
Community conege _____________________________ 0.41 0.65 0.99 

The various levels of taxable wealth and district tax rates working 
independently produce a wide range in per pupil expenditure as shown 
in Table 18. 

Tabl. 18 
Range of School District Ourrent Expenditures pel" PupU 

1969-70 
Didrict level Low 

Elementary ___________________________________ $407 
High school ___________________________________ 722 
Unified _______________________________________ 612 
Community college _____________________________ 639 

726 

Median 
$672 
898 
766 
836 

High 
$2,586 

1,767 
2,414 
1,667 
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In some cases districts with low expenditure levels have correspond­
ingly low tax rates. In many more cases, however, quite the opposite is 
true; districts with unusually low expenditures have unusually high 
tax rates owing to their limited tax base. Table 19 demonstrates this 
situation in several counties. 

.Table 19 
Comparison of Selected Tax Rates and Expenditure Levels 

In Selected Counties 
196B-69 

Assessed value Expenditure· 
Oounty ADA per ADA Taw I'ate per ADA 

Alameda 
Emery Unified _________________ 586 $100,187 $2.57 $2,223 
Newark Unified ---------------- 8,638 6,048 5.65 616 

Fresno 
Coalinga Unified --------------- 2,640 $33,244 $2.17 $963 
Clovis Unified __________________ 8,144 6,480 4.28 565 

Kern 
Rio Bravo Elementary ___________ 121 $136,271 $1.05 $1,545 
Lamont Elementary _____________ 1,847 5,971 3.06 533 

Los Angeles 
Beverly Hills Unified ____________ 5,542 $50,885 . $2.38 $1,232 
Baldwin Park Unified ____________ 13,108 3,706 5.48 577 

Certain features of the state school support system attempt to adjust 
these disparities such as (1) the computational tax component of the 
foundation program, which modifies state support, to some degree, in 
relation to the district tax base, and (2) the areawide tax program 
which results in some shift of revenue from the wealthier to the less 
wealthy districts. These programs, however, have been insufficient to 
equalize the ability of school districts to finance educational programs, 
as the examples in Table 19 demonstrate. 

3. The foundation program of guaranteed state and local support is. 
not responsive to the cost of educational programs. 

The present definition of the foundation program, "a minimum ac­
ceptable level of school support" for public school pupils financed from 
state and local sources, is so vague that it is meaningless. This loose 
definition expressed in terms of dollars per ADA means that any 
foundation program figure Once established is subject to criticism 
inasmuch as it is neither related to the actual average current expense 
of education per pupil, the estimated program requirements, nor to 
any category of expenditures per pupil. The use of a foundation pro­
gram figure which is not related to actual requirements results in a 
rather inflexible apportionment system. These deficiencies in the cur­
rent foundation program have made it difficult for the Legislature to 
evaluate the adequacy of any given level of state support for the 
foundation program or to evaluate demands for additional state aid. 
The periodic legislative increases in state support for the schools, ex­
cluding categorical aid programs, have been based generally on revenue 
considerations instead of being based upon the adequacy of the current 
foundation program. 

4. The growth in the property tax base, i.e., assessed valuation, re­
sults in a reduction of state support and an increase in local property 
tax support. 
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State foundation program support to the public schools is com­
posed of three components: basic aid, district aid and equalization aid. 
Under this system state support is based on a guaranteed amount 
adjusted by the amount that the computational tax produces on the 
local tax base. As a consequence, the annual growth in assessed valu­
ation results in a corresponding reduction in state equalization aid 
when no legislative adjustment is made. 

This reduction in state support per pupil is commonly referred to as 
"slippage" and is estimated to account for as much as $50 million 
statewide in replacement of state funds with local funds uriless com­
pensated for by legislative adjustments. 

5. The system of tax rate controls defined by the Education Code 
does not regulate school district expenditures. 

The Education Code contains a number of specific requirements re­
garding school district property tax rates. The basic element of these 
provisions is the maximum tax rate which is expressed in terms of a 
level which cannot be exceeded to provide general revenue without 
approval of a majority of the district electorate. 

Since the system of maximum tax rates was first enacted in 1931 
there have been very few modifications to the amounts authorized. The 
principal exceptions were Chapter 2, Statutes of 1959, which increased 
the amounts for unified districts by $0.05 for the elementary and 
secondary grades and by $0.15 where a commnnity college ·is included. 
Subsequent actions authorized higher tax rates in districts with low 
expenditure levels. 

A review of the maximum tax rates as compared to the actual levies 
of school districts demonstrates that the existing rates are unrealistic 
and do not limit local tax rates since all but a few districts are above 
the maximum through authorization of the electorate. Table 20 com­
pares the number of districts at each level which tax below and above 
the maximum. 

Table 20 
Comparison of Districts Exceeding the Statutory 

Maximum Tax Rate 
1968-69 

General purpose 
taw rate Elementary High school 

At or below statutory maximum____ 8 2 
Above statutory'maximum _________ 730 119 

!Jni/ied 
1 

234 

Community 
college 

45 
17 

While there has been little legislative modification of the authorized 
maximum school district tax rates and most districts have exceeded 
the levels prescribed, numerous special increases or "permissive over­
ride taxes" have been established by the Legislature. The gradual but 
extensive growth of these taxes for educational as well as noneduca­
tional purposes has resulted in the present authority for the levying 
of 43 separate taxes by school boards. These authorizations cover a 
broad range of school district programs and responsibilities including 
special education, retirement system, children's centers, youth conserva­
·tion and training programs. 
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The original intent of the maximum tax rate system was to provide 
control of the revennes and expenditure levels of school districts. How­
ever, as demonstrated above, through local option and permissive over~ 
ride taxes these restrictions are no longer effective. We believe that the 
subject of property tax rate control must be approached in the context 
of reform in public school finance. The state has accepted a substantial 
portion of the responsibility for assuring a level of quality in education 
at a reasonable cost. This can be accomplished only under a system 
which permits local school boards to tax at a sufficiently high rate to 
support the basic elements of an adequate educational program but, 
at the same time, assures adequate controls on expenditures to tax­
payers throughout the state. 

6. The system of state support does not adjust automatically to re­
flect the impact of inflation on school costs or allow school districts 
to share in the increased productivity of society. 

The existing systems of state and local support to the public schools 
do not have sufficient flexibility to adapt to changes in the economy. 
These fluctuations are basically of two types (a) the cost changes 
which can he attributed to inflation and (b) increases in the produc­
tivity of society which are reflected in wage and income changes. 

(a) Effects of Inflation. A significant portion of the increases in the 
cost of education can be attributed to inflation which has escalated 
dramatically since 1966. Table 21 shows that the California Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) increased by 5.68 percent during 1969-70 which 
was more than double the rate of increase during the early 1960 'so This 
CPI index measures only the growth in prices paid by the general 
public for the goods or services it purchases, imd is not a direct reflec­
tion of the increased cost of education. Most of the cost for schools con­
sists of services (i.e., teacher salaries) which typically grow faster than 
general consumer prices. One of the reasons for the more rapid growth 
rate is that salaries as they are adjusted to competition in the private 
sector reflect not only changes in inflation, but also increases in pro­
ductivity (i.e., the increases in real purchasing power). 

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969, authorizes the Superintendent of Pub­
lic Instruction to "increase the various foundation programs in accor­
dance with the specifications in the Budget Act in order to apportion 
amounts specifically appropriated in the Budget Act for cost increases 
due to inflation." This, however, is only an authorization to act if funds 
are appropriated and not a guarantee of an adjustment. In addition, 
there is no existing authority for school district governing boards to 
increase local property tax revenues to reflect the impact of inflation 
on locally supported school costs. 

As a result of these structural rigidities at both the state and local 
level, the existing school formulas are unrealistic because they do not 
compensate for outside cost pressures over which the school system has 
no control. 

(b) Increase in Productivity. During the 1960's real purchasing 
power in this country increased at an average annual rate which, com­
pounded, would be approximately 2.75 percent. Employees in both the 
private and governmental sectors attempt to share in this increase 
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through wage negotiations. The salary structure for California teachers 
partially recognizes the growth in productivity by granting annual 
merit salary adjustments. However, neither the state (except when the 
Legislature increase state aid) nor the local school financial structure 
has a mechanism for recognizing what is obviously a built-in cost fac­
tor, These adjustments can be financed in part out of the growth in 
assessed valuations which partially results from inflation. 

We believe the school finance system should incorporate salary poli­
cies which include both the inflationary experience and changes due to 
productivity. In this way the state would share part of the financing of 
these two basic costs which are independent of changes in enrollment 
and program. It should then be possible to isolate these changes in local 
school budgets which reflect increased level of services versus those 
which adjust for inflation and related salary costs. 

This approach would also establish a logical method for determining 
teacher salaries. By granting an inflationary adjustment, teachers are 
protected from an erosion in their real purchasing power. By adding a 
productivity factor which corresponds to the long-term growth in the 
national economy, teachers will participate proportionately in' the 
growth in real purchasing power. 

Table 21 
Comparison of Increases in School District General Fund Current Expense 

to Increases in the California Consumer Price Index 
and National Productivity 

(1) 
Annual change (2) 

in current Annual change 
ell!penS6 in consumer 

Year oj education price indew 
1964-65 _________________ 6.34% 2.20% 
1965-66 __ c______________ 7.51 1.61 
1966-67 _________________ 8.62 2.91 
1967-68 _________________ 7.43 3.17 
1968-69 _________________ 11.85 3.90 
1969-70 (est.) ___________ 8.58 5.68 

(8) , 
Annual 

change in 
productivity 

3.36% 
3.24 
2.52 
2.20 
1.61 
0.93 

W 
Program 

improvement 
1-(2+8) 

0.78% 
2.66 
3.19 
2.06 . 
6.34 
1.97 

11910 Economic Report of the President, page 216, and the December 1970 issue of the Monthly Labor 
Rel'lew, by the U. S. Department of Labor, page 96, This index refers to private nonfarm employees 
and the increases are annual changes. 

Recommendations for a Basic Reform of Public School Finance 

Based on the f9regoing analysis of the weaknesses of the current 
system of public school finance, we recommend the following legisla­
tive program which is designed to correct many of the inherent ineffi­
ciencies. 

1. We recommend that legislation be enacted to lapse and consoliciate 
all'elementary districts of 100 ADA or less and all high school districts 
of 500 ADA or less. Despite the fact that the number of operating 
units has been reduced from 3,047 in 1935-36 to 1,138 in 1970-71, we 
believe that inequities still exist. For example, of the 712 elementary 
districts, 190 (or 26.6 percent) have 100 ADA or less and of the 120 
high school districts, 19 (or 15.9 percent) have 500 ADA or less. 
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The number of districts has 110t been reduced substantially in recent 
years and we believe that greater financial incentives or more positive 
steps will be required for further unification. This is basically due to 
the fact that many small districts represent islands of high assessed 
value which support high cost programs at relatively low tax rates. 
Therefore, as the first step in a program to lapse small uneconomical 
districts, we propose that districts at the elementary level' of 100 ADA 
or less and districts at the high school level of 500 ADA or less be' 
consolidated with larger units on an orderly basis. 

2. We recommend that a statewide property tax be establuhed for 
public school s1!pport to promote equ.alization of property tax support 
among school districts. Certain features of the state school support 
system presently attempt to adjust inequality of local tax bases such 
as (1) the computational tax component of the foundation program 
which adjusts state support, to some degree, in relation to district tax 
base and (2) the areawide tax program which results in some shift of 
revenue from the wealthier to the less wealthy districts. 

These programs, however, have been insufficient in equalizing the 
ability of school districts to finance educational programs. We believe 
that a statewide tax should be instituted to equalize property tax 
support to public schools. It would at first appear that this proposal 
is a substantial departure from existing state policy since the property 
tax is not presently a source of state revenue. It should be noted, how­
ever, that there is precedent for a state mandated property tax for 
schools within the existing school support system. It should also be 
emphasized that this is not a new tax but simply a. state property tax 
in lieu of a local property tax. As outlined in the section of this report 
on "The Foundation Program" the Education Code mandates'a com­
putational tax to produce district aid for equalization purposes in all 
districts which are of sufficiently low wealth to receive equalization aid. 
The districts which are of sufficient wealth to produce more from the 
combination of basic aid and district aid than they would receive from 
the foundation program !luarantees contribute nothing to statewide 
equalization. This results in the loss of approximately $70 million in 
property tax revenues which are identified by the foundation program 
for statewide equalization purposes. 

The statewide collection of district aid would have distinct advan­
tages over the current system. Principally, it would result in the elimi­
nation of basic aid. Since district aid is collected at the state level it 
could be allocated back to districts as simple lump-sum apportionments 
because adjustments presently required for district wealth would be 
accommodated in the collection of the tax. The present system guar­
antees that for each pupil in average daily attendance the district will 
receive $125 regardless of the amount which the computational tax can 
produce. The proposed statewide tax system would guarantee to each 
pupil in average daily attendance a full foundation program while 
taking full advantage of statewide tax resources. This approach would 
also eliminate slippage, or the reduction of state support from the in­
creases in local assessed valuation. 
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3. We recommend that the foundation program be defined to reflect 
"basic instructional support" costs. We believe state support should be 
based on a category of educational expenditures deemed critical to the 
basic education of every child such as teacher salaries and related 
expense, the adequacy of which could be periodically evaluated to 
determine the desired level of state support. 

To date, the Legislature has had only average current expense figures 
to use in the development of school support proposals. These figures 
have serious shortcomings since they represent only the mathematical 
average of experienced costs, reflecting districts which spent widely 
varying amounts. They do not reflect the cost of educational programs 
defined as adequate. During the current year the Department of Edu· 
cation has attempted to develop a basic program model of support for 
each program level. This is divided into (1) instructional support, (2) 
general support and (3) pupil services support. 

When the program models are finalized for the elementary, secondary 
and community college levels, we believe that the levels identified 
should be reviewed and utilized as legislative guidelines. Further, we 
believe that the foundation program of support should be geared to 
the costs of instruction while other district costs should be the responsi. 
bility of the districts. The acceptance of this approach would result in 
the utilization of, for foundation program purposes, the "Basic In. 
structional Support" which includes teacher salaries and the support 
of essential operations related to clas~room instruction. Under this can· 
cept a foundation program could then represent the cost of classroom 
instruction imder normal conditions. However, where special situations 
such as high concentrations of educationally disadvantaged children 
from low income families result in greater cost, the components of this 
cost, such as the addition of a teacher's aide, or specialized equipment, 
could be identified as required adjuncts to the base level program. 

4. We recommend that a system of school district revem<e and ex· 
penditure limitations be established which win permit local governing 
boards to impose property taxes at their own discretion to support 
"basic. general support" and "basic p1.('pil servic~s S'u,-pport" at th.e 
levels established by the Legisla/1,re and permit the local electorate by 
'vote to exceed the amounts prescribed for basic instntctional support, 
basic general support and basic pupil services support. The Education 
Code establishes the system of maximum tax rates for public school 
districts. These limitations have proven inadequate in controlling tax 
rates since most districts have, through authorization of the electorate 
and permissive override taxes, exceeded the amounts prescribed'. 

We believe that a more effective system of revenue and expenditure 
control can be'built on a foundation program which utilizes a program 
model to regnlate the amounts which can be raised locally without 
special authorization from the voters. We would propose that all local 
school boards be authorized to tax at their discretion, to support basic 
general support and basic pupil services support. The actual amounts 
to be raised and expended for these functions would be established by 
the local school board but could not exceed the amounts established in 
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the program model adopted by the Legislature. Any expenditure be­
yond the amount provided by the state for basic instructional support 
or permitted for general support and basic pupil services support, plus 
bond interest and redemption, would require the approval of. the elec­
tOrate. When such tax increases are proposed we believe that the dis­
trict should be required to state the proposition in terms of, the cost 
increases related to the anticipated educational benefits which will 
result. 

5. We recommend that legislation be adopted which will authorize 
an annual adj!!stment in the total f!!nds designated for program sup­
port, composed of insh'!!ctional, geneml and pltpil services support, 
which will reflect the impact of inflation on school costs including a 
national index factor which represents increased prod,wtivity. The 
existing system of school support is infiexible and unrespousive to 
changes in the economy. The two principal economic trends which 
should be accounted for in the system are (a l cost changes which are 
attributed to inflation and (b l increases in economic productivity. 

(al Inflation Factor. We believe that both the basic instructional 
support program and the total program of support should be adjusted 
annually by the Consumer Price Index reported from the period of 
March to March of the preceding fiscal year. These figures are presently 
reported by the Department of Finance and the use of previous year 
data will permit the use of actual figures. 

(b l Productivity Factor. In developing a factor the formula should 
take into account the wide variations which occur in this index from 
year to year. We propose that the average annual increase for the 
prior 10 years be utilized and reviewed and adjusted by the Legislature 
every three to four years to assure its accuracy. This annual factor 
for the 10-year period from 1960 to 1969 was 2.75 percent compounded. 

Therefore, based on the two components above, the factor to be ap­
plied to state support defined in basic instructional program and also 
to local discretionary revenue and expenditures composed of basic 
general support and basic pupil services support for 1971-72 would be: 

Producth'ity 
Consumer Price Index Factor 
(March 1970 to March 1971) + (2.750/0) = Adjustment Factor 

EXCESS COST TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS RESULTING FROM 
LOW INCOME TARGET AREAS 

Chapter 1466, Statutes of 1970, (AB 969) directs the Office of the 
Legislative Analyst to : 

". . . undertake a comprehensive study of the excess costs of target 
school districts ... to identify individual educational programs and 
expenditures which result in excess cost to target school districts, 
including an estimate of the total cost of all such school districts." 

A target school district is defined in the legislation as any district 
having one or more target schools where the achievement scores in 
reading are substantially below the district and state averages, or with 
substantial problems of higher than average unemployment, higher than 
average rates of welfare dependency, and similar factors. The legisla-
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t.ion defined excess costs of such districts to be those costs which exceed 
the statewide average costs of nontarget school programs conducted 
among California schools .. 

Although a system of providing general aid to school districts does 
not recognize urbanization as a factor in the apportionment of funds, 
there are a variety of special federal and state categorical aid programs 
which ape designed to offset, in part, the high costs which occur in 
certain areas. Programs specifically designed for such special purposes 
include the following: . ' 

1. Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965: 
Compensatory Education (federal). 

2. State Preschool Program (state and federal). 
3. Special Teacher Employment Program (state). 
4. Demonstration Projects in Reading and Mathematics (state). 
5. Research and Teacher Education (state). 
6. Teacher Corps/New Careers in Education Act Program (state). 
7. Professional Development Centers (state). 

The foregoing is by nO means a complete list of the funds available 
to defray the excess cost of education programs in low-income areas. 
There is a wide variety of other state and federal programs which can 
be used for these purposes. For example, Title III of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act authorizes projects designed to develop 
imaginative solutions to educational problems. Since the education of 
culturally disadvantaged youth is a significant educational problem, at 
least a portion of these funds could be considered for this purpose. 

Despite the wide variety of state and federal categorical aids directed 
at this problem area, it has been contended that there is a significant 
portion of the excess cost of low-income target areas which is not met 
by any special program. It is further argued that these programs are 
too narrow in scope and that they do not recognize the indirect cost 
of providing programs in the target area or effectively differentiate 
among program requirements of individual districts. 

Generally the costs which are experienced are of two types. 
1. The Excess Costs of Urban Areas. There are costs experienced by 

urban school districts which result from special municipal requirements 
or a higher than average cost of living. For example, a school district 
situated in a metropolitan area would probably be precluded by city 
or county ordinance from burning its trash, while a suburban or rural 
district might be permitted to do so. The urban district would there­
fore be required to pay for hauling trash to reduce air pollution. 
Similarly, there are higher CQsts of labor in urban areas which affects 
the costs of maintenance and repair of school facilities. 

2. The Excess Costs fw Educational Programs for the Children of 
Low-Income Parents. Substantial problems are created for urban 
school districts as a result of being situated in areas of high social 
tension and having high concentrations from low-income families who 
are less well prepared for participation in an educational program 
than students from more afiluent backgrounds. The State Department 
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of Education's Office.of Compensatory Education reports that an in­
vestment of at least $300 per :pupil is required beyond ordinary district 
expenditures to insur.e.a pupil performance rate equal to or better than 
the establiShed norms, 

In t~~ absenc,e of. ~tatewide comparative data, a sampling technique. 
was utIl1zed to IdentIfy the··elementsof excess cost, for a limited num­
ber of target school districts which could then be used as a basis for the 
projection of excess cost statewide, The districts selected represented' 
a wide geographic distribution, but all operate target area programs, 
Table 22 contains the estimates for each of the identified cost elements 
identified in the study by "local" cost (local support costs) and ~ 
"total" cost (federal, state and local expenditures). . 

Table 22 
Estimate of Statewide E-xcess CO,s~.~of "a~get School Districts 

Local TotaZ· 
$0,64 $0,64 
16,10 16,22 

Insurance Cost __________________________________ _ 
Property Damage ________________________________ _ 
Pupil Transiency _________________________________ _ 2.00 2,79 
Instructional Program ____________________________ _ 13,95 70,62 
Supplementary Personnel _________________________ _ 23,64 51,63 
Community Services ______________________________ _ 0.83 3,08 

Total _________________________________________ _ $57.16 $145,03 

The Department of Education's Office of Compensatory Education 
estimates that there is a total of 650,000 target area school age pupils' 
statewide. Therefore, based on the cost factor identified above, less 
the amount for preschool programs, a total of approximately $36,5 
million in excess cost for target area pupils was expended from local 
funds and $81.6 million was expended from all revenue SOurces, When 
these figures are modified by the factors for preschool and child care 
based on the estimated statewide preschool target area population of 
150,000, there is a total local estimated expense of $36,7 million and, 
a total target area excess expense of $84,5 million, 

ijecommendations on Low Income Target Areas 

1, We recommend that the Legislature. direct the Department of 
Ed1!cation to define comprehensively for edAtcational planning purposes 
the low income educationally rlisarlvanta.ged target areas througho1!t 
the state, For the purposes of the required study low income target 
areas defined for Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act prior to April of 1969 were used to obtain a rough measure of 
target area excess cost. We do not believe, however, that this sufficiently 
identifies low income educationally disadvantaged target areas for 
state planning purposes, 

This conclusion is based on thc fact that ESEA Title I uses the con­
centration of children whose families receive aid to families with de­
pendent children as the prime consideration in the distribution support, 
Beyond tbis common element of AFDC, districts may use a number of 
factors in the identification of the target area such as housing statistics, 
health statistics, test scores, infant mortality rates, mobility and at­
tendance records and the number of children receiving free lunches, 
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This results in a system for the identification of target areas which is 
largely locally determined and may vary from district to district. In 
addition, the system for the identification of target areas was substan­
tially modified with the introduction of the April 1969 requirement 
that services be concentrated to the level of $300 per pupil. This de­
emphasizes the identification of the total target area and identifies the 
most concentrated poverty areas. 

yre believe that the special problems of educationally disadvantaged 
c~ildre~ a~d the excess costs reported by local school districts justifY 
hIgh prIorIty for state and federal support of target area educational 
programs. Since, however, identification of such areas has not been 
developed sufficiently for state planning purposes, we recommend that 
the Legislature direct the Department of Education to identify and 
map out on a statewide basis the highest prIority educationally dis­

. advantaged. target areaS. This should be based on such factors as 
family income, statewide test reports and data from the 1970 census. 
Once defined, the target areas should be regularly reviewed to update 
the information based on changes in the population. 

2. We recommend that once the target areas have been identified, 
(Recommendation No.1) the Legislatl"e authorize a limited number 
of grants to target school districts to permit cost accounting on an 
individual school basis. The sample districts included in this report 
have, to a certain extent, been able to identify costs in their target 
areas which materially exceed costs in the nontarget area. This does 
not provide· sufficient information for state planning purposes. This 
limitation results from the fact that school districts keep expenditure 
records on a centralized basis to achieve the economies of scale which 
centralized purchasing, warehousing and accounting provide. 

As a consequence of this procedure target school districts cannot 
fully determine their excess costs and, equally important, cannot 
identify differences in expenditure. We believe that it is necessary for 
the Legislature to have comparative cost information on both the excess 
expenditures and differences in expenditure of target schools. This 
can be achieved through. a limited number of grants to selected target 
school districts which would permit the establishment of school-by­
school accounting. Participants in such a program should be required 
to use the accounting system developed by the Advisory Commission 
on School District Budgeting and Accounting to insure common defini­
tion and program format. 

3. We recommend that the financial and educational problems cre­
ated by target schools be. approached individually and categorically 
and not thrOltgh the application of an ""rban factor." We have con­
cluded as a result of this study that school districts do expend addi­
tionallocal funds to support programs in low-income target areas. The 
recognition of this situation is not new and has led to numerous pro­
posals in the past which would establish an "urban factor." These 
usually provide an increase in the foundation program support formula 
Ior target area pupils to be distributed as general aid to the urban 
districts. 
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After reviewing the excess expenditures reported by the sample 
districts, we believe that a simple urban factor approach to the excess 
costs of target school districts would not be an appropriate course for 
tbe Legislature to follow in dealing with these problems. Since excess 
expenditures vary substantially from category to category and from 
district to district. Any single urban factor only j'epresents an average 
.of such expenditures statewide and would not be responsive to the 
widely varying needs of individual districts. Further, the allocation 
of funds on this basis would not provide the Legislature or the De­
partment of Education sufficient control over the use of funds to moni­
tor the productivity of individual district's educational programs. 

We believe that each of the elements of excess target area expense 
should be approached individually in the manner presently practiced 
'based on program priorities established by the Legislature. When such 
priorities are established aU programs should be on an application basis 
and the effectiveness in individual excess cost areas closely' reviewed by 
the Department of Education and reported to the Legislature. 

4. TV e recommend that any state ""Pl)Ort p"ograms designed to assist 
in meeting the financial problems of local school districts created by 
low-income target areas not be based solely on the excessexpenditlires 
reported by school dist>·'cts. The excess expenditures of school districts 
which are included in this report and which would be further clarified 
by the adoption of Recommendation No.2 can be helpful to the Legis­
lature in the identification of high cost areas to school districts with 
low-income target schools. However, for policy decisions to be made 
on the funding of individual programs, a great deal more than excess 
cost information is required. Excess cost information should be supple­
mented with performance cost analysis to insure that the support level 
is an accurate reflection of the requirements of an effective program. 
In this way support will not only reflect actual expenditures but what 
the costs should be. 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 CAB 606 Veysey) directed the .Toint 
Legislative Budget Committee to conduct a study of the office of the 
county superintendent of schools for the purpose of developing recom~ 
mendations regarding the "legitimate role of the intermediate unit in 
the California educational stru,cture." The results of this study are 
printed in our report dated January 26, 1971, The Intermcdiate Unit 
in Calif(jrnia's Educational Structure, A Study of the Office of the 
County Superintendent of Schools. 

Interviews and ·firld visitations ,vere conducted to determine the 
functions now being performed by the county superintendents of schools 
for the Department of Education and the local school districts. Funding 
of the county superintendents of schools ,vas studied and a comparison 
,vas made of California's illternwdiate unit with thosE' of other states. 

Based on our findings, we believe the role of the intermediate educa­
tion unit- in California is to serve as the administrative arm of the 
Department of Education and to provide educational services ona con-
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Recommended Changes in Office of County Superintendent-Continued 

tract basis at the option and determination of the local school districts 
which comprise the intermediate nnit. 

A major recommendation of onr report is that the office of the county 
superintendent of schools and its corresponding governing county board 
of education be eliminated and replaced as the intermediate education 
unit in California by regional education districts which are not re­
stricted in size to single county boundaries. Additional recommenda­
tions deal with the administrative structure, the functions, and the fi­
nancing of the intermediate unit. Some of these recommendations call 
for immediate changes in the office of the county superintendent of 
schools while others deal with the proposed regional education districts. 
The fiscal effect of our proposed recommendations would be a savings 
of $12.4 million for the State School Fund as follows. 

County School Ren'ice Fund 
Direct Services Al)llortionment-1969-70 __________________ _ 

Recommended Reduction _____ _ 

Subtotnl __________________ _ 
Other Purposes Apportionment-1969-70 __________________ _ 

Recommended Reductions 
Coordination ______________ _ 
Audio-visual and Library ___ _ 
Courses of Stndy __________ _ 
Teacher II1f;titntes and 

In-service Training ____ _ 

Subtotal _______________ _ 
Total ________________ _ 

Foundation Program for Small School 
Districts 

Recommended Increase (tl'nnsfel'red 
from Direct Hen'ices aboye) __ 

Net Reduction ______________ _ 

Oounty School 
Service Ffmd 

Total 
In Milliol18 

$3.5 

$3.5 

15.3 

Oounty School 
Service Fund 

Reduction Balance 
In Millions In Millions 

$-3.5 

$-3.5 None 

-6.5 
-3.2 
--{l.5 

--{l.2 

$15.3 $-10.4 $4.9 
$4.9 $18.8 $-13.9 

$1.5 
$-12.4 

PROPERTY INSURANCE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Chapter 684, Statutes of 1970 (AB 1026) and Senate Resolution 332 

requested the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study school dis­
trict financial problems associated with property insurance. The re­
quested project was carried out through contract with a private risk 
management consulting firm. The results of the comprehensive study 
conducted are included in the final report entitled Property Insurance 
for CaUfornia. . 

School Districts 

In the .course of this review questionnaires were distributed to all 
California school districts. It was found that public school districts' 
insurance increases were a combination of: (1) increases in direct in~ 
surance premium costs and (2) enforced self-assumption of loss through 
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large mandatory deductibles. District reports indicated that between 
1965-66 and 1969-70, as reviewed in Table 23, district total premiums 
for property insurance have almost doubled. 

Table 23 
Total School District Property Insurance Premium Costs 
Year Total Premium 
1965-66 _________________________________ $5,711,000 
1966-67 _________________________________ 6,327,000 
1967-68 _________________________________ 6,807,000 
1968-69 _________________________________ 8,768,000 
1969-70 _________________________________ 10,833,000 

Based on the costs identified through district questionnaires supple-. 
. mented with interviews with appropriate officials and contacts with 
. other states providing special insurance to school districts the report 
recommends a central state fund for treating all risks of loss to school 
district property. The advantages of this approach are: , 

1. Cost savings of $3 to $4 million per year in the aggregate, plus 
additional future income from investment of reserves. 

2. Provision of a stable source of funding to replace the currently 
volatile and unstable insurance markets. 

3. Improved administration of loss prevention, claims handling, and 
other administrative matters which relate to property losses .. 

4. Possihility of providing an orderly method of funding earthquake 
and other currently uninsured risks. 

5. Development of a self-insurance pool which could ultimately b.e 
integrated with other state self-insurance pools to achieve even greater 
spread of risk and improved benefits for all self-insuring entities. 

6. Provision of a medium by which the state may provide financial 
assistance to local school districts by participating in underwriting the 
costs of the central fund. Such state participation can be in any degree 
desired, from zero to 100 percent. 

To implement the proposed plan the report states that legislation 
should be enacted to accomplish the following: 

a. Establish a School District Property Loss Fund from which all 
losses to school district property will be paid. 

b. Appropriate $1 million to cover reserve for losses and start-up 
costs of administration. This amount can be repaid by the fund within 
a year if desired. 

c. Designate the administrative body in the state. The State Insur­
ance Office is preferred. 

d. Establish a trust fund reserved solely for payment of physical 
losses to school district property as determined by adjusters of the 
administrative body. 

e. Authorize all local school districts to participate in the fund by 
payment of one year '8 current property insurance premiums. Most of 
these funds can be made available by cancellation of existing policies. 
(If all risks not covered, assess 80 percent of premium.) 

f. Authorize the administrator of the fund to contract for such 
claims adjusting, loss prevention, actuarial and other services as are 
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Property Insurance of School Districts-Continued 

necessary for operation of the fund with such costs not to exceed 10 
percent of the premium income of the fund. 

g. Authorize the administrator to pnrchase such excess insurance as 
may be necessary for adequate protection of the fund until it is of 
sufficient size to insure stability. . 

h. Legislation should be enacted requiring aU districts to protect 
(either by the fund or private insurance) against all risks of major 
loss; i.e., those exceeding 1/10 of 1 percent of annual budget. 

