
Item 6100 K-12 EDUCATION / 1,257 
DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY-REVERSION 

Item 5460-495 to the General 
Fund, Special Account for 
Capital Outlay 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We withhold recommendation on the reversion proposed under Item 

5460-495, pending receipt of additional information. 
Item 5460-495 of the budget proposes the reversion of the unencum­

bered balance of the following appropriation: 
1. Item 546-30l-036(i), Budget Act of 1981 ($149,000)-DeWitt Nelson 

School-relocatable classroom building. 
These funds were appropriated to purchase and install a relocatable 

classroom building at the DeWitt Nelson School (DNS). During last year's 
budget hearings, the department indicated that DNS did not have enough 
educational facilities to deal with the population increase at this school. 

In October 1981, the Director of Finance informed the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee (JLBC) of her intent to approve the transfer of these 
funds to another capital outlay project. The Chairman of the Joint Legisla­
tiveBudget Committee requested that she not proceed with the proposed 
redirection of funds. At that time, the Director indicated that while the 
DNS relocatable classroom building could be deferred, the need for the 
facility had not diminished. The department has not indicilted why these 
funds are no longer needed. We withhold recommendation on this item, 
pending receipt of this information. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Item 6100 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. E 1 

Requested 1982-83 ............................ , ............................................ $8,879,891,000 
Estimated 1981--82 ............................................................................ 8,299,220,000 
Actual 1980--81 .................................................................................. 8,118,462,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $580,671,000 (+7.0 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................. ................................... $44,493,500 
Recommendation pending ............................................................ $7,611,000 

1982-83 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Analysis 

Item Description Fund Amourit page 
6100-00i-001-Main support General $30,897,000 1357 
6100-001-140--Environmental education ad- Environmental License 1362 

ministration Plate 
6100-001-178-School bus driver instruction Driver Training 459,000 1298 

Penalty Assessment 
6100-001-344-School capital outlay planning State School Building 487,000 1357 

Lease-Purchase 
6100-001-680-Surplus property agency Surplus Property 25,346,000 1344 
6100-001-955-Instructional materials ware- General 1307 

housing and shipping 
6100-001-890-Federal support Federal Trust 32,067,000 1357 

Pasteup Delete This Line 
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6100-006-001-Special schools General 29,806,000 
6100-011-OO1-Library support General 6,851,000 
6100-011-890--Librai-y federal support Federal Trust 1,028,000 
6100-101-OO1-School apportionments General 5,259,631,000 
6100-106-001-CountY schools General 122,626,000 
6100-11i-001-Transpoitation General 161,725,000 
6100-114-OO1-Court and federal mandate General 128,726,000 

reimbursement 
6100-116-001-SchooIImprovement Program General 162,695,000 
6100-121-OO1-Economic Impact Aid General 17l,737,OOO 
6100-126-001-Miller-Unruh Reading pro- General 16,182,000 

gram 
6100-131-OO1-Native-American Indian pro- General 318,000 

gram 
6100-136-890--Federal Title i Federal Trust 252,776,000 
6100-141-890--Migrant education Federal Trust 63,442,000 
6100-146-001-Demonstration programs General 3,558,000 
6100-151-OO1-Amencan Indian Education General 750,000 

Centers 
6100-156-001-Adult education General 159,800,000 
6100-156-890--Federal adult education Federal Tl1llit 9,288,000 
6100-161-OOi-Special education, General 677,OBO,OOO 
6100-161-890--Federal special education Federal Trust 78,691,000 
6100-166-887-Vocational education Vocational Education 67,456,000 

Federal 
6100-171-178-Driver training Driver Training 17,844,000 

Penalty Assessment 
6100-176-890--Refugee aid Federal Trust 48,000 
6100-181-001-Curriculum services General 1,070,000 
6100-181-140-Environmental education Environmental License 500,000 

6100-186-001-Instructional materials General 40,915,000 
6100-189-OO1-Instructional improvement General 8,600,000 
6100-~91-OO1-Staff development General 14,386,000 
6100-196-001-Child development General 248,546,000 
6100-196-890--Federal child development Federal Trust 1,957,000 
6100-201-001-Child nutrition General 25,390,000 
6100-201-890--Federal child nutrition Federal Trust 296,709,000 
6100-206-001-Urban Impact Aid General 67,103,000 
6100-211-OO1-Library local assistance General 5,520,000 
6100-211-890--Federallocal assistance Federal Trust 5,216,000 
6100-216-001-State mandates General 14,992,000 
6100-221-890--Federal block grant Federal Trust 34;389,000 
6100-226-OQ1-Cost-of-living increase General 633,284,000 

Total $8,879,891,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR. ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. K-12 Apportionment Legislation. Recommend urgency 

legislation be enacted to revise the K ... 12 apportionment 
reporting process to( 1) extend the deadline for school 
district apportionment reports, (2) provide the Depart ... 
ment of Education more time to reconcile district reports, 
(3) include penalties on districts which submit reports late, 
(4) include penalties on districts which overestimate aver­
age daily attendance (ADA), and (5) change county re ... 
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porting dates on school district property tax revenues. 
2. Study on Foundations and Fundraising. Recommend 

adoption of supplemental language to direct the Depart­
ment of Education to (1) conduct an analysis of school 
district fundraising and foundatioh activities and (2) rec-
ommend a state policy on such activities. , 

3. Single Session Kindergarten. Recommend urgency legis­
lation be enacted to repeal the Education Code provisions 
limiting the use of kindergarten teachers. 

4. County OFfices of Education COLA. Reduce Item 6100-
226-001 by $693/)()O. Recommend the COLA for county 
offices be reduced by $693,000 because the budget pro­
poses a reduction of $10 million for county office capital 
outlay and the higher COLA will not be necessary. 

5. County-Operated Regional Occupational Program. 
Reduce Item 6100-106-001 by $2,81~000. Recommend 
funding enrollment growth in county-operated Regional 
Occupational Programs (ROPs) at a rate of two-thirds of 
the revenue limit in order to be consistent with the fund­
ing rate proposed for regular K-12 apportionments. Fur­
ther recommend that the policy for county-operated ROP 
adult enrollment growth be the same as the policy the 
Legislature adopts for school district adult enrollment 
growth. 

6. Economic Impact Aid. Recommend adoption of Budget 
Bill language to provide that the minimum EIA allocation 
to school districts be increased to reflect cost-of-living ad­
justments provided for EIA in both the current and budget 
years. 

7. Language Proficiency Reclassification. Recommend 
adoption of supplemental language to direct the Depart­
ment of .Education to add a component to the language 
census to (1)' indicate the number of years each pupil who 
has been reclassified as fully English Proficient (FEP) was 
classified as limited English proficient and (2) indicate the 
primary language and grade level of each pupil reclassified 
as FEP. 

8. Bilingual Teacher Trainihg Programs. Recommend the 
Department of Education bEl directed to provide a status 
report to the Legislature by April 1, 1982 on (1) why it has 
riot implemented an interagency agreement with the 
Commission fO,r Teacher Preparation and Licensing for the 
joint review of ESEA Title VII bilingual teacher training 
programs and (2) why ithas decided not to continue the 
legislative policy for such agreements in 1982-83. 

9. State Preschool Program. Recommend the Department of 
EducatioI1 report· prior to budget hearings on the actual 
amount of funds needed for the proposed preschool infla­
tion increase. Further recommend that Budget Bill lan­
guage allocating the inflation increase be amended to 
provide inflation adjustments for low cost programs. 

10. School Environment and SaFety Resources Unit. Reduce 
Item 6100·001-001 by $164,000. Recommend the School 
Environment and Safety Resources Unit be eliminated be-
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cause (1) statutory authority for the school violence ahd 
vandalism report has expired and (2) the unit's remaining 
functions duplicate thbse of other state programs. 

ll. Migrant Education Mini-Corps. Recomrriend adoption of 1294 
supplemental language to direct the Department bf Edu­
cation to require in future Mini-Corps contracts that Mini-
Corps participants at California State Universit)' campuses 
apply for school year stipends from regular college finan-
cial aid programs, making additional migrant education 
funds available for other programs. 

12. Mini-Corps Administration. Recommend adoption of 1295 
supplemental language to direct the Department of Edu­
cation to delete 16 school year coordinators from the Mini-
Corps contract and to redirect of these local assistance 
funds to other migrant education programs. 

13. Migrant Education Task Force. Recommend the adop- 1296 
tion of supplemental language to direct the Department of 
Education to discontinue participation in the Migrant Edu­
cation Task Force and to redirect funds previously allocat-
ed for such participation to other migrant education 
programs... .. 

14. Migrant Education Evaluation. Recommend adoption of 1296 
supplemental language to direct the Department of Edu-
cation to terminate the external evaluation of Migrant Ed­
ucation and to redirect the funds to local assistance. . 

15. UCLA Partnership Program. Recommend adoption . of 1297 
supplemental language to direct the Departrrient of Edu-
cation to terminate the UCLA Partnership program. Fur-
ther recommend language to direct that the savings be 
used to develop statewide procedures for the identification 
of and programs for gifted and talented migrant pupils. 

16. Driver Training. Reduce Item 6100-171-178 by $17,- 1299 
844,000. Recommend reimbursement for school district 
driver training be discontinued because there is no evi-
dence that such training reduces traffic accidents and thus 
warrants a state subsidy, for a savings of $17,844,000 that 
would be maqe available to the General Ftiqd by other 
provisions of the budget. Further recommend legislation 
be enacted to eliminate the requirement that persons 16 to 
18 years df age complete driver training before they can be 
licensed. 

17. Farm Labor Vehicle Instructors. Reduce Item 61{)()-001- 1300 
001 by $119,000. Recommend consolidation of the Farm 
Labor Vehicle Instructor Training program with the 
School Bus Instructor Training program because of pro-
grarri similarities and the small number of persoris com­
pleting the Farm Labor Vehicle Instructor course. 

18. School Bus Instructor Training Program Fees. Reduce 1301 
Item 6100-001-178 by $229,500; Recommend the. Legisla-
ture adopt Budget Bill language to direct the State Board 
of Education to develop a schedule of fees for assessment 
to School Bus Instructor Training program participants to 
recover 50 percent of the program's cost, because public 
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and private transportation providers benefit equally with 
the state from the provision of this service. 

19. Governors (Investment in People) Initiative on Staff De- 1305 
ve/opment. Reduce Item 6100-191-001 by $l1l)~ooo. 
Recommend the proposed $11 million expansion of staff 
development programs (Investment in People) be deleted 
because adequate information on how these funds would 
be used has not been presented to the Legislature. 

20. Staff Development Plan. Recommend adoption of sup- 1306 
plemental language to direct the Department of Educa-
tion to submit a plan to the legislative budget committees 
by December 1, 1982, for providing existing staff develop-
ment allocations in a manner that provides more school 
districts with an opportunity to benefit from the program. 

21. Governors (Investment in People) Initiative on Instruc- 1308 
tional Materials. Delete Item 6100-189-001. Recom­
mend the proposed $8.6 million expansion of funding for 
high school instructional materials be deleted because ade-
quate information on how these funds would be used has 
not been presented to the Legislature. 

22. Gifted and Talented Education. Reduce Item 6100-001- 1310 
001 by $129,000. Recommend adoption of Budget Bill lan­
guage to direct the Department of Education to include 
the Gifted and Talented Education program in the con­
solidated application, for a reduction of 1.7 positions, be-
cause administration of this program in the consolidated 
application would be more efficient from both the district's 
and state's standpoint. 

23. Federal block grant. Recommend the Legislature with- 1313 
hold action on the state operations funding,$7,611,POO, for 
the new federal block grant because justification has not 
been provided for the proposed $1.6 million, 27.2 percent, 
increase in state operations. 

24. School Attendance Review Boards. Reduce Item 6100- 1317 
216-001 by $1,324,000. Recommend urgency legislation be 
enacted to. repeal the mandate requiring counties to estab-
lish School Attendance Review Boards (SARBs). Further 
recommend adoption of Budget Bill language specifying, 
pending enactment of legislation, that no funds be appro­
priated for reimbursement of 1982-83 SARB claims be-
cause there is no compelling reason why the state should 
mandate and pay for these boards when other programs 
are being cut back. .. 

25. Civic Center Act. Recommend legislation be enacted to 1319 
repeal the Civic Center Act to allow school districts more 
flexibility in determining which local activities should be 
subSIdized with the free use of school facilities. 

26. High School Graduation Standards. Recommend (1) the 1319 
Legislature establish a statewide minimum proficiency 
standard that graduating high school seniors must. meet, 
(2) local school districts be allowed to set standards higher 
than the state standard, but which are not graduation re­
quirements, and (3) the Department of Education be re­
quired to review periodically the district implementation 
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of the state standard. 

Item 6100 

27. Administrator-Teacher Ratio. Recommend legislation be 1319 
enacted to repeal the ceiling on administrator-teacher 
ratios. Further recommend, if the ceiling and penalties are 
not repealed, that legislation be enacted to (1) inclu~e in 
the ratio both administrators and teachers who are funded 
from categorical aid programs and (2) ensure more accu-
rate proration of teachers' time between administrative 
and classroom activities. 

28. Court Mandates. Reduce Item 6100-114-001 by $8,470,000 1322 
and increase Item 6100-121-001 by $8,470,000. Recom-
mend funds for court mandated bilingual education pro-
grams in four districts be allocated statewide through the 
Economic Impact Aid program because (1) all districts are 
subject to the same general requirement and (2) addition-
al funds are needed for bilingual education to reflect a 
growing number of bilingual students. 

29. Federal Assistance for Special Education. Recommend 1329 
adoption of Budget Bill language to direct the Department 
of Education to allocate at least $65,800,000 of the 1982-83 
PL 94-142 grant to local entitlements. If the grant exceeds 
$78,600,000, then at least 84 percent of the funds should be 
allocated to local entitlements. Potential savings to the 
General Fund of approximately $4 million. 

30. Advisory Commission on. Special Education. Reduce 1330 
Item 6100-001-001 by $67,000. Recommend the Advisory 
Commission on Special Education be funded from federal 
PL 94-142 funds, thereby increasing the amount available 
in the General Fund that may be used by the Legislature 
to meet high priority state needs. 

31. Child Development Program Overregulation. Recom- 1336 
mend adoption of supplemental language directing the 
Departments of Education, Finance, and General Services 
to amend the provision of the Funding Terms and Condi-
tions section of local agency child care contracts which 
addresses changes to local agency budgets. 

32. Child Development Program Licensing. Reduce Item 1337 
6100-001-001 by $126,000. Recommend that five staff serv-
ice analyst positions be deleted due to reduced workload, 
for a General Fund savings of $126,000. Further recom-
mend that six staff service analyst positions, one staff serv-
ices manager II position, and 1.5 office assistant II positions 
be limited to 1982-83, due to inadequate workloadjustifica-
tion. 

33. Child Care Service Subsidies. Recommend adoption of 1338 
supplemental language directing the Department of Edu­
cation to revise the parent fee schedule to delete state 
child care subsidies for families whose income level equals 
or exceeds the state's median income level for a compara-
ble family size, in keeping with expressed legislative in-
tent. 

34. Child Development Program Consultant Services. Rec- 1339 
ommend adoption of supplemental language directing the 
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Department of Education to develop consortia for the pro-
vision of program support services to local agencies, and 
that the department report to the legislative budget com-
mittees by November 30, 1982, on the number of consortia 
planned and implemented for 1982-83. 

35. Employer Sponsored Child Development Pro£rams. 1340 
Recommend adoption of supplemental language irecting 

,r: the Derartment of Education to promote the establish-
ment 0 employer-sponsored child care services. 

36. Control Section 21.42-Handicapped Children's Centers. 1341 
Withhold recommendation pending completion of a study 
by the Department of Education regarding reimburse-
ment rates paid to child care centers serving handicapped 
individuals. 

37. Surplus Property Position Reduction. Recommend 17 po- 1345 
sitions in the commodities section be limited-term, pend-
ing clarification of workload. 

38. New Supply Sources for Surplus Hardware. Recommend 1345 
the Department of Education create a master plan to de-
velop new supply sources for surplus hardware. 

39. Surplus Property Data Processing. Reduce Item 6100-001- 1346 
680 by $283,000. Recommend reduction of $283,000 in sur-
plus property state operations because the new data proc-
essing systems will result in reduced workload. 