Department of Education 

STATE OPERATIONS 

Items 262, 263, 265. 266 and 268 from the 
. General Fund . Vol. IV p. 2 Budget p. 252 

Requested 1971-72 ___________________________________ $15,811,445 
Estimated 1970--71 ___________________________________ 15,884,987 
Actual 1969-70 ______________________________________ 16,103,527 

Requested decrease $73,542 (0.5 percent) 
Total recommended reduction _________________________ . $234,576 

Department of Education 

LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

Items 269 through 278 from the General 
Fund Vol. IV p. 2 Budget p. 252 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ $1,519,567,987 
Estimated 1970-71 _________________________________ 1,518,245,027 
Actual 1969-70 ____________________________________ 1,498,254,456 

Requested increase $1,322,960 (0.1 percent) 
Total recommended augmentation ___________________ $675,000 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Item 267 from the Surplus Property 
Revolving Fund Vol. IV p. 52 Budget p. 259 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested increase $385,474 (10.7 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

740 

$3,992,000 
3,606,526 
3,391,142 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Item 264 from the State School Building 

Education 

Aid Fund Vol. IV p. 46 Budget p. 258 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested decrease $6,395 (2.8 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ________________________ _ 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
General 

$221,100 
227,495 
181,633 

None 

Analvsis 
page 

1. Department of Education Program Budget. Recommend 745 
specific assistance from the Department of Finance in preparing 
effective program budget. 

2. Department of Education Program Budget. Recommend 749 
comprehensive budget resubmission. 

3. Salary Savings. Recommend quarterly reports to Joint 752 
Legislative Budget Committee throughout 1971-72. 

4. Advisory Groups. Red"ce $239,000. Recommend reduction 753 
based on excessive time spent On this activity. (Apply reduc-
tion to unfunded Mathematics Improvement Program). 

5. Advisory Groups. Recommend legislation restructuring and 753 
refunding mandated commissions. 

6. Advisory Groups. Recommend Department of Education 753 
develop a plan for restructuring all advisory groups for 1972 
session. 
Regular Instruction of Students Program 

1. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend the Department of 757 
Education collect information for each subtest of the Cooperative 
Primary Reading Test. 

2. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend enactment of legis- 758 
lation to standardize test score ranking. 

3. Mathematics Imp"ovement P,·ogram. Augment $925,000. 759 
Recommend restoration to continue current level of support to 
program. 
Instruction for Educationally Disadvantaged Students 

1. Manpower Development and Training Act. Rednce $250,- 767 
000. Recommend reduction based on decrease in need for state 
matching. (Apply reduction to unfunded Mathematics Improve-
men t Program). 

2. Preschool Programs. Recommend Department of Social 771 
Welfare coordinate eligipility certification processes used in the 
State Preschool Program and the Children's Centers Program. 

3. Children's Centers. Recommend legislation to fund deficit 771 
in program. 

741 



Education Items 262-278 

Department of Education-Continued Analysis 
Instruction for Special Education Students page 

1. Exceptional Children. Recommend all public agencies 775 
which provide services to exceptional children submit plans 
for systematic identification. 

2. Schools for Deaf. Recommend proposal on feasibilit,' of re- 781 
quiring deaf to attend programs in counties of residence if avail-
able. 

3. Schools for Deaf, Recommend review of admissions pro- 781 
cedures to insure compliance with above plan. 

4, Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically Handicapped. Rec- 784 
ommend report on project "Follow-up". 
Instructional Support 

1, School Approvals. Recommend legislation to permit the 790 
State Board of Education to set fees for approval of private 
schools which will support this function, 

2. Teacher Certification and Credentials, Recommend special 791 
legislative review, 

Distribution of Aid 
1. Apportionments to Public Schools, Recommend special 800 

legislative consideration when information from first principal 
State School Fund apportionment is available. 

2. Apportionments to Public Schools. Recommend legis- 800 
lative augmentation to increase apportionments by 7,65 percent 
to reflect change in the cost of living and productivity, 

3, Textbooks, Recommend priorit)' listing of titles. 807 
4. Textbooks. Recommend definition of teachers' editions, 807 
5. State Curriculum Commission. Recommend two-year ap- .809 

pointments. 
6. T('xtbooks, Recommend breakdown of textbook budget al- 810 

location . 
. 7. Ne\\' Textbook Adoption (Social Science grades 5-8). Rec- 810 

ommend more information on need and funds available. 
8. Textbooks. Recommend rnaximum allowable royalty for- 811 

mnla. 
9. Textbooks. Recommend State Board of Education make 813 

new adoption by June. 
10. Textbooks. Recommend additional cost and schednling 813 

information from State Printer. 
11. Duff,V-Moscone FamiI,V Nutrition Education and Service 815 

Act of 1970. Recommend special review; item not funded. 
·'Departmental Administration 

1. Divisional Administration. T1'ansjer $88,400 pl'ns opM'at- 824 
ing expense and staff benefits. Recommend transfer from special 
schools for the handicapped (Item 266) to Divisional Adminis­
tration (Item 263) to snpport physician and surgeon contract 
services. 

2. Fiscal Office. Reduce $12,576 pins staff benefits. Recom- 825 
mend deletion of one associate bndget analyst. 
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Analysis 
page 

3. Fiscal Office. Recommend Legislature require the Depart­
ment of Education to submit a plan for the consolidation of all 
fiscal activities in the fiscal office to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee by November 1, 1971. 

825 

4. Management Analyst Office. A1tyment $17,000. Recom­
mend augmentation to continue management analysis function . . 

5. Data Processing. Recommend special legislative review. 

826 

827 
GENERA~ PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The budget of the State Department of Education provides funds for 
state level administration of the public school system, The State Li­
brary, The Special Schools, National Defense Education and The Edu­
cational Commission of the States. Table 1 reviews these state opera­
tions by Budget Act General Fund appropriation. 

Budget Act 
Item No, 

262 

263 
265 
266 
268 

Table 1 
State Operation,s-Department of Education 

1969-70 1970-71 
PurpQse Actual Estimated 

Educational Commission 
of the States ___________ _ 

General Activities _________ _ 
National Defense Education __ 
Special Schools ___________ _ 
State Library ____________ _ 

$22,684 
6,403,624 

3-!o,lliO 
7,ri17,G49 
1,814,527 

$24,100 
5,241.667 

161,968 
8,512,461 
1,944,791 

1971~72 
Pl'oposed 

$24,100 
5,000,000 

167.200 
8,723.145 
1,~97,OOO 

TOTAL _______________ $16,103,527 $15,884,987 $15,811,445 

The Department of Education is also responsible for the administra­
tion of over $1.5 billion in state subventions which are allocated to local 
school districts to support educational cost for pupils enrolled in regu­
lar class as well as a wide variety of special programs. Table 2 shows. 
total local assistance appropriated from the General Fund. 

The balance of state appropriations to functions under the Depart­
ment of Education is represented in an appropriation of $3,992,000 
(Item 267) from the Surplus Property Revolving Fund to support dis­
tribution of federal surplus property and $221,100 (Item 264) from the 
State School Building Aid Fund, to support school construction plan 
review. 

The department's budget is summarized in program terms beginning 
on page 252 of the Governor's Budget document and detailed begin­
ning on page 2 of Budget Supplement Volume 4. Table 3 outlines the 
program budget format of the 1971-72 submission and amounts from 
all fUllQ..ing sources, corrected for minor interprogram transfers. 
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The relationships between amounts proposed for appropriation in 
the Budget Act of 1971 and program totals in the budget document 
(generally referred to as crossover) are not complete in the Governor's 
Budget. We will, however, attempt to relate programs to funding 
source throughout the analysis. Table 4 summarizes budget act support 
appropriation items and relates them to the eight-program format for 
the budget year. 
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Table 2 

Local Assistance-Department of Education 

Budget Act 
Item No. 
269-270 Apportionments for public' schools _________________ _ 

Loans to s('hool districts _________________________ _ 
Educational improvement act ____________________ _ 

271 Instructional tele'lision __________________________ _ 
272 Compensator,;}; education _________________________ _ 

As!;:istance to new junior colleges _________________ _ 
273 Special elementary reading program ______________ _ 

Mathematics im,prol'ement program _______________ _ 
274 Children's centers _______________________________ _ 

Children's centers construction ___________________ _ 
275 Grants to teachers ______________________________ _ 

Loan to EH teachers ____________________________ _ 
State lunch ____________________________________ _ 

276 Free textbooks _________________________________ _ 
277 Assistance to puhlic libraries _____________________ _ 
278 Vocational education ___________________________ _ 

1969-70 
Actual 

$1,422,168,242 
54R,037 

4,941,081 
696,027 

10,R34,260 
-9,441 

22,407,901 
924,199 

8,715,590 
1,655,460 

148,!:-i79 
50,000 

500,000 
22,692,923 

1,251,616 
720,241 

$1,498,245,015 

1970-71 
Estimated 

$1,453,241,072 
(177,678) 

725,000 
11,000,000 

18,000,000 
925,000 

10,399,712 
344,540 
150,090 

21,307,110 
1,000,000 
1,330,271 

$1,518,245,027 

1,971-72 
Proposed 

$1,459,400,000 
(197,679) 

800,000 
11,090,000 

18,360,000 

10,627,666 

150,000 

17,828,000 
800,000 
800,000 

t<I go 
" ~ 
g 

$1,519,567,987 !;:;! 

~ 
'" CO> 
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Table 3 
Summary of Programs-Department of Education 

Prog)'um 
I. Regular Instruction for 

Students _________________ _ 
II. Instruction for Educationally 

Disadvantaged Students ___ _ 
III. Instruction for Special Educa-

tion Students _____________ _ 
IV. Instructional Support ________ _ 

V. School Administl'ution find 
Finance __________________ _ 

VI. Distribution of Aid __________ _ 
VII. Library Services ____________ _ 

VIII. Departmental Administration __ _ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-10 . 1910-11 

$54,695,427 

178,071,840 

16,642,501 
21,.i37,666 

1,348,726 
1,4 rt.;,516,892 

5,227,684 
3,161,056 

$40.417,919 

176,560,125 

21,636,764 
24,947,232 

1,219,974 
1,tl91,-!21,t'H2 

9,684,115 
4,716,695 

Education 

Pl'oposcd 
1911-12 

$47,419,064 

209,424,805 

21.770,770 
27,.sSO,299 

1,167.800 
1,586.6SH.H21 

9,637,096 
4,722,958 

----
TOTALS, PROGRAMS ____________ $1,759,171,792 $1,870,604,366 $1,908,718.613 

Reimbursements _________________ -36,792,198 -51,763,415 -50,026,861 

NET TOTALS, PROGRA~IS _______ $1,722,379,594 $1,818,840,951 $1,858,691,702 

Funding Source 
General Fund ___________________ _ 
State School Fund ______________ _ 
California 'Water Fund __________ _ 
Motor Vehicle Transportation ____ _ 
State Construction Program ~'und __ 
Driver Training Penalty Assess-

ment l!~und .:.. ________________ _ 
Surplus Property Revolving Fund __ 
School Building Aid Fund _______ _ 
Credential fees (General Fund) __ _ 
Environmental Protection Program 

Fund ______________________ _ 
Federal funds __________________ _ 

1,514,330,681 
2,721,948 

133,061 

3,391,142 . 
181,633 

3,287,121 

198,334,008 

1,534:,625,623 
2,700,000 

276,408 
18.0{)0.000 
47,2-12,202 

5,367,511 
3,606.526 

227,-:1:95 
2,756,084 

37,000 
204,002,102 

1,535,563.332 
2,650,900 

350,000 
20,000,000 
16,000,000 

1.600,000 3,°22,000\ 
2_1,100 

2,738,593 

176,000 
. 275,400,727 

NET TOTALS, ~'UNDING SOURCE_ $1,722,379,594 $1,818,840,951 $1,858,691,752 

In past years the Legislature has reviewed the budget of the depart­
ment based on line item detail of expenditures supplemented with per­
formance information supplied by the program budget. The 1971-72 
submission is only in the program form and therefore we have used 
this format for our analysis. In the course of this l'eview, we will at­
tempt to correlate Budget Act appropriations with individual pro­
grams. 
Departmental Program Budgeting 

1V e "ecommend that the Legislatnre di"ect the Depa,·tment of' 
Finance ·to continI'" to provide special assistance to the Department of 
Edlwation for the (levelolJment and implementation of an effective pro­
gmm bltelyeting system with the express objective of qnantifving all 
objectives and ontp"ts in the 1972-73 bndget document. This. year's 
program budget format is the third major change in approach in the 
three years that the system has been utilized for departmental submis­
sions. It will be recalled that we were very critical of the program 
budget presentation of the Department of Education in the Analysis 
of the Bndget Bill 1970-71. At that time we stated our belief that the. 
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Table 4 

CrOSsover Between Budget Document and Budget Act 

Budget Act 
Item No. 

262 Educational 

263 

265 

266 

268 

CommiJ:;sioll of 
the Htntes 

General 
Activities 

National 
D",fenjo;e 
Education _____ 

~pecial 
Schoo1s _______ 

Htate Lihrury __ 

26£) Apllortionments 
& t<l 

270 Puhlic SCIlOOIs __ 
..Reparment" of 
J~onm; to Hcbool 
Districts _____ _ 

" ~ 
~ 

" " t:.rs 
.:: Z 
"'" .$= 

~: 
~.;: 

I 

$7;)4,300 

• 
" , ~ 

.~-:::. ;...'" = .e :.-.1;5 
:::::::::", 
o ~ (I.> 

.... :::: !:tI 
'Z .S .5 :=..., ,... ;... -= ... -ooge =",,,, 
J-1 e. ~ 

II 

$299,600 

" ~~ • 
~. ~ ' . 
§.e • ~'g " ,S :c ~ 00 = • 
~ ~ ~t ...... ::::<1) 
E~ g - 0 o 0 ~ 

""I:J~ 1:", 0·" .= 
<.& Ol.' - ::r.~ ""~= 
~ ~~ :::: = I:J ~ ... 

H ,;,) oo.b..E 

" :3 
" ~:'S 
(;jc;1 

~~ 

III IV V VI 

$743,r:i86 $478,284 $600,700 $733,700 

167,200 

8,72.'J,145 

1,4[;9,400,000 

-197,679 

~ " .s . .: •• w" 

"'oo St; 
" ~ t·;::: 
~.~ ~.= 

"'E 
~~ ~-g 

VII VIII 

$24,100 

1,330,830 

$1,897,000 

Total 

$24,100 

ri.OOO,OOO 

167,200 

8,723,145 

1,897,000 

1,4U9,400,OOO 

-197,679 

.t!I 
g-
o 

~ o 
1:1 

.... ... a 
'" 
'" 0'> 

'" .k. 
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271 Instructional 
Television ____ _ 

272 Compensatory 
Education ___ _ 

273 Special Ele· 
mentary School 
Reading 
Instruction 
Program _.:.____ 18,360,000 

274 Children's 
Centers ______ _ 

275 Grants to 
Teachers of 
Physically 
Handicapped 
Children ______ 

276 Free Textbooks 

277 Assistance to 
Public 
Libraries _____ 

278 Vocational 
Education 
(MDTA) ----

800,000 800,000 

11,000,000 11,000,000 

18,360,000 

6,127,666 4,500,000 10,627,666 1 

150,000 150,000 

17,828,000 17,828,000 

800,000 800,000 

800,000 800,000 

Total _________ $19,114,300 $18,227,266 $14,116,731 $1,445,484 $600,700 $1,477,764,021 $2,697,000 $1,363,930 $1,535,379,432 

1 Plus $9,122,334 transferred to Department of Social Welfare .as state matching requiremepts ror rederal fUl).ds for preschooJ programs. 
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Department of Education-Continued 

department's apparent inability to develop a program budget which 
the Legislature could utilize in decision making demonstrated a serious 
deficiency in administration. The Legislature concurred in that finding 
and directed the Department of Finance to assist the Department of 
Education in the development of a program budgeting system for that 
department and to report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee on 
its progress by November 1, 1970. 

The report of the Director of Finance indicates progress was made 
with regard to three goals set by the Department of Education for its 
program budget. These goals are as follows: 

(1) To develop an administrative system for implementing the pro­
gram budgeting which would shift primary responsibility from the 
department's fiscal office to the administrators responsible for program 
administration. 

(2) To develop a program structure to which the department could 
relate its program administration responsibilities. 

(3) To find a means of relating its program administrative responsi­
bilities to the education programs of the state. 

The report states that "In summary, it is believed that the Depart­
ment of Education has made, and will continue to make, significant 
progress in developing their program budget. The department's 1971-
72 program budget will reflect that improvement and future Program 
Budgets will continue to correct the deficiencies noted in previous pres­
entations.' , 

In reviewing the program budget, however, we believe that many of 
the programs fail to fully meet the criteria for program components 
identified in the State Administrative Manua[ which are summarized 
as follows: 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

(6) 
(7) 

Neeik-why is the program, element or component needed j 
Objective--what is to be accomplished! How do the program 
objectives relate to the need for the service f . 
Ouput-what product is delivered j How may the effectiveness 
of the program be measured! 
Authority-by what or how is the program authorized! 
Genera[ Descriptionr-how will activities and tasks be used to 
accomplish the objectives! 
Input-what will the program cost! 
Workload Informationr-what changes are being made in order 
to accomplish objectives j Are positions being deleted or added, 
changes being made in program mix, and operational needs 
changing! 

In Table 5 we have compared each of these criteria to the programs 
of the Department of Education presented in 1971-72 budget docu­
ment. 

A review of the foregoing information will demonstrate that the 
weakness exists in the definition of objectives and the quantification of 
outputs. We believe that this is a serious shortcoming in the depart­
ment's budget and an obstacle to legislative decisionmaking. 
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Table 5 
Comparison of Department of Education Program Budget to State 

Administrative Manual Criteria 
..4.u- General Wm'kloaa 

Objec- thor- Descrip- In/or-
Neea tive Output ity tion Input mation 

I. Regular Instruction 
for Students ________________ 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 

II. Instruction for Educationally 
Disadvantaged Students _____ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

III. Instruction for SpeciQl 
Education Students _________ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

IV. Instructional Support _______ 1 2 2 1 1· 1 1 
V. School Administration and 

Finance ------------------- 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 
VI. Distribn tiOD of Aid __________ 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 

VII. Library Services _____________ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
VIII. Departmental Administration _ 1 2 2 3 1 3 1 
1 Compares favorably with State Administrative Manual guidelines. 
S Partly complIes with guidelines. 
8 Does not comply with guidelines. 

Consequently, we believe the Department of Finance should be in-. 
structed to continue to assist the Department of Education in develop­
ing and implementing program budgeting procedures in 1971-72. This 
directive should be carried out with the express objective of quantifying 
in the 1972-73 budget document all of the Department of Education's 
objectives, outputs and inputs. 
Qrganization of the Department of Education 

We recommend that the Department of Ed1<cation be i?Ultructed by. 
the Legislature to prepare a comprehe?Ulive budgetary resubmission for. 
the 1971-72 fiscal year which has been reviewed and approved by the 
Department of Finance to assure compwance with an provisio?UI relat­
ing to the budget process. The budget for the Department of Education 
represents a significant departure from established budgetary proce­
dures, which seriously impairs legislative review. The introductory 
statement of the budget supplement summarizes the situation. 

"In order to reaffirm statewide educational leadership in the Depart­
ment of Education and to reutilize its thrust for quality education 
in California, the newly elected Superintendent of Public Instruction 
needs opportunity to redirect the resources of the department. He 
should have flexibility in educational programs as well as in structur­
ing the organization for program effect. 

"Consistent with these conclnsions, the 1971-72 Governor's Budget 
proposes a blanket authorization of 394 newly unspecified positions 
($9,000,000) and the corresponding elimination of 394 presently au­
thorized consultant positions. It is anticipated that a program proposal 
will be presented during the 1971. session of the Legislature spelling 
out the intention and details of the superintendent's recommendations. 

"When the leadership responsibility, the organizational climate and 
the management personnel have been assigned in the priority areas 
identified by the Superintendent of Public Instruction, only then can 
an accountability system be bnilt and operated. It is important that 
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction be held accountable for. 
his programs, not for. the programs of the past." 
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This will give the Superintendent of Public Instruction broad lati­

tude to reorganize the elements of departmental positions. Table 6 
shows this "blanket authorization" by departmental program. 

Table 6 
Review of Department of Education Blanket Authorization 

Number of 
Program p08itions 

I. Regular instruction for students ________________________________ 115.3 
II. Instruction for educationally disadvantaged students_______________ 75.0 

III. Instruction for special education students ________________________ ~ 35.0 
IV. Instructional support __________________________________ ...:_______ 67.8 
V. School administration and finance_______________________________ 31.0 

VI. Distribution of aid_____________________________________________ 12.5 
VII. Library services _____________________________________________ _ 

VIII. Departmental administration ___________________________________ 57.5 

TotaL ______________________________________________________ 394.1 

This procedure is identified throughout the budget as reductionll for 
departmental redirection for the deletion of old positions and the 
restoration for departmental redirection for the blanket authorizations. 
This demonstrates effectively the administration's desire that there be 
a thorough reevaluation and redirection of the use of departmental 
resources in the budget year. 

The need for reorganization of the Department of Education is not 
new. For a number of years criticism has been advanced concerning the 
need to redirect and revitalize this department. Most past criticism has 
centered around the fact that the activities of the department have 
become so involved in daily adminisrative matters that the leadership 
qualities required to supervise the activities of 1,070 elementary, sec­
ondary and unified school districts in the state have been neglected. 

Groups proposing specific plans in the past have included the Arthur 
D. Little Company (private consultants), the Governor's Survey on 
Efficiency and Cost Control, and the State Board of Education's pro­
posal. These plans were reviewed by the Legislature at its 1969 session 
and specific approval was granted to reorganize top-level management. 

The Governor's Budget now proposes this blanket authorization to 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction to reorganize the profes­
sional levels of the department. While we would agree that further 
reorganization and redirection is desirable, we question the procedure 
selected in light of the constitutional responsibilities of the executive 
to submit a budget to the Legislature which contains ... " itemized 
statements of recommended state expenditures and estimated state 
revenues. " 

We do not believe that a state agency budget containing 394 unde­
··fined positions constitutes an itemized statement of recommended state 
expenditures. This is accentuated by the fact that the budget merely 
indicates that" it is anticipated that a program proposal will be pre­
sented to the Legislature ... spelling out the intention and details of 
the Superintendent's recommendations." 
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We would point out, it is the responsibility of the Department of 
Finance to monitor and review expenditure proposals as the state's 
central budget agency. This review is designed to assure tbat all re­
quests are in accordance with the requirements of the law and ad­
ministration policy. If the Department of Education is allowed to 
submit its proposals independently it could constitute a step towards 
the decentralization of the budget process. 

Therefore, while we recognize the need for reorganization of the 
'Department of Education we disagree with the approach to this end 
used in the budgetary submission. Consequently, we recommend that 
the Department of Education be instructed to prepare a comprehen­
sive budgetary submission for legislative review which details expen­
ditures in the 1971-72 fiscal year and which has been reviewea and 
approved by the Department of Finanee. . 

Department of Education: .Annual Report 

In authorizing partial reorganization of the Department of Educa­
tion, the Legislature at the 1969 session stipulated that the department 
should "make an annual report to the Legislature to indicate costs, 
benefits, strengths and weaknesses in public education." This provision 
was expanded in the Supplementary Report of the Committee on Con­
ference Relating to the Budget Bill 1970-71 which provided that the 
Department of Education include in its annual report a statement of 
priority areas in public education. The 1969-70 report dated Decem­
'ber 1970 indicates the following priority areas for the budget year: 

1. Basic Skills (reading, mathematics, spelling, grammar) 
Existing evaluation practices and instruments of the Department of 

Education including statewide testing programs will be analyzed to 
iletermine the best procedures for evaluating pupil achievement in 
reading, mathematics, spelling, and grammar. Guidelines for helping 
districts correct pupil deficiencies in basic skills will be developed. 
2. General Academic Subjects 

The priorities described above for basic skills will also apply to 
pupil knowledge in general academic subjects. 

3. Occupational Preparation 
Increased emphasis will be placed upon vocational education at the 

secondary school level and the adult level with the intent to prepare 
individuals for new occupations or for greater proficiency in their 
present jobs. 
4. Health and Safety Edltcation 

Expansion of the comprehensive statewide drug education program 
will continue with the goal of minimizing drug abuse among pupils. 
Comprehensive instructional and counseling programs for pupils will 
be developed and the training program for teachers will continue as 
rapidly as possible. 

5. Civw Responsibility 
Programs will be developed which stress the need for a high degree 

of student understanding of the democratic way of life, constitutional 
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rights and responsibilities, cultural eurichmeut, the world of work; and 
the responsibilities of holding down a job. 

The report reviews the status of these and other areas in public 
education and provides information which is of general assistance. We 
!believe, however, that this report could be improved if departmental 
priorities were spelled out in terms of (1) measurable objectives, (2) fi­
nancial requirements and (3) legislation required. 

,.-Support of the Department of Education General Activities 

The difficulties experienced in analyzing the Department of Educa­
tion's budget which have resulted from (1) the termination of all 
projects funded by Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Edu­
<lation Act and (2) the blanket authorization for redirection of 394 
departmental positions, seriously limit the value of the Governor's Bud­
get and Bl'dget Supplement as a tool for legislative review. This situa­
tion is compounded by the absence of line item detail. 

As a consequence analysis can only serve to review for the Legisla­
ture the budget for the department and the concrete budget changes 
made by the administration as distinct from those designed for policy 
redirection. However, a review of the redirected expenditure programs 
will be made when the Superintendent of Public Instruction's modified 
budget is received. Table 7 reviews the total proposed expenditure pro­
gram for the Department of Education by funding source. 

Table 7 
Support for the Gene·ral Activities of the Department of Education 

General Fund 
Budget Act appropriation ___ ~ _____________ _ 
Continuing appropriation of credential fees __ 
Other General }I~und ______________________ _ 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1969-10 1910-11 1911~12 

$6,376,624 $5,241,667 $5,000,000 
3,206,240 2,756,084 2,738,593 

90,120 495,789 183,900 

Subtotal _________________________________ $9,672,984 $8,493,540 $7,922,493 

Other Funds 
Environmental Protection Program Fund ___ _ $37,000 $176,000 
School Building Aid ]'und ________________ _ 
Federal funds ____________________________ _ 

$181,633 $227,495 $221,100 
$8,570,507 $11,721,072 $13,392,469 

Total An Funds __________________________ $18,425,124 $20,479,107 $21,712,062 

These figures demonstrate that the total operating budget of the 
Department of Education is proposed to be increased by $1,232,955. 
This is composed of reductions of $571,047 and $6,395 respectively in 
the General Fund and State School Building Aid F'und offset by anti­
cipated increases of $139,000 from the Environmental Protection Pro­
gram Fund and $1,671,397 from various federal funds. 

Departmental Salary Savings 

We recommend that the Department of Education be directed to re­
port the level of salary savings on a quarterly basis througho.d 19711-72 
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. In the Analysis of the Bud-
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get Bill 1970-71 we reported On the problems which were associated 
with budgeted amounts for salary savings in the Department of Edu­
cation. We pointed out that salary savings is a factor which is calcu­
lated to adjust the budget for staff turnover and other circumstances 
where authorized positions are not filled. However, the inordinately 
high level of salary savings in the department's budget resulted in posi­
tions being held open for extended periods. To alleviate this factor the 
anticipated budget level was reduced by $87,500 in the current year 
and specific position reductions were ·made. In the budget year it. is pro­
posed that salary savings be increased from the computational amount 
o£ $695,949 by $75,700 to $771,649. This is based on a 5-percent in­
.crease to all programs except Departmental Administration where the 
factor is 8 percent. This. is justified by the Department of Finance on 
the grounds that (1) redirection of 394 departmental positions will 
cause an abnormal turnover rate and (2) experience through January 
1971 indicates that the current level is too low. This rational depends 
on a substantial change in departmental personnel rather than realloca­
tion of existing staff and a similarity of factors in the budget year. 
which determined salary savings in the current year. We believe that 
both of the for~going justification factors are subject to question. We 
therefore propose that quarterly reports be required from the De­
partment of Education to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
in 1971-72. This would permit the close monitoring of the factor to 
insure that it does not create an artificial element in departmental 
staffing. 

Advisory Groups 

We recommend a reduction of $239,000, the approximate level of the 
1971-72 General F'U/nd budget applicable to the man-days expended on 
departmental advisory committees, commissions, associations and 
boards. (We recommend that this $239,000 be applied to the Itnfunded 
Mathematics Improvement Program (see page 759).) 

We rec(Jmmend that legislittion be enacted restT1<ctltring and refl,nd-. 
ing the commissions which are presently mandated by the EducatiO% 
Oode. 

We recommend that the Department of Education be directed to de­
velop a plan for restruct1tring all advisory groups for pnsentation to 
the Legislature at the 1972 session. 

In the Analysis of the Budget Act 1970-71 we pointed out that re­
cent information indicated there was an excessive number of separate 
advisory boards which made demands on the staff time of the Depart­
ment of Education. Based on this sitnation the Legislature directed the 
department to prepare a comprehensive report on the status of such 
groups. 

The study was able to identify 164 snch groups by function based on 
a variety of authorities -including state and federal law, requirements 
of the State Board of Education and the Superintendent of Public In­
struction or departmental policy. Table 8 reviews the identified groups,. 
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Table 8 

Department of Education Advisory Groups 
State 

Committee __________________ _ 
Commission _________________ _ 
Association _________________ _ 
Board _____________________ _ 
Program ___________________ _ 

Interdepllrtment _____________ _ 
Intradepartment ____________ _ 
Professional ________________ _ 
Para-professional ____________ _ 

State 
52 

6 
38 
1 
3 

and 
Federal 

3 
1 
3 

Federal 
30 
5 

22 

Total 
85 
12 
63 
1 
3 

Total ______ 164 
23.5 
9 

118.5 
13 

Total ______ 164 

The department estimates that a total of 2,288 professional man-days 
were associated with this activity at a cost of $430,585 ($239,633 Gen­
eral Fund) in 1970-71 as shown in Table 9. 

Table 9 
Cost of Advisory Groups 

State ________________________________________ _ 
Federal ______________________________________ _ 
Federal and state ____________________________ _ 

Total ________________________________________ _ 

Estimated Professional Man-days _______________ _ 

1969-70 
$178,814 
171,211 

24,180 

$374,205 
2,241 

1970-71 
$239,633 
167,512 

23,440 

$430,585 
2,288 

We believe that the report of the Department of Educatio;n demon­
strates a significant need for redirection of existing Department of 
Education resources which are currently devoted to advisory groups. 
This must be done, however, on the basis of a comprehensive plan 
which will assure appropriate assistance to the department from both 
the professional and lay public. 

We propose, first, a reduction of $239,000, the General Fund por­
tion expended for this activity. This amount could be applied to the 
unfunded Mathematics Improvement Progr~m (see page 759). Sec­
ondly, since many of the commissions are mandated by statute it will 
be necessary to restructure and refund them at this legislative session. 
ThirdlY, we further propose that the Department of Education develop 
a plan for the use of professional and lay groups for submission to 
the 'Legislature at the next regular session. 
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Program No. , 

REGULAR INSTRUCTION FOR STUDENTS 

Vol. IV p, 4 Budget p, 253 

Requested 1971-72 ___________________________________ $47,419,064 
Estimated 1970-7L __________________________ :_______ 40,417,919 
Actual 1969-70 ___________________________________ 54,695,427 

Requested Increase $7,001,145 (17.3 Percent) 

.SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS Analysis 
page 

1. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend the Department 757 
of Education collect information for each subtest of the Coop-
erative Primary Reading Test. . 

2. Statewide Testing Program. Recommend enactment of legis- 758 
lation to standardize test score ranking. 

3. Mathematics Improvement Program .. ,A"gment $925,000. 759 
Recommend restoration to continue current level of support to 
program. 

The Regular Instruction for Students program is composed of ac­
tivities of the Department of Education which are directed toward 
public school educational programs authorized by law. The target 
population to be serviced represents approximately 4,300,000 enrolled 
in the school district educational programs across the state. The· 
program is composed of five elements which are reviewed along with 
program costs in Table 10 below. 

Table 10 
Regular Instruction for StUdents 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

A. Basic Skills _______________ _ $25,977.430 $21,246,774 
B. Health and Safety ______ -" ____ _ 355,671 743,107 
C. Civic Responsibility __________ _ 54,939 66,681 
D. Academic Education _______ -'-_ 584,742 530,812 
E. Occupational Prepar~tion _____ _ 27,722,645 17,830,545 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$20,907,777 
908,837 
68,654 

461,004 
25,072,792 

Total _________________________ $54,695,427 $40,417,919 $47,419,064 

Table 11 provides expenditures in terms of state operations and 
local assistance and indicated funding sources. 

Table 12 compares the regular instruction for students program to 
its Sources of General Fund appropriation. 

A. Basic Skills 
The Governor's Budget defines basic skills as "the tools needed to 

.acquire information, work with quantitative data and communicate 

. ideas and information." It is further indicated that lack of success in 
reading, mathematics and English prevents pupils from progressing 
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Funding by Source Regular Instruction for Stud~nts Program 
A.ctual Estimated PropQsed. 

-State Operations 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 
General Fund ________________ _ 
Environmental Protection Fund __ 

$1,572,547 $862,044 $754,300 

Federal funds _______________ _ 
Reimbursements ______________ _ 
Other funds __________________ _ 

Subtotal --------------------
Local Assistance 

General Fund -----------------Federal funds __________________ 

Subtotal --------------------
-Total ---------------------------

General Fund -----------------
Environmental Protection Fund __ 
Federal funds __________________ 
Reimbursements ________________ 
Other funds ___________________ 

4,059,576 
22"2,120 

$5,854,243 

$23,562,371 
25,278,813 

$48,841,184 
$54,695,427 
25,134,918 

29,338,389 
222,120 

Table 12 

37,000 176,000 
5,033,019 5,224,437 

216,752 285,900 
183,900 

$6,148,815 $6,624,537 

$19,155,271 $18,360,000 
15,113,833 22,434,527 

$34,269,104 . $40,794,527 
$40,417,919 $47,419,064 
20,017,315 19,114,300 

37,000 176,000 
20,146,852 27,658,964 

216,752 285,900 
183,900 

Regular Instruction for Students by 1971 Budget Act Item 
Item number Title Amount 
State Operations . 

263 Department of Education General Activities ____ .__________ $754,300 
Local Assistance 

273 Special Elementary School Reading Instruction Program $18,360,000 
Total ____________________________________________________ $19,144,300 

satisfactorily in school as .well as in society. Objectives for the budget 
year are summarized as follows: 

Reading. A means will be designed by which the program in each 
school district, kindergarten and grades 1 through 12, ean be evaluated, 
in addition to the statewide testing program. 

Mathematics. The department will enter into a contract with the 
University of California for the recruitment, designation, training and 
supervision of mathematics specialists. 

English. An evaluation report of the English Teacher Specialist 
Program will be completed and distributed. 

Funding for the basic skills element is summarized in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Support 

Basic Skills 
Actual 

1969-70 
$244,609 
296,645 

General Fund ________________ _ 
Federal funds _________________ _ 
Reimbursements ______________ _ 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ________________ _ 
Federal funds _________________ _ 

Total ______________________ _ 

4,443 

23,332,100 
2,099,633 

$25,977,430 

756 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$230,398 
404,084 

18,925,000 
1,687,292 

$21,246,774 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$354,197 
465,215 

40,416 

18,360,000 
1,687,904 

$20,907,771 
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The principal source of evaluative information on pupil performance 
in the basic skill areas is provided through a series of legislative re­
quirements commonly referred to as the Statewide Testing Program. 
This program provides for the administration of standardized tests in 
grades 1 through 3 under the provisions of the Miller-Unruh Basic 
Reading Act while a battery of tests are administered in grades 6 and 
12 including scholastic aptitude language, spelling, arithmetic and 
reading. 

It is important to note that reading test instruments differed in the 
first grade from those used in the second and third grades. This results 
from the State Board of Education program to phase out the use of 
the Stanford Primary Reading Test and replace it with the Co, 
operative Primary Reading Test over a three-year period. The Legis­
lature at its 1970 session recognized the possibility that this change of 
test might result in a lack of comparable data, and required the Depart­
ment of Education to develop a system for calculating the comparable 
test scores to provide the necessary comparisons. Table 14 provides a 
pomparison of the test scores for grades 1 through 3 over the life of the 
program adjusted to assure comparability among tests. 

Table 14 
Reading: Grades 1,2 and 3-California Schools 

Median Achievement Test Raw Scores 

Grade and year 
OaUjomia median 

score 
Publishers national 

median score 
Grade One 1966 ______________________________ _ 

1967 ______________________________ _ 
1968 ______________________________ _ 
1969 ______________________________ _ 
1970 ______________________________ _ 

Grade Two ' 1966 ______________________________ _ 
1967 ______________________________ _ 
1968 ______________________________ _ 
1969 _____________________ c ________ _ 
1970 ______________________________ _ 

Grade Three 1966 ______________________________ _ 
1967 ______________________________ _ 
1968 ______________________________ _ 
1969 ______________________________ _ 
1970 ______________________________ _ 

30.6 
32.5 
32.7 
34.5 
35.4' 

87.6 
39.3 
39.7 
41.7 
42.6 

61.9 
62.2 
63.1 
68.4 

~ Cooperative Primary Reading Test scores converted to Stanford Reading Test score equl\'alents. 

47 
47 
47 
47 
47 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 

72 
72 
72 
72 

These figures demonstrate that very little measurable progress has 
been made in reading performance in the past year. Increases range 
.from a high of 0.9 of a median raw score point to a low of 0.3 of a 
median raw score point. Substantial improvement would be required 
to equal or surpass the publishers national norms. 

We recommend that the Department of Education be directed to 
collect information from the Statewide Testing Program for eaclt of 
tlte sub tests of the Cooperative Primary Reading Test. Test scores 
are reported under the Statewide Testing Program as median raw 
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score points for an individual school or district and provide very little 
substantive information which state or local policy makers can utilize 
in the identification of weak points in the educational program. For 
example, although the statewide test scores would appear to indicate 
that there is a general weakness statewide in pupil performance in 
reading when compared to the publishers national norm, it reveals 
nothing of a diagnostic nature regarding the causes of this weakness. 

With the introduction of the Cooperative Primary Reading Test a 
series of substest breakdowns are available that provide valuable in­
formation on the nature of reading problems. Table 15 shows an exam­
ple of the item classifications that can be analyzed. 

Table 15 
Examples of Item Classifications for the Cooperative Primary Reading Tests 

(Classification of 50 Separate Questions) 

Word Sentence Paragraph 
Exposition Number 

Concrete Abstract directions Narrative Poetry of items 
I. Compre-

hension (a) ___ 1,2.4,5, 3 16,17,18, 26,28 14 
6,7,12 21 

(b) ___ 10,15 8,9,11, 24 8 
13,14 

II. Extraction 41,42 31,33,36 
46 6 

III. Interpre-
tation ------- 19,20,2243,44,4527,29,30,39,40 22 
Evaluation ___ 23,25 32,34,33, 
Inference ---- 37,38,47, 

48,49,50 
Number of 

Questions ________ 15 10 25 50 

This structure demonstrates the relationship of 50 test questions to 
reading skills required by students to: (1) comprehend, (2) extract, 
and (3) interpret a series of words, sentences and paragraphs. We be­
lieve that the breakdown of statewide test reports would be of great 
assistance to the Legislature, State. Department of EdUcation and local 
school districts in assessing the educational needs of the state. We, 
therefore, propose that the Department of Education be directed to 
collect subtest scores for the Cooperative Primary Reading Test. 

We recommend that legislation be enacted that will require the De­
partment of Education, when reporting statewide test scores compared' 
to operational factors, to use a standardized rank order approach 
which will readily permit comparison of factors. Chapter 1522, Stat­
utes of 1969, requires the Department of Education to prepare an an­
nual report comparing statewide testing program scores to a variety 
of operational factors such as teacher salaries, average class size and; 
,ssessed valuation per pupil. 
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The first report prepared under this provision by the department en­
titled California State Testing Program 1968-69, however, is not sub­
mitted in a form which is useful for legislative decision making. We 
believe that the objective of this report should be to provide an index 
for comparison between pupil performance and the factors which affect 
the performance. This report does not permit such comparisons. For 
example, one district was ranked 437 out of 804 on the index for pov­
erty, 164 out of 422 on tJ1e index for minority enrollment and 265 out 
of 1,072 on the index for expenditures for instruction per ADA. We 
suggest that legislation be adopted to require the Department of Edu­
cation to submit its annual reports in the future in such a manner that 
category comparisons are readily apparent. 

We recommend that the budget be augmented by $.925,000 fran, the 
General F'tnd to continue state support to the Mathematies Improve­
ment Program. 

The Mathematics Improvement Program, as established by Chapter 
1639, Statutes of 1967, provides for the development of a new testing 
instrument and authorizes several experimental pilot projects to im­
prove the quality of instruction of mathematics in the public schools. 
The programs which were originally to be conducted in grades 2, 3, 5, 
6, and 8 throu~h 12 are summarized below. 

1. Specialized Teacher Program. The purpose of this project is to 
permit teachers who have a special interest in mathematics to instru~t 
in the subject. At least half of these specialized teachers are required 
to participate in summer in-service training programs to be conducted 
in regional training centers. Participants then provide instruction in 
mathematics to their own and one other grade level through trade off 
arrangements. Pupils instructed by participating teachers are to be 
tested"to evaluate the effectiveness of the program. The state will pay 
the costs of all regional in-service training programs including stipends 
for tlje pa,ticipants plus living and travel expenses. 

2. Mathematies Specialist Program. This program is designed to 
improve the quality of mathematics instruction through the employ_ 
ment of the finest mathematica.! talent available. The specialist need 
not hold a teaching credential, but is required to have a college minor 
in mathematics or its equivalent. Districts participating in this pro­
gram, which are to have relative low wealth and large nnmbers of 

·underachieving pupils, receive aliowanMs for the salaries of their 
mathematics specialists on an equalization formula. 

S. Accelerated Instruction Program. This program is designed to 
encourage school districts to establish accelerated programs of instruc­
tion in mathematics in cooperation with institutions of higher learning. 
These programs are to include grades 8 through 12 and incorporate the 
'basic principles of mathematics and the operations of ualculus. The 
state reimburses participating school districts for the costs of contract­
ual agreements with colleges and universities which cooperate in these 
·projects. . 
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The Governor's Budget, page A-35, states that" the statutory authori­
zation for the Mathematics Improvement Program expires at the end 
of the 1970-71 fiscal year" and the Budget eliminates support for the 
program., As originally established the Specialized Teacher Program 
.and the Mathematics Specialist Program were to be terminated at the 
end of the current year while the a'ccelerated instruction program ex­
tended through 1972-73. The Legislature at its 1970 session enacted 
Chapter 1192 (AB 2022) which extended the Specialized Teacher Pro­
gram and Mathematics Specialist Program through 1973-74. In addi­
tion, this legislation further extended the Specialized Teacher Program 
to all grades 1 through 12 and stipulated that the Department of Edu­
cation shaU enter into a contract with the University of California for 
$50,000 to recruit, designate, train and supervise math specialists. 

Despite the fact that (1) the Legislature specifically continued the 
program until 1973-74, (2) recent evaluation reports regarding both 
the specialized tea'cher program and the math specialists program indi­
cate positive results, (3) one of the principal objectives in the basic 
skills element of the Budget Supplement would be contracting for math 
specialists and (4) evaluation aspects of the accelerated instruction 
program is not scheduled until the final phases of the five-year project, 
all state support is proposed to, terminate in the current year to achieve 
General Fund savings. 

We believe that this program has demonstrated snbstantial merit in 
the development of improved techniques of mathematics instruction. 
We, therefore, propose that state support to the program be continued 
in the budget year at the current level of support for a total General 
Fund cost of $925,000. 
B. Health and Safety 

The budget indicates that health and safety education is "one facet 
of a multifaceted attack on the problems facing youth. These problems 
include drug abuse, smoking and drinking, venereal disease, emotional 
problems, environmental health hazards, hazards created by disaster 
and the greatest killer of them aU-traffic accidents." No documenta­
tion, however, is provided to indicate the magnitude of these problems. 
Table 16 reviews support to this element. 

Table 16 

Support 

Health and Safety 
Actual 
1969-70 

General_ Fund _________________ _ 
Federal funds _________________ _ 
California Environmental 

Protection Program Fund _____ _ 
Reimbursements ______________ _ 

Total ______________________ _ 

$67,969 
205,912 

81,790 

$355,671 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$235,078 
358,777 

37,000 
112,252 

$743,107 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$247,621 

323,817 

176,000 
161,399 

$908,837 

Workload plans indicate that an antipollution program will be im­
plemented in the budget year nnder this element. 

760 



Items 262-278 Education 

c. Civic Responsibility 
The need statement for the CIVIC responsibility states that these 

courses constitute the major vehicle for promotion of civic responsibility 
and goes on to point out "Yet, young people and their elders too often 
fail to demonstrate that they have really learned the meaning of civic 
responsibility. Alienation and confrontation, group pitted against group, 
Crime, drugs, arson and vandalism all attest to the need for increasing 
efforts to teach that personal liberty can exist only if it goes hand in' 
hand with personal responsibility. Education cannot be blamed as the' 
sole cause of the apparent breakdown in civic responsibility, but the 
coriditions do point up the need to strengthen education in the social 
sciences. " 

In this element also, no information is submitted in the hudget to 
indicate the magnitnde of these problems. Table 17 shows support W" 
civic responsibility for past, current ana' bndget years. 

Table 17 
Civic Responslbility 

Actual 
Support 1969-70 

General Fund _____________________ $30,288 
Federal funds ______________________ 24,551 

Total __________________________ _ $54,939 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$51,966 
14,715 

$66,681 

Proposed· 
1971-72 

$56,798 
11,856 

$68,654 

Specific attention will be paid to "developing a program of instruc: 
Fon in the elements of basic law" in the budget year. 

D. Academic Education 

This program is designed to meet the public need for understanding 
in several fields and to prepare pupils for college. Table 18 indicates 
support to the program. 

Table 18 

Support 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
Federal funds __________________ ':"' __ _ 

Total ~ _________________________ _ 

Actual 
1969-70 

'$255,794 
328,948 

$584,742 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$344,602 
186,210 

$530,812 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$279,584 
181,420 

$461,004 

Although the budget supplement indicates that the" aviation educa­
tion" p()rtion of this element will provide increased attention to "moni­
toring programs for legality", we are advised by the Department of 
Finance that oue consultant position and one clerical position at a total 
General Fund cost of $29,800 are deleted in the 1971-72 budget. 

If. Occupational Preparation (Vocational Educatior,) 

.. The objective of the occupational preparation program in California 
as stated in the budget is to serve the needs of "those who are prepar­
,ing for initial employment; those who are already employed but who 
have need of higher skill levels; and those who are unemployed." In 
California, vocational education is supported by federal, state, and local 
funds. Federal funds are authorized by the Vocational Education Act 
of 1968 and the Manpower Development and TraIning Act and are 
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administered by the Division of Instruction's Vocational Education 
Section. 

Table 19 indicates the support for the occupational training element 
of this program. 

Tabl. 19 
Support for Occupational Preparation 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
Support 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

General Fund ______________________ $973,787 
Federal funds ______________________ 3,203,520 $4,069,233 $4,242,129 
Reimbursements ____________________ 135,886 104,500 84,040 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ______________________ 230,271 230,271 
Federal funds ______________________ 23,179,180 13,426,541 20,746,623 

Total ___________________________ $27,722,645 $17,830,545 $25,072,792 

The proposed budget eliminates a General Fund local assistance ap­
propriation of $230,271 which was distributed in the current and prior 
budget years for supervision and teacher training to districts main­
taining secondary schools. In essence, the funds reduced from the 
General Fund will be offset by federal funds since the federal law 
provides that "the commissioner (of education) shall pay, from the 
amount available to the state an amount equal to 50 percentum of the 
state and local expenditures in carrying out its state plan ... " Since 
California is substantially overmatched through state apportionments, 
categorical aids and district vocational aid expenditures, and since it 
is anticipated that vocational education support from the federal gov­
ernment will increase slightly in the budget year, the proposed reduc­
tion in state support will I;>e offset by federal funds. 

Program No. II 

INSTRUCTION FOR EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS 

Vol. IV p. 11 Budget p. 254 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ $209,424,805 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ 176,560,125 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ 178,071,840 

Requested Increase $32,864,680 (18.6 Percent) 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS A;:;~8i' 
1. Manpower Development and Training Act. Reduce $250,000 767 

Recommend reduction based on decrease in need for state 
matching. (Apply reduction to unfunded Mathematics 
Improvement Program). 

2. Preschool Programs. Recommend Department of Social 771 
'We]£are coordinate eligibility certification processes used 
in the State Preschool Program and the Children's Centers 
Program. 
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Analysis 
page 

3. Children's Centers. Recommend legislation to fund deficit 771 
in program. 

"The Instruction for Educationally Disadvantaged Students" pro­
gram is composed of Department of Education activities designed to 
provide special educational assistance to approximately 1.8 million 
,children, youth and adults living at the poverty level. The basic goal 
of this program is to break the cycle of p()verty by raising the achieve­
ment levels of such pupils. Table 20 summarizes the t()tal support to the 
,elements of this program. 

Table 20 
Instruction for Educationally Disadvantaged Students Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

A. Socioeconomically disadvantaged __ $138,949,981 $116,970,371 $164,586,046 
B. Migrant Education ______________ 7,370,629 8,269,416 10,767,234 
O. Preschool Education _____________ 31,751,230 51,320,338 34,121,525 

Total ___________________________ $178.071,840 $176,560,125 $209,424,805 

The elements ()f this pr()gram are generally administered by the 
Department's Office of Compensatory Educati()n and are composed ()f 
state administrative expense and grants t() local districts. Table 21 
compares state operations to local assistance by funding source. 

Table 21 
Funding by Source for Instruction for Educationally 

Disadvantaged Students Program 

State Operations 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
School Building Aid Fund _________ _ 
Federal funds ____________________ _ 
Reimbursements _______ , ____________ _ 

Subtotal ________________________ _ 

Local Assistance 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements ________ ..: _________ .:.._ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 
$287,529 $393,559 

11,327 19,065 
1,489,575 2,200,372 

522,585 887,976 

$2,311,016 

$20,513,009 
121,424,089 

33,823,726 

$3,490,972 

$23,543,277 
103,269,607 
46,256,269 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$299,600 

19,100 
3,620,284 

983,800 

$4,922,784 

$17,927,666 
142,274,800 

44,299,555 

Subtotal _________________________ $175,760,824 $173,069,153 $204,502,021 
Total ___________________________ $178,071,840 $176,560,125 $209,424,805 

General Fuud ________________________ 20,800,269 23,936,836 '18,227,266 
School Building Aid Fund _____________ 11,327 19,065 19,100 
Federal funds ________________________ 122,913,664 105,469,979 145,895,084 
Reimbursements ______________________ 34,346,311 47,134,245 45,283,355 

Table 22 summarizes General Fund support by Budget Act item. 
A. Socioeconomically Diladv,antilg,d S~ud.nts 

The element is composed of federally funded programs under Titles 
I and VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
the Followthrough Program, Manpower Development and Training Act 
and adult basic education. An evaluation of compensatory education 
programs in California is contained in the general summary section of 
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Table 22 

Budget Act Appropriations' for .Educationally Dj,sadvantag&d 
State Operations 
Budget Act item 

263 

Local Assistance 
272 
278 

274 

Purpose 
Department of Education 

General Activities 

Compensatory Education 
Manpower Deyelopment 

and Training 
Children's Centers 

Amount 

$299,600 

11,000,000 

800,000 
6,127,666 

Totals ____________________________ "______________________ $18,227,266 

Table 23 
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged Students 

State Operations 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements ___________________ _ 

Local Assistance 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements ___________________ _ 

Aotual Estimateil 
1969-70 1970-71 
$287,529 $363,559 

1,188,615 1,752,993 
244,152 251,043 

11,140,984 
114,961,100 

11,127,601 

11,800,000 
96,870,457 
5,932,319 

Estimateil 
1971-72 
$280,582 
3,155,096 

279,513 

11,800,000 
133,773,300 

15.247,555 

Total ____________________________ $138,949,981 $116,970,371 $164,536,046 

the analysis under Title I ESEA. Table 23 reviews support to this 
element. 

State support to this element is appropriated in Item 272, Com­
pensatory Education; Item 278, Manpower Development and Training; 
and Item 274, Children's Centers. 
Compensatory Education (Item 272) 

State subventions for the compensatory education elemeut will total 
$11 million in the current year. The four programs are funded as 
follows. 

1. Special Teacher Employment Program. ~ The Special Teacher Em­
ployment program provides funds to facilitate the reduction of class 
size (pupil-teacher ratio) in the most concentrated areas of poverty 
and social tension in the state. Table 24 demonstrates the distribution 
of the $6.5 million supporting this component in the current year. 

2. Demonstration Projects in Reading and Mathematics. The major 
objective of this program is to develop and implement experimental 
projects iu reading and mathematics in grades 7-'9 which will improve 
the achievement levels of pupils in these SUbjects. This program is 
funded at a $3 million level for 1969-70. Table 25 lists the districts 
currently administering demonstration projects. 

a. State Projects in Research and Teacher Education. The McAteer 
Act authorizes state support for research projects in compensatory 
education and for demonstration projects involving preservice and in­
service training for teachers. The purpose of such projects is to im­
prove the overall quality of compensatory education programs with 
particular emphasis on the quality of prospective teachers of disad-
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vantaged children whQ are produced by the state's teacher training 
institutions. Table 26 ·suinmarizes these projects in 1970-71 funded 
to date. . . 

4. ProfessU!714t Develpprnen~ Ce'lkters, Chapter 1414, Statutes of 1968 
(4B 120). In.1968 tiieLeglslatur~ passed.Chapter 1414 CAB 920) 
wliich containeCi. policy gu,i,delines for th~ establishment, maintenance 
and evaluation of both preservice and in-service programs of teacher 
tr~lD,ing. This legislation authorj-zed"the establishment of a system of 
"Professional Development and. Program Improvement Centers" to 
provide preservice and in-serVice training and specifies that such 
centers shall provide training for teachers serving in schools having 
II high percentage of underachieving pupils. Table 27 reviews current 
Sl,lpport to this program. 

T~!>le.24 , 
Special Teacher EmpIO'yme~~Pr,?pram~197o-71 

Countv District Approved funds 
Alameda __________________ ..Berkeley Unified ____________________ $27,070 

Oakland Unified _____________________ 336,303 
qontra Costa ______________ ..Pittsburg Unified ____________________ 52,796 
. . Richmond Unified ___________________ 231,984 
Fresno ____________________ Fresno City Uni~ed .... _________________ 178,623 

Fresno Colony Elem. _________________ 86,515 
Madison Elem. ______________________ 28,572 
Teague Elem. _______________________ 21,419 
'West Park Elem. ____________________ 17,467 

Kern ______________________ Bakersfield Elem. ____________________ 205,377 
Greenfield Elem. _____________________ 26,636 

Los Angeles ________________ .Compton Unified ____________________ 273,903, 
EI Monte Elem. _____________________ 32,432 . 
EI Rancho __________________________ 13,990 
Garv~y Elem. _______________________ 82,633 
Long Beach Unified __________________ 187,989 
Los Angeles ________________________ 3,269,771 
Monrovia Unified ____________________ 12,685 
Montebello Unified ___________________ 26,754 
Pasadena Unified ______________ ....:_____ 115,671 
Pomona Unified _____________________ 18,534 
Santa Monica Unified ________________ 21,933 
Whittier ____________________________ 9,445 

Riverside __________________ Jurupa Unified ______________________ 30,469 
. Riverside Unified ____________________ 12,764 

Sacramento ________________ Del Paso Heights __ ..,.________________ 6,124. 
North Sacramento ___________________ 9,642' 
Sacramento Unified __________________ 36,238 

San Bernardino ____________ .Colton Joint Unified ________________ 20,234 
Ontario-Montclair ___________________ 46,039 
San Bernardino Unified ______________ 177,441 

San Diego _________________ .National Elem. ______________________ 14,978 
San Diego Unified ___________________ 188,388 
San Ysidro Elem. ____________________ 37,148 

San Francisco ______________ San Francisco Unified ________________ 380,487 
San Joaquin _______________ .Stockton Unified ____________________ 236,954 
Santa Barbara _____________ .Santa Barbara City __________________ 11,460 
Santa Clara ________________ San Jose Unified ____________________ 53,132 

TOTAL $6,500,ood 
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Table 25 

Reading and Mathematics Demonstration Projects-197o-71 
.. Approved 

Oountll District funds 
Alameda ________________ Oakland Unified __________________________ $191,410 
Fresno _________________ Fresno City Unified_______________________ 204,630 
Los Angeles _____________ EI Monte Elementary __________ ~ ________ ... __ 75,739 

Long Beach Unified (Reading) _____________ 185,706 
Long Beach Unified (l\.fath)_______________ 165,000 
Los Angeles Unified: 

Belvedere _____________________________ _ 
Pacoima _____________________________ _ 
Edison- _______________________________ _ 

Montebello Unified ______________________ _ 
Pasadena Unified ________________________ _ 

Riverside _______________ Riverside Unified ________________________ _ 
'San Bernardino __________ Colton Joint Unified ______________________ _ 
San Diego ______________ S8n Diego Unified ________________________ _ 
San Francisco ___________ San Francisco Unified' ____________________ _ 
"San Joaquin ___________ ...8tockton Unified ________________________ _ 
Santa Barbara __________ Santa Barbara City Schools _______________ _ 
Santa Clara _____________ S8n Jose Unified _________________________ _ 

Total 
Table ·26 

Research and Teacher Education Projects-197Q-71 

195,232 
205,192 
223,992 
103,404 
128,845 
167,725 

63,700 
199,897 
133,419 
200,000 
231,888 
280,314 

$2,956,093 

Agency 
Oroville City Elementary ___________________________________ _ 
Los Nietos Elementary ______________________________ .:.. ______ _ 
Pasadena City Unified _____________________________________ _ 
San Diego State College ____________________________________ _ 
University of the Pacific, Stockton ___________________________ _ 
Cambrian Elementary _____________________________________ _ 
University of Califol'nia, Santa Cruz _________________________ _ 
Woodland Joint Unified ____________________________________ _ 

Amount 
$41,35.0 
101,936 
108,352 
45,122 
93,931 
44,970 
73,300 
21,958 

Total Approved to Date ___________________________________ $530,919 

Table 27 
Professional Development CelJ,ters-197Q-71 

Agency Amount 
Oakland City Unified-_______________________________________ $171.200 
Fresno City Unified ________________________ .:.________________ 197.845 
Compton Unified ___________________________________________ 149;530 
Long Bench Unified_________________________________________ 224,344 

Total Approved to Date_c _________________________________ $742,919 

The budget as proposed includes a reduction of $25,000 for consultant 
services in the area of teacher staff development. We are advised by the 
Department of Education that this amount will not result in a decrease 
in its activities inthe budget year. This action is reflected in the state 
operations for this element appropriated in Item 263 for the general 
activities of the Department of Education. 

Occupationi:zl Preparation (Manpower Development and Training 
Act) (Item 278). Occupational education for educationally dis­
ail"antaged youth is provided by the Manpower Development and 
'''raining Act (MDT A) . 
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We recommend a reduction of $250,000 in the proposed $800,000 
General Fund local assistance appropriation for the Manpower Trwin­
ing and Development Program based on a decrease in the need for 
state matching funds. 1V e recommend that this $250,000 be applied to 
the 1bnf"nded Mathematics Improvement Program (see page 759). 

, The Manpower Development and Training Program component of the 
aid to socioeconomically disadvantaged students program is designed 
to provide vocational education opportunities for socioeconomically dis­
advantaged youth. Table 28 presents the support for this element. 

Table 28 
Support for Manpower Development and Training 

Actual E8timated 
Local assistance 1969-70 1910-"11 

General Fund ______________________ $800,000 $800,000 

Estimated 
1911-72 
$800,000 

The proposed General Fund local assistance appropriation of $800,-
000 is to meet the 10 percent matching requirement of the Manpower 
Training and Development Act. Under this act, the federal govern­
ment pays for 90 percent of the program costs and the 10 percent 

. balance must be matched with state and/or local funds. 
Table 29 indicates· the amount of General Fund local assistance 

which was actually spent for this program in fiscal years 1967-68, 
1968-69 and 1969-70. 

Table 29 
General Fund L.ocal Assistance Expenditures 

for Manpower Development and Training 
1967-68 1968-69 

ApPl'opriation _____________________ $800,000 $800,000 
Expenditures ______________________ 687,633 644,945 

1969-70 
$800,000 

331,042 

Balance _________________________ $112,367 . $155,055 $468,958 

The table shows that the need for state matching expenditures for 
the Manpower Development and Training Act has decreased in the 
three-year period analyzed and that the full General Fund appropria­
tion for this program has never been expended. In the three-year 
period indicated in the table, state matching expenditures for the 
Manpower Development and Training Act have averaged $554,540, 
well below the appropriation levels. We believe the General Fund 
portion could be reduced by $250,000 (from $800,000 to $550,000) 
without reducing the services provided by this program since the 
need for state matching has decreased. 

S"mmer Vocational Ed"cation Programs. Chapter 1171, Statutes 
of 1968 (SB 840) directed the Department of Education to develop 
and implement in poverty areas an experimental summer vocational 
education program to include both exploratory occupational education 
and an opportunity for paid employment. The program was renewed 
by the Legislature in both 1969 and 1970. In last year's Analysis we 
recommended that the Department of Education be directed to con­
duct a followup study of the special summer work program to de­
termine (1) the number of project graduates who substantially en­
rolled in technical vocational programs in the regular school year" 
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(2) the impact of the project on the subsequent school attendance of 
the project graduates, (3) the impact of the project on the subse­
quent scholastic records. of the project graduates and (4) the extent 
to which the participating schools have extended work experience 
programs.. This. recommendation was incorporated in the supplementary 
report of the Conference Committee on the Budget. Consistent with 
the directive of the conference committee, the department issued a 
report entitledAn Evaluation of 1970 Summer Work Study Programs. 
The report fails to provide the statistical information requested neces­
sary for an evaluation of the program. It merely evaluates the pro­
gram in terms of opinions expressed by some program participants. The 
report makes no effort to correlate student participation in the pro­
gram with s.ubs.equent enrollment in technical vocational programs in 
the regular school year or with subsequent changes in pupil attend­
ance or scholastic achievement in the regular school year. For example, 
we requested that the report provide statis.tics on the number of stu­
dents in the summer program who subsequently enrolled in technical 
vocational programs during the school year. In response to this request 
the department's report states: "In the most recent survey 78 per­
cent of the students planned to take more vocational training .... " 
However, the report does not indicate whether or not these students 
did in fact enroll in vocational training programs in the school year. 
We also requested that the report indicate the extent to which partici­
pating districts extended their work experience programs in the regu­
lar school year subsequent to the summer program. The department's 
report does not provide this information but recommends that the 
program be made a part of the participating districts' ongoing educa­
tion programs because" The program has been tried for three years 
and has been met with' enthusiasm each year." We do not believe this 
report provides. the Legislature with the information necessary to de­
termine the effectiveness of the summer work study program. 