40. Surplus Property Report. Recommend adoption of sup- 1346 
pleInental language directing the Department of Educa-
tion to report on actions taken on and potential savings 
froIn implementing, recommendations in the State Logis-
tics and Material Management Unit's report on the Office 
of Surplus Property. 

41. School Construction Cost Rates. Recommend the Legis- 1350 
lature adopt suaplemental language directing the State 
Allocation Boar to (1) revise its allowable base unit costs 
for K-12 school construction so that they are made compa-
rable to rates allowed by the Board of Governors of the 
California Community Colleges and (2) make the revised 
standards effective July 1, 1982, with prior notification to 
applicant school districts. 

42. Priority Point Awarding. Recommend adoption of sup- 1352 
pleInentallanguage directing the State Allocation Board to 
stop awarding construction priority points based on (1) the 
length of time an application has been waitinl for approval 
and (2) past growth in average daily atten ance. 

43. Lease-Purchase Fund Revenue. Recommend legislation 1353 
be enacted to provide that the transfer of tidelands oil 
revenue to the State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund 
in 1983--84 and 1984-85 be an amount sufficient for an 
unencumbered balance of $200 million on July 1, 1983 and 
1984,. exclusive ·of other fund revenues. Further recom-
mend that the legislation provide for lerislative determina-
tion through the annual Budget Act 0 minimum priority 
points for funding school construction. 

44. Lease Rates for Portable Classrooms. Recommend legis- 1355 
lation be enacted to require lease rates covering the rental 
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45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

of state-owned portable classrooms to be equal to market 
rates. Further recommend Budget Bill language be adopt­
ed pending enactment of such legislation. 
Intruder Alarm Systems. Recommend adoption of sup­
plementallanguage to direct the Office of Local Assistance 
to determine the cost-effectiveness of installing intruder 
alarm systems in state-funded school construction projects 
and to require such systems when they are cost-effective. 
California Assessment Program. Reduce Item 6100-001-
001 by $13,000. Recommend the Department of Educa-
tion discontinue the Entry Level Test because similar in­
formation is already being collected. Further recommend 
the department develop a junior high school basic skills 
test in order to better meet the legislative goals for the 
California Assessment Program. 
Environmental Education Administration. Reduce Item 
6100-001-001 by $84,000. Recommend all activities of the 
Conservation Education Service (CES) be supported fully 
by the Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF), with­
out General Fund support, to reflect accepted budgetary 
practice and provide the Legislature with more fiscal flexi-
bility. 
Sutro Library Relocation. Reduce Item 6100-011-001 by 
$250,000. Recommend all costs associated with relocating 
the Sutro Library be funded with tidelands oil revenues 
from the Special Account for Capital Outlay because this 
account has been established specifically for funding these 
capital outlay related costs and making use of these funds, 
rather than General Fund support, will provide the Legis­
lature with more fiscal flexibility. 
Cost Estimate for Relocating the Sutro Library. Recom­
mend the Department of Finance be directed to explain 
how it determined the costs associated with relocating the 
Sutro Library and what the administration intends to do if 
funding requested in the budget is inadequate to meet 
these costs. 
Transportation COLA Overbudgeted. Reduce Item 6100-
226-001 by $680,000. Recommend the inflation increase 
for school district transportation be reduced to correct for 
over budgeting. 
Career Education Incentive Act. Reduce Item 6100-001-
001 by $78,000. Recommend the General Fund match for 
state administration of the federal Career Education In­
centive Act be deleted because there is no match require­
ment in 1982-83. 
Governor's Budget Display. Recommend adoption of 
supplemental language to direct the Department of Fi-
nance to include all position changes in the supplemental 
schedules dealing with authorized positions, and to make 
these schedules consistent with the program budget orga-
nization. 
State Library Display. Recommend adoption of supple­
mental language to direct the Department of Finance to 

1355 

1361 

1362 

1366 

1367 

1368 

1369 

1369 

1369 



Item. 6100 K-12 EDUCATION / 1265 

adjust the 1983-84 Governor's Budget and future budgets 
to display the State Library as a separate department 
budget. 

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Recommended Fiscal Changes 

Activity General Fund Other Funds 
County offices of education .................................................... . 
County operated ROPs .......................................................... .. 
School environment and safety resources unit ................. . 
Driver training ......................................................................... . 
Farm labor vehicle instructors ............................................. . 
School bus driver training ..................................................... . 
Staff development expansion ................................................. . 
Instructional materials expansion ......................................... . 
Gifted and talented administration ................................... ... 
School attendance review boards ......................................... . 
Court mandates ......................................................................... . 
Economic impact aid ............................................................... . 
Allocation of P.L. 94-142 funds ............................................. . 
Advisory commission on special education ....................... . 
Child care licensing ............................................................... ... 
Surplus property data processing ......................................... . 
California assessment program ........................................... ... 
Environmental education administration ........................... . 
Sutro Library relocation ......................................................... . 
Transportation inflation ......................................................... . 
Career education incentive act... .......................................... . 

-$693,000 
-2,810,000 

-164,000 

-119,000 

-11,000,000 
-8,600,000 

-129,000 
-1,324,000 
-8,470,000 

8,470,000 
(-4,000,000) a 

-67,000 
-126,000 

-13,000 
-84,000 

-250,000 
-680,000 
-78,000 

Totals .................................................................................... -$26,137,000 

• Nonadd potential General Fund savings. 

-$17,844,000 

-229,500 

-283,000 

-$18,356,500 

These recommended changes reflect our analysis of where the budget 
contains funds that are in excess of individual program needs. Any funds 
released by these recommendations would be available for redirection by 
the Legislature to other high priority education or noneducation pro­
grams. 

K-12 EDUCATION 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
K-12 Revenues 

The budget proposes that $13,118.4 million be made available for K-12 
education in 1982--83. This is $453.4 million, or 3.6 percent, more than the 
amount provided in 1981-82. Total revenues for K-12 education in the 
prior, current, and budget years are displayed in Table 1. 

The state General Fund support for K-12 education is expected to 
increase $485.3 million, or 6.2 percent, over the 1981-82 level, while the 
amount of local and federal funds are expected to decline. The loss of 
one-time 1981-82 revenues from taxes collected on unsecured property in 
1978-79 accounts for the drop in the local contribution. 

Federal Support is Unpredictable 
The budget assumes that federal aid for education will decrease by $31.0 

million between 1981-82 and 1982-83, to a level of $886.7 million (of this 
amount, $33.1 million is for state operations and $853.6 million is for local 
assistance). As the budget document observes, however, the amount of 
federal aid for the budget year is unpredictable and may differ from what 
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is shown in the fiscal displays. Given the uncertainties surrounding the 
level of federal aid and the expressed intent of the Reagan administration 
to reduce federal education ,aid; the budget estimates are probably opti­
mistic. When better information becomes available on the level of federal 
funding that can be expected, we will so advise the fiscal committees. 

The budget anticipates that in 1982-83, the state will provide 64.1 per­
cent of the available funds for K-12 education, local revenues will provide 
29.1 percent, and the federal share will be approximately 6.8 percent. 

Table 1 

Total Revenues for K-12 Education 
(in millions) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount' Percent 

State: 
General Fund ...................................... $7,507.5 $7,766.6 $8,251.9 $485.3 6.2% 
Other State Funds· ............................ 52.3 93.8 160.6 66.8 71.2 -- --

Subtotals, state ............................ $7,559.8 $7,860.4 $8,412.5 $552.1 7.0% 
Federal b ..•..•.•...•.••...•••.••.••..••...•••.•.•..••.•...•• $1,044.0 $917.7 $886.7 ,-$31.0, -3.4% 
Local: 

Property Tax Levies .......................... $1,945.6 $2,573.4 $2,448.1 -$125.3 -4.9% 
Debt Service ........................................ 454.4 458.0 457.0 -1.0 -0.2 
Miscellaneous ........................................ 797.0 855.5 914.1 58.6 6.8 --

Subtotals, local .............................. $3,197.0 $3,886.9 $3,819.2 -$67.7 -1.7% 

Totals .............................................. $11,800.8 $12,665.0 $13,118.4 $453.4 ' 3.6% 

• Special funds. ' , ' 
b Includes federal inlpact aid (PL 81-874) which is not shown in the b)ldget. 