B. Migrant Education 
This component administered by the Office of Compensatory Educa­

tion's Bureau of Community Services is designed to provide services 
to approximately 80,000 children of migrant agricultural workers in 
200 school districts. Table 30 reviews expenditures for this component 
for both support and local assistance. 

Table 30 
Migrant Education 

Actual 
Support 

School Building Aid Fund ______ _ 
Federal funds ________________ _ 
Reimbursements ______________ _ 

Loeal Assistance 
Federal funds _________________ _ 
Reimbursements ______ .- ________ _ 

Total ______________________ _ 

1969-70 
$11.321 
282,298 
60,548 

6,462,989 
553,461 

$1,310,629 

768 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$19,065 
386,196 
144,055 

Proposeil 
1971-72 

$19,100 
401,403 
159,231 

6,399,150 8,501,500 
1,320,950 1,686,000 

$8,269,416 $10,161,234 
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The budget supplement states that the objective of this element in 
1971-72 will be to provide educational programs, for 40,000 migrant 
children which will insure at least one month's progress for the equiva-, 
lent period of instruction, ' 

~. Pr~school Education 

There exists in California a large variety of compensatory education 
programs which provide child care and instruction to educationally'. 
disadvantaged students, The major programs are discussed below. 

1. State Preschool Program. In 1965 the Legislature instructed 
the'Btate Department of Social Welfare to contract with the State, 
Department of Education to provide welfare fundillg to a statewide, 
system of preschool programs for three-to-five-year-old children from 
low-income families. This legislation provided that all programs must 
follow guidelines developed by the Department of Education which 
expressly identify (1) children to be serviced, (2) program standards, 
and (3) program emphasis and related requirements. 

2. Children's Centers. The Children's Centers program is a 'long 
established system of day care for, the children, of working parents 
supported through a combination of budgetary appropriations and pa­
rental' fees. In 1965 the Legislature added an educational component to 
the program in order to upgrade the program beyond the level of 
supervision and to emphasize the participation of families which 
might become dependent on welfare programs. 

3. Title I ESEA Preschool Program. The Elementary and Second­
ary Education Act of 1965 (Title I) authorizes school districts to in­
clude in the application for federal compensatory education support 
specialized preschool programs. 

4. Migrant Day Care and Preschool Programs. Under agreement 
similar to that which supports the state preschool program, a specialized 
preschool program is provided for the children of migrant farm 
workers who reside in public labor camps. 
, 5. Head Start. The federal government authorizes this program as 

part of the Economic Opportunity Act. However, there is no direct 
state responsibility in the implementation of the program since the 
'Office of Economic Opportunity works directly through community 
,action agencies. 

Table 31 summarizes participation in these' programs in 1969-70. 
Table 31 

Program Participation 1969-70 

1. State Preschool Program ________________ :.. ________________________ _ 
2. Children's Centers ______________________________________________ _ 
3. Title I ESEA Preschool Progl'am ____________________________ ~ ____ _ 
4. Migrant Day Care and Preschool ______ ~ __________________________ _ 

.. 5. Head Start _________________________ ' ____________________________ _ 

Pupils 
14,6it4 
18,700 

9,317 
4,500 

20,737 

Total ____________________________________________________________ 67,948 
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Tabk 32 reviews expenditures by source for each of these programs. 
State Preschool and Children's Centers 

Item 274 of the Budget Act appropriates $19,750,000 for children's 
centers. Table 33 indicates the components of this appropriation. 

Table 32 
Expenditures by Source 1969-70 (estimated) 

Federal State Local Fees Total 
1. Stute Preschool 

Program _________ $11,826,135 $3.942,045 - $15,768,180 
2. Children's Centers 10,4S4~887 8,788,000 $7,867,620 $4,719,367 31,809,874 
3. Title I ElSEA 

Preschool Program 8,609,407 
4. Migrant 

Day Care ________ 765,430 209,146 
5. Head Start ______ 23,814,824 

------
6,501,831 

974,576 
- 30,316,655 

Totals _________ $50,450,683 $12,939,191 $14,399,451 $4,719,367 $82,388,692 

Table 33-
Components of Children's Centers Appropriation (Item 274) 

Identification by 
Program Number Purpose 
Program III Apportionment to districts for Development Centers __ 
Program II Apportionment to districts for Children's Center 

Program II 
Programs ______________________________________ _ 

Transfer to Department of Social Welfare for state 
matching requirement for federal snpport of Children's 

Oomponent 
$4,500,000 

$6,127,666 

Center Program" __________________________________ $5,000,000 
Program II Transfer to Department of Social Welfare for state 

matching requirement {or federal support for State 
Preschool Program ________________________________ $4,122,334 

Total _________________________________________ $19,750,000 

In 1967 Congress enacted a series of far-reaching amendments to 
the Social Security Act which had implications for the state prescho'ol 
programs .. The most significant aspect of the federal action was to 
make possible large seale day care as a social service under the welfare 
system. The expanded authorization resulted from the addition of 
"past and potential" welfare recipients to those eligible for social 
services under Aid to Families with Dependent Children. This resulted 
in federal support on a 75/25 federal-state matching basis for the pro­
vision of day care service. to all residents of low-income neighborhoods. 

To be eligible for such support, the state preschool programs are re" 
quired to conform to the federal interagency day care requirements 
which set forth st~ndards for programs. The state supported program 
which most closely conformed to these provisions was the Children's 
Centers Program and therefore it was anticipated that additional fed­
eral funds would be available for provision of this service. However, 
confusion resulted as to the extent to which the state would participate 
in this expanded authorization. 

In order to clarify the state's desire to maximize the use of federal 
funds, the Legislature at its 1970 session, adopted Chapter 1619, Stat­
utes of 1970 CAB 750) which was designed to improve coordination of 
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existing state preschool and children.'" centers .. programs and. maximize 
the use of federal funds through the centralization of administration in 
the Department of Education. 

We recommend that the State Department of Social Welfare be· 
directed to use the same procedm'es to certify potential welfare recipi­
ents for participation in the State Preschool Program as are "sed in. 
tlie Children's Cent,,-s Program. In order to participate as a poten'. 
tial welfare recipient in the social welfare programs provided under 
the Children's Centers Program and the State Preschool Program, chil-. 
dren require a certification of eligibility from the county welfare de­
partment. Currently, however, the certification procedures used to iden: 
tify potential welfare recipients for participation in the Children's. 
Center Program differ from those of the State Preschool Program. 
UndeI'the Children's Center Program potential welfare recipients are 
certified either on an individual basis or on the basis of residence in a 
target area, i.e., a low-income Human Resources Development, Model 
Cities, or ESEA Title I target area. Under the State Preschool Pro­
gram, certification is made only on an individual case review. The in­
dividual certification process is more costly and time consuming than 
the target area approach. We believe that administrative savings would 
result if the State Department of Social Welfare were to use the target 
area approach, where applicable (i.e., in dense urban areas), for certi­
fying potential welfare recipients for the State Preschool Program. We 
believe also that better coordination between all preschool programs 
would result, as was intended by the Legislature in Chapter 1619, Stat­
utes of 1970 (AB 750). 

Children's Centers 

This cOmPonent represents the Department of Education's functions 
regarding the State Preschool and Children's Centers Programs which 
operate in California. Support to these programs is summarized in 
Table 34. 

State Operations 

Table 34 
. Preschool Education Support 

Actual 
1969-10 

General Fund _______________________ _ 
Federal funds _______________________ _ 
Reimbursements _____________________ _ 

Local Assistance 

$18,662 
217,885 

Estimated 
1910-11 

$30,000 
61,183 

482,878 

PrOPQsed 
1911-72 

$19,018. 
63,785-

545,056 

Genernl Fund ________________________ 9,372,025 11,743,277 10,627,666 
Reimbursements _____________________ 22,142,658 39,003,000 27,366,000 

Total _____________________________ $31,751,230 $51,320,338 $38,621,525 

The proposed General Fund state operations expenditure of $19,018 
is for one school administration consultant's position which was trans­
ferred from the Division of School Administration and Finance to the 
Division of Compensatory Education under Chapter 1619, Statutes of 
1970 (AB 750). 

We recommend that legislation be enacted to fund any deficit which 
may oe",.r in the Children's Center Program in fiscal year 1970-71 as a 
remU of the $4 milUon reduction which was made in the Ohildren's 
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Centers item in the Bttdget Act of 1970 when information on the level 
of that deficit is available. A potential funding problem exists relative 
to the Children's Centers Program. The budget for the current fiscal 
year contained an original appropriation of $14,889,712 for the Chil­
dren's Centers Program. However, it was anticipated that this level of 
state funding wonld not be necessary due to the availability of federal 
funds for this program under the Social Security Act of 1967 and the 
.Legislature therefore reduced the General Fund appropriation for the 
Children's Centers Program by $4 million. Subsequent to this action, 
Chapter 1620, Statutes of 1970 (AB 1651) was enacted which increased 
the level of state support for the Children's Centers Program from 
$0.42 per child-hour to $0.52 per child-hour without corresponding fund­
ing. Although original estimates indicated that the program could be 
fully funded at the lower level, the Department of Education indicates 
that the combined impact of the $4 million budget reduction and the 
$0.10 increase in program support from $0.42 to $0.52 per child-hour 
may caUse a deficit of approximately $900,000 in state support or ap­
proximately $4 million in total program support. It is important to note 
. that these estimates are only preliminary and that there is insufficient 
evidence available to determine whether, in fact, a deficit will occur. 
The Department of Education is taking administrative action to reduce 
the potential deficit. Further, it is important to note that special author­
ization exists in the statutes to di,.1 with such occurrences in the chil­
dren's centers budget. Education Code Section 16622 states: "If dur­
ing any fiscal year there is apportioned to the 'children's center fund' 
... less than the amount to which the fund was entitled, the Superin­
tendent of Public Instruction during the next or any succeeding fiscal 
year shall ... add to the apportionment during such next or succeeding 
fiscal year the amount of such ... deficiency." We believe that if a 
deficit does occur in the Children's Centers Program in 1970-71, a 
special appropriation should be made to cover this deficiency so that the 
program le"el proposed for the budget year can be maintained. 

Program No. III 

INSTRUCTION FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS 

Vol. IV p. 20 Budget p. 255 

Itequested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 _________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 ____________________________________ _ 

Itequested increase $155,984(0.7 percent) 

$21,792,748 
21,636,764 
16,612,501 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Exceptional Children. Recommend all public agencies 775 
which provide services to exceptional children submit plans for 
systematic identification. 
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Analvsis 
page 

2. Schools for Deaf. Recommend proposal on feasibility of 781 
requiring. deaf to attend programs in counties of residence if 
available. 

3. Schools for Deaf. Recommend review of admis~jonsproce- 781 
dures to ins'1re compliance with above plan. 

4. Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically Handicapped. 784 
Recommend' ,report on Project "Followup." 

The Instruction f9r Special Education Students Program is composed 
of those activities of the Department of Education and 'local subven­
tions which support programs for exceptional children. The target· 
population includes all children who because of physical or mental 
handicaps or exceptional learning capacity require special assistance 
beyond the regular school program. Special programs are provided for 
the physically handicapped, educationally handicapped, mentally re­
tarded, multihandicapped, and the mentally gifted. Table 35 sum­
marizes support for this program by element. 

The composition of program support is reviewed in Table 36 by 
funding SOurce and purpose. . 

State General Fund support to Instruction for Special Education 
students is appropriated through the Budget Act items summarized 
in Table 37. 
A. Handicapped Students 

The State of Oalifornia makes available to handicapped students a 
wide range of. services and programs including special day classes, 

Tallie 35 
Instruction for Special Education Students 

A. Hnndicnplled students ____ :... __________ _ 
B. Mentally gifted minors ___________ _ 
.C. Special schools _____________________ _ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 
$7,966,852 $11,826,799 

55,816 73,779 
8,589,833 9,636,186 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$11,876,944 
71,789 

9,844,015 

$16,612,501 $21,636,764 $21,792,748 

Table 36 
Funding by Source for Instruction for Special Education Students 

Actual E8timated Propo8ed 
State op"erations 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

General Fund ______________________ _ $8,219,613 $9,224,857 $9,466,731 
Federal funds ______________________ _ 658,556 1,265,349 1,092,023 
Reimbursements _____________________ _ 1,072,184 1,335,189 1,381,297 

Subtotal _________________________ _ $9,950,353 $11,825,395 $11,940,051 
Local Assistance 

Generlll Fund _______________________ _ 3,339,979 4,500,000 4,650,000 
Federal funds _______________________ _ 3,322,169 5,291,369 5,202,697 

Subtotal __________________________ _ $6,662,148 $9,791,369 $9,852,697 
TOTAL ______________________________ _ 

$16,612,501 $21,636,764 $21,792,748 
General Fllnd _______________________ _ 11,559,592 13,744,857 14,116,731 
Federal funds ______________________ _ 3,980,725 6,556,718 6,294,720 
Reimbursements 1,072,184 1,335,189 1,381,297 
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Instruction for Special Education Students-Continued 
Table 37 

Budget .Act Appropriations for Support of Education of Special 
Education Students 

Item, 
Support Purpose Amount 

263 General activities Department of Education ________________ $743J)86 
266 Special schools __________________________________________ 8,723,146 

Local Assistance 
274 Development centers ___________ ~________________________ 4,500,000 
275 Grants to teachers of physically handicapped children ____ ..:.___ 150,000 

Tota! _________________________________________________________ $14,116,781 

Table 38 
Enrollment in Programs for Handicapped Mjnor~1969-70 (estimated) 

Physically handicapped _________________________________________ 211,104 
Mentally retarded ______________________________________________ 67,101 
Educationally handicapped ______________ :-_______________________ 45,771 
Development centers __ .:._________________________________________ 1,370 

Total 

Table 39 
Support for Handicapped Students 

State Operations 
General Fund _______________________ _ 
Federal funds ________________________ . 
Reimbursements _____________________ _ 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ______________________ _ 
Federal funds ____________ :.. __________ _ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

$646,148 $658,797 
658,556 1,265,849 

8,889,979 
8,822,169 

211,284 

4,500,000 
5,291,869 

825,846 

Estimated 
1971-;7a 

$671,797 
1,092,028 

260,427 

4,650,000 
5,202,697 

Tota! _c_______________________________ $7,966,852 $11,926,799 $11,876,944 

supplemental services, remedial instruction, home and hospital instruc­
tion, development centers, learning disability grouping, and experi­
mental programs. 

General Activities. The Division of Special Education of the Depart­
ment of Education is responsible for the state ievel administration of 
special education programs. Table 38 presents the total number of 
students enrolled in special education programs in 1969-70 . 
. The proposed funding of the handicapped students element of the 

special education program is presented in Table 39. The budget pro­
poses a General Fund support appropriation of $671,797 for the ad­
ministrative activities of the Division of Special Education. The budget 
proposes a reduction of 1 consultant position and 0.5 steno positions 
in the Division of Special Education. 

Development Centers. The budget also contains a proposed local· as­
sistance appropriation of $4,500,000 for development centers. 

Chapter 1248, Statutes of 1965, established the development center 
program for handicapped minors to provide day care and treatment 
for children who are not able to attend public school programs due to 
severe mental retardation or physical impairment. This program is 
designed to provide competent services to these children to permit par-
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ents to engage in work and reduce the demand for institutional plac~­
ment. .The .. financing of this program, as modified by Chapter ,.1538:,:. 
Statu~es of 1967, is based on $1.75 per attendance hour plus transpor-.> 
tat,ion allowances of $675 per unit of average daily attendance. Cur-_ 
rently 52 development centers are operating programs. 

Grants to Teachers of Physically Handicapped Children. Chapter .. 
21,07, Statutes of 1963, established a program of grants to encourage 
teacher~ of the mentally retarded and physically handicapped to further 
their professional education. The program authorizes county superin­
tendents of schools and school districts to enter into an agreement with 
certificated teachers to take postgraduate courses leading to a special . 
education credential. Grants are made on the basis of $50 per unit of 
college credit for tnition, materials and other expenses for five years 
or until the course of study is completed. The Superintendent of Pub­
lic Instrnction is reqnired to reimburse participating district. from 
funds appropriated to the Department of Education. In the summer 
of 1970 a total of 839 teachers submitted acceptable applications for 
this program. 

Multihandicapped Survey 

We recommend that the Department of Ed"cation and the other 
p"blie agencies which provide services to exceptional children, incl"d­
ing the Department of Mental Hygiene and the Department of P"blic 
Health, be directed to prepare and s"bmit to the Joint Legislative 
B"dge~ Committee 'by November 1, 1971, a plan for the systematie 
identification and reporting of exceptional children. 

The Snpplementary Report of the Conference Committee directed 
the Department of Education to submit to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee a study of the composition and distribution of the multi- . 
handicapped minor population in the state. Consistent with this direc­
t.ive, the Department of Education conducted through the county super­
intendents of scho()ls a survey to determine the known and estimated 
number of multihandicapped minors, their major handicap, and their 
enrollment status. Table 40 identifies the number of known and esti-. 
mated multihandicapped minors by major handicap and school enroll­
ment status reported in the department's survey. The number of handi­
capped minors who are reported in the table as "known" was 
determined from actual records maintained by school districts and the 
county superintendents of schools. The number of handicapped minors 
who are reported as "estimated" was determined by the county super­
intendents from numerous public and private agencies, including the 
county welfare departments and the Easter Seal Society. 

Table 41 compares the number of known and estimated multihandi­
capped minors enrolled in schools as reported in the department's sur­
vey. 

Three major problems exist relative to the multihandicapped survey 
of the Department of Education. First, the Department of Education 
indicates that a number of reporting errors were made by the county 
superintendents of schools. Some counties, for example, reported in the 
survey their total special education population rather than just their-
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Instruction for Special Education Students-Continued 
Table '40 

Number of Known and Estimated Multihandicapped Minors by Major Handicap 
and School Enrollment Status in California 

Known Estimated 
Known 
in-

Total Known appropriate Known not Total Estimated 
M ultiha!,dicapped known enrolled enrollment enrolled estimated enrolled 
Deaf _______________________________ 764 619 88 145 199 84 
Blind _______________________________ 401 268 48 133 122 54 
Deaf/blind ------------------------- 159 79 29 80 169 30 
Educationally handicapped ____________ 2,096 1,814 115 282 2,492 1,932 
Educable mentally retarded ___________ 2,389 2,118 119 271 1,124 722 
Trainable mental1y retarded __________ 3,103 2,251 372 852 1,405 569 
Severely hard of hearing _____________ 527 444 42 83 181 101 
Moderately hard of hearing ___________ 238 165 52 73 395 262 
Partially seeing _____________________ 463 397 22 66 234 141 
Orthopedic or other health impaireq ____ 2,716 2,003· 361 713 646 310 
Speech handicapped ' __________________ 531 394 141 137 2,164 1,571 
Aphasic ---------------------------- 593 450 184 143 394 91 

---Totals __________________________ 13,980 11,002 1,523 2,978 9,425 5j86'! 

Estimated 
i»-- Estimated 

appropriate not 
enrollment enrolled 

34 115 
30 68 
17 139 

647 560 
205 402 
162 836 

55 80 
60 133 
42 93 

100 336 
220 593 

63 203 

1,~ 3,558 

t!f go 
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Table 41 
Comparison of Number of Known and Estimated Multihandicapped Minors 

Enrolled in School in California 

Known __________________ _ 
Estimate~ _______________ _ 

Enrolled Not em'olled 
in school in school 

11,002 2,978 
.5,867 3,5!58 

Total 
13,980 
9,425 

Total ___________________ 17,869 6,536 23,405 

multihandicapped popUlation. Second, there is no way to determine the· 
,accuracy of the estimated number of multihandicapped minors reported 
in this survey. A particular problem exists relative to the number of 
estimated multihandicapped minors who are reported in the survey to 
be enrolled in school. Under Education Code Section 885.9 the county 
snperintendents of schools are responsible to ensure that every handi­
capped minor in the school district territory under their jurisdiction is 
afforded the opportunity to participate in an appropriate program. The 
eonnty superintendents are further required to maintain a record both 
of every, handicapped minor enrolled in a special program and every 
handicapped minor who applies for a program but is denied admission. 
Under Chapter 8.2 of the Education Code, financial assistance is pro­
vided with the approval of the county superintendents of schools to 
handicapped minors for whom no appropriate programs are operated 
by local school districts, connty superintendents of schools or the State 
of Califorpia. If the county superintendents of schools are fulfilling 
their legal responsibilities regarding handicapped minors we do not 
believe it is possible for 5,867 multihandicapped minors, to be enrolled 
in school but unknown to the county superintendents of schools as is 
reported in the multihandicapped survey. 

The third problem we find with the survey is that it contains a num­
ber of tabulation errors. Because of these problems we do not believe 
that the multihandicapped survey of the Department of Education 
provides an accurate description of the multihandicapped population 
in California. We believe that the multihandicapped survey of the 
Department of Education indicates the need for a more accurate re­
porting system for exceptional children. We do not believe the current 
reporting system provides the necessary data for the Legislature to use 
in planning or evaluating programs for exceptional children. 

Special Education Research. Chapter 1141, Statutes of 1970 (SB 
1099, Burgener) requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction to 
withbold for research, program development and evaluation of special 
education an amount equal to 0.0016 of the preceding year's State SchOOl 
Fund apportionment for special education programs. Of the total, 75 
percent is used to contract for research in special education with Cali­
fornia nniversities operating a joint doctoral program in cooperation 
with a state college. The remaining 25 percent is used by the Division 
of Special Education to contract for program development and evalu­
ation. A total of $224,685 is available for this program in the current 
fiscal year. A Committeee on Special Education has been established 
under the provisions of Chapter 1141 aud is currently reviewing re- , 
search proposals for possible funding. 
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Instruction for Special Education Students-Continued 
B. Gifted Minors 

The State of California makes available certain services to mentally 
gifted children whose needs cannot be fully met in the regular class­
room. The Division of Special Education is responsible for the state 
level administration of programs for the mentally gifted. Table 42 pre­
sents the proposed funding of the mentally gifted element of the special 
education program. 

T.able 42 
Support for Mentally Gifted Minors 

Actual Estimated 
Support 1969-70 1970-71 

General Fund ________________ $55,81~ $73,779 

C. Special Schools 

Estimated 
.1971-72 
$71,789 

The State of California operates five special schools to provide serv­
ices to handicapped minors who because of either their residence in 

. a sparsely populated area or' the severity of their handicap do not 
have available adequate local special education services. These five 
scho.ols are: (1) California School for the Deaf, Berkeley, (2) Cali­
fornia School for the Deaf, Riverside, (3) Diagnostic School for 
Neurologically Handicapped Children, San Francisco, (4) Diagnostic 
School for Neurologically Handicapped Children, Los Angeles, arid 
(5) California School for the Blind, Berkeley. All five residential 
schools are operated by the Division of Special Education, Department 
of Education. The proposed funding of the special schools element of 
the Special Education Program is presented in Table 43. The budget 
request for the special schools includes two new positions: a night 
watchman for the San Francisco Diagnostic School for Neurologically 
Handicapped ($5,760), and a skilled laborer for the California School 
for the Deaf, Berkeley ($7,812). 

Table 43 
Support for Special Schools 

Actual Estimated 
State Operations \ 

General Fund _______________ _ 
1M9-70 1970-71 
$7,1)17,649 $8,512,281 

Federal funds and reimbursements 1,072,164 1,123,905 

Proposed 
1971-72. 
$8,723,145 
1,120,870 

Total __ ~____________________ $8,589,833 $9,636,186 $9,844,015 

Table 44 compares for each school the proposed expenditures for 
fiscal year 1970-71 with the proposed expenditures for 1971-72. 

California Schools for the Deaf, Berkeley and Riverside 

The objective of the California Schools for the Deaf is to provide a 
program of elementaiy and secondary education with residential care 
to deaf and multihandicapped deaf children for whom no appropriate 
local services are available. It is estimated that in 1971-72 the enroll­
ment at Berkeley will be 496 and that the enrollment at Riverside will 
be 600. -
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Table 44 
Proposed Expenditures for California Special Schools 

SpeCial Schools 
California School for the 

Deaf-Berkeley ____ _ 
California School for the 

Deaf-Riverside ___ _ 
California School fOl" 

Neurologically Handi­
capped Children-San 

State 

$2,560,148 

3,227,673 

Francisco __________ 779,572 
. California School for 

Neurologically Handi­
capped Children-Los 
Angeles ____________ 734,223 

California School for the 
Blind-Berkeley ____ 1,210,665 

Totals ___________ $8,512,281 

1970-71 (est.) 
Federal funds and 

reimbursements 

$390,885 

331,460 

121,162 

108,723 

171,676 

$1,123,905 

Total 

$2,951,033 

3,559,133 

900,734 

342,946 

1,332,340 

$9;63!),186 

State 

$2,641,805 

3,289,738 

797,533 

754,997 

1,239,072 

$8;723,145 

1971-n (e't.) 
Federal funds and 

reimbursements 

'$392,641 

337,244 

115,060 

101,430 

174,675 

$1,120,8711 

Total 

$3,034,266 

3,626,982 

914,593. 

856.427 

1,413,747 

. $9,844,015 
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Instruction for Special Education Students-Continued 
Structure of the Program 

There are four lIlajor elements in the operation of the California 
Schools for the DeaL These are (1) educatioual program, (2) diagnos­
tic services, (3) special projects, and (4) residential program. 

(1) Educational ProgrlJJYl1.. Children between the ages 5i and 20 
whose hearing loss is of such a severity that they cannot get along in 
the regular programs of the public schools or in a program for hard-of­
hearing children are eligible for enrollment. The education program at 
both schools is divided into five departments with a special unit for 
the multihandicapped deaf at the Riverside school. 

a. The lower school, for children aged 51 through 8, provides assist­
ance in the development of communication skills through auditory 
training, lipreading, and speech training. 

b. Elementary school, grades 1-4, continues emphasis on language 
development concepts: Manual fingerspelling is used to supplement 
speech, speech reading and amplification. 

c. Junior high school, grades 5-8, uses the simultaneous method of 
instruction consisting of oral communication supplemented by manual 
fingerspelliug. 

d. High school, grades 9-12, uses the means of learning a communi­
cation taught previously to pursue regular academic studies. A college 
preparatory program is also offered. 

e. Vocational departmeJ!t, grades 7-12, provides prevocational and 
vocational instruction in various trades. 

f. A Multihandicapped Deaf Unit was established the last fiscal year 
at the Riverside School, providing a comprehensive diagnostic, educa­
tional, and residential program. 

We recommended in last year's analysis that the multihandicapped 
deaf unit,include in its enrollment a cross section of mUltihandicapped 
deaf and that the Department of Education submit to the Joint Legis­
lative Budget Committee an evaluation of the first year's operation of 
the multihandicapped deaf unit. rhis recommendation was incorporated 
in the supplementary report ot the Conference Committee, and the 
Department of Education submitted a report on the multihandicapped 
deaf unit as required. . 

The report indicates that in the first year of operation the multihan­
dicapped unit served 16 boys and 14 girls, although the girls were not 
admitted to the program until May 11, 1970 because adequate residen­
tial facilities were not available prior to that date. Test scores and 
other data in the report indicate that the children 'enrolled in the pro­
gram progressed academically as well as behaviorally. However, con­
trary to our recommendation, the children enrolled in the program did 
not represent a cross-section of the multihandicapped deaf but rather 
represented only. those multihandicapped deaf children who are also 
either mentally retarded or emotionally disturbed. Current enrollment 
statistics in Table 45 indicate that the program will serve children with 
a broader range of handicaps in the present year than were served in 
the past year. Since state apportionments are available to local districts , 
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to operate programs for the multihandicapped, we believe' the multi­
handicapped residential unit sliould serve only those severe cases which 
cannot effectively· be served in local programs. . . 

Table 45 
Current Enrollm.ent C9~iPo8ition of Riverside Multihandjcapped Unit 

Deafness plus 1 handicap _________________________________________ 31 
Deafness plus 2· handicaps ________________________________________ 24 
Deafness plus 3 handicap.s _______________________________________ 4 

'rotal ________________________________________________________ 59 

2. Diagnostic Services. Diagnostic Services is a program for testing 
students at tbe two schools to determine the degree and type of hearing 
loss. Social-adjustment services are also provided for emotionally dis­
tnrbed deaf children so that they can adapt to their new setting. In 
addition, their parents receive counseling and guidance in order that 
they may be able to' understand the problems tbat arise in the home 
environment. 

3. Special Projects. ·There are three major project activities during 
the current year: 

a. A preschool project for 40 preschool deaf children and their par­
ents during the summer at the Berkeley school. This-is an ongoing state 
supported program. 

b. ESEA Title I projects consist of the following: (1) Visual Edu­
cation Media Center (Berkeley and Riverside), furnishing educational 
film for deaf students; (2) six-week summer school (Riverside), 
emphasizing intensive educational and vocational training programs for 
approximately 100 high school students at each school; (3) Instruc­
tional Improvement Programs for Preschool Children (Berkeley and 
Riverside), instructing preschool children and their parents in the 
development of communication skills and techniques; and (4) Con­
tinuation Program to enable selected deaf students who have dropped 
out of school to continue their education at home. 

c. Federal Vocational Education Act provides funds on a matching 
basis for various vocational projects at Berkeley and Riverside. 

4. Residential Program. A comprehensive residential program is 
'provided at both the Berkeley and Riverside facilities. It can accom­
modate 449 at Berkeley and 530 at Riverside. The majority of the stu­
dents participating in the educational program are housed on campus. 

We recommend that the Department of E Wu.cation be instructed to 
submit to the Joint Legislative Budget Oommittee by November 1, 1971, 
a proposal on the. feasibility of requiring an normal deaf students cur­
rently enrolled in the Oalifornia Schools for the Deaf who· reside in 
c&unties where programs for the deaf are operated by either local school 
districts or the co1tnty superintendents of schools to attend programs 
in their c01tnty of residence. 

We further recommend that the Department of Education review the 
procedures for admission to the Oalifornia Special Schools to insur& that 
students admitted are in fact unable to receive adequate services in a 
local program because of either their place of residence or severity of 
handicap. Table 46 identifies the enrollment in the program for the 
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Instruction for Special Education Students-Continued 
T,able 46 

Enrollment in California School for the Deaf, Riverside, by County Re.sidence 
Programs for deaf currently . 

operated bV: 

(Jounty of 1'e81'dence 
Imperial __________________________ _ 
Inyo _____________________________ _ 
Los Angeles _______________________ _ 
Orange ___________________________ _ 
Riverside _________________________ _ 
San Bernardino __ ~ ________________ _ 
San Diego ________________________ _ 
Santa Barbara ____________________ _ 
Ventul'a __________________________ _ 

Total 

Enrollment 
6 
1 

200 
49 

129 
65 
52 
12 
./l 

Oounty Local 
81lp(!ff'intendent district8 

Yes No 
No No 

Yes Yes 
No Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
Yes No 

normal deaf at the Califon,ia School for the Deaf, Riverside, by county 
of residence and indicates whether programs for the deaf are currently 
being operated in those .counties .by either local districts or the county 
superintendents of schoQls. . 

The data in the table indicate that the majority of students enrolled 
at the California School for the Deaf, Riverside, reside in urban Mun­
ties. Programs for the deaf are operated in eight of the nine counties 
listed. These statistics lead us to. question whether the California School 
for the Deaf, Riverside is serving students in a~cordance with the pro­
gram description on page 24 of the GoverilOr's Budget which states 
that the special schools are to serve students who do not have available 
special services because of their residence in a sparsely popUlated area 
or the severity of their ha.ndicap. Table 46 indicates that only one stu­
dent at the, School for the Deaf, Riverside, resides in a county where a 
program for the deaf is not operated. We believe that admission to the 
special schools should be restricted to the severely handicapped who 
can benefit only from a residential program and that the normal deaf 
should be served in loca1 programs where available. 

Diagnostic Schools for Neurologically Handicapped Children, 
San Francisco and- Los Angeles ". . 

The objectives of the Diagnostic Schools fOl' Neur.ologically Handi­
capped Children are to (1) diagnose individual orthopedic and neuro­
logical disorders and prescribe an appropriate educatiomil and medical 
placement, (2) provide a program of education and treatment to chil­
dren for whom no local program ·is available, and (3) serve as a 
resource facility and demonstration laboratory for the training of 
teachers, therapists and other professional p~rsonnel in the treatment 
of neurologically handicapped children. It is estimated that in 1971-72 
the enrollment at the San Francisco School. will be 320 .and the enroll­
ment at the Los Angeles School will be 280. 

Structure of the Program 

There are four principal components to the operation of each of the 
Diagnostic Schools ,£or._ Neurologically Handicapped Children: . (1) 
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short-term diagnostic program, (2) long-term education and treatment 
program, (3) professional peraonnel training, and (4) special projects. 

(1) Short-Term Diagnostic P,·ogran,. At each school an extensive 
program of .medical and educational diagnosis is provided to neurologi­
cally handic!l:pped residents of California between the ages of 3 and 
21 years. All children accepted for diagnostic study must be reviewed 
by the Admissions and Discharge Committees. A child is usually re.­
ferred to one of the diagnostic schools by his local school district, a 
public health authority, or a pr.ivate physician because previous at, 
tempts at determining the ehild's disorders have been inconclusive. 

The diagnostic evaluation usually requires from two to five days de.­
pending on the complexity'of the individuaL case. Approximately six 
children are evaluated w_eekly at each school under this program. One 
or both parents must be present during the evaluation period. As part 
pf the diagnostic program,. the chnd is examined by a Pediatrician, a 
psychologist, 'a psychiatric social worker and other professional per­
sonnel, who prescribe the educational and medical program which will 
allow the child to develop to the fullest extent of his capabilities. In­
structional reMmmendations made by the diagnostic schools are fo1"­
warded to the child's school district. 

Upon completion of the short-term diagnosis, the child is either re, 
ferred to a special education program in his home community, referred 
to an appropriate public or private agency for further services, or 
enrolled in the school's long-term educational program as a residentia~ 
or day student. ' 

(2) Long-Tern' Education and Treatment Prog,·am. Children who 
cannot receive appropriate services for their condition are ac'cepted for 
education and training in the residential program. The residential pro­
gram is limited to 36 students at the northern school and 32 at the 
southern. The period of enrolhnent normally ranges from 3 months to 
a maximum of 9 months depending upon the specific needs and rec­
ommendations for (he child. Special facilities and personnel at each 
location provide occupational, physical and speech therapy which ean 
be individually suited to the needs of a particular child: 
, Classes available include those for children whose primary diagnoses 
are aphasia (inability to understand the spoken or .written language) 
and/or dyslexia (incapacity to read understandingly) or variations 
thereof. Classes are also provided for children whose primary diag­
nosis is cerebral palsy and who require more intensive therapy than 
can be provided in the local community. 

(3) Professional Pm'sonnel Training. Both schools serve as resOUrce 
and demonstration centers for students, teaehers, physicians and other 
professionals stUdying the special education of neurologically handi, 
capped children. Classes in special education are conducted by San 
Francisco State College and Los Angeles State College on the campus 
of each facility. The scho'ols also receive assistance on a part-time basis 
from students and teachers studying at other nearby colleges and uni-
versities. . 
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(4) Special Projects. There are presently four research and devel­
opment projects for nenrologically handicapped children being con_ 
ducted at the two schools. 

a.ESEA Title I Projects. An Educational Prescription Program 
funded with both state and federal funds for the purpose of identify­
ing language-learning disabilities among neurologically handicapped 
children is being administered at both schools. This project is designed 
as a remediation program to change the children's learning behavior. 
S uccessful re~ediation techniques are provided to teachers in public 
schools serving children with similarly complicated learning disorders. 
A reading laboratory for strengthening the reading skills of pupils 
enrolled at the northern school is also funded under Title I. 

b. ESEA Title I Deaf-Blind Diagnostic Project. This project pro­
vides federal and state funds to examine and recommend placement 
for deaf-blind children who were products of maternal rubella during 
pregnancy. They are children who are multihandicapped and whose 
major physiological deficit is sensory loss for hearing and vision. These 
children are seen for a period of two weeks at the schools. Thirty chil­
dren were examined the last school year and approximately 100 are to 
be seen this year. 

c; ESEA Title VI-B Followup Project. Both Diagnostic Schools 
through an interagency agreement with the Department of Education 
received this year a federal grant for a one-year project providing edu­
cational followup services for children who received short-term diagno­
sis at the school. 

We rewmmend that the Department of Education be instructed to 
submit to the Joint Legislative B.tdget Committee by November 1, 1971, 
a report on Project" Followup" conducted at the diagnostic schools 
for the neurologically handicapped and funded under ESEA Title 
VI-B. The objective of Project "Followup" is to provide educational 
follownp services for children evaluated at the diagnostic schools to 
determine whether or not school districts did in fact implement the 
recommendations made by diagnostic schools and, secondly, whether 
the findings did in fact help the long-range educational planning for 
the children evalnated. We feel that a continuous followup study of 
this "ature providing feedback for better utilization of staff and facili­
ties is necessary for measuring the overall effectiveness of a program. 
We believe the results of such a followup study should be reported by 
the Department of Education to assist the Legislature in evaluating 
the effectiveness of the diagnostic schools. 

d. ESEA Title VI-C Deaf-Blind Center Project. This project pro­
vides funds for a classroom teacher, teacher aides, and operating 
expenses for a d.emonstration class of three deaf-blind children. 

California School for the Blind, Berkeley 

The objective of the California School for the Blind is to offer com· 
prehensive educational, residential and auxiliary services to blind, deaf· 
blind and multihandicapped blind children in California for whom no 
appropriate local services are available. It is estimated that the 1971-72 
enrollment at the California School for the Blind will be 142. 
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Structure of the Program 

The School for the Blind operates in three major capacities: (1) edn­
cational program, (2) special federal projects, and (3) residential 
program. 

(1) Educational Program. The school offers classes from kindergar~ 
ten through tIle ninth grade. The course of study is similar to that 
offered in public schools with the addition of special equipment and· 
instruction techniques required in the education of the blind. Those 
pursuing a secondary education attend regular classes at Oakland· 
Technical High School and receive readep service and study guidance· 
in the evening at the Blind School. . 

Over the years . the number of "normal blind" students at the 
School for the Blind has decreased while the number of multihandi­
capped blind students has .increased. Table 47 reviews the number of 
individual handicaps diagnosed in a recent study of enrolees in the 
education program at the School for the Blind. In addition to blind­
ness, other handicaps include emotional disturbance, deafness, mental 
retardatiop., cerebral palsy, etc. 

Table 47 
Classification of Handicapped Enrollments 

Blindness only _________________________________________________________ 5 
Blindness plus 1 handicap _______________________________________________ ..,. 35 
Blindness plus 2 handicaps_______________________________________________ 59 
Blindness plus 3 handicaps __________ ..:____________________________________ 33 
Blindness plus "4 handicaps_______________________________________________ 6 

Total _____________________________________________________________ 138 

We recommended in last year's Analysis that the Department of 
Education study the feasibility of requiring. that all blind children, 
while residing at the residential school, attend the local public school 
program for the visually handicapped for a possible savings to the 
General Fund of $2,000 per pupil. This recommendation was incor­
porated in the supplementary report of the Conference Committee' and 
the Department of Education suhmitted a report to the Joint Legisla­
tive Budg·et Committee as required. This report concludes that it is 
feasible to require the enrollment Of all normal blind high school stu­
dents who reside at the residential school in a local public school pro­
gram but that it is not feasible to require the enrollment of all normal 
blind elementary students who reside at the residential school in a locai 
public school program since some elementary students are not capable 
of coping with the program of instruction offered in a regular public 
school program. We concur with the conclusions of this report. The 
enrollment study in Table 47 indicates that there are at present only 
five normal blind students in residence at the School for the Blind. 
The School for the Blind reports that three of these five normal blind 
students are enrolled in regular public school programs. The two stu­
dents who are not enrolled in public school programs are unable to 
cope with regular programs because they are behind grade level in 
their educational achievement. The required placement of these students 
in a regular public school program would not result in a significant 
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savings for the state and would not benefit the students. Thus, we 
believe that the placement of these students in a local public school 
program should not be required but should be at the discretion of the 
School for the Blind. 

(2) Special Federal Projects. There are three projects currently 
/leing administered by the School for the Blind. 

a. ESEA' Title I Projects. The school employs a social worker re­
sponsible for establishing contact with the stndent 's~rents to 
secure information regarding home and family that will assist in 
counseling. Home counseling services are also available to pre­
school blind children. Another project will be a one-week insti­
tute during the summer for the parents of preschool children. 
The school has been allocated $35,675 for this current year and 
anticipates $35,675 in the budget year. 

b. Deaf-Blind Center. Th~ School for the Blind has received $35,000 
in ESEA Title VI-C funds to establish a Deaf~Blind Center for 
Southwestern United States to serve the States of California, 
Arizona, Hawaii, and Nevada. Of the reportedly 275 deaf·blind 
children residing in these four states, approximately 240 are in 
California. This year services under this experimental project will 
be provided to three deaf-blind children. 

(3) Residential Program. The school provides residential facilities 
for students enrolled in the educational program and those students 
attending reg)llar day classes in the public schools. 

Program No. IV 

INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT 

Vol. IV p. 26 Budget p. 256 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ $27,886,299 
Estimated 1970-71 ___________________________ ~------ 24,947,232 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ 21,537,666 

Req)lested Increase $2,939,067 (11.8 Percent) . 

Analysi8 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. School Approvals. Recommend leg'islation to permit the 790 
State Board of Education to set fees for approval of private 
schools which will support this function. 

2. Teacher Certification and Credentials. Recommend special 791 
legislative review. 

The Instructional Support Program of the Department of Education 
is composed of a variety of activities of the Division of Instruction 
which are generally designed to supplement and support the improve, 
ment of instruction in California. The nine elements of this program 
are summarized in Table 48. 
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'A review of the instructional support functions in terms of state 
operations and local assistance. by funding source is provided in Table 
49. 

General Fund support to this program is composed of the revenue 
from the levy of credential fees estimated to be )2,738,593 in 1971-72 
plus theBudget Act appropriations in Table 50. . 

Table 48 
fn,structio[lal Support Program Elements and C'osts 

A. Pupil personnel _________________ _ 
B. Audio~visual and school library ____ _ 
O. Innovation and research in elementary 

and secondary education ________ _ 
D. Reference service (past year only) __ _ 
E. Educational assessment and evaluation 
F. Intergroup relations _____________ _ 
G. School approvals ____________ ..:. ____ _ 
H. Teacher certification and credentials __ 
I. State Advisory Council on Vocational· 

Education ___________________ _ 

Tota! 

Aatual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

$1,426,301 $1,634,303 
4,870,891 5,197,838 

11,246,258 14,200,526 
(78,986) 
146,824 185,034 
296,888 286,176 
399,964 520,271 

3,106,330 2,822,434 

44,210 100,644 

Proposed 
1971-7~ 

$1,869,846 
8,482,637 

13,542,637 

199,84Q 
345,497 
532,922 

2,788,792 

124,128 

$21,537,666. $24,947,232 $27,886,299 

Table 49 
Funding by Source for Instructional Support Program 

State Operations 
General Fund ____________________ _ 
Federal funds ________________ -:-____ _ 
Reimbursements _________________ _ 

Subtotal 
Local Assistance 

General Fund ____________________ _ 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 

Subtotal _______________________ _ 

Tota! 
General Fund ____________________ _ 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements _________________ _ 

"Total 

.A.ct-ual Estimated Proposed 
1969-70 . 1970-71 1971-72 

$4,010,286 $8,431,617 $8,384,077 
1,651,217 2,214,908 2,179,625 

878,917 485,634 559,308 

$6,035,420 

696,027 
14,806,219 

$15,502,246 

$21,537,666 

4,706,313 
16,457,486 

378,917 

$21,537,666 

$6,182,159 

725,000 
18,030,078 

$18,815,078 

$24,947,232 

4,156,617 
20,304,981 

4~5,634 

$24,947,282 

---
$6,123,010 

800,000 
20,963,289 

$21,763,289 

$27,886,299 

4,184,077 
23,142,914 

559,308 

$27,886,299 

Table 50 
Budget Act Appropriations for Instructional Support 

Budget Act 
Item-No. 

State Operations 
Purpose 

263 General Activities Department of Education _________ _ 
265 National Defense Education ____________________ ..:. __ 

Local Assistance 
~71 Insh'Uctional Television ___________________________ _ 
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State Operations 
General Fund 
Federal funds 

Local Assistance 

Table 51 
Pupil Per,sonnel Services 

A.otual 
1969-70 

$78,474 
159,415 . 

Federal funds _____________________ _ 1,188,412 

$1,426,.301 Total 

Table 152 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$67,446 
241,988 

1,324,875 

$1,634,309 

Audiovisual and School Libraries 

State Operations 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements ___________________ _ 

Local Assistance 
General Fund ____________________ _ 
Federal funds ____________________ _ 

A. Pupil Personnel 

Actual 
1969-70 
$167,640 

171,980 

696,027 
3,835,244 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$106,298 

174,398 
25,642 

725,000 
4,166,500 

Proposed. 
1971-72 

$66,987 
234,224 

1,568,635 

$1,869,846 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$105,899 

251,920 
26,386 

800,000 
7,298,432 

This element includes the department's consulting activities con­
ducted by the Bureau of Pupil Personnel Services related to school 
district counseling, psychological services and social work. Table 51 
shows the budgeted support for this element . 

. Objectives for the budget year indicate a general continuance of 
existing services. 
f:I. Audiovisual and School Library 

This element iocludes the activities of the Bureau of Audiovisual 
and School Library Education. This unit provides assistance to local 
education agencies in the use 'of iostructional media and supervises 
support to public school libraries under Title II. Table 52 reviews sup-
port to this element. . . 

The budget supplement indicates that this element's objective is to 
improve 'the quality and effectiveness of iostruction io California by 
June 1972 by providing local educational agencies and related groups 
with professional services, coordination, and technical assistance io 
planning, and by installing, operating and evaluating instructional 
media programs within the state. No measure, however, is provided 
for the degree of improvement sought. 

The General Fund local assistance portion of this element is state 
support to instructional television in the amount 'of $800,000 appro­
priated by Item 271 of the Budget Act. This program, established by 
Chapter 1236, Statutes of 1965, authorizes payment of $0.50 milltiplied 
by the number of pupils of the district present in classrooms where 
instruction was conducted by television in the preceding year. The 
amount of such allowances, however, shall not exceed one-half of the 
total cost to the district for providing television broadcasts or closed 
circuit television Programs. 

788 



Items 262-278 Education 

C. Innovation and Research 

This element provides funding for those educational projects deter­
mined by the Department of Education to be "exemplary and innova_. 
tive." The components of this element are NDEA Title III, ESEA 
Title II and ESEA Title III. Table 53 displays expenditures in terms 
of state. operation~ an~ local assistance with indicated funding sources. 

The $167·,554 shown as support from the General Fund constitutes, 
the matching requirement for the administration of NDEA, Title III. 

NDEA, Title III, provides federal assistance for the improvement of 
instruction of mathematics, science, modern foreign languages, history, 
English, reading, geography, economics, civics and industrial arts. The 
federal funds are provided to the Department of Education for reim, 
bursements to school districts for the purchase of equipment and ma­
terials and for minor remodeling expenses connected with the installa, 
tion of new equipment. ESEA, Title II, provides library resources to 
both public and private schools of California. ESEA Title III, is dis, 
cussed in the General Summary section of this analysis. 
D. Reference Services 

This function was discontinued in 1970 and is not funded in the 
current or budget years. 
E. Educational Assessment and Evaluation 

This element includes the state level administration of tests adminis­
tered in reading in grades 1-3 under the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading. 
Act and reading, mathematics, grammar and spelling in grades 6 and 
12. Table 54 reviews support to this element. . 

The serious shortcomings of the existing assessment and evaluation 
system are reviewed in this analysis under the Basic Skills. Element of 
Program I (Regular Instruction for Students). 

Table 53 
Educational Innovation and Research 

Actual Estimated Estimated 
Support: 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

General Fund ______________________ $387,638 $161,968 $167,554 
Federal funds ______________________ l,076,Oi)7 1,439,360 1,278,861 
Reimbursements ____________________ GOO 

Local Assistance: 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 

Totals 

9,782,563 12,598,698 12,096,222 

$11,246,258 $14,200,526 $13,542,637 

Table 54 
Educational Assessment and Evaluation 

Aotual E8timated 
State Operations 1969-70 1970-71 

General Fund. ____________________ _ $118,374 $140,034 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 28,450 45,000 

Total __________________________ _ $146,824 $185,034 

789 

P1'op08ed 
1971-72 
$162,694 

37,146 

$199,840 



Education Items 262-278 

Instructional Support-Continued 
F. Intergroup Relations 

This element provides assistance to school districts in meeting the 
problems and needs of minority children. Table 55 shows support for 
this elem~nt. 

The objectives for the budget year include disseminating informa­
tion on desegregation, promoting equal opportunity in employment and 
improving intergroup relations. 
G. School Approvals 

The Bureau of School Approvals is responsible for reviewing and 
approving programs offered to veterans and other adult educational, 
professional and educational programs. Table 56 reviews support to 
this unit. 

We. recommend legislation to allow the State Board of Education to 
set fees for approval of private schools within Urnits set by the Legis­
lature which will guarantee support to the Bureau of School Approvals 
from fee revenues. The budget as proposed includes no General Fund 
Support for this function. This is based on the anticipation that fees 
for the approvals of educational courses can be increased to a level that 
the school ,approval element will be self-supporting. Fees for this serv_ 
ice are governed by Section 29007.6 of the Education Code, however, 
and legislation will be required before the budget as proposed can be 
implemented in 1971-72. 

We would propose that if the function is to be self-supporting, legis­
lation should be enacted which authorizes the State Board of Educa­
tion to set fees within maximum limits to finance it rather than 
prescribing the exact fee to be levied. This will allo,>, the fee sched­
ule to be flexible and responsive to the budget requirements of the unit. 
H. Teacher Certification and Credentials 

This element represents the department's responsibility for the 
licensing of applicants who wish to . teach in the public school system. 
Table 57 reviews the expenditures for this element; 

State Operations 

Table 55 
Intergroup Relations 

Actual 
1969-70 

General Fund _____________________ _ $144,484 
139,376 

13,028 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements ___________________ _ 

Total $296,888 

Table 56 

State Operations 

Bureau of School Approvals 
Actual 

1969-70 
General Fund ______________________ _ 
Reimbursements _____________________ _ 

Total ____________________________ _ 

790 

$39,075 
360,889 

$399,964 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$139.008 

147,168 

$286,176 

EJ8timated 
1970-71 

$60,779 
459,492 

$520,271 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$147,939 

197,558 

$345,497 

Propo8ed 
1971-7~ 

532,922 

$532,922 
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Table 57 
Teacher Certification an"d Credentials 

Actual Estimated 
State Operations 1969-70 1970-71 

General Fund ______________________ _ 
Federal Funds ______________________ _ 

$3,074,601 $2,756,084 
31,729 66,350 

Education 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$2,733,004 

55,733 

Total __________________________ "__ $3,106,330 $2,822,434 $2,788,792 

Although reflected as General Fund the cost o{ the system is flnanced 
from the revenues generated by credential fees. Presently the maximum. 
level permitted by law is $20 of which $5 shall be used for the follow: 
ing purposes: (1) automation of the credential function, (2) micro­
filming of credential files, and (3) the establishment of qranch offices. 

The Legislature at its 1970 session substantially revised the pro­
visions of the education code relating to teacher credentialing by the 
adoption of the TeacherPreparation and Licensing Law of 1970. Under 
this legislation the responsibilities for the issuance and revocation of 
teacher licenses is directly transferred from the State Board of Edu, 
cation to a newly created 15-member Commission for Teacher Prepara­
tion and Licensing appointed by the Governor. The new system, which 
is designed to eliminate much of existing need for transcript analysis, 
will be fully operational by January. 1, 1973. 

We recommend that the teacher credential automation projectre­
ceive special review by the fiscal committees. In previous analyses and 
in a special report prepared pursuant to House Resolution 308 (1967 
Regular Session), we have discnssed the problems associated with the 
issuing of teacher credentials under a manual system. We found among 
.other things that costs in the years 1963-68 had more than doubled 
for the certification office functions with no appreciable improvement 
in reducing the backlog of unprocessed credential applications or in 
determining the status of applicants. For this reason, we recommended 
approval of a Department of Education plan to automate this function. 

A private consulting firm was retained to assist in the design and, 
implementation of the system. The firm's initial report, Oost Benefit 
Analysis Oomparison of Original Specification to Recommend Specifica­
tions for Teacher Oredential Automation Project, detailed costs and 
potential savings of the project. After considerable delay and two 
extensions of the original contract, the system is now scheduled for· 
completioJ;l on February 21, 1971. Total payments to the private con­
tractor will be $411,100. In addition, state personnel 'provided some 
of the computer programming for the project. 

The flrst of four modules in the system became operational in Sep­
tember 1970. This system has been designed to utilize a random-access 
approach to the data base and video terminals are installed in the 
credential office for input and inquiry. Credentials and letters to ap­
plicants are printed on a high speed printer.' 

In our judgment, this project has suffered from lack of ,adequate 
management and coordination between the various state agencies and 
the private contractor. The credential office now reports that the sys, 
tern design requires more extensive computer utilization than, wa$. 
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originally estimated and there is a distinct possibility that there will he 
insufficient funds from credential fees to operate the system. In fact, 
this shortage of funds may occur in March 1971. There is also an indi­
cation that the Department of Finance will undertake an audit of the 
charges levied by the contractor and the Department of General Serv­
ices Data Processing Service Center. 

Because of the uncertainties surrounding the project and the lack of 
specific information at this time, we recommend that the tcacher cre­
dential automation project receive 'special review by the fiscal commit­
tees together with the remainder of the Department of Education's 
data processing program (as recommended on page 827 of this 
analysis). . 

,1. State Advisory Council on Vocationa.l Education 
In order to qualify for federal vocational education funds under 

the Vocational Education Act of 1968, each state must establish a 
state advisory council to develop long-range vocational education plans, 
evaluate vocational education programs and submit annual reports to 
the State Board of Education and the U.S. Commissioner on Educa­
tion. Table 58 shows the support for the advisory counciL 

Table 58 
California Advi,sory Council on Vocational Education and Technical Training 

Achlal Estimated Estimated 
Support 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 
Federal Funds _______________________ $44,210 . $100,644 $124,128 

The California Advisory Council on Vocational Education and 
Technical Training is comprised of the Director of Human Resources 
Development, a member of the Assembly Education Committee ap­
pointed by·the Speaker of the Assembly, a member of the Senate Edu­
cation Committee appointed by the Senate Rules Committee, and 23 
members appointed by the Governor. . 

Program No. V 

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE' 

Vol. IV p, 35 Budgetp, 257 

Requested 1971-72 _________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ _ 

Requested Increase $2,939,067 (10.5 Percent) 

$27,886,299 
24,947,232 
21,537,666 

The School Administration and Finance Program of the Department 
of Education includes a number of functions administered by the Divi­
sion of Public School Administration and Finance. These include a 
wide variety of responsibilities reqnired by the Educational Code in 
the administration of educational programs. Table 59 compares pro­
gram support by element. 
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'Table 59 
School Administration and Finance 

Actual 
1969-70 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$61,000 
141,150 
149,110 
177,291 

ProP08ed 
1971-72 
$63,094 
130,947 
172,168 
152,407 

A. District organization _____________ _ 
B. Administrative research ___________ _ 
C. Pupil transportation ___________ ~ __ _ 
Do' Management services _____________ _ 
E. Sehool district budgeting 

and accounting ___________________ _ 
F. School facilities planning _________ _ 
G. Child welfare and atteudance _______ _ 

$49,508 
163,970 
33,287 

167,243 

352,972 
535,508 
46,238 

163,072 
482,014 
45,707 

151,373 
447,315' 

45,496 

Totals __________________________ $1,348,726 $1,219,974 $1,167,800 

Total program support is shown by funding source in Table 60. 

Table 60 
Funding by,Source for School Administration and Fi"nance 

A.ctual E8timated Proposed 
, 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

General Fund _______________________ _ $924,589 $658,934 $650,700 
School Building Aid Fund ____ :., ________ _ 170,806 206,430 202,000 
Federal funds _______________________ _ 203,383 270,610 249,300 
Reimbursements _____________________ _ 50,448 82,000 65,800 

Totals _____________________________ $1,348,726 $1,219,974 $1,167,800 

The program is entirely composed of state level operation and 
Budget Act General Fund Support is appropriated entirely in Item 
263 for the General Activities of the Department of Education. 

"A. District Organization 
This element is composed of the activities of the Department of Edu­

cation which provides liaison between the State Board of Education 
and county committees on school district organization. The Budget 
Supplement indicates that the system of separate elementary and high 
school districts is unnecessary, because it is educationally and economi_ 
cally inefficient. As a result the, Bureau of Administrative Research and 
District Organization assists in bringing about the formation of unified 
districts and assists districts to improve their organization through 
transfers, annexations and the formation of new districts. Policy recom­
mendations in the area of district organization are included in the 
General Summary Section of this analysis which deals with the basic 
reform of public school finance. ' 

The budget indicates that General Fund expenditures will increase 
from $61,000 to $68,094 in 1971-72 to maintain the current level of 
service:. 
B", Administrative Research 
, This element represents the department's responsibility for provid­

ing information regarding the current status of school district admin­
istration and finance. This includes school district staffing and salaries, 
textbook utilization, plus special enrollment, tax rates and related stud­
ies. Table 61 reviews support to this element. 
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Table 61 

Administrative Research 
Actual 
1969-70 

General Fund ________________________ $91,166 
Federal funds __________ ..,._____________ 72,804 

Total ____________________________ _ $163,970 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$67,150 
74,000 

$141,150 

Proposeil 
1971-72 

$73,836 
57,111 

$130,947 

The objectives for the budget year indicate a continuance of current. 
year service. 
C. Pupil Transportation 

This el<:roent is administered by the Bureau of Administrative Serv­
ices located in the Division of School Administration and Finance in 
the Department of Education. It (1) compiles rwes and regulations 
concerning school bus operation and pupil transportation in California, 
(2) administers a training program for school bus drivers under a 
three-year National Highway Safety Act contract, (3) contiuets work­
shops on transP9rtation reporting procedures, sehoolbus preventative 
maintenance and purchasing procedures and (4) monitors records and 
reports from school districts relative to transportation reilnbursements. 

Table 62 provides expenditure information for state support by fund 
source. 

Table 62 
Pupil Transportation Support 

Aotual E8t~ated 
State Operations: 1969-70 1970-71 

General Fund _____________________ _ $31,254 $30,800 
Federal funds _____________________ _ 2,033 118,310 

---
Total __________________________ _ $33,287 $149,110 

Estimated 
1971-72 

$39;168 
133,000 

$172,168 

The Legislature has shown concern in the past relative to pupil trans­
portation allowances provided .by the state. Resolution Chapter 95, 
(ACR 10) of the 1970 Session requested the Department of Education 
to conduct a study of school transportation allowances. A report is to 
be submitted to the Legislature on or before February 1, 1971. The 
completed study is to include recommendations relative to simplification 
of transportation computation laws and procedures, and recommenda­
tions to permit allowances to be made on a more equitable· basis. 

D. Management Services 
This function includes the operations of the Division of Public School 

Administration and Finance's Bureau of Administrative Services. These 
activities are generally concerned with advising school districts' boards 
and administrators on the problems of district administration. This 
includes administrative workshops, district gUidelines, and consultation. 
Table 63 compares support to this element. 

It is anticipated that the budget will continue the current level of 
.service. 
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Tabl. as 
Management Services 

Actual 

General Fund ___________ ' ____________ _ 
Federal funds _______________________ _ 
Reimburs~me~ts ___ -' ________________ _ 

Total ________ ~-__________________ _ 

t969-70 
$136,627 
30,~7 

$167,243 

,E. School District Budgeting and Accounting 

Estimated 
. .1970-71 

$133,060 
35,861 
',7,000 

·$177;921 

Educatiol;l. 

P,'oposetl 
1971-72 
$125,260 

27,147 

·$152,407 

This element includes the activities initiated by the Legislature in 
Chapter 1573, .Statutes of 1967, which established the State Advisory. 
Committee on School Districts Budgeting and. Accounting. This com, 
mittee is required to recommend to the State Board of Education a 
progam budgeting system for implementation in all the school districts 
of the state. Support to this element is proposed at $151,373, a reduc-· 
tion of $11,699 from the current year. This reduction includes approxi­
mately $3,200 in consulting services associated with implementation 
activities proposed by the Department of Finance. 

In accordance with the developmental plan the State Board of Edu- . 
cation has approved the program structure recommended by the 
advisory .commission. As proposed, this would eliminate. the current 
functional concept of district budgeting and accounting and would 
shift to a program format which emphasizes instructional programs, 
,instructional support, pupil services, general support and community 
,services. The board also authorized revision of the Oalifornia· SCMot 
Accounting Ma,\ual which will require approximately 11 years and a 
program of in-service training by public school business officials. 

It is important to note that the Department of Education .estimates 
'that conversion costs of $5 million can be anticipated in the year of 
implementation (1972-73) and a continuing cost of $3.5 million there­
after. 
-F. School Facilities Planning 

The Bureau of School Planning is located within the Division of 
School Administration of the Department of Education. Table 64 dem­
'onstrates the sources of funds and the estimated and actual expendi­
tures for this program in recent years. 

Table 64 
School Facilities Planning-Estimated and ,Actual Expenditure .. 