Significant Program Changes in 1982-83 
Table 2 shows the component of the $453.4 million net increase in total 

revenues for K-12 education. The most significant General Fund changes 
are the (1) apportionment cost-of-living increase ($535.2 million), (2) 
other statutory cost-of-living increases ($59.5 million) ,(3) deferred main­
tenanqe decrease ($60.0 million), (4) school capital outlay decrease ($45.8 
million), (5), discretionary cost-of,living increases ($42.7 million), (6) 
State Teachers' Retirement Fund increase ($35.4 million), and (7) mar­
ginal average daily attendance reduction ($25.8 million). 

Table 2 
Proposed 1982-83 Budget Changes 

(in millions) 

1981-82 Base .... ; .................... ; .........................•. : ........................................... . 
1. Changes to Maintain Existing Base: ;;: ........... : .................................... . 

State administration .... : ....................................................... : ...... ; ........... . 
Apportionments-offset inflation ....................................................... . 
Replacement of one·time funds ..................................... : ................... . 
One·Time defiCiency appropriation in cUrrent year ..................... . 
State TeacherS' Retirement ....... ~ .................... ; .................................... . 
Other statutory inflation adjustments ............................................... . 
Increase in local property taxes ....................................................... ... 

2. Program Change Proposals: .............. ;; ............ ; ........ : ............. ; ............ .. 
Marginal average daily attendance ................................................... . 

$0.4 
535.2 

(401.6) • 
-110.0 

35.4 
, 59.5 
(244.1) • 

-$25.8 

$12,665;0 
520.5 

-118.8 

I 
,/ 
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Eliminate district adult education growth ........................................ . 
Recapture of interest, lease, and rent income ............................... . 
County capital outlay reduction ................................................ : ....... .. 
County ROP adult ADA reduction ............. , ..................................... . 
Statutory inflation reduction ...................................................... , ........ . 
Deferred maintenance .......................................................................... . 
School capital outlay ............................................................................. . 
100 percent guarantee ...............................•............................................ 
Discretionary inflation ........................................................................... . 
Investment in people ................................ ; ............................................ . 
State library ............. : ...................................................................... , ........ . 

3. All Other ...........................................•........................................................ 
Total Change (Amount/Percent) ..................................................... . 

Total, 1982-83 ........................................................................................... . 
General Fund ...................................................................................... . 
Federal funds ....................................................................................... . 
Other state funds ............................................................................... . 
Local funds ........................................................................................... . 

• This represents a change of funding source. 
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-4.3 
-16.0 
-10.0 
-1.7 
-4.1 

-60.0 
-45.8 
-13.6 

42.7 
19.6 
0.2 

51.7 
$453.4 

(3.6%) 
$13,118.4 
$8,251.9 

886.7 
16M 

3,819.2 

Cost-of-Living Increase (Item. 6100-226-001j. The budget provides 
$?33.3 mil~on for cost-of-living incre~se~, (COLAs), as follows: (1). g~ne~al 
aId apportionments (base revenue llimt)-the statutory cost-of-livmg m­
crease of 6.93 percent per average daily attendance ($520.3 million), (2) 
special education ($46.9 million) and county office of education ($14.9 
million)-the statutory cost-of-living increase of 6.93 percent, (3) a 5.0 
percent cost-of-living increase ($7.6 million) for all other programs with 
statutory. cost-of-living adjustments, and (4) a 5.0 percent cost-of-living 
increase ($43.6 million) for those local assistance programs (except driver 
training, small district transportation general aid, and state, court, and 
federal mandates) that do not have statutory cost-of-living adjustments. 

Elsewhere in this Analysis (see A-pages), we discuss the Governor's 
Budget proposals·for all COLAs, and how these increases affect the 
budget. 

One-Time Unsecured Property Tax Revenues. For 1981:...a2, school dis­
tricts were allocated $369.4 million in revenues from taxes levied on prop­
erty listed on the unsecured roll in 1978-79. Of this amount, $217.4 million 
was provided directly to school districts and $152.0 million was provided 
from unsecured property tax revenues which were originally allocated to 
cities, counties, and special districts, but were transferred to school dis­
tricts by Ch 101181 (SB 102). The budget replaces these one-time reve­
nues with General Fund aid to maintain the base level of support for 
apportionments. 

One-Time Funding for 1980-81 Deficits. The Budget Act of 1981 ap­
propriated $110.0 million to (1) fund the ·1980-81 school apportionment 
deficit ($80.0 million)· and (2) partially fund the special education deficit 
($30.0 million). Because these were one-time costs, the budget shows a 
reduction of $110.0 million between the current and budget years. 

Increase in Property Taxes. The budget estimates that the property 
tax will provide revenues of$2,448.1 million for K-12 education in 1982-83. 
This is an increase of $244.1 million, or 11.1 percent, over the current year 
base property tax revenues excluding the unsecured property tax reve­
nues. This increase has the effect of reducing the amount of General Fund 
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support needed to fund district revenue limits because property tax reve­
nues offset the need for state aid on a dollar-for-dollar basis. When the 
one-time uilsecuredproperty tax revenues received in the current year 
are included in the total, property tax revenues show a decrease of $125.3 
million between 1981-82 and 1982-83. . 

One-Hundred Percent Revenue Limit Guarantee. In recent years, dis­
tricts have been guaranteed an apportionment that is at least 102 percent 
of the prior year apportionment. The l?udget proposes that the statutory 
102 percent revenue guarantee be replaced by a 100 percent guarantee. 

The Department of Finance estimates that replacing the 102 percent 
revenue limit guarantee with a 100 percent guarantee will save the Gen­
etal Fund approximately $13.6 million in 1982-83. 

Rental, Lease, and Interest Revenues. For K-12 apportionments, the 
budget proposes to define as local income 10 :p~~cent of. local revenues 
generated from rentals and leases of school facIlities and mterest earned 
on invested cash. Currently, these funds are not counted in apportion­
inent calculations, and increase the amount available to the districts on a 
dollar-for-dollar basis. Under the Governor's proposal, 10 percent of these 
revenues would be included in the computation of the local contribution 
for revenue limits, thus reducing the required state contribution to local 
assistance. The Department of Finance estimates that in 1982-83, school 
districts will receive $135 million in rental, lease, and interest income, and 
county offices of education will receive $25 million. Consequently, this 
measure should result in a $16 million savings to the General Fund. 

Capital Outlay. The bUdget proposes a school district capital outlay 
reduction of $105.8 million and a County Office of Education capital outlay 
reduction of $10.0 million from the 1981-82 funding level. The school 
district capital outlay reduction results from (1) elimination of funding for 
deferred maintenance ($60.0 million) and (2) a reduction in funds avail­
able for school construction ($45.8 million). 

investment in People Proposal. Included in the budget is a $19.6 mil­
lion augmentation for grades 9 through 12 instructional materials in math­
~maticsand scien.Ges ($8.6 million) and ($11 million) for staff 
development in mathematics and sciences. This augmentation is part of 
the Governor's $49 million Investment in People program. 

Additional property Tax Proposal. The budget "A-pages" outlines a 
I?roposal that wo~dal~O\iV counties to reassess property o~ an accelerated 
oasis. The budget estImates that approval by the Legislature and full 
implementation of the proposal statewide would increase education-relat­
ed tax revenues byup to $205 million in 1982-83. We estimate, however, 
that the school revenues would be approximately $150 million. Were the 
proposal to happen,the aniount of state aid required from the General 
Fund would decline. Because (1) the proposal would be optional to coun­
ties and (2) no reliable estimate of increased property tax revenues could 
be inade until each county determined whether it would adopt the option, 
the budget does not show a reduction in General Fund support for schools 
resulting. from this proposal. .. 

Other Changes. The major components bf the other changes are (1) 
a $31.0 inillion reduction in federal funds primarily due to an anticipated 
$15.0 million reduction in federal impact aid (PL 81-874), (2) a $35.4 
million increase in state contributions to· the State Teachers' Retirement 
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Fund (this increase is discussed in olir analysis of the fund), and (3). a $58.6 
million increase in school dis~rict miscellaneous revenues, primarily due 
to an increase in schaol meal charges. 
. Marginal Revenue Limit Funding. The budget proposes that school 

districts receive 67 percent of their revenue limit per average daily at­
tendance (ADA) for increases in ADA in the first year. Currently, districts 
receive 100 percent of their reveriue limit per ADA for increased ADA. 
Under the Governor's proposal, districts would receive 100 percent of 
their entitlement in the second year. 

The Department of Finance estimates that funding first-year increases 
in ADA at 67 percent of district revenue limits will save the General Fund 
approximately $25.8 million in 198~. For reasons which we next discuss, 
we recommend that this proposal be approved. 

Marginal Revenue Limit Funding Adjustment 
Currently, districts are funded at 100 percent of their revenue limit per 

ADA for increases in ADA. The Governor's Budgetproposes to fund ADA 
growth at 67 percent of the district,s' revenue limit per ADA. Compared 
to current law, this proposal would allow K-12 apportionments to be 
reduced by approximately $25.8 m~llion. While this proposal results in 
district receiving less than they would under current law, they still would 
receive an increase in revenues as a result of the increase in ADA. 

Our analysis indicates that marginal funding for ADA growth is appro­
priate for the following reasons: 

• This policy would be consistent with the state policy of funding all 
student increases in the three 4igher education segments at a rate less 
than the average cost. Currently, UCand CSUare provided funding 
for FTE increases at rates less than the average cost per FTE. The 
community colleges finance mechanism, also recognizes that declines 
and increases in ADA should be funded on an incremental basis. 

• Such a policy would be consistent with the current policy of funding 
districts thatlose ADA. Under current law, a district can temporarily 
increase its revenue limit by a specified proportion because of the 
decline in ADA, in recognition of the fact that in the short run costs 
do not decline at the same rate as ADA; 

• The cost of providing services to additional ADA is generally less than 
the average cost of providing services to all ADA. This is because some 
components of school costs do not increase' or decrease with modest 
changes in ADA. Districts experiencing modest increases in ADA 
generally are not required to build additional classrooms, hire addi­
tional teachers,or increase other fixed costs commensurate with the 
increase. 

Strict application of the marginal funding proposal,. however, would not 
take into account the unique problems faced by rapidly growing school 
districts. Our analysis indicates that rapidly growing districts may face 
larger increases in their marginal costs than districts experiencing modest 
increases in ADA. Given this, the Legislature may wish to require that 
each district be funded at a matginalrate of 67 percent of its revenue limit 
per ADA only for the. first 3 percent of ADA growth. Beyond . this point, 
the districts could be funded at 100 percent Of its revenue limit per ADA. 
This would allow rapidly growing districts to cover the increases in over-
head costs as well as their marginal costs. .' 

We estimate that this adjustment would affect 205 districts, and would 
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require an additional $4.3 million. 

K-12 Attendance 
In 1982-83, approximately 4.3 million students will attend public ele­

mentary and secondary schools in 1,044 elementary, high, and unified 
school districts. This attendance level is an increase of 0.4 percent over the 
1981-82 level. Table 3 shows K-12 attendance figures for the past, current, 
and budget years. 

Table 3 

Annual Average Daily Attendance (ADA) in 
California Public Schools 

Actual 
1980-81 

Elementary ................................................................ 2,689,300 
High SchooL .............................................................. 1,269,201 
Adult ............................................................................ 171,054 
County ........................................................................ 12,611 
Regional Occupational Centers and Programs 

(ROC/P) ............................................................ 71,923 

Totals .................................................................. 4,214,089 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Budget Presentation 

Estimated Proposed 
1981-82 19lJ2..&'J 
2,717,000 2,746,100 
1,273,500 1,249,000 

157,200 161,100 
13,BOO 13,500 

77,400 84,200 

4,238,900 4,253,900 

Percent 
Change 

1.1% 
-1.9 

2.5 
-2.2 

8.8 
0.4% 

Our analysis of the K-12 Education budget is organized along the lines 
of two. major functions: local assistance and state operations. The major 
divisions within these functions are as follows: 

I. Local Assistance 
A. General Education Program 
B. Categorical Education Programs 

1. Consolidated Categoricals 
2. Nonconsolidated Categoricals . 
3. State, Court, and Federal Mandates 
4. Special Education 
5. Child Care, Child Nutrition, and Surplus Property 
6. State School Building Aid 

II. State Operations 
. A. Department of Education 
B. State Library 
C. Technical Issues 

I. LOCAL ASSISTANCE 
GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

We define general education support funds as those funds which can be 
used at the local district's discretion, and which are not associated with any 
specific pupil services program. These funds generally will be used to 
provide services for all s,tudents, and include school apportionments, Ur­
ban Impact Aid, local revenues for debt service, and other miscellaneous 
activities such as school meal charges, federal PL 874 revenues, and state 
contributions to the State Teachers' Retirement Fund. 
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Funding 
Table 4 shows total general education expenditures. The budget pro­

poses $8,346.2 million in general education apportionments for 1982--83. 
This is an increase of $363.3 million, or 4.6 percent, over the amount 
provided in 1981-82; The state General Fund contributes 70.7 percent of 
the total while local property taxes account for 29.3 percent. . 

The total amountprovide<.l by the General Fund for all general educa­
tion in 1982-83 is $6,211.5 million, This is an increase of $559.6 million, or 
9.9 percent, from the prior year. General Fund expenditures include K-12 
apportionments, Urban Impact A,id, and transfers to the State Teachers 
Retirement Fund. . 

Other general education expenditures not supported by the General 
Fund are expected to increase by· a net $42.6 million (5.0 percent), to 
$1,720.2 million. Included in this net change are Federal Impact Aid, PL 
874 which will drop by $15.0 million (42.9 percent) to approximately $20 
million, and miscellaneous local revenues which will increase by $58.6 
million (6.8 percent), to $914.1 million. 

Table 4 

General Education Expenditures 
(in millions) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

A. General Education Apportionments 
$5,409.5 b State-General Fund' ........................ $5,365.7 $5,898.1 c $488.6. 9.0% 

Local-property tax ............................ 1,945.6 2,204.0 2.448.1 244.1 11.1 
Local-unsecured roll ........................ 369.4 0.0 -369.4 -100.0 --- -.--

Subtotals .............................................. $7,311.3 $7,982.9 $8,346.2 $363.3 .4.6% 
(Per ADA) ........................................ ($1,808) ($1,956) ($2,039) ($83) (4.2%) 

B. Other General Education 
Federal PL 874 ...................................... $61.0 $35.0 $20.0 -$15.0 -42.9% 
General aid d •..•.•...•.....•.......................••. 63.4 67.1 70.5 3.4 5.0 
Direct state transfer to State Teach· 

ers' Retirement Fund .................. 222.2 223.2 258.6 35.4 15.9 
Local debt service ................................ 454.4 458.0 457.0 -1.0 -0.2 
Miscellaneous ........................................ 797.0 855.5 914.1 58.6 6.8 

Subtotals .............................................. $1,598.0 $1,638.8 $1,720.2 $81.4 5.0% 
Total, General Education Expend· 

itures ................................................ $8,909.3 $9,621.7 $10,066.4 $44.4.7 4~6% 
General Fund .................................... $5,627.2 $5,651.9 $6,211.5 $559.6 9.9% 
Other state funds .............................. 24.1 47.9 . 15.7 -32.2 -67.7 
Federal funds .................................... 61.0 35.0 20.0 -15.0 -42.9 
Local funds ........................................ 3,197.0 3,886.9 3,819.2 -67.7 -1.7 

• Includes state school fund. 
b Includes $80 million for funding of prior year deficit. 
c Includes $11 million of transportation encroachment and $369.4 million replacement of the 1981-82 local 

unsecured roll property tax revenues. . 
d Includes Urban Impact Aid and Ch 323/77 aid. 

Table 5 displays the proposed changes to the 1981-82 budget, as revised, 
and the resulting 1982-83 General Fund apportionment totaL Both the 
1981-82 base and the 1982-83 General Fund apportionment total include 
the State School Fund contribution; 

Maintaining the Existing Budget. A number of adjustments to the 
1981-82 base budget are required in order to maintain service levels 
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through 1982-83. The major adjustments includ!=l: (1) an increase of $369.4 
million to replace the one-time tax revenue collected on unsecured prop­
erty that were made available in 1981-82, (2) a reduction of $244.1 million 
to reflect increases in local property tax revenues, and (3) a reduction of 
$80 million that reflects the amount appropriated during the current year 
to fund the 1980-81 deficit in K-12 education. Net adjustments required 
to maintain current service levels total $20.5 million. 