Actual E8timated Estimated 
Support 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

General Fund _________________________ $216,824 $156,145 $147,473 
School Building Aid Fund_______________ 170,306 208,430 202,000 
Federal funds _________________________ 97,930 42,439 82,042 
Reimbursements _______________________ 50,448 75.0QO 65,800 

Totnls _______________________________ $535,508 $482,014 $447,815 

There has been a decrease in the level of General Fund support for 
this program while School Building Aid Fund support has remained 
fairly constant. Estimated 1971-72 expenditures show a total decrease 
in support over 1970-71 of $34,699 (7.20 percent). 
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School Administration and Finance-Continued 
A major function of the Bureau of School Planning is approval of 

site and planning applications for districts which are aided by the 
State School Building Aid program and certain other nonstate aided 
districts. Education Code, Section 15302, requires that the Bureau of 
School Planning review plans for school construction where the cost 
of it project exceeds $5,000 and meets one or more of the following 
conditions: (1) that it is a unified school district with 1,500 or less 
ADA (2,000 ADA if district was formed after July 1966); (2) that 
it is a district not governed by a city board of education; or (3) that 
the district's bliilding projects are financed with federal or state school 
building aid funds. A fee of one-twentieth of 1 percent as estimated 
by the Office of Architecture and Construction is charged to the dis­
trict for review of plans and specifications, and a fee of $25 is charged 
to the district for each 10 acres or fraction thereof for site review. 
The bureau is also required to provide its professional services and 
advice to any school district which is not govern·ed by a city board 
of education. When such services ate rendered, the bureau must collect 
a fee from the district equal to the actual costs incurred by the bureau, 
exclusive of the salaries of the participating state employees. 

G. Child Welfare and Attendance 
The accounting and reporting of average daily attendance data, 

improving procedures, and the communication of changes to districts 
are the activities of the Child WeUare and Attendance element. Gen­
eral Fund support to this function is proposed to decrease from $45,707 
in the current year to $45,496 in the budget year or a total reduction 
of $211. 

Objectives for 1971-72 include inservice training for local adminis­
trators, communication with districts, distribution of necessary mate­
rials and related tasks. 

Program No. VI 
DISTRIBUTION OF AID 

Vol. IV p. 48 Budget p. 259 

Requested 1971-72 ________________________________ $1,586,689,821 
Estimated 1970-71 ________________________________ 1,591,421,542 
Actual 1969-70 ___________________________________ 1,478,516,892 

Requested decrease $4,731,721 (0.3 percent) 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS .age 

1. Apportionments to Public Schools. Recommend special 800 
legislative consideration when information from first principal 
State School Fund apportionment is available. 

2. Apportionments to Public Schools. Recommend legislative 800 
augmentation to increase apportionments by 7.65 percent to re­
flect change in the cost of living and productivity. 

3. Textbooks. Recommend priority listing of titles. 807 
4. Textbooks. Recommend definition of teachers' editions. 807 
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5. State Currjculum CQmmissiQn.' RecQmmeng tWQ-year 
PQintments.'·' ' ' , 

Education 

AnalY8is­
page 

ap- 809 

6. TextbQQks. RecDmmend breakdQwn Qf textbQQk budget al- 8U} 
lQcatiQn. 

-7. New TextbQok AdQptiQn (SQcial Science grades 5-8). Rec-Jl10 
Dmruend mQre infQrmatiQn Dn need and funds available. 

8. ·'l'extbQQks. RecQmmend maximum allDwable rQyalty fQr- 811 
,mula.' 
. 9, Textbooks, Recommend State Board of Education make 81'3 
new adQptiQn by June, 

10. TextbQQks. RecQmmend additiQnal CQst and scheduling in- 818 
fQrmatiQn frQm State Printer. 

11. Dnffy-MQscQne Family NutritiQn EducatiQn and Service 8lii 
Act Qf 1970. RecQmmend special review; item nQt funded. 

The largest individual prQgram Df the Department Qf EducatiQn is 
the DistributiDn Qf EducatiQnal Aid. This is cQmpQsed Df fQur CQmpQ­
nent parts: (1) apPQrtiQnment Qf the State SchQQl Fund, (2) distri­
-butiDn Df surplus prDperty, (3) selectiQn, acquisitiDn and distributiQn 
Df textbQQks, and (4) distributiQn Qf fQQd services. Table 65 summarizes 
expenditures fDr the elements Qf the distributiQn Qf aid prQgram. 

Table 65 
Distribution of Aid 

Actual Estimated Proposeil 
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

A. Apportionments _________________ $1,428,811,814 $1,516,006,786 $1,500,147,950 
B. Surplus property _______________ 3.540,084 4,126,551 4,320,000 
C. Textbooks ______________________ 23,017,174 21,549,955 18,054,820 
D. Food services __________________ 23,147,820 49,738,250 64,167,051 

Totals ________________________ $1,478,516,892 $1,591,421,542 $1,586,689,821 

These elements Qf state QperatiQns and lQcal assistance are cDmpared 
by funding SQurce in Table 66. 

Table 67 summarizes Genetal Fund SupPQrt to. the Distribution Qf 
Aid by Budget Act item. 
A. Apportionments 

The largest PQrtiQn 'Qf state sUPPQrt to. public educatiQn is cQmpQsed 
Qf transfers made frQm the General Fund to. the State SchQQl Fund fQr 
apPQrtiQnment to. IQcal SChDDl districts: It is anticipated that apprDxi­
mately $1.5 billiDn will be expended fDr this purpDse in the budget year. 
The system Qf apportio.nment is cDntrDlled by cDnstitutiDnal and statu­
tDry prDvisiDns and annual budget adjustment. This prDcess is generally 
cDnsidered to. have three cDmpDnent parts, which are: (1) derivatiDn­
the tQtal amDunt authDrized fDr transfer frDm the General Fund to. the 
State SChDDl Fund; (2) distributiDn-the tQtal derivatiDn rate divided 
rDughly amQng the prQgrams sUPPQrted frDm. the State SChQDl Fund; 
and (3) apPQrtiQnment-the allDcatiQn Qf funds to. schQQl districts Qn 
the basis Qf specific fQrmulas. 

1. Derivation. The annual amQunt Qf mQney authQrized fQr transfer 
frQm the General Fund to. the State SchQQl Fund is referred to. as the 
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Distribution of Aid-Continued 
Table 66 

Funding by Source Distribution of Aid Program. 

State operations 
General Fund _______________ _ 
Surplus Property Revolving 

Fund __________________ _ 
Federal funds _______________ _ 
Reimbursements _____________ _ 

Subtotal __________________ _ 
Local assistance 

Actual E8timated 
1969-70 1970-71 

$667,834 $847,866 

3,391,142 
48;758 
49,442 

3,606,526 
9(M)OO 
76,500 

$4,157,171. $46;620,892 

Proposed. 
1971-7$ 

$733,700 

3,992,000 

28,000-

$4,753,700 

General Fund _______________ _ $1,448,882,013 $1,469,321,479 $1,477,030,321 
State' School Fund ___________ _ 2,721,948 2,700,000 2,650,000 
California Water Fund ______ _ 133,061 
State Construction Program 

276,408 350,000 

Fund ______________ ..;. ___ _ 47,242,202 16,000,000 
Motor Vehicle Transportation 

Tax Fund ______________ _ 18,000,000 20,000,000 
Driver Penalty Ass~sment • 
. Fund __________________ _ 

Federal funds _.:. __ ..: __________ _ 
5,367,511 1,600,000 

22,455,637 43,843,050 64,255,800 
Reimbursements _____________ _ 167,062 50,000 50,000 

Subtotal _____________ '-___ _ $1,474,359',721 $1,586,800,650 $1,581,936,121 
Total ________________________ _ $1,478,516,892 $1,591,421,542 $1,586,689,821 
General Fund _________________ _ $1,449,5;19;847 $1,470,169,345 $1,477,764,021 
Surplus Property Revolving Fund 
State School Fund _____________ _ 
California W Q..!;er Fund ________ _ 
State Construction Program ·Fund 
Motor Vehicle Transportation Tax 

Fund ______________________ _ 
Driver Training Penalty Assessment 

Fund ______________________ _ 
Federal funds _________________ _ 

I Reimbursements __________ .:.. ____ _ 

3,391,142 
2,721,948 

133,061 

22,504,390 
216,504 

3,606,526 3,992,000 
2,7QO,OOO 2,650,000 

276,408 350,000 
47,242,202 16,000,000 

18,000,000 10,000,000 

5,367,511 1,600,000 
43,983,050 84,255,800 

126,500 78,000 

Total _________________________ $1,478,516,892 $1,591,421,542 $1,586,689,821-

Table 67 

Budget Act 
Item-No. 

State operations 
263 

Local assistance 
269 
270 

276 

Distribution of Aid by Budget Act Item 

Purp08e 

General activities, Department' of Education __ 

Apportionments to public schools __________ _ 
Apportionments to public, schools ___________ _ 
Repayment of loans to school districts ______ _ 
Free textbooks _________________________ :.._ 

Amount 

$733,700 

1,371,400,000 
88,000,000 
-197,679 
17,828,000 

Total _________________________________ $1,477,764,021 

derivation of the fund. The derivation formulas are based on certain 
statutory and constitutional amounts per pupil in average daily attend­
ance in the preceding year. The statutory rate bears no relationship to 
the current level of school district expenditures, rather it is simply an 
automatic device to facilitate the annual transfer of funds. The ele­
ments of derivation are reviewed for the budget year in Table 68. 
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"fable 68 
Summary of Statutory Elements of Derivation 

Education 
Oode 

Item section 
Statutory minimum _______ 17301(a) 
~lus additional funds 

as needed ____________ 17301(b) 

Statutory 
unit rate 
$180.00 

98.92 

A.DA factor 
5,222,100 

5,222,100. 

Education. 

Total 
$939,978,000 

516,570,132 

Subtotal ______________ _ $278.92 5,222,100 $1,456,548,132 
Adjustments _____________ _ 

Equalization aid cost 
adjustment ________ _ 

Driver trairiing _________ 17305 
Project-connected pupils _..: 17307 

Total State School 
Fund derivation 

Table 69 
Distribution Rate for 1971-72 

-62,898,132 

88,000,000 
18,000,000 

350,000 

1,500,000,000 

Education Oode Budget Act. Total proposed 
authorization adjustment authorization 

1. Basic, equalization and 
supplemental aid __________________ $240.92 

2. County School Service Fund __________ 3.76 
3. Pupil' transportation ________________ 4.40 
4. Special education _____________ ....:_____ 19.52 
5. Mentally gifted _________ ,____________ 1.67 
6. Educationally handicapped ___________ 8.65 

Total _______________________________ $278.92 

$-13.61 
-6.05 
+0.96 
+0.49 

+0.16 

$-12.05 

$227.31 
3.71 
5.36 

20.01 
1.67 
8.81 

$266.87 

The most recent addition to the derivation process has been the in­
stitution of an annual inflation factor authorized by Section 17 of 
Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969, which states: 

"The Superintendent of Public Instruction may increase the var-.. 
ious foundation programs in accordance with the specifications in 
the Budget Act in order to apportion amounts specifically appropri­
ated in the Budget Act for cost increases due to inflation. Such in­
creases shall be effective only during the fiscal year for which the 
appropriation is made." 

In 1970-71 a total of $88 million was added to the Budget Act in 
accordance with this section. 

2. Distribution. After the State School Fund is derived, it is dis-. 
tributed into various categories for educational programs and activities 
specified by statute as eligible for state support. Programs supported 
include basic and equalization aid, which make up the foundation 
program, the county school service fund and allowances for special 
educational programs for exceptional children: 

In the current year the distribution rates are completely controlled 
by provisions of the Budget Act of 1970. This practice was originally 
established in the Budget Act of 1969, and, in effect, results in the 
annual budgeting of State School Fund apportionments to public 
schools. 
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Distribution of Aid-Continued 

The budget document and Budget Bill Items 269 and 270 reflect the 
intent of the administration to continue the practice of determining 
the amount of General Fnnds available to the State School Fnnd 
through budgetary action. Table 69 reviews the ,proposed distribution 
amounts. 

3. Apportionment. The total amount authorized to the State School 
Fund is allocated to local school districts on the basis of apportionment 
formulas. The lI[ajor component of state support is the foundation pro­
gram which is designed to guarantee to public school pupils a pre­
scribed level of financial support. This amount is determined through 
a combination of state and locally raised funds but always includes' a 
basic aid or state guaranteed amount of $125 per ADA. A district may, 
depending on its level of assessed valuation per pupil, receive addi­
tional state support in the form of equalization aid to reach the total 
foundation level, i.e., guaranteed amount. 

The state also provides supplemental support to the lowest wealth 
schx>ol districts, support for the county school service fund, pupil 
transportation, special education allowances for' the I)lentally and 
physically handicapped, and assistance for the mentally gifted. 

In 1970-71 apportionments were increased through budget appro­
priation of $88 million for cost increases due to inflation. The amount 
appropriated was distributed 'on a per-pupil basis to equalization aid 
districts. ' 

1. We recommend the apportionment element of the distribution of 
aid' program be held for special consideration when information from 

• the first principal State School F!<nd apportionment is available to 
estimate existing requirements, The budget document estimates a total 
State School Fund apportionment of $1,520,827,193 for the current 
year while the amount proposed for 1971-72 is $1,500,000,000, a reduc­
tion of $20,827,193. This is based on the assumption that the growth 
in assessed valuation and changes in average daily attendance will 
allow the state to support the existing apportionment formulas and 
continue the $88 million inflation factor granted by the Legislature in 
the 1970 Budget Act at a lesser total cost than in the current year. 
The $88 . million is not an additional inflation factor but merely main­
tains the level achieved this year to offset inflation. No provision is 
made for current inflatIon. 

Our preliminary estimates for the budget year indicate that' these 
figures may be substantially below the actual requirement. To make 
an accurate projection of State School Fund apportionments for the 
budget year, data is required from the first principal State School 
Fund apportionment which will not be available until February of the 
current year. Consequently, we recommend that consideration of the 
amount budgeted for apportionments to public schools be held for 
special consideration when sufficient information is available to project 
demand. 

2. We recommend that legislation be adopted to increase State School 
Fund apportionment to public schools by 7.65 percent to refiect 
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changes in the cast of Uving and a productivity fa~tor between 1970-71 
and 1971-72. 'there are two basic economic trenqs whicjl affect public 
school c9sf~ ,(~s discussed in the section of this analysis dealing with 
BaMc R.cj'or1ll in the Public School Finance) which ar,e not reflected 
:.in ~~ate SllPport without legislative action. These flqctuations are (1) 
ltlle ~ost ~hallges which can be attributed to inflation and (2) increases 
: in the productivity of society which are reflected in wage and income 
changes., 

A.,' $ffects of Inflation. A significant portion of the increases iII the 
cost of education can be attributed to inflation which has escalated 'dra, 
matically since 1966. Table 70 shows that the California Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) increased by 5.68 percent during 1969-70 which 
was more than double the rate of increase during the early 1960's. This 
'CPI index measures only the growth in prices paid by the general pub­
lic for the goods or services it purchases, and is not a direct reflection 
of the increased cost of education. Most of the cost for schools consists 
of services (Le., teacher salaries) which typically grow faster than gen­
eral consumer prices. One of the reasons for the more rapid growth 
rate is that salaries as they are adjusted to competition in the private 
sector reflect not only changes in inflation, but also increases in pro. 
ductivity (i.e., the increases in real purchasing power). 

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969, authorizes the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction to "increase the various foundation programs in ac. 
cordance with the specifications in the Budget Act in order to appor, 
tion amounts specifically appropriated in the Budget Act for cost in, 
creases due to inflation." This, however, is only an authorization to act 
if funds are appropriated and not a guarantee of an adjustment. 

B. Increase in Productivity. During the 1960's real purchasing 
power in this country increased at an average annual compounded rate 
of about 2.75 percent. Employees in both the private and governmental 
sectors attempt to share in this increase through wage negotiations. 
The salary structnre for California teachers partially recognizes the 
growth in productivity by granting annual merit salary adjustments. 
However, neither the state (except when the Legislature increases 
state aid) nor. the local school financial structure has a mechanism fol' 
recognizing what is obviously a built-in cost factor. These adjustments 

Tabl. 70 
Comparison of Increase.s in School District General Fund Current Expense to 
Increases in the California Consumer Price -Index and National Productivity 

'(1) (4) , 
Annual change (2) (8) 1 Program 

in current Annualohange Annual improvement 
expense in Consumer change in difference 

of education Price Index productivity 1- (2 + 8) 
1964-65 _______________ 6.34% 2.20% 3.36% 0.78% 
1965-66 _______________ 7,.51 1.61 3.24 2.66 
1966-67 _______________ 8.62 2.91 2.52 3.19 
1967-68 _______________ 7.43 3.17 2.20 2.06 
1968-69 _______________ 11.85 3.90 1.61 6.34 
1969-70 (est.) _________ 8.58 5.68 0.93 1.97 
i 1910 Economic Report or the President, page 216, and t1le December '1970 Issue of the Monthly Labor 

Review, by the U.S. Department or Labor, page 9~, This index refers to priVllte nonfarm employees and 
the increases are annual changes. 
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Distribution of Aid-Continued 

can be financed, in part, out of voter-approved tax increases, tbe growth 
in assessed valuations (which partially results from infiation). Table 
70 reviews both of these factors for recent years. 

We believe the school finance system should incorporate salary 
policies which include both the inflationary experience and changes 
due to productivity. In this way the state would share part of the 
financing of these two basic costs which are independent of changes 
in enrollment and program. It should then be possible to isolate these 
changes in local school budgets which reflect changes in level of serv­
ices or cost improvements versus those which adjust for inflation and 
related salary costs. 

We believe that foundation program support to the public schools 
should be increased through budgetary action to reflect these changes 
in the economy. This approach would also establish a logical method 
for determining teacher salaries. By granting an inflationary adjust­
ment, teachers are protected from an erosion in their real purchasing 
power. By adding a productivity factor which corresponds to the long­
term growth in the national economy, teachers will participate propor­
tionately in the growth in real purchasing power. We propose the ad­
justment factors be computed in the following manner. 

(a) Inflation factor: We believe that state support should be ad­
justed annually by the California Consumer Price Index reported from 
the period of March to March of the preceding fiscal year. These figures 
are presently reported by the Department of Finance and the use of 
previous year data will permit the use of actual figures.' (The increase 
from March 1970 to March 1971 is estimated at 4.90 percent.) 

(b) Productivity Factor: In developing a factor the formula should 
take into account the wide variations which occur in this index from 
year to year. We propose that the average for the prior 10 years be 
utilized. This factor for the 10-year period from 1960 to 1969 was 2.75 
percent compounded. Therefore, based on the two components above 
the factor to be applied to state snpport for 1971-72 is estimated to be: 

Oonsumer Price I nde(JJ Productivity 
(March 19"10 to March 1971) factor 

(4.90%)' + (2.75%) 
1 Estimnted. 

= 
Adjustment factor 

(7.65%) 

When this factor is applied to 1970-71 apportionments for founda­
tion program support as reflected in the budget document of $1,306,-
074,020 multiplied by the estimated. adjustment factor of 4.90 percent 
for the Consumer Price Index and 2.75 percent for productivity an 
augmentation of approximately $64.1 million is required for the cost 
of living and $35.9 million for productivity or a total cost of approxi­
mately $100 million to the General Fund in 1971-72. 

We believe that this adjustment in public school support is required, 
but that it should be considered in the context of comprehensive legis­
lative reform of the system of public school finance discussed in the 
General Summary section of the Analysis beginning on page 723., This 
consideration of reform of school finance should not only include the 
adjustments for the cost of living and productivity, but should deal 
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",,,itb optimization of the sjze of school districts, the most efficient use 
of statewide property tax resoU1~ces and'R definition of the foundation 
program which is responsive to the costs of an ail-equate program model. 
~. Surplus Property 

.; : The .:State 'Educational Agency for Surplus Property is located 
within the Division of Public School Administration in the Depart, 
ment of Education, This agency is responsible for (1) obtaining and 
distributing available federal surplus property, (2) receiving and reo 
distributing food commodities obtained free from the U,S. Depart. 
ment of Agriculture to eligible institutions, and (3) receiving and 
reallocating federal funds to county welfare agencies for the improy,e­
ment of food commodity distribution at the county level. Examples of 
eligible institutions are public elementary and secondary schools, col· 
leges and universities, hospitals and health center clinics as well as 
nonprofit, tax·exempt schools, colleges, universities and public aid 
societies. 

Table 71 demonstrates expenditures in terms of state operations and 
local assistance and inClicated funding sources. 

Table 71 
Surplus Property Suppo~t 

Actual E8timated Proposed 
State operations: , 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

Surplus Property Revolving Fund _________ $3,391,142 $3,606,526 $3,992,000 
Reinibursements _________________________ 49,442 30,000 28,000 

Local assistance (federal funds) ____________ 99,500 490,025 300,000 

Totals __________________________________ $3,540,084 $4,126,551 $4,320,000 

Costs of handling and processing surplus property and food com· 
modities are recovered from participating institutions by charges which 
are paid illto the Surplus Property Revolving FUlld, It is estimated 
that the surplus property to be distributed in 1971-72 has a fair 
market value of approximately $38 million and food commodities have 
a wholesale value of an additional $40 million, 
. Surplus funds which might accumulate in the revolving fund are 
credited yearly to the accounts of institutions buying surplus property 
and food commodities in proportion to their financial participation. 

A SUlll of $3,992,000 is proposed for expenditure in 1971-72 from the 
Surplus Property Revolving Fund. There is no cost to the State Gen. 
eral Fund, The increase in the request for 1971-72 over the previous 
year is a result of anticipated increases in available surplus from U.S. 
military sources in Europe and the Far East, particularly Vietnam. 
C. Textbooks 

Activities conducted by this element are performed principally by 
the Bureau of Textbooks in the Division of School Administration and 
Finance. Support for the bureau has remained fairly constant in recent 
years. Expenditures for' state support and local assistance are shown in 
Table 72. 

The State Constitution provides for the adoption of textbooks by the 
State Board of Education, Adopted textbooks are distributed in grades 
kindergarten through eight without cost as provided by statute. 
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Distribution of Aid-Continued 
Table 72 

Textbooks Support 
Actual 
1969-10 

Support (General Fund) ______________ _ $157,189 

Estimated 
1970-11 

$192,845 

PJ'opose(£ 
1911-12 

$176,820 
Local Assistance: 

General Fund ______ :.. _______________ _ 22,692,023 
167,062 

21,307,110 
50,000 

17,828,080 
50,000 ReiinbUl'sements _______________________ _ 

Totals ______________________________ $23,017,174 $21,549,955 $18,054,824 

New textbook adoptions are recommended to the State Board of 
Education by a statutory body, the State Curriculum Commission. The 
state board makes a tentative adoption usually in March or April of 
each year from among the textbooks recommended by the commission. 
The textbooks tentatively adopted are distributed to the school districts 
for selection and public display. A schedule of future adoptions is 
outlined in Table 72A. 

Criteria foJ' 
new tewts to Books 
be developed to be 
at N ovembtw submitted 
meeting by June 1 

1968 1969 
1968 1970 
1969 1971 
1970 1972 
1971 1973 
1972 1974 
1973 1975 
1974 1976 

1975 1977 
1976 1978 
1977 1979 

Table 72A 
Schedule of Future Adoptions 

. A.doption to 
be made 

bV boal'd 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

1978 
1979 
1980 

Adoption 
period to 

begin 
Juiy1 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

1979 
1980 
1981 

S1tbject field 
((hades 1-8 unless specified) 

Socinl scienes, K-4 
Social sciences, 5-8 
Health, music, science 
English and related subjects 
Reading and literature 
Mathematics 
Social sciences, grades K-4 
Social sciences, grades 5-8 

foreign language 
Health, music, science 
English and related subjects 
Mathemntics 

Districts can select from among it maximum of four basic textbook 
titles with a limit of no more than one basic textbook per pupil and 
from a varying number of supplementary textbooks with each school 
district limited by numbers and titles to a supplementary textbook 
credit computed by the Department of Education. After the selection 
by the school districts the State Board of Education finalizes the new 
adoption. 

When the adoption process is complete, textbooks are manufactured 
in the State Printing Plant through a lease agi'eement with the pub­
lishers which permits the state to print the text in return for a 
"royalty" generally assessed on a per-copy basis. However, in cases 
where the right to print is withheld by the publisher of an adopted 
text or the leasing of film positives is not competitive with the finished 
book price, the state purchases the completed text directly from the 
publisher. 

Completed textbooks are delivered by publishers 01' the State Printer 
to the State Textbook Warehouse in Sacramento for shipment to school 
districts. Usually between 85 and 90 percent of ·the year's total ship. 
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menta are )Uade from May to' August to insure that books will be avail­
able ivhen schools open ,in the, fall. Distribution of texts is 'based on local 
orders and ratios established by each school district. Table 73 sum­
marizes distribution for recent years with estimates for 1970~71 and 
1971-72. 

Table 73 
Number of Textbooks Distributed 1963-6:4.Tl},rough 1S7.1-72 

~[~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ if:i~Jff 1967-68 _________________________________________________ 21,113,615 

i~::~g ================:::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::: ~g:g~:~~~ 1970-71 (est,) ___________________________________________ 22,000,000 
1971-72 (.st,) ___________________________________________ 21,700,000 

Elements of the textbook program will be reviewed as follows: 
1. Selection and adoption 
2. Acquisition 
3. Distribution 

.1. Selection and Adoption 

The State Board of Education has the constitutional responsibility 
for the adoption of textbooks. To aid the board in the selection of 
textbooks the Legislature created by statute the State Curriculum 
Commission. The commission screens textbooks submitted by publish~ 
ers and recommellds textbooks to the State Board of Education for 
adoption. The selection and adoption fuuctions take approximately 
18 to 20 months to complete. For example, the proposed social science 
adoption grades five through eight initially began with a call for bids 
in December 1969 and should be completed in July of this year. 

A framework and criteria are developed for the proposed adoptio!). 
and publishers are requested to submit books that meet the criteria. 
Initially several hundred titles are submitted to the commission for 
review. A preliminary screening takes place approximately one year 
after the original call for bids. A final screening takes place about 
three months later, usually in February. Textbooks that survive the 
first two screenings are those that are submitted to the State Board 
of Education by the commission. From the texts submitted the State 
Board of Education makes a tentative adoption. School districts select 
from among these books tentatively adopted and submit their requests 
to the Department of Education. 

Education Code requires a 25,000-minimum order to be eligible 
for adoption as a basic or supplementary textbook. Texts not qualify­
ing with the minimum order are eliminated from the adoption unless 
the state board designates them as teachers' manuals. A book desig­
nated as a teachers' manual requires: no minimum order. The state 
board can designate who is to receive the teachers' manual and at what 
distribution ratio. 

In reviewing the proposed textbook budget of $17,828,000 with its 
elements of (1) selection and adoption, (2) acquisition, and (3) dis­
tribution, it is clear that the principal expeuditures are related to the 
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acquisition element and basically are for printing, purchasing, royalties 
and new adoptions, However, since the State Curriculum CommisSion 
has a direct bearing On cost through its "selection" function, its ac­
tivities are discussed under the section on selection and adoption, 

The annual expenditure for textbooks has fluctuated considerably 
from year to year due to a wide variation in the size of annual new 
adoptions, However, this fluctuation has leveled somewhat in the last 
few ye(lrs, Table 74 demonstrates the estimated expenditures for new 
adoptions and total textbook expenditures in recent years, 

Table 74 
Annual Textbook Expenditures 

Subject aren of new adoptions 
1961-62 reading and literature ~ ______ _ 
1962-63 history and geography (5 & 8) 
1963-64 arithmetic (1, 2 & 7) social 

studies (6 & 7) __________________ _ 
1964--65 arithmetic (3, 4, 5, 6, & 8)-, 

social studies (4) ________________ _ 
1965-66 none _______________________ _ 

1966--67 science health, social science (2, 
3, & 5) _---------------------_----

1967-68 music, English and related sub-
jects ___________________________ _ 

1968-69 reading and literature _______ _ 
1969-10 mathematics _______________ _ 
1970-71 social science K-4 __________ _ 
1971-72 social science 5-8 (proposed) __ 
1 Deterred purchases. 

IJJstimatea ewpenditures 
for new adoptions 

$1,552,923 
1,374,660 

1,111,000 

2,593,349 

13,279,968 

8,099,658 
11,000,000 
6,169,898 
3,677,162 

Total tewtbook 
wpense'll 

$6,876,166 
8,699,919 

10,906,962 

11,980,511 
7,720,420 

17,525,648 

21,260,092 
19,631,786 
22,692,923 
21,307,110 
17,828,000 

I Includes estimated eXpenditures for new adoptions and conUnuing expenditures (or previous adoptions. 

While annual state expenditures have varied substantially during 
the past few years the number of ·basic and supplementary titles in 
adoption have consistently increased, Table 75 demonstrates the number 
of textbook titles in adoption in recent years, 

Table 75 
Textbook Titles in Adoption 

Numberitof 
Year title8 1 1961-62 _______________________________________________________ 360 

1962-63 _______________________________________________________ 359 
1963-64 _________________________________ ~_____________________ 391 
1964-65 _________ ~_____________________________________________ 392 
1965-66 ____________________________________________ ~ __________ 445 
1966-67 _______________________________________________________ .445 
1967-68 __________________________________________ ~____________ 561 

1968-69 ______ .-----------------------------------------------_ 654 1969-70 _______________________________________________________ 731 
1970-71 _______________________________________________________ 763 
1971-72 _______________________________________________________ 801 

1 Includes teachers editions. 

Although there has been great variance in the estimated expenditures 
for new adoptions in each of the last 10 years, total textbook expense 
has increased sharply with a leveling off in the last few years, as shown 
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in Table 74. Indications ~~eth~rtliere will be a continuing increase 
of textbook titles in the future as new adoptions are approved. as shown 
in Table 75. 

a. Priority Listing of Titles 
We recommend that the LegisLatl",e "eqtti,'e the State BOa1'd of Edu­

cation to establish a prio,-.;ty Listing of titles for new textbook adoptions .. 
This same recommendation was contained in the AnaLysis of the Budget 
BiLL, 1970-71, and was subsequently adopted by the Legislature in the 
Suppknwntary Report of the Committee On ConfM'ence ReLating to the 
B"dget Bin. The reasons for the recommendation related principally 
to distribntion ratio problems encountered in the 1968-69 reading 
adoption. Previous to multiple adoption of basic and supplementary 
textbooks the State Board of Education would establish distribution 
ratios for each textbook. For example, a book might be distributed on 
the basis of one textbook for 10 pupils. However, if the final budget 
was a lesser amount than that requested for textbooks the State Board 
of Education would reduce the ratios rather than eliminate titles. This 
would allow the textbook budget to stay within the financial constraints· 
set by the budget and would also allow the State Board of Education 
to distribute all textbook titles it adopted regardless of how satisfactory 
Or unsatisfactory the distribution ratios might be. 

Since making that recommendation the voters approved multiple 
adoption for basic textbooks (supplementary multiple adoption went 
into effect on July 1, 1970). Under multiple adoption a district selects. 
textbooks from an approved list provided by the Department of Edu­
cation. A result of the district making the selection is that the district 
in effect establishes its own ratios. Because' of this, the Department of 
Education in conversations conducted with the Legislative Analyst's ' 
Office and the Department of Finance expressed the belief that the 
setting of priorities as recommended is no longer valid. We believe the 
department's assumption is incorrect. 

Social science textboo~s, grades 5 to 8, that were adopted in 
the years 1963 through 1967 are currently being considered for adop­
tion. Since the maximum allowable time that a book may be in adoption 
is eight years, the expiration of these textbooks varies from June 30, 
1971, to June 30, 1975. We believe this is a factor that should receive 
primary consideration when proposing textbooks for adoption since a 
textbook adopted in 1967 could continue legally 'until 1975. The time 
of a textbooks adoption could thus be used as a point of reference in 
setting priorities for current and futnre adoptions. 

While the Department of Education believes the setting of priori­
ties is no longer valid, it still intends to prepare a priority listing of 
titles for the proposed social science, grades 5 through 8 for adoption. 
Such a listing cannot be prepared by the department until after the 
final screening of textbooks in February 1971. 

b. Teachers' ManuaLs 
We recommend that f1tnding for textbooks other than basic and sup­

plementaries be Limited to "teachers' editions." tv e further recommend 
that "teachM's' edition" be defined by legislation as a stltdent textbook 
which contains annotations andlor teachers' gttideLines overprinted or 
added in a separate section. 
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Chapter 917, Statutes of 1968, states: "The board shall adopt sepa­

rate teachers' manuals for use in the subjects of the several elementary 
school grades in which the board shall determine the need and desira­
bility for such manuals." (Education Code Section 9311.) While this 
section permits the adoption of teachers' manuals, nowhere in the 
Education Code is the term "teachers' manual" defined . 

. The Bureau of Textbooks and Publications in devising textbook order 
forms sent to districts differentiates between what it calls "teachers' 
editions" and "teachers' manuals." The differentiation is made be· 
tween the two by the nature of their purpose and composition. The 
"teachers' edition" is ordinarily an annotated student text that in·, 
cludes text helps and ideas for the teacher, and is bound together in 
one volume, while the "teachers' manual" may be almost any book 
for which the state board "shall determine the need and desirability" 
for use as a manual. 

A trend is emerging in the textbook adoption process in which it 
appears the undefined category called" teachers' manuals" is becoming 
a catch-all for textbooks uliable to meet the 25,OOO-minimum order neces­
sary for adoption as a supplementary or basic textbook. Examples of 
adopting supplementaries as teachers' manuals can be cited in the 
recent K-4· social science adoption. 

Multiple adoption in both basic and supplementary textbooks gives 
the local districts more choice in textbooks used in· their schools. How­
ever, state board adoption of supplementary and basic textbooks that 
fail the 25,OOO-minimum order as teachers' manuals, negates the purpose 
of district selection. Further, such adoptions reduce the funds available 
to districts to purchase in adequate numbers the textbooks they select. 

Table 76 demonstrates an increasing amount of funds budgeted for 
t~achers' manuals in recent years. 

Table 76 
Budget Expenditures for Teachers' Manuals 

(Manuals with no corresponding pupils tex~books) 

Rending ______________________ _ 
Mathematics __________________ _ 
English" ______________________ _ 
Social sciences (K-4) __________ _ 
Handwriting __________________ _ 
Music ________________________ _ 
New adoptions ________________ _ 

1968-69. 1969-70 1970-71 

$1,980 

31,584 
53,361 

146,662 ' 

$298,823 $39,566 

o 
2,160 
3,650 

157,441 ' 

113,036 
3,300 

2,160 
29,~24 

825,523 a 

1971-7re 
$39,566 
70,870 

3,300 
971,037 

19,088 
6,690 

• 
$233,587 $462,074 $1,013,509 $1,110,550 

1 Reading. 
2 Mathematies. 
3 K-4 social sciences. 
'New adoption figures not available for 5-8 social sciences. 

For the reasons discussed above we believe the broad category of 
t.eachers' manuals should be eliminated and a more specifically defined 
category of teachers' editions be established. 
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c. State Curriculum Commission 
We recommend that at least one-half of the members of the State 

Curriculum Commission be specialists in the subject matter area that 
will be comid.,-ed for adoption in the second year of theil' appoint­
ment. We further recommend that appointment to the Curricul"m 
Commission be limited to one two-year term. 

A major concern of the Legislature in the past has been the extent 
to which textbooks are or are not being utilized. A study of textbook 
utilization is now being conducted by the Bureau of Administrative 
Research and District Organization. This study follows closely the 
guidelines of the preliminary study by Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and 
Company entitled Methodology Development for Measuring Natu,," 
and Extent of Textbook Use transmitted to the Department of Educa­
tion January 5, 1968. The current review of textbook utilization in­
cludes science, grades 5 and 8; health, grades 3 and 6; social science, 
grades 2 and 5; handwriting, grades 1 and 6; English, grades 2, 4 and 
7; music, grades 5 and 8; spelling, grades 3 and 7; English as a second 
language, grades 2, 4 and 7. The first three of these grades and subject 
area studies have been completed. As of this date there has not been a 
summary of the conclusions with recommendations made concerning 
textbook utilization. 

In each of the three areas completed, however, tentative conclusions 
were reached. Some of these are as follows: (1) many 'of the adopted 
textbooks generally do not meet the different reading needs and abilities 
of pupils-especially below average pupils; (2) the state should "adopt 
supplementary texts for the low average and below average pupil with 
the stipulation that such textbooks actually be a supplement to the basic 
text"; and (3) there tends to be a low use rate of t.eachers' editions 
(the study indicates that a correlation exists between the experience of 
II teacher and the rate of use, i.e., the more experience the lower the 
use). 

The variation of textbook approval or disapproval among teachers 
in the utilization study raises questions relative to the ability of the 
State Curriculum Commission to select textbooks. We make this state­
ment based on our view of the role of the commission in the textbook 
selection and adoption process. Two of the responsibilities of the com­
mission in the adoption process are: (1) the evaluation of textbooks to. 
check for technical content accuracy and (2) the selection of technically 
correct textbooks that will meet various pupil needs and abilities state­
wide. The utilization study does not question the technical accuracy of 
textbooks selected but the study does raise questions relative to whether. 
textbooks are meeting diverse student needs and abilities. 

The Curriculnm Commission is composed of the Superintendent of 
Public Instrnction and 12 additional members appointed by the State 
Board of Education. Commission members are appointed for four-year 
terms with no limit on the number of terms they may serve. There are 
no specific requirements for appointment to the commission. As a result 
a commission member may not be an expert in a subject matter being. 
considered for adoption. Further, a commission member may be making 
recommendations in subject matter areas that bear no relationship to. 
his specialization or training. 
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We believe a Curriculum Commission composed of subject matter 
specialists appointed for a maximum of two years would be more flexible 
than the current commission structure. At least one-half of the members 
would be specialists in the subject matter to be adopted with the other 
members specialists for the next scheduled adoption (see Table 72A 
page 804). While this change does not satisfy completely the problem 
of a commission member making textbook recommendations in areas out­
side of his specialization, it does reduce the problem. Further, appoint­
ment for two years will allow for greater statewide participation and 
serve to "renew" the commission more often. These proposals togethell 
with the information gathered by the textbook utilization study should 
provide a textbook adoption system that is better able to meet diverse 
pupil needs and abilities. 
2. Acquisition 

Textbooks adopted by the State Board of Education are acquired 
(1) through direct purchasing from the publisher or (2) through the 
State Printer. . 

We recommend that the Btate Board of EWucation give a complete 
breakdown of the allocation of the $17,828,000 reql<ested for fiscal year 
1971-72 at the time the free textbook bl<dget is considered by Senate 
Finance and Assembly Ways and Means Committees. 

The textbook budget contains the following elements: 
1. Printing: Textbook printing can be divided between (a) re, 

prints of books adopted in prior years and (b) first-year printing of 
new adoptions. 

2. PI<rchasing: Textbooks are pnrchased directly from the pub, 
lisher in cases where the right to print is withheld by tbe publisher 
. of an adopted text or the leasing of film positives is not competitive 
with the finisbed book price. 

3. Royalty: Textbooks produced at the State Printing Plant and 
manufactured under contract with the publisher to lease the print­
ing plates or film positives to the state in return for a royalty as­
sessed on a per-copy basis at the time the books are distributed, 

4. Warehol<sing: Textbook storage and distribution. 
The estimated figure contained in the Governor's Budget ($17,828,000) 
gives no indication as to the allocation of the request among the ele­
ments listed above. 

a. New Adoption 
'We recommend that the State Board of Edl<cittion give more com­

plete information on (1) need for an adoption in social scien6es grades 
5 throl<gh 8 and (2) fl<nds available in the Governor's BI<dget for 
the proposed social science adoption at the time the adoption is con­
sidered by Senate Finance and Assembly Ways and Means committees. 
Of major concern to the Legislature is the level of funding required 
for a new textbook adoption. The grade and subject area being con­
sidered for adoption in fiscal year 1971-72 is social sciences grades 5 
through 8. Past adoptions were in 1963-64 for gri!des 6 and 7, and iJ1. 
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1966-67 for grades 5 and 8. The State Curriculum Commission is pro­
posipg an adoption for all four grades. We believe the State Board of 
Education should provide more complete information on the !teed for 
an adoption in all four grades. ' 

Based on information obtained from the Department of Education 
the original request to the Department of Finance for the proposed 
SDcial science adoption was substantially greater than the figure now 
included in the Governor's Budget, Original estimated figul'es are out, 
lined in Table 77. 

Table 77 
Original Estimated Expenditures for Proposed Social Science 

Adoption, Grades 6-8, 1971-72 
Textbooks Amount; 

lIasie ___________________________________________________________ $4,918,310 
Supplementary ___________________________________________________ 1,430,320 
Teachers' manuals ________________________________________________ 750,000 
Braille and large type ____________________________________________ 350,000 
Samples, science, health, music ____________________________________ 100,000 

Total _________________________________________________________ $7,548,630 

According to estimates of the Department of Education approxi­
mately $15.4 million of the proposed $17.8 million textbook budget is 
needed in fiscal 1971-72 for the reprint, royalty, purchase and distribu­
tion elements, leaving an estimated $2.4 million for the new social 
science adoption. If $2.4 million is the amount available in the Gov_ 
ernor's Budget for new adoptions this represents a reduction of ap­
proximately $5.1 million from the original Department of Education 
request of $7.5 million. We believe more information is required in 
order to appraise tbe. adequacy of the new adoption budget and to 
reconcile the original estimated new adoption figure with the amount 
available for new adoptions contained in the Governor's Budget. 

b. Royalties 
We recommend that a formltla to determine maximltm allowable 

royalties for textbooks printed by the state be inclltded on a one-year 
trial basis in the lany=ge of the Bltdyet Bill. In the Analysis of the 
Budget Bill 1970-71 we recommended that the Department of Educa­
tion make a study of the costs of royalties in relation to list prices 
and production costs of the State Printing Plant and that the study 
include recommendations for reducing royalty charges. This recom­
mendation was adopted by the Legislature in the language contained 
in the Supplementary Report on the Committee on Conference Relat­
ing to the Budget Bill. The results of the royalty study were submitted 
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee on November 9, 1970. 

In the textbook budget for 1971-72, approximately 48 percent of the 
budget is requested for royalties on textbooks. At the present· time 
the state has no method of control over the amount of royalties charged 
on adopted textbooks. If royalty charges seem excessive, the Bureau of 
Textbooks and Publications in the Department of Education contacts 
the individual publishers and attempts to work out a downward re­
vision of royalties. In most instances, they are successful in obtaining 
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reduced royalty charges. However, we believe a firm guideline is needed 
in order to determine adequately the proper level of royalty charges. 

A royalty study prepared by the Department of Education recom­
mends that a royalty formula be contained in the language of the 
budget bill. Although we agree, we believe that the formula should be 
implemented on a trial basis for one year. 

Based on Our analysis of the study submitted by the Department of 
Education we propose the following language for the determination 
of maximum allowable royalties: 

No funds shall be available to finance contracts for basic textbooks, 
supplementary textbooks or separate teachers' manuals adopted by 
the State Board of Education in which the royalty for any such 
textbook exceeds by more than 10 percent an amount equal to the 
net price of that .book multiplied by the average of the ratios of 
royalty to net price of all competitive books of its respective type, 
basic, supplementary or separate teachers' manual. 

c. Use Tax on Leasing of Textbook Film Positives 
The State Board of Equalization has tentatively ruled that the State 

Board of Education must pay a use tax on the leasing of textbook film 
positives. The film positives are leased from publishers and are used by 
the State Printer to make the plates used to print textbooks. The 
State Board of Equalization has indicated that, because Chapter 2, 
First Extraordinary Session, Statutes of 1965, amended the legal defi­
nition of a "purchase" to add "any lease of tangible personal prop­
erty," leases of film positives by the State Board of Education for 
textbook production in the State Printing Plant constitute a "pur-
chase" subject to the 5-percent use tax. . 

Assuming that the Board of Education will be assessed for back 
taxes and assuming that the full amount of the lease payments (royal­
ties) is assessed, there would be a one-time budget item of about $1.7 
million plus interest and penalties. These taxes have accrued since 
August 1, 1965. The use tax was 4 percent for the fiscal years 1965-66 
and 1966-67 and 5 percent thereafter as shown in Table 78. 

Table 78 

YeaJ' 
196iHl6 
1966-67 

Co'mputation of Use Tax on Textbook Royalties 
Royalty 

$3,624,773 
.2,146,320 

1967-68 ____________________________________ _ 
1968-69 ____________________________________ _ 
1969-70 ____________________________________ _ 
1970-71 (est.) _____________________________ _ 

812 

$5,771,093 X 4% = $230,844 
$8,255,909 
4,998,702 
7,778,606 
8,210,386 

$29,243,603 X 5% = $1,463,180 

$1,693,024 
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The State Board of Education has protested the imposition of this 
tax to the Attorney General. However, the Board of Equalization is 
going ahead with the auditing of royalty charges of the publishers 
involved in past textbook adoptions to determine the tax liabilities. 
A fUll hearing before the board is tentatively scheduled for April 9; 
1971. Should the results be unfavorable to the State Board of Educa­
tion, this item of approximately $1.7 million plus interest and penal­
ties would be budgeted in 1972-73 or in a later year. In addition, this. 
tax assessment will result in an annual cost to the state in the amount 
of $100,000-$500,000 depending on the royalties paid in anyone year. 

Part of the assessment of a use tax against the State Board of Edu-. 
cation would be a real cost to the state. One-fifth of the use tax must 
be transferred to city/county governments. Therefore, there would be 
a one-time cost to the state of approximately one-fifth of $1.7 million or 
·$339,000. In addition, the state would have the ongoing cost of paying 
the city/county governments on.e-fifth of the annual amount of this: 
use tax. This could range between $20,000 to $100,000 annually. The 
remaining fourth-fifths of the t~x would accrue as rev~nue to the state. 
3~ DistributiQn 

When the adoption process is completed textbooks, are either manu-, 
factured by the State Printer or purchased directly from the publisher 
and are then delivered to the textbook warehouse in Sacramento for dis­
tribution to the schools. The State Printer has developed a schedule of 
delivery for those textbooks manufactured at the State Printing Plant. 
According to the schedule over 10 million textbooks are to be delivereu 
in July and August 1971. 

a. Textbook Delivery 
We recommend that the State Board of Education be required to 

Qomplete an adoption no later than June of any given year. 
We recommend that the State Printer include in his monthly report 

to the State Board of Education on the " .• tatus of textbooks on order 
in the Office of State Printing": (1) estimated cost of manufacture, 
(2) actual cost of manufacture, (3) textbooks schedlt!ed to be partially 
or wholly mamtfactured oldside the State Printing Plant, and (4) 
estimated and actual cost of those textbooks partially or wholly manu-. 
factured outside the State Printing Plant. 

In the fall of 1969, public elementary schools in California experi­
enced shortages of state issued textbooks when instruction began in 
kindergarten through eighth grades. Pursuant to a request by individ­
ual legislators who questioned the late delivery to the public schools 
during the 1969-70 school year, the I,egislative Analyst prepared a re-, 
port entitled A Study of the Processes of Textbook Selection, Produc­
tion and Distribution, January 9, 1970. In that report,specific recom­
mendations were made relative to changes or improvements in the 
entire textbook process which would improve the timeliness of textbook, 
'delivery. 
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Resolution Chapter 177, 1970 Session (SCR 34), recommended that 
the Legislative Analyst's January 9, 1970, report and recommendations 
concerning textbook selection, production and distribution be imple­
mented. That resolution stated in part: 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oalifornia., the Assembly 
thereof concurring, That the recommendations of the Legislative 
Analyst's report be adopted and implemented by the responsible 
departments affected; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Department of Education and the Department 
of General Services shall suhmit to the Legislative Analyst, beginning 
April 1, 1970, quarterly reports relative to progress in adopting and 
implementing the proposed recommendations; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Legislative Analyst shall receive said reports, 
shall monitor the progress in adopting and implementing the pro­
posed recommendations, and shall prepare a summary status report 
on the performance of the affected responsible departments for sub­
mission to the Senate and the Assembly of the State of California by 
the fifth calendar day of the 1971 Regular Session. 
In compliance with the resolution we submitted to the Legislature 

'our followup report entitled Implementation of Recommendations for 
Textbook Selection, holluction and Distribution Processes, January 8, 
1971. We assess the performance in 1970 as being an improvement over 
1969. However, we are not convinced that the improved performance 
resulted from implementation of recommended changes in the textbook 
warehouse operation specifically or the selection, production and dis­
tribution process in general but rather from better communication 
among all the various agencies involved. However, the late adoption of 
the basic K-4 social science textbooks (October, 1970) as compared 
with the June 1969 mathematics adoption (a difference of four months) 
could result in textbook delivery delaya in the fall of 1971. 

California's adoption system is unique among the states because of 
't.he manufacture of textbooks by the State Printer. The State Printer 
periodically issues reports comparing the cost of manufacture at the 
State Printing Plant to manufacture by private printing firms. These 
reports generally indicate that the State Printer can manufacture 
textbooks for the state at a saving of 30 to 40 percent over private 
manufacture. 

Much of t.he purported savings to the state is lost when a textbook 
has to be manufactured outside the State Printing Plant. Since the 
State Board of Education adopted the social science grades K-4 at the 
late October date, many of the texts will have to be printed by private 
printers in order to maintain distribution schedules for the 1971-72 
school year. We believe the Legislature sbould be aware of the addi­
tional cost to the state reSUlting from late adoptions. 
D. Food Services 

The Bureau of Food Services is located within the Division of School 
Administration and Finance in the Department of Education. This 
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agency is responsible for administering six federal school lunch pro­
grams as well as the Duffy-Moscone Family Nutr.ition Education and· 
Services Act of 1970. 

Table 79 provides expenditure for state operations and local as­
sistance by fund SQurce. 

., ,cable 79 

State Operations 

e:u.pp~rt for Food Servic_es 
Aotual 
1969-70 

General Fund _____________________ _ 
Reimbursements _________________ _ 
Federal funds ____________________ _ 

nocsl assistance _____________________ _ 
General Fund _____________________ _ 
State Construction Program Fu~d ___ _ 
Federal funds ____________________ _ 

$242,930 

48,753 
22,856,137 

600,000 

22,356,137 

Estimated 
1970-71 
$248,725 

46,500 
90,000 

6,000,000 
43,353,025 

Proposed 
1971-72-
$211,251 

63,955,BOO 

Total ___________________________ $23,147,820 $49,738,250 $64,167,051 

In the current fiscal year $6 million is budgeted from the State Con­
struction Program Fund for the purposes of the Duffy-Moscone Family 
Nutrition Education and Services Act of 1970. There is no state money 
included to . continue this program in the budget year,. 

We recommend that the Legislature give special review to the amend­
ments of the N ationa! Schoo! Lunch Act and their implications for 
future mandatory state appropriation requirements for participation 
in the food services. 

In 1970, Congress amended the National School Lunch Act and the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 relative to state matching requirements 
as follows: 

"For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1971, and the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1972, State revenue (other than revenues derived 
from the program) appropriated or utilized specifically for program 
purposes (other than salaries and administrative expenses at the 
State, as distinguished from local, level) shall constitute at least 4 
per centum of the matching requirement; for each of the two suc­
ceeding fiscal years, at least 6 per centum, of the matching require­
ment; for each of the subsequent two fiscal years, at least 8 per centum 
of the matching requirement; and for each fiscal year thereafter, at 
least 10 per centum of the matching requirement. The State revenues 
made available pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be disbursed 
.to schools, to the extent the State deems practicable, in such manner 
that each school receives the same proportionate share of such reve­
nues as it receives of the funds apportioned to the State for the same 
year under sections 4 and 11 of the National School Lunch Act and 
sections 4 and 5 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966." 

This amendment affects the state matching requirements for Section 
4 funds of the National School Lunch Act (PL 91-248). Previous to the 
amendment the matching requirement was derived from sources within 
the state on the basis of 75 percent state, 25 percent federal. 
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Distribution of Aid-Continued 

Beginning JUly 1, 1971 state expenditnres appropriated or ntilized 
specifically for program purposes mnst constitute at least 4 percent of 
the matching requirement exclusive of salaries and administrative ex­
penses. The percentage requirement increases on a sliding scale up­
wards to 10 percent beginning July 1, 1977 and remains at that level. 
The percentage and expenditure increases in the state matching require­
ments are as follows. 

Fiscal Year 
1971-72 _____________ _ 
1972-73 __________ " ___ _ 
1973-74 _____________ _ 
1974-75 _____________ _ 
1975-76 ______________ _ 
1976-77 ______________ _ 

1977-78 and 
thereafter ________ ... __ 

Estimated 
Fed-emI 
Funds l 

(million) 
$10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 

10.5 

Oombined 
State and­
Local 

Matching 
Requirement 

(million) 
$31.5 
31.5 
31.5 
31.5 
31.5 
31.5 

31.5 

Amended 
Percent 

lJlatching 
Requirement Estimated 
(Exclusively State 

State) Requirement 
Percent (million) 

4 $1.3 
4 1.3 
6 1.9 
6 1.9 
8 2$ 
8 2.5 

10 3.2 
1 The Department ()f Edllc.1Unli estimates that $10.5 million will be reeell'ed in 1971-12. For pm'poses or thls 

table we do not sholl' any progress!I'c increase in federal support. 

The full impact and consequences of the state not meeting the mateh­
ing requirement is not Imown and the Department of Education has 
requested a clarifieation. 

The Department of Education has estimated a surplus of $2.3 million 
in the Duffy-Moscone Family Nutrition Education and Service Act. 
Existing federal regulations are nnclear as to whether or not the sur­
plus can be applied toward the state requirement of the National School 
Lnnch Act. 

Table 80 provides local assistance expenditnres by program com-
ponent for both state and federal funds. . 

Three of the six federal programs administered by the Bureau of 
Food Services (School Lunch, Suhool Breakfast, and Special Food 
Service) provide complete meals, eithe!' breakfast or lunch while the 
remainder (Special Milk, Special Assistance to Needy Children, and 
Nonfood Assistance) provide additional or special assistance. The Spe­
cial Assistance to Needy C,hildren program provides funds for free or 
reduced-cost meals for school children from low-income areas who are 
unable to pay the full cost of a school lunch or breakfast. 

In addition to the federal programs, free and reduced price meals 
have also been available through the Duffy-Moscone Family Nutrition 
Education and Service Act of 1970. 

Table 81 demonstrates the participation in these food service pro­
grams and shows the rapid increase in the number of pupils receiving 
free or reduced price meals. 
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·Table 80 
Food Se.fvices Local Assistance Expenditure by Program 

Totals, Expenditures _______________ _ 
,State Construction Program Fund 

Appropriations 
C~apter 452, Statutes of 1910 (Fam­

ily Nutrition Education and 
Service Act) ________________ _ 

'Fotals, Expenditures _______________ _ 
Federal funds 

Appropriations 
Federal grants for: 

SchOOl lunch _________________ _ 
Special milk ___________ ' ______ _ 
School breakfast _____________ -'-_ 
Special assistance to needy children 
Special food service ___________ _ 
N oofood assistance ___ ...... _______ _ 
Food and nutrition services _____ _ 
Administration ________________ _ 

Totals available _____________ _ 
Unexpended balence, 

estimated· savings ____________ _ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

$500,000 

$500,000 

$~,ooo,ooo 

$~,000,000 

$6,395,640 $8,500,000 
9,300,000 8,900,000 

235,865 402,000 
6,044,200 17,500,000 

330,000 471,000 
380,730 1,000,000 
152,581 490,025 

50,446 90,000 

$22,889,462 $37,353,025 

-533,325 

Proposed 
1971-73· 

$10,588,300 
11,185,900 

502,800 . 
39,390,500 

588,300 
1,250,00() 
. 300,000 

150,000· 

$63,955,800, 

Totals, federal funds ___________ $22,356,137 $37,353,025 $63,955,800 

TOTAL $22,856,137 $43,353,025 $63,955,800 

Table 81 
Comparison of Food Service Participation by Program 

November 1969 to November 1970 
Number of Average dai71/ Average daily 

Program8 schools attendance participation 
National School Lunch 

November 1970 _________ 5,116 2,955,182 1,116,482 
November 1969 _________ 4,290 2,265,925 862,195 
Percent increase ________ 19,2% 30,4% 29,5% 

School Breakfast 
November 1970 __ ..,. ______ 226 181,191 52,974 
November 1969 _________ 96 101,802 11,141 
Percent increase ________ 135.4% 68,1% 375.5% 

-Special Food Service 
Program for Children 

November 1970 _________ 72 3,091 6,681 
November 1969 ______ .. __ 11 1,048 2,547 
Percent increase ________ 324.1% 194,9% 162,3% 

SH 

Daily free 
and-'reduceti 

504,554 
154,362 

226,9% 

52,243 
9,957 
424.1% 

6,569 
2,595 
153.2% 
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Program No. VII 

LIBRARY SERVICES 
Vol. IV p. 56 Budget p. 260 

Requested 1971-72 ___________________________________ $9,637,096 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ 9,684,115 
Actual 1969-70 _______________________________________ 5,227,684 

Requested Decrease $47,019 (0.5 percent) 

The Library $ervices program is composed of those activities of the 
Department of Education which are directed toward general library 
;services to the public, basic reference services for the Legislature and 
the Executive Branch of government and the maintenance of historical 
material relating to California. It also administers the state and fed­
eral programs for public library deveiopmeht which are intended to ex­
tend and improve public library services statewide. The program is com­
posed of three elements which are shown with costs in Table 82. 

Table 82 
Library Services 

Actual 
1969-70 

$1,813,909 
i92,266 

3,221,509 

A. Resources and services ____________ _ 
B. Advisory and research ____________ _ 
C. Administration ___________________ _ 

Estimated 
1970-71 

$2,036,554 
238,013 

7,409,548 

Proposefl 
1971-72 

$2,259,724 
242,125 

7,135,247 

Total, ____________________________ $5,227,684 $9,684,115 $9,637,096 

Table 83 provides expenditure in terms of state operations and local 
.assistance witll indicated funding sources, 

Table 83 
State Operations and Local Alai.stance 

Actual Estimatecl 
1969-70 1970-71 

$1,814,420 $1,94~,791 
1,978,873 6,511,130 

188,275 228,194 

State operations 
General Fund ___________ . _________ _ 
Federal funds _______________ ,.. _____ _ 
Reimbursements ___________________ _ 

Proposed 
1971-72 

$1,897,000 
6,709,945 

230,151 

Subtotal ___________________________ $3,976,068 $8,684,115 $8,837,096 

'Local assistance 
General Fund ______________________ $1,251,616 $1,000,000 $800,000 

Total, ______________________________ $5,337,684 $9,684,115 $9,637,096 

Table 84 compares the library services program to its sources of Gen­
·eral Fund appropriation. 

Tobie B4 
Library Services 

Item number Title 
State operations-268 _____________ State Library 
Local assistance-277 _____________ Assistance to public libraries 

Amount 
$1,897,000 

800,000 
Total _______________________________________________________ $2,697,000 
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A. Resources and Service. 

This element (1) serves as a research and reference center to state 
government, (2) provides interlibrary loan service, (3) provides the 
!lervices of purchasing, cataloging and classifying books for libraries 
not able to carry out these operations efficiently in their own organiza­
tions, (4) acquires catalogs,classifies and distributes library materials 
made available under Title I of the Library Services and Construction 
Act for approximately 60 libraries subscribing to the service, (5) serves 
as a depository for federal documents, (6) maintains a collection of 
historical material relating to California, (7) maintains legal reference 
material for use by the Legislature, the bench, the bar, law enforcement 
IIgencies and the public, and (8) provides books for the blind and the 
physically handicapped. 

Table 85 provides a breakdown of expenditures by year as well as 
sources of funding for this element. 

Table 85 
Library Services Actual and Estimated Expenditures 

Actual E8timated P1'oposetl 
Support 

Genera.l Fund ____________________ _ 
Federal funds ____________________ _ 
Reimbursements __________________ _ 

1960-70 1970-71 1971-72 

$1.371,744 
252,890 
183,275 

$1,486,186 
322,174 
228,194 

$1,519,445 
510,128 
230,151 

Tot.l. __________________________ $1,813,909 $2,036,554 $2,259,724 

An increase of 4.5 positions is shown in the proposed budget request 
for 1971-72. The request is based on anticipated workload increase in 
the processing center function of this element. 

On January 1, 1971, the State Library stopped all direct loans to 
persons living in the Sacramento postal zone area and from the Sutro 
Library to individuals in San Francisco. The termination of service 
does not apply to California state employees and officials. Library mao 
terials will continue to be available to all residents of the State of 
California through interlibrary loan. 

Justification for this action was given by the State Library as neces· 
sary to maintain the ". . . quality and speed of its interlibrary loan 
,and reference service. . .. " The explanation also states that". . . the 
State Library and its Sutro Branch will then be providing service 
statewide on an equal and similar basis to all areas of the state." 
B. Advisory and Research 

This element provides consultant services to the state's 196 libraries. 
The consultants advise local libraries regarding the planning and con· 
struction of new facilities and make surveys of local library require· 
ments. The element is partially responsible for implementing the 
California Public Library Services Act and for coordinating and super· 
vising projects authorized under the federal Library Services and 
Construction Act.' , 

Table 86 provides expenditures by year as well as source for this 
element. 
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Library Services-Continued 
Table 86 

Advisory and Research Suppo~t 

General Fund ____________________ _ 
Federal funds ____________________ _ 

Tota,ls _________________________ _ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

$140,325 
51,941 

$192,266 

$149,414 
88,599 

$238,013 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$146,608 

95,517 

$242,125 

. The programs coordinated and supervised by this element are sum. 
marized- below. 

1. Public Libra.·y Services Act of 1963 (Ohapter 1802). The Li­
brary Services Act is designed to improve local library services by 
encouraging the establishment of cooperative library systems. The pro­
gram originally authorized two types of grants; planning grants and 
establishment grants designed to encourage local units to form co­
operative systems, and per capita grants to partially defray the cost 
of improved services provided by the regional library systems. Ohapter 
97, 1966 Statutes, amended the program by eliminating the planning 
grant and by establishing an equalization aid formula for the alloca­
tion of state support. 

The amendments also modified a provision of the law which limited 
state support to a maximum of 2 percent of the total operating expenses 

. of Oalifornia's public libraries from funds received from local sources 
and substituted a sliding scale limitation which mcreases in annual 
increments from 6 percent in 1967-68 to 10 percent in 1969-70. Our· 
rently, there are 21 library systems, composed of 15 multiple library 
systems and six single library systems, in Oalifornia, serving an esti­
mated popUlation of 18,540,668 in 1970-71. 

A sum of $800,000 is proposed for subventions to local libraries for 
establishment and per capita grants in 1971-72 which is a decrease 

, of $200,000 below the current level of state support. Table 87 shows 
the number of library systems, the state subventions for assistance to 
public library systems, the popUlation served by library systems, and 
state support per capita served by the library systems in Oalifornia 
for fiscal years 1967-68 through 1971-72. . 

Under the proposed budget, state supportper capita would decrease 
from the current level of $0.054 to $0.042. The number of library sys· 
tems is projected to remain the same in 1971-72. POpulation served by 
the library systems shows an increase during 1970-71 mainly due to 
independent public libraries joining existing library systems. 

'rhe proposed subvention of $800,000 for this activity is shown in 
element O. Administration of this program on page 821. 