Budget Change Proposals. In addition to these baseline adjustments, 
the budget provides for a 6.93 percent cost-of-living adjustment to the base 
budget totaling $535.2 million, and five other program changes that result 
in a decrease of.$67.1 million. The six budget change proposals add up to 
a net increase of $468.1 million. Consequently, the total change proposed 
in the General Fund contribution to K-12 apportionments is a $488.6 
million, or 9.0 percent, increase above the 1981-82 base budget. The total 
amount requested for 1982-83 amounts to $5,898.1 million. 

Table 5 

General Education Apportionments 
Summary of Changes From 1981-82 Budget 

State General Fund· 
(in millions) 

1981-S2 Budget Revised ............................................................................... . 
A. To Maintain Existing Budget ........................................................... . 

1. General Fund replacements of State School Fund revenue 
2. Funding of prior year deficit ....................................................... . 
3. Child care legislation ..................................................................... . 

($32.2) b 

-80.0 
-15.2 

4. Property tax increase ......... ; ........................................................... . -244.1 
5. One-time unsecured property tax revenues ........................... . 
6. Declining ADA ............................................................................... . 
7. 102 percent revenue limit guarantee ....................................... . 
8. Other .................................... ; .......................................................... ... 

B. Budget Change Proposals 
1. Cost-of-Living Adjustments ........................................................... . 
2. 100 percent revenue limit guarantee ...................................... .. 
3. Rent, lease, and interest income ................................................ .. 
4. Marginal revenue limit funding ................................................ .. 
5. County capital outlay reduction ................................................ .. 
6. County ROP adult ADA reduction .......................................... .. 

Total Change (Amount/Percertt) ............................................................ .. 

Total General Fund, 1982-S3 .................................................................... .. 

• Includes State School Fund. 
'b Nonadd. Represents a fund transfer. 

SCHOOL APPORTIONMENTS 
ITEM 6100-101-001 

Problems With Apportionments Deficits 

369.4 
-14.6 

10.0 
-5.0 

535.2 
-13.6 
-16.0 
-25.8 
-10.0 
-1.7 

$5,409.5 
$20.5 

$468.1 

$488.6 
(9.0%) 

$5,898.1 

During the past two years, significant deficits in K-12 apportionments 
have been reported to the Legislature during the middle of June, requir­
ing last minute increased state expenditures at a time when the budget 
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process was concluding. Of equal concern to the Legislature was the fact 
that estimates of the magnitude of the deficit bounced back and forth until 
the last moment. 

This has occurred because, as shown in Table 6, the apportionment 
process is not synchronized with the budget process. This makes it difficult 
for districts and the Legislature to carry out their fiscal planning. 

Recent experience suggest to us that the Legislature and school districts 
need more timely information on which to base budgets for school appor­
tionments. 

The Current Apportionment Process 
The apportionment process is the allocation mechanism for disbursing 

state aid to school districts. As shown in Table 6,the first apportionment 
(Advance Apportionment) is made by July 15 of the fiscaJ. year. It is based 
on (1) prior-year ADA and property tax revenues and (2) current-year 
estimated revenue limits. The Advance Apportionment is subsequently 
updated, using current-year estimated data, in the First Principal Appor­
tionment, which must be completed by February 20. The last adjustment 
is the Second Principal Apportionment, which takes place June 25. (The 
Second Principal Apportionment and the Final Apportionment are com­
bined, because both have a June 25 compietioll date.) The Second Princi­
pal is based on updated ADA, revenue limit, arid property tax information. 

If the amounts districts claims for apportionment aid are less than the 
appropriation, the unexpended balance will revert to the General Fund. 
If the amounts districts claim are more than the appropriatiori, the excess 
amounts claimed will be applied as a deficit to school district state appor­
tionment aid. This occurs because the funding for state apportionment aid 
is fixed by the annual budget act. Although there is no obligation to fund 
the deficit, the Legislature has done so for the past two years. 

Table 6 
Time Lines for the Apportionment and Budget Process 

Current Review for Legislative AnalySt 
Month Apportionment Process the Budget Year Proposal 
July ................... . Advance Apportionment Advance Apportionment 

Guly 15) Guly 15)" 
August 
September 
OCtober 
November ........ PI report from districts 

due (November 15) 
December 
January .......... .. 

February .......... PI Adjustment 
(February 20) 

March 
April.................. P2 Report due 

(April 15) 
May ................... . 
June .................. P2 Adjustment 

Gune 25) 

Governor submits 
Budget 

Legislative Review 
.of Budget begins 

May Revision 
· Budget conference 

committee. 
· Legislature adopts 

budget. 
· Governor signs budget. 

"These deadline dates are suggested only for illustration purposes. 

Reports from districts 
due (December I)" 

SDE/district recon· 
ciliation (December 31)" 
Principal Adjustment 

Ganuary 31)" 
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Problems With The Current System: An Example , 
In February 1981, the Department of Education CSDE) reported that 

a $99 million' deficit was being. applied to the First PrinCipal Apportion­
ment .. This defiCit was .caused primarily by high~r-than-anticipated ADA 
(approxiInately $50 million) and lower-than~estimated prop'erty taX reve­
nues (approximately $30 million). . . . 

On May 7, 1981, the Department of Finance presented the May Revision 
for K-12 school apportionments. The department, with the concurrence 
of the Department of Education, estimated that the 198~1 school appor­
tionments would have a defidt of only $8 million; $88 million less than the 
deficit estimated in February. Twofactors accounted for the reduction in 
the estimated deficit: (1), an anticipated reduction in avenigerevenue 
limits and (2) an expected reduction in ADA.' .,.. 

The anticipated drop in ADA and in the average base revenue limit did 
not occUr. Consequently, in June the Department of Education an­
nounced an $80 million school fund deficit for 1980-81. This announce­
ment was made at a time when each house had passed its version of the 
budget bill and a conference committee was concluding its deliberations 
on the budget, with li~tle fiscal leeway t.o absorb unexpected costs. Thus, 
the news of the defiCIt came at avery mopportuI)ehme. 

The Apportionment Process Needs Re.vision . 
We recommend that urgency legislation be enacted to revise the K-12 

apportionment reporting pro(Jess because the Legislature 'and schoo/dis­
tricts need final planning data at an earlier stage in the budget cycle. The 
legislation should (1) extend the. current deadline for districts to submit 
their apportionment repor(s~ (2) provide theSDE m,ore time to reconcile 
district reports~ (3) impose penalties oil districts which s~bmit data late~ 
(4) impose penalties on districts which overestimateADA~ and (5) change 
county reporting dates on property tax revenues. to districts. 

Our analy~is indicates that the best way of synchronizing the budget and 
apportionment processes, and thus avoiding the kinds of disruptions ex­
emplified by the ·1980-81 experience, is to reduce the required number of 
annual apportionment adjustments. ' . 

Under current law, districts are required to submit reports twice each 
year to the state for current-year apportionment aid. This requires the 
state to adjust the apportionment funds twice each year during the proc­
ess. A single annual report system would be preferable to the existing 
system for three reasons because:·. 

• It wouldproVide the Legislature information on a more timely ba­
sis. In fact, as suggested in Table 6, the Legislature could receive 
apportionment information prior to its deliberation on the budget, 
allowing it ample tiD;le to carry out its fiscal planning in light of known 
deficits or surpluses in K-12 apportionments. 

• It would reduce the amount of paperworkfor school districts and 
county offices of educa.tion. Because districts would have fewer re­
ports to submit to the state, districts and county offices coUld redirect 
resources to other priority needs. 

• It would provide districts ample time to adjust their budgets to any 
unfunded deficit in state aid During our field visits to local districts, 
we were told that district officials could adjust their bud,gets for defi-



Item 6100 K-12 EDUCATION / 1275 

cits in state aid if final state aid levels were determined at an earlier 
point in the school year. 

A single annual report system would not prevent significant deficits 
from being reported to the Legislature. It would, however, provide appor­
tionment information earlier in the budget cycle so that the legislative 
response can be made on a more rational and less reactive basis. For the 
reasons cited, we r~commend that legislation be enacted to revise the 
apportionment process. Specifically, we recommend that the legislation: 

L Extend the current deadline for districts to submit their apportion­
ment reports. Under the current system, districts submit their apportion­
ment reports on November 15 each year. Because the new system would 
be based on one report, we· recommend that the districts be provided 
more lead time to s1,lbmit their reports (for example, until December 1). 

2. Provide the Department of Education with flexibility to reconcile the 
submitted apportionment reportsprioi to the Principal Apportionment. 
Currently, the department has little time to contact districts prior to the 
announcement of the PI and P2 apportionments. Providing the depart­
ment some time in which to reconcile apportionment reports with dis­
tricts would reduce errors. 

3. Strengthen the districts' incentives for submitting data to the state on 
time. Currently, school districts, county offices of education, and county 
auditors have little incentive to submit their reports to the state on time. 
Because many districts and counties supmit their reports late, the informa­
tion needed by the Legislature is either delayed or is less reliable data due 
to the smaller sample size on which it is based. To correct this problem, 
penalties should be applied to districts and counties that submit late re­
ports. We recommend a penalty equal to 0.2 percent of the district's state 
aid entitlement for each day the· report is late. 

4. Levy an interest penalty against those districts which overestimate 
ADA. Districtswhicp. overestimate ADA during the apportionment 
pr()cess receive a windfall because they can earn interest on state appor­
tionment aid for "phantom" ADA. This occurs because the state aid 
claimed for excess ADA would not be returned to the state until the 
subsequent year, when adjustments would be made for the Advance Ap­
portionment. To reduce the districts' incentive to overestimate ADA, we 
recommend districts be required to pay an interest penalty at a rate equal 
to the. Pooled Money Investment Fund during the period in which. they 
held funds for phantom ADA. Our discussions with school district staff 
indicate they are able to estimate ADA within a small range of error. 
Consequently, the penalty should apply to districts which overestimate 
ADA in excess of ~ percent of their actual total ADA for the year. Small 
school districts with an ADA of less than 2,501 should be allowed an error 
margin of 1.0 percent in recognition of their unique circumstances. 

5. Change County Reporting Dates. Under current law, each county 
auditor is required to submit information to the Department of Education 
on the amount of property tax revenues for each district within his or her 
county. We recommend the required reporting dates be changed from 
November 15 to December 31, to enable county auditors to report infor­
mation which would reflect their tax collections, as of December 15. 
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Fiscal Effect 
Because this recommendation only affects the apportionment mech­

anism and not the level of apportionment aid or when it is disbursed, we 
estimate there would beno increase in state General Fund costs in 1982-83 
or thereafter if the recomm€mdationwere approved. We estimate, howev­
er, that the recommendation could result in General Fund revenues in 
1983-84 and thereafter if distriCts or counties incurred penalties. 

Because our recommendation will provide more timely information to 
the Legislature and scho()l djstricts, and consequently more certainty in 
the budget process, we. recommend urgency legislation be enacted to 
implement it for the 1982-83 fiscal year. 

Study on Foimdations and Fundra,ising Needed 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language di­

recting thepepartment of Education to (1) conduct an analysis of fun­
draising and foundation activities undertaken by local school districts and 
(2) recommend a state policy on' such activities. 

School districts generally receive their revenues from three major 
sources: the local property tax, state local assistance, and federal aid. In 
addition, some school districts nave been: able tosppplement their educa­
tion programs through fup.draising activities, th. e creation of founda. tions, 
and donations from auxiliary organizations . .Examples of such efforts in­
clude: 

• A foundation created by parents in the Beverly Hills Unified School 
District. to supplement the district's edpcation program,. 

• A teletholl for the Los AIlgeles Unified School District athletic pro­
'gram. 

• A transportation program organized, funded, and operated by par­
ents in the Palos Verdes peninsula Unified School District. 

It is not clear to what extent these activities are sppporting the districts' 
base education program" rather than supplemental programs. Conse­
quently, we recomm.end the department 4ndertake a study to determine 
the extent of these activities statewiqe. In conducting the'study, we rec­
ommend the department consider: 

• The long-range implicatioJls these activities may have on the state 
budget. (If fulldraising efforts are curtailed, will tl1ere be new de­
mands on the Legislature to replace these district revenues?) 

• The effect these activities have on the state's effort to comply with the 
California: Supreme Court's decision in the Serrano v. Pfiestcase. 
(Should the revenues generated from fundraising efforts be equal­
ized Or be treated as an offset to state aid?) . ' 

• The effect of restrictions on fundraisingand foundation activities. 
(Should there be rest:rictions on the use of funds generated and on the 
types of fUildraising activities?) 

Because there is no statewide policy governing fundraisihg and founda­
ti?n activities, we recQmme~d the dep~r~ent, UIldertake a study to pro­
VIde data and recommendations on thIS Issue. 
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Single Session Kindergarten 
We recmnmend that urgency l(!gislation be enacted to repeal the Edflca­

tion Code provisions requiring school districts to limit (he uStJ of (heir 
kindergarten teachers to the instruction of one. kindergarten class daily. 

Under current law, a school district is required to meet the following 
three conditions in order to receive state apportionments for ldndergarten 
average daily attendance (ADA): 

• A class must meet at least 180 minutes (3 hours) but no more than 240 
minutes (4 hours) per day. .. . 

• The teacher must be assigned to only one session of kindergarten. 
• The teacher J;Ilust be employed on a full-time basis. . 
Chapter 100, Statutes of 1981(AB 777), requires the kindergarten teach­

er to be available for assistance or assignmentin the instructional program 
of the primary grades (other than kindergarten) when not involved in the 
teacher's own kindergarten program. It does not, however, require school 
districts to assign kindergarten teachers to non-kindergarten duties, nor 
does it permit one kindergarten teacher to conduct two kindergarten 
sessions. 

The provisions of current law originally were adopted in order to give 
kindergarten teachers more time to meet with the parents of students, 
and to prepare materials for class. It was anticipated that this would 
reduce remedial problems that otherwise would have to be addressed in 
later grades. The restrictions that apply to kindergarten teachers do not 
apply to teachers at other grade levels. 

As a result of current law, school districts must pay kindergarten teach­
ers for a full school day, even though a kindergarten teacher spends only 
between three and four hours a day in a kindergarten class. The remaining 
hours in the work day are set aside for class preparation and for meetings 
with par~nts, unless the teac~er is assigned to some other prima~y grade 
level duties. In contrast, a pr1Illary grade teacher spends up to s~x hours 
in class and has only two hours to prepare assignmepts, correct homework 
and examinations/meet with parents, and p~rform other duties. 

This Mandate Does Not Produce Benefits Commensurate With Its Cost 
Resolution Chapter 62, Statutes of 1980 (SCR 58) requited our office to 

evaluate and make recommendations on various specified local mandated 
programs. The requirement that kindergarten teachers be limited to a 
single kindergarten class is one of the mandates we were directed to 
review. In our report on state-mandated local programs (Report 82-2), we 
noted that: 

• No evidence is available to show that student penormance has been 
improved by limiting the amount of time that kindergarten teachers 
spend in class. 

• There is no reason to believe that kindergarten teachers should spend 
less time in the classroom than teachers at other grade levels. 

• Relative to teachers at other grade levels, kindergarlen teachers prob­
ably need to spend less time preparing and correcting homework and 
examinations. 

• The mandate may encourage districts· to increase the size of certain 
kindergarten classes. Existing law requires that school districts re­
ceive only 3 percent of full ADA money for e~ch kindergarten student 
enrolled in a class with over 33 students. In some cases, however, it 
may be less costly for districts to pay the class size penalty than to hire 
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an additional kindergarten teacher when it has more than 33 kinder­
garten students. For example, a school district with 40 kindergarten 
students could either include all 40 students in the same class and 
incur penalties of $12,000, or hire another full-time kindergarten 
teacher for a second kindergarten session. Given the requirement 
that a kindergarten teacher must be a full-time employee, in this case 
it would be less costly to the districts to pay the class-size penalty. 

• In those cases where districts choose not to increase class size when 
confronted with more than 33 kindergarten students per class, this 
mandate results in a more expensive education system. Without this 
mandate, the district in _ the example discussed above would have 
other options for accommodating the 40 students: it could either as­
sign one teacher to teach rNO three-hour kindergarten sessions of 20 
students each, at no additional cost, or hire a part-time teacher to 
teach an additional session. It is possible that the cost of a part-time 
teacher would be less than the class size penalty. Consequently, school 
districts are prevented from achieving potential cost savings through 
the use of part-time staff or employing one teacher to teach two 
classes. 

Because this mandate increases state and local costs, produces no 
demonstrable benefits, and may have an adverse impact on class sizes, 
we recommend that it be repealed through 'urgency legislation. 

Fiscal Effect. If the single session -kindergarten mandate is repealed 
and if districts either increase the number of sessions taught by kindergar­
ten teachers or hire part-time kindergarten teachers, the districts would 
receive a windfall under the existing school finance-mechanism. Current­
ly, one kindergarten class generates sufficient revenue to pay for the 
teacher and other class costs. If one teacher were to teach two classes, the 
school finance mechanism would provide an amolffit sufficient to support 
two teachers, thus providing double-funding for teacher costs. 

The -purpose of our recommendation, however, is not to divert state 
funds away from local school districts. Rather it is to eliminate a mandate 
which results in school districts incurring costs that are unnecessary or 
unjustified. Accordingly, repeal of this mandate need not result in a reallo­
cation of state funds away frO:ql K-12 education. 

COUNTY OFFIC-=S OF EDUCATION 
(Item 6100-106-0(1) 

Overview and Funding 
The budget proposes $137.5 million for apportionment to county offices 

of education in 1982-83, for ~upport of the following programs and serv­
ices: (1) county office operations, (2) "direct" services (primarily health 
and guidance) for small districts, (3) "other purpose" services (including 
audio visual, curriculum development, library, and staff development), 
(4) juvenile hall program, (5) Regional Occupational Programs, (6) op­
portunity schools, (7) technical, agricultural, and natural resource conser­
vation schools, (8) pregnant minor programs, and (9) other special classes 
(county jails, handicapped adults). .-

The budget proposal for county offices represents an increase of $14.2 
million, or 11.5 percent, over the current year level. This increase reflects 
(1) an inflation adjustment6f $14.9 million, (2) an increase of $8.4 million 
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for enrollment growth in county~operated, programs, (3) an increase, of 
$3.4 million to compensate for a reduction in local property tax revenues, 
(4) a reduction of $10 million for capital outlay, and (5) a reduction of $2.5 
million to reflect 10 percent of the county income from interest, rents and 
leases. ' 

Capital Outlay 
In 1980-81, county offices of education received $33.5 million in state 

funds for capital outlay and equipment. The Legislature reduced this 
portion of the county office operations revenue limit by $18.7 million (55.9 
percent) in 1981-82, leaving $14;8 million. This amount was increased by 
7.2 percent, to $15.9 million, as a cost-of-liVing adjustment. To offset the 
loss of funds, the Legislature permitted the county offices to apply to the 
State Allocation Board for capital outlay and related equipment support 
from the Lease-Purchase Fund. , 

The 1982-83 budget proposes to reduce the remainipg $15.9 million 
available in the current year by $10 million, on the basis that these are not 
recurring annual eJq)enses. This would provide county offices with $5.9 
million plus $0.4 million for the 1982-83' COLA, making a total of $6.3 
million available for capital outlay in the budget year.' ' ' 

Our review of the county offices indicates that existing capital outlay 
funds are used prima:ily for the :pur.chase o~ e~luipment w~ich .often is ~ot 
related to a new capItal outlay proJect. ThIS mcludes audio vIsual eqmp­
ment;data processing equipment,and classroom equipment for special 
education, juvenile halls, and Regional Occupational Programs. Unless 
such equipment is associated with a construction project, it cannot be 
funded through the Lease-Purchase Fund. "', 

In 1979-80, counties reported $19.3 million in expenditures on equip­
ment. This indicates that a reduction to $6.3 million for this purpose C04ld 
have a significant adverse impact on coUnty-operated programs. We have 
no analytical baSIS, however,for determining the appropriate level of 
funding for equipment replacement or whether there actually would be 
an adverse impact-on county programs. . ' 

COLA Adjustment Recommende,d 
We recommend that the COLA for county office capital outlay be 

reduce4 for a General Fund savings of$693,~ because the budget pro­
poses a reduction of $10 million for crjunty Qffice capital o~tllJ.Y and a 
higher COLA will not be necessary. (Reduce Item 6100-226-O(J1 by $693,-
000.) " . " , 

The budget includes funding for a statutory cos,t-of7living adj1,lstment 
(COLA) amounting to $14,888,000 (6.93 per-cent) for county offices in 
1982-83. In computing the amount of the required COLA,however, the 
Department of Finance failed to adjust the base for the' proposed $10 
million' reduction,' in capital outlay. Thus, the budget request is $693,000 
above the amount required for a 6.93percept COLA. Consequently,we 
recommend ail adjustinent to preventoverfunding the statutQry COLA 
for county offices. 

Legislative Analyst's Report on County Offices .ofEducation 
The Supplemental Report to the BudgetAct of1f)81 directed the Legis­

lative Analyst to "review the operation of cQuntyoffice~ of ,education to 
determine the necessity of the services provided by such offices to school 
districts and directly to pupils. Such review shlUfinclude consideration of 
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reorganizing such offices into regional or other configurations so as to 
improve efficiency and effectiveness." 

Our review of the county offices will be published this spring as a 
separate report. 

Overview 

REGIONAL. OCCUPATIONAL CENTERS 
AND PROGRAMS 

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROC/Ps), which were 
authorized by Ch 760/65, provide vocational training to high school pupils 
and adults. There are 65. ROC/Ps in the state. Of these, 41 are operated 
by county superintendents of schools 'and 24 are operated by districts 
(mostly through joint powers agreements). In 1980-81, they enrolled 71,-
923 average daily attendance (ADA), consisting of 49,357 high school 
students and 22,566 adults. 

Courses cover a wide range of job-related training. In the San Jose 
ROC/P, for example, 39 courses are offered in the following occupational 
fields: agricultural, business, construction, electromechanics, 'food service, 
health service, mechanics and maintenance, manufacturing, visual com­
munications, and miscellaneous services. Training is usually conducted in 
facilities on school sites, but business sites are also utilized. High school 
pupils are provided with transportation between their school and the 
ROC/P facility. 

County Programs Funded at a Higher Rate Than District Programs 
State funds are not budgeted separately for ROC/Ps; the ROC/Ps claim 

a share of the funds budgeted for apportionment to adult education and 
K-12 education including County Offices of Education, based on their 
ADA. We estimate that ROC/P expenditures (total revenue limit fund­
ing) will amount to approximately $135 ~illion in 1981-82. 

Under current law, county ROPs receive the county revenue limit per 
unit of ADA, regardless of whether the ADA represents adult or high 
school pupils. The statewide average county revenue limit for ROPs is 
$1,881 during the current year. District-operated ROC/Ps, in contrast, 
receive the district's K-12 adult revenue limit for each adult ADA and the 
district's regular K-12 revenue limit for each high school ADA. The state­
wide average revenue limit is $964 for adults and $1,867 for high school 
students (using the unified school district average to estimate the high 
school rate). Consequently, county programs, on the average, are funded 
at a higher rate than district programs. 

Funding Enrollment Growth ·in ROPs 
We recommend that funding for enrollment growth in county-operated 

Regional Occupational Programs be provided at the same incremental rate 
as proposed for regular K-12 apportjonments~a rate of two-thirds of the 
revenue limit-for a General Fund savings of $2,81~OOO. We further rec­
ommend that the Legislature adopt the same policies for county-operated 
Regional Occupational Programs (ROPs) that it adopts for distnct-oper­
ated programs regarding limits on adult enrollment grpwth. (Reduce Item 
61{)(}-106-{)(}1 by $2,81~ooo.) 

The budget is incoIisistertt in the way it budgets for growth and in the 
funding rates it proposes for ROPs. 



Item 6100 K-12 EDUCATION / 1281 

Policy on Growth. There is no limit oli the funds that county and 
district ROPs may receive for growth in high school pupil enrollment. The 
budget, however, proposes, two different policies for adult enrollment 
growth: 

• Growth in adult ADA in county RQPs would be funded up to a limit 
of 2.5 percent. 

• Growth in adult ADA in district-operated program would not be 
funded. (The budget also proposes no state funding for adult growth 
in K-12 adult education programs or in community college pro­
grams). 

Funding for Growth. The budget proposes the following funding ar­
rangements for ROPs: 

• Full revenue limit funding would be provided for adult and high 
school enrollment growth in county~operated ROPs. 

• Two-thirds revenue limit funding