2. Library Services and Constr,wtion Act. This is a federally fi· 
nanced program authorized by PL 89-511 and is designed to improve 
local library services. The titles of the act are: 

Title I (Services). This title provides federal funds to extend and 
improve library services in areas without local libraries or with sub­
standard services. Funds are used for the purchase of books, materials 
and for state level administration. In 1970-71 it is estimated that Oali­
fornia will receive approximately $2.7 million for Title I projects. 
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Tabl. 87 
N umber of Library Systems, Amount of State Subventions, Population 

of'the Library System and State Support per Capita for 
Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through. 197G-71 

Population S'wte 
Number of State af tho 8upport per, 

FiBCalllear lim;arv 8i/Brems subventwn8 library BvstemB capita 
1967-1)8 ______________ 20 $800,000 14,921,059 $0.054 
-1968-1i9. ______________ 21 1,200,000 16,412,331 .07~ 

1961f-7{) ______________ 21 1,251,616 17,656,407 .011 
1970-71 ______________ 21(e81.) 1,000,000 18,540,668(081.) .054 
1971-72 ______________ 21(0,1.) 800,000 18,952,599(0'1.) .042 

Title II (Construction). This title provided federal assistance fo" 
eonstruction of library facilities through fiscal year 1967-68 with ap­
proximately $1 million being carried over into 1968-69. There were n(\ 
funds for construction purposes for. fiscal years 1969-70 or 1970-71 
and none are projected for 1971-72. 

Title III (Interlibrary Cooperation). This title was enacted by the 
1966 Congress and seeks to encourage cooperation between local 
libraries. Presently funds are being used to support a program designed 
to improve library services for business and industry, to support library 
workshops and to finance expanded library services. 

Title IV. Aho -enacted by the 1966 Congress. This title provides fed­
eral assistance for two purposes: 

Title IVa (Institutional Library Services). This title is presently 
financing seven demonstration projects ,designed to promote coopera­
tion among state institutions, to providBlmproved library services and 
to provide consultative service to state institutions. , 

Title IVb (Servwes for Physically Handicapped). This title is being 
implemented by improving the State Library's collection of material 
for the blind and physically handicapped and by establishing a pilot 
program in a ,local library to demonstrate the need for adequate library 
programs for the handicapped. 

The Library Services and Construction Act was amended by the 91st 
Congress in 1970. Titles IVa andIVb beginning in 1971-72 will be 
operated and funded under Title 1. . . 
C. Administration 

This element has the responsibility for administering and directin~ 
all activities of library services as well as coordinating with other ad­
ministrative and service agencies of the state and local jurisdictions. 

Table 88 provides expenditures by support and local assistance a~ 
well as by source .. 

Table 88 
Library Administration and Local Assistance 

. ActuaZ Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 

Support 
Genoral Fund ___________________ $296,351 
Fedoral funds ___________________ 1,673,542 

Local assistance 
General Fund ___________________ 1,251,616 
Federal funds _______________ ~ __ _ 

TOlal ____________________________ $3,221,509 

821 

$309,191 
6,100,357 

1,000,000 

$7,409,548 

Proposed 
1971-7S 

$230,947 
6,104,800 

8oo,QOO 

$7,135,247 
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Program No. VIII 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATioN 

Vol. IV p. 59 Budget p. as! 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ _ 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ _ 
Actual 1969-70 __________________________ ~ __________ _ 

Requested increase $6,263 (0.1 percent) 

$4,722,958 
4,716,695 
3,161,056 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Dwisional Administration. Transfer $88,400 plus operat- 824 
ing expense and staff benefits. Recommend transfer from special 
schools for the handicapped (Item 266) to Divisional Administra-
tion (Item 263) to support physician and surgeon. contract 
services. 

2. Fiscal Office. Reduce $12,576 pl"s staff benefits. Recom- 825 
mend deletion of one associate budget analyst. 

3. Fiscal Office. Recommend Legislature require the Depart- 825 
ment of Education to submit a plan for the consolidation of all 
fiscal activities in the fiscal office to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee by November 1, 1971. 

4. Management Analysis Office. Augment $17,000. Recom- 826 
mend augmentation to continue management analysis function . 

.5. Data Processing. Recommend special legislative review. 827 

Departmental administration, program number eight in the Gov­
ernor's Budget, contains the administrative and management functions 
of the Department of Education. Included are the expenses associated 
with the Education Commission of the States, State Board of Educa­
tion, and the Executive, the administrative expenses of each of the 
other programs, departmental administrative functions, which are or­
ganizationally found in the Division of Departmental. Administration, 
and the service functions of data processing and publications. 

Support for these functions are reviewed in Table 89. 
Table 90 reviews funding by source for Departmental Administra· 

tion. . 
General Fund support of $1,363,930 for Departmental Administration 

is appropriated in Item 262 for the Education Commission of the 
States and Item 263 for the General Activities of the Department of 
Education. 
A. Educational Commission of the States 

The Educational Commission of the States was organized in 1965 
to encouraiw interstate cooperation and communication ainong execu­
tive, legislative and professional personnel concerning methods of im· 
proving public education. California joined the commission on July 1, 
1966, with the enactment of the Interstate Compact for Education 
.( Chapter 148, Statutes of 1966). California's representatives on the 
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Table 89 
Departmental Admili'istration 

f;ummary of Program Requirements 
A. Education Commission of the States 
B. State Board of Education ' __ . _____ _ 

,C. Executive __________ ..:.'.:.::.:.~_~ ___ ~:._ 
D .. Divisional admini~trl\tion ----'7'"'----
E. Legal office _____________________ _ 
F. Fiscal office -' ___________________ _ 

. G. Management anal~s.is, ~ffiee ______ _ 
H. Personnel and trl'tiIiing office _____ _ 
I. Publications ____________________ _ 

(Direct charges) ______________ _ 
J. Data processing _________________ _ 

(Direct 'charges) ______________ _ 
State. fiscal a~d administration 

pr? rata char~s ______________ _ 

Actual Estimated 
1969-70 1970-71 
$22,684 $24,100 
, 48,912 54,134 
517,711 566,230 
363,563 358,977 
137,752 196,801 
743,004 697,465 
16,320 17,100 

193,883 214,380 
234,665 248,150 

---

1,051,358 
1,-28S,OOO 

Proposed 
1971-72 
$24,100 

55,500 
761,453 
489,453 
197,200 
791,552 

214,400 

221,300 
376,800 

1,091,100 

500,100 

,Total _______________________ $3,161,056 $4,716,605 $4,722,958 

Table 110 
Funding by Source for ,Departmental Administration 

Actual Estimated 
.State Operations 19,69-70 1970-71 

General Fund _______________________ $1,875,969 $1,753,012 
Federal funds ___ '-___________________ 957,648 808,782 
Reimbursements ____________________ 327,439 2,154,901 

Proposed 
1971-7~ 

$1,363,930 
1,194,000 
2,165,028 

Total ____________________________ $3,161,056 $4,716,695 $4,722,958 

commission include the Superintendent of Public Instruction, Ii mem· 
ber each of the Assembly and the Senate, the Governor, a member of, 
'a local school board, and one representativ~ each for public and private 
Institutions of higher education, 

As orIginally enacted, California's participation in the commi""io,!, 
was to expire December 31, 1969, Chapter 1538, Eltatutes of 1969, ex· 
tended state participation until December 31, 1973, and provides that 
the Legislature shall review participation in the Compact for Education 
,at that time . 
. B. State Board of Education 

The State Board of Education is established by Division 2, Chapter 
I, Article 1 of th~ Education Code, which states that the board shaH 
consist of 10 members appointed by the Governor with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. ,The code authorize~ the state board to exercise 
broad control Over the state's public educational system. Budgeted 
support provides for the salary of a special assistant to the state board, 
appropriate clerical assistance and the travel and r~lated expense of 
the members of the board. . 

C. Executive 
The Executive Unit of the Department of Education contains the 

office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Chief Deputy 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, assistant superintendent and 
'the special assistant to the superintendent, plus clerical assistance. 
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Departmental Administration-Continued 
D. Divisional Administration 

This element represents the composite amounts budgeted for admin­
istration in each of the divisions of the department. 

We recommend that $88,400 plus operating expense OJItd staff bene­
fits be transferred from the b1tdgets of the Special Hchools for Han<U­
capped Children (Item 266) to Divisional Administration for Special 
Ed1tcation (Item 263) to s1tpport physician and s1trgeon contract 
services. 

The budget proposes to delete a physician and surgeon II and a 
secretary I plus operating expense and staff benefits at a total saving 
.of approximately $37,000. We opposed the establishment of this posi­
tion when proposed in the 1966-67 budget and pointed out at that time 
the services of physicians were provided at the state special schools. 
We further stated that the department might more effectively use 
funds for physician services which are authorized on a contract basis. 
We therefore concur with this deletion. 

Table 91 reviews the level of physician services budgeted at the 
State Special Schools. 

Table 91 
Physician Services at Stde Special Schools Proposed 1971-72 

School Positions 
California Schools for the Deaf and Blind, Berkeley ____ 0.8 
California School for the Deaf, Riverside______________ 0.2 
Diagnostic School for Neurological Handicapped Chil~ 

dren, Northern California ______________________ 1.0 
Diagnostic School for Neurological Handicapped Chil-

dren, Southern California ______________________ 1.0 

Salary and Wages 
amount 
$20,997 

5,491 

27,456 

27,456 

3.0 $88,400 

These figures demonstrate that the budget as submitted includes 3.0 
physician positions at a state General Fund cost of $88,400 plus oper­
ating expense and staff benefits. It is important to note that, while these 
services have been provided, a substantial number of the pupils at the 
special schools have had family paid medical insurance programs, re­
ducing the need for on campus treatment. 

We believe that the deletion of the department's physician and 
surgeon II could affect the Departmeht of Education's ability to advise 
districts of the complex state requirements for programs for physically 
and mentally handicapped children. We would suggest, however, that 
an adequate level of service can be provided by a more effective deploy­
ment of existing resources. Specifically, we would recommend that the 
salaries and wages for physician and surgeon service be transferred 
from the special school budgets to the divisional administration pro­
gram as contract services. In this way the department can in the budget 
year use. these resources where priorities dictate, whether in the State 
Department of Education to advise districts or at the state special 
schools. 

The budget also proposes a reduction of 2 clerical positions from the 
Division of Instruction. Table 92 compares the administrative clerical 
assistance in each of the administrative units of the divisions of the 
.department. 
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·Table 92 
C.lerical Positions of Divisional Administrative Uhits 

Unit Positions 
Division of Public School Administration_______________________________ 2.0 
Division of Special Education_________________________________________ 5.3 
Division of Compensatory Education___________________________________ ~2;fi 

,Division of Instruction ____ .,..-_~ _______ "__------------------------------- 9.2 

It will ;be ,noted from Table 92 that the Division of Instructio,n hIlS 
the large~t complement of clerical assistance in its administrative unit 

. and that even the proposed reduction of 2.0 positions will still leave 7';-2 
:positions. 

E. Legal <Qlfiop 

The department's legal office provides advice to the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, departmental staff and the State Board of Educa­
tion. 

·'F. Fiscal Office 
The fiscal office located in the Division of Administration provides 

accounting and budgeting services to the entire department. A total of 
62.9 positions is proposed to perform this function. This continues the 
existing level of service. . 

We recommend the OOn8{)lidation of an departmental budget analyst 
functions in the fiscal office and the deletion of one associate budget 
analyst for a General Fund savings of $12,576 plus staff benefits. 

'We recommend that the Department of Ed,wation be directed to sub­
mit a plan f{)r the consolidation {)f an departmental fiscal activities 
within the fiscal ,office t{) the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by 
November 1, 1971. The Department of Education's fiscal control is di­
vided into two general parts: (1) the fiscal office, which provides ac­
counting, bookkeeping statements and business services plus budget 
planning and administrative analysis, and (2) the fragmented fisc",l 
.Mtivities which are located in the various operating units. Table 93 
reviews the fiscal position authorized outside the department's fiscal 
,office for budget preparation and analysis. 

Table 93 
Budgetary Positions of the Operati.ng Units of the Department of Education 

Unit P08itions 
Division of- Special Education 

Associate budget nnnlysL _____________ ..:___________________________ 1 
Office of Compensatory Education 

Assistant budget analyst___________________________________________ 2 
Accounting technician ____________________________________________ 3 

·Title III ESEA 
Associate budget analyst ____________________________________ :.______ 1 

Vocational Education 
Coordinator of fiscal affairs________________________________________ 2 
Assistant budget analyst___________________________________________ 1 

This apparent duplication of budgetary duties has historically de­
veloped from certain individual requirements of the state special schools 
and federal programs. We believe that this fragmentation of respon­

·sibility is uneconomical and that steps should be taken to centralize fiscal 
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pepartmental Administration-Continued 

planning in the department. We believe that this could be done imme­
diately with .the budget an~lyst functions. 

The fiscal office takes responsibility for the budget preparation yet 
certain operating units prepare budget submissions independently. This 
contributes to a lack of direction and accountability. We believe that if 
these functions were consolidated in the fiscal office, the elimination of 
existing. duplications in special education and federally· financed pro­
grams would reduce the need for one associate budget analyst position 
for a General Fund saving of $12,576 plus operating expense and staff 
benefits. 

We believe'that further improvement and econoillies can be made by 
the full consolidation of the departmental fiscal function. However, a 
degree of planning is required to accommodate the varied procedures 
of the various federal programs. We therefore propose that the De­
partment of Education be instructed to submit to the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee by November 1971 a plan for the consolidation of 
all fiscal functions in the 1972-73 budget. 
G. Management Analysis Office 

We recommend that the budget of the Department of Education be 
augmented by $17,000 to continue the function of the management 
analysis office. The management analysis function of the Departmental 
Administration program provides the leadership of the department in 
the development of policies a wide variety of subjects from program 
organization to space utilization. This responsibility in the department 
has recently been reappraised and upgraded. The function was split 
from the fiscal office with responsibility directly to the departmental 
administrative servjce officer. 

The budget proposes to eliminate this function by deleting an asso­
ciate management analyst and related operating expense and staff 
benefits. We belleve, however, that this posItion should be continued. 
The department at present has no formalized administrative procedures 
and is lacking in efficient management practices. Consequently, we 
recommend the continuance of the Management Analysis office at a 
total additional General Fund expense of $17,000. 
H. Personnel arid Training Office 

We recommend approval of the amounts budgeted for personnel and 
training. The personnel office of the department prepares necessary 
forms for personnel transactions, attendance, reports and payroll. In 
addition, this unit provides management services on personnel matters 
and supervises the in-service training program. 
I. Publications 

The publications unit provides editorial assistance to the department 
plus compilation of the Directory of Administrative and Supervisory 
Personnel of California Public Schools. The budget proposes the d,ele­
tion of the Chief of the Bureau of Publications and related clerical 
assistance for a total General Fund saving of $30,000. It is anticipated 
that through reorganization of the pUblications function this reduction 
can be accommodated without a reduction in the level of service. 
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J. Data Processing (Information Systems and Computer Utilization) .-: 

This element is composed of departmental utilization of computer 
technology and the implementation of a statewide education informa, 
tion system. 

We recommend a special review by the fiscal committees of the issues 
concerned with the infotmation system requirements of pubUc educa­
tion and the effective utilization of electronic' data processing by schoo! 
districts and the Department of Education. In past analyses and special 
reports, we have discussed and made recommendations reg!'rding the 
need for development of an adequate information system to serve school 
districts, the Department of Education and the Legislature. The prog­
ress in this entire area has been extremely slow with few concrete 
results. A statement of the primary issues and brief summaries of each 
problem concerning departmental data processing follows. 

1. A.bsence of a Statewide Reporting and Information System. Dur­
ing the past 10 years, the Department of Education has been preoccu­
pied with developing a series of computer systems and programs for 
school districts. Therefore, the department has not accomplished what 
should have been its No. 1 priority, the development of a uniform 
statewide reporting. system and the development of a data base to 
support an information system. In past analyses, We have been critical 
of this allocation of. priorities. and have stressed the need for the 
common identification and coding of data elements, for an analysis of 
user information requirements, and for the Department of Education 
to serve as the collector of COmmon data. 

2. Little Progress in Statewide Data Collection. We have recently 
examined the data collection problem and find that there are 34 units 
in the Department of Education which send out 800 forms anIiually 
'and collect 5,360 items of data. A recent report (August 1970 by the 
Department's Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing) 
stated that there is no control point within the department for col­
lection or dissemination of data. Different bureaus make identical but 
separate requests for data from local districts. 

3. Individual A.cquisition and Utilization of Computers. We are in­
formed that another survey by the above advisory committee to be 
released in late February 1971 will show that currently 121. school 
districts operate their own computer systems. Of these, 63 are K-12 
districts and 38 are junior colIege districts. One-half the K-12 district 
computers are obsolete second-generation machines in need of upgrad, 
ing. Total expenditures by individual districts for EDP total $18.8 
million, of which $9 million is for personnel. . 

4. Regional Center Development. Another approach to educational 
data processing has been the development of regional educational data­
processing centers. There are currently 11 centers providing services 
on a regional basis to school districts. The total budget for these cen. 
ters is $3.7 million. . 

5. Department of Finance Study. We understand that the Depart­
ment of Finance has studied the utilization of EDP by school districts 
in its recent survey of the management of public schools. To date, we 
have seen no published report resulting from this survey other than 
accounts in the press. 
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Departmental Administration-Continued 
6. The Development of OEIS. Much pUblicity and discussion have 

been generated about the development of the California education 
information system (CElS). It is the emphasis 011 the element of CElS 
which provides computer programs to local schools that has hampered 
the development of the statewide reporting system described in No. 1 
above. The earlier versions of CElS processed only pupil personnel 
data and were designed for computer systems using magnetic tape. 
Currently, new random-access oriented systems are being designed and 
programmed for both pupil personnel· and business systems (payroll, 
budgeting, accounting, personnel records, etc.). 

These two systems which have been developed by a private contractor 
will be ready for pilot test in April 1971 and operational in July 1971. 
·This project has. already experienced considerable delay and school 
. districts In the past have been disappointed by the performance of 
the department in releasing thoroughly tested and workable computer 
progress. However, if the systems meet the design specification, Cali­
fornia school districts could have access for the first time to a uniform 
library of standard computer programs. 

7. The Development of the Oalifornia Education Information Man­
agement System (OEIMS) Oompleted in June 1970 by a Private Oon­
tractor. This system is intended to audit and edit data from school 
districts and build a common data base for use by the department and 
the Legislature. However, with the exception of the state testing pro­
gram, there is no uniform fiow of data into the department. Therefore, 
the mission of CEIMS becomes impossible in the current environment. 

8. Expenditures for OEIS and OEIMS Development. To date, 
$1,148,000 in federal funds, $222,000 in state general funds and 
$69,000 in county school service funds have been expanded to develop 
and program CEIS. This represents a total investment through April 
1971 of $1,614,000. T(} develop CEIMS, a totsl of $527,674 (}f ESEA 
Title V funds have been required. 

It is evident that a substantial investment has been niade in systems 
design and programming for these systems. With regard to utilization 
by school districts, it is apparent that if school districts do not utilize 
these programs in their individual computer installations or obtain 
service from regional centers which use the CElS package, this devel· 
opment effort will have been in vain and schools will be faced with 
individually developing systems and programs. 

9. Departmental Data Processing. It became clear to the Legisla­
ture during the 1969 and 1970 sessions that the Department of Educa­
tion was underutilizing and inefficiently managing its own computer 
facility. Based on our analysis and a private consultant's report, we 
issued a report Supplementary Information-Department of Education 
EDP Budget to the fiscal committees on April 17, 1970. In this report, 
we recommended that the responsibility for managing the computer 
facility be rem(}ved from the department. This recommendation was 
accepted and funds were transferred to the Department of General 
Services to permit it to operate educations' computer as a "shared 
computer utility" with the Department of Education as a customer. 
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10. Education Information Support. No funds are provided to sup· 
port the Bureau of Information Systems whi~h . coordinates departmen. 
tal data processing with the Department of General Services and is 
responsible for the development and dissemination of the CEIS package 
to local schools an<;l the CEIMS package in the department. A total 
of 15 authorized positions,have,thQrefor.e been deleted froll the budget. 

11. Inability to Disseniinate and Maintain CEIS. If the eElS pro· 
gram proves to be an acceptable and workable package to install on a 
statewide basis, the elimination of funds from the budget for tho 
Bureau of Information Systems makes it impossible for the department 
to accept this responsibility. We continue to question whether the total 
responsibility of such a program should be a function of the depart· 
ment and further, whether the cost is a logical state expenditure. If 
districts are the principal benefactors, perhaps dissemination and main. 
tenance should be financed by an allocation from the subventions to 
local school districts. This question and many others must be answered 
if this issue is to be successfully resolved. 

From the above, it is apparent that the department, school districts 
and the Legislature face a critical problem with respect to the availa· 
bility of infru:mation and the utilization of EDP technology. The 
emergence/()f a \program planning and budgeting system for schools 
will compound the problem. 

The numerous commissions, advisory committees and task forces 
working on the problem within the educational community creates an 
unwieldy structure that makes positive action difficult, if not impos· 
sible. Therefore, we reeommend that the concerned agencies in public 
education together with the Department of Finance, Office of Manage. 
ment Services and the Legislative Analyst organize the facts and make 
concise recommendations in order that the policy and fiscal committees 
of the Legislature can arrive at a satisfactory solution to this problem. 

Subventions for Education 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO TEACHERS' RETIREMENT FUND 

Item 279 from the General Fund Vol. IV p. 125 Budget p. 264 

Requested 1971-72 __________________________________ $26,000,000 
Estimated 1970-71 __________________________________ 91,000,000 
Actual 1969-70 _____________________________________ 79,000,000 

Requested decrease $65,000,000 (71.4 percent) 
Total recommended increase __________________________ $72,000,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

Provided that basic legislation is enacted to place the State 833 
Teachers' Retirement System on a more nearly funded basis 
(similar to AB 1307 of the 1970 session), we recommend an 
augmentation of $72 million. This would eliminate the need to 
use contingency reserve funds in the budget year, and save $78 
million in General Fund repayments costs over the next 30 years. 
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Teachers' Retirement Fund 

Contributions to Teachers' Retirement Fund"';"'Continued 
GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT -

Item 279 

In 1944, the Legislature, in establishing the State Teachers' Retire­
ment System (STRS), recognized that the system was actuarially 
unsound and that the assets of the transferred system were insufficient 
to meet its obligations. The Legislature therefore provided in a declara­
tion of financing policies (Section 13804 of the Education Code) that 
(a) all benefits in respect to service rendered prior to July 1, 1944, 
which cannot be met by assets of the State Teachers' Retirement Fund 
shall be provided from contributions by the state, and (b) all benefits 
for service following July 1, 1944 shall be provided from member 
contributions and public contributions on an approximately equal basis. 

The income to the Teachers' Retirement Fund is derived from four 
sources: (1) the state General Fund, (2) employing school district 
contributions, (3) interest from investments, and (4) member contribu­
tions. All teacher contributions when received are deposited in the 
retirement fund and invested in bonds and mortgages. These contribu­
tions are credited with 4 percent interest income annually, and every 
member has the right to withdraw his contributions and credited inter­
est at any time. 

The interest income earned on the investments of these teacher con­
tributions which is not credited to teacher accounts (4 percent). and 
which is not applied to the costs of administration ($598,543 in 
1969-70), remains in the retitemeilt fund as a contingency reserve. 
This contingency reserve has been established "as a reserve against 
deficiencies in interest earned iil other years, losses under investments, 
and other contingencies," (Section 13918 bf the Education Code). In 
fiscal year 1969-70, the net balance of interest earnings which was 
added to the contingency reserve following the subtraction (from the 
total interest earnings of the fund) of investment losses, interest 
credited to members, and administrative expenses amounted to 
$11,098,371. This brouJ:(ht the total balance of the contingency reserve 
to $72,496,154 in 1969-70. 

Payment for current benefits in force is made from members' con­
tributions for their own retirement, from General Fund appropriations, 
and from payments made by the employing school districts. School 
district payments for current benefits are assessed at 3 percent of 
salary plus $6' per teacher semiannually. These payments, together 
with members' contributions for t~eir own retirement, constitute only 
about one-half the current benefits which the system is required to pay. 
The state has obligated itself to pay the remaining sum, which amounted 
to $79 million in 1969-70. 

Because payment for retirement benefits is normally derived from 
members' contributions for their own retirement and matching em­
ployer contributions, General Fund expenditures for the payment of 
such retirement benefits is considered a subvention to the local school 
districts for costs which these districts would otherwise normally incur. 
Table 1 illustrates the increasing state share of benefit payments re­
quired to be appropriated from the General Fund to the retirement 
fund. 
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T"ab'e 1 
~tate Obligation to the Retirement Fund 

Total benefit payments 
ewcluding refund's 

Year 
1966-67 ____________________ _ 

~~g~j~ =================~~:= .. 1969-70 ______________ ~ _____ _ 
1970-71 (estimate) _________ _ 
1971-72 (estimnte) _________ _ 
1974-75 (estimate) _________ _ 
1979-80 (estimate) _________ _ 
];984-85 (estimate) _________ _ 
1989-90 (estimate) _________ _ 

(in thousands) 
$119,962 
139,856 
151,H8 
168,246 
184.945 
203,435 
271,024 
438,412 
705,521 

1,121,432 

State share of 
benefit payments 

(in thQusands)L 

$56,182 
69,260 
71,50() 
79,000 
91,000 
98,000 

144,637 
271,585 
485,899 
634,816 

In addition to the increasing state share of benefit payments, there; 
has been a rapidly increasing accrued liability. In 1966, independent 
actuaries completed an actuarial evaluation of the Teachers' Retirement 
Fund for the Joint Legislative Retirement Committee. Their report 
concluded that the retirement fund's unfunded accrued liability, 
which is a state obligation that must eventually be paid, 'was 
$3,613,826,782 as of June 30, 1966. At the present time, it is estimated·· 
that this liability amounts to more than, $5 billion. As shown in Table 
2, there has been a staggering growth in the system's unfunded liability 
since the first actuarial valuation was made in 1919.· 

Table 2 
The Amount of Unfunded Accrued Liability 

Date of valuation Unfunderl accrued Uability. 
1919 _____________________________________ $25,613,707 
1924 _____________________________________ 32,848,453 
1927 _____________________________________ 47,635,710 
1964 _____________________________________ 2,124,274,205 
1966 ___________________________ __________ 3,613,826,782 

I\NALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The difference between member and school district payments and the. 
estimated cost of benefit payments in the budget year is approximately 
$98 million. In past years, this deficit has been met solely by General 
Fund expenditures. In the budget year, however, it has been proposed 
that the General Fund contribute $26 million toward the cost of bene­
fit payments, and that the remaining amount be funded by $72 million 
from the State Teachers' Contingency Reserve Fund. 

The stated rationale for this proposal is (1) that the contingency 
reserve has not been used to cover the actuarial losses which the sys­
tem has experienced, primarily due to unanticipated salary increases, 
and (2) that the General Fund has subsidized this contingency reserve 
by paying the increased amounts in current benefit payments which 
should have been paid by the contingency reserve. Thus, it is con­
tended that the General Fund contribution for the budget year is 
merely an adjustment for overexpenditures in past years. 

A special actuarial study made for the Joint Legislative Retirement 
Co~mittee in 1969 concluded that the contingency reserve should be 
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Contributions to Teachers' Retirement Fund-Continued 

charged for part of the actuarial losses attributable to these unantici­
pated. salary inc~eases·. It specifically recommended, however, against 
applymg the entIre amount of the contingency reserve to reduce the 
.state contribution for a specific year. • 

If the .system is continued on its present "pay-as-you-go" method 
of financmg, the actuarial firm recommended two different but similar 
approaches which would liquidate the balance of the contingency re­
serve in approximately 13 years. This would be achieved by applying 
an amount equal to 10 percent of the reserve toward reducing the Gen­
eral Fund appropriation each year. All interest earnings in excess of 
the 4 percent interest rate which is credited to member accounts would 
continue to be credited to the reserve (or its successor) and woUld also 
be used to defray part of General Fund expenditures each year. This 
method would provide some savings to the General Fund in the amount 
equal to the interest earnings on the declining balance of the contin­
gency reserve. It would also preserve the current pattern of state ex­
penditures for this program. 
. The main thrust of the actuarial study, however, and of recent legis­
lative proposals, has been to put the State Teachers' Retirement System 
on a funded basis. If this were to be accomplished, the study recom­
mended that the assets of the contingency reserve be transferred to the 
total assets of the system to reduce the unfunded liability of the sys­
tem. The annual minimum state contribution would then be reduced by 
an amount equal to the interest earnings of the reserve balance. The 
State Teachers' Retirement System has made a similar, though not 
entirely like proposal, which would do much the same thing. 

We believe that it is necessary to place the State Teachers' Retire­
ment System on it more nearly funded basis. The one-time windfall 
which the General Fund may realize in the budget year through the 
use of the contingency reserve will not alter the fact that General Fund 
expenditures for the support of benefit payments are expected to rise 
to more than $634 million in fiscal year 1989-90. This is almost Seven 
times the General Fund expenditure which was made in the current 
year for the support' of this program. . 

In 1970, legislation was proposed (AB 1307) to put the system on a 
more nearly funded basis by requiring the state to pay the full em­
ployer cost of all benefits in force on the operative date of the bill, and 
for the school districts to finance. the full employer cost for service 
credited after that date. This legislation called for an annual General 
Fnnd expenditure of $125 million for 30 years, after which time Gen­
eral Fund support would no longer be needed. Similar legislation has 
been proposed in 1971, but would require $135 million annually from 
the General Fund (rather than $125 million) for 30 years. The addi­
tional annual cost of this proposed legislation is primarily attributable 
to three factors: (1) the loss of interest which would have been earned 
on the higher contributions from the school districts; (2) the liability 
which the state has incurred for service credited during the intervening 
year; (these two factors require additional C:eneral Fun.d expenditures 
of $5 million per year), and (3) th~ loss of mterest whICh would have 
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been earned on the contingency reserve over a 30-year period, assuming 
that the administratio.n's prQPQsal to. expend $72 milliQn frQm the CQn­
tingency Fund in the budget year is apprQved. This WQuld result in an 
additiQnal General Fund expenditure Qf $5 milliQn per year fQr 30 
years for repayment Qf the principal with interest. Thus, the system 
estimates that the prQPQsed use of $72 milliQn from the cQntingency 
reserve in the budget yeh will.cQst the General Fund apprQximately 
$78 milliQn Qver a S.O-year periQd (Le., $150 milliQn less $72 milliQn), 
if the' system is to be put on a funded basis as proPQsed. 

We believe the nse Qf the cQntingency reserve fQr the payment Qf 
Gurrent benefits in the budget year would be fiscally inconsistent and 
wrQng. The taxpayer CQst fQr such actiQn will be ,more than dQuble the 
Qne-time savings which will be realized. On the Qther hand, if the 
present "pay-as-you-go" method of financing is continued, we believe 
that the cQntingency reserve shQuld be Qnly gradually liquidated as 
recQmmended by the jQint cQmmittee's actuary repQrt. We again PQint 
Qut, hQwever, the great rise in CQsts inherent in the present methQd Qf 
financing the system, and emphasize that if the system is placed Qn a 
funded basis, retentiQn Qf a reserve with applicatiQn Qf the earnings 
frQm its investment will ease the General Fund burden. Conversely, 
exhausting thereseI've in Qne year to. help balance the budget merely 
defers and cQmpQunds the latter prQblem. 

Recommended Augmentation 

WerecQmmend an augmentatiQn Qf $72 milliQn to. this item prQvided 
that legislatiQn (similar to AB 1307 of the 1970 session) is enacted to. 
place the State Teachers' Retirement System Qn a mQre nearly funded 
basis. This augmentatiQn WQuld eliminate the need to. use cQntingency 
reserve funds in the budget year and save $78 milliQn in General Fund 
repayment CQsts Qver the next 30 years. 
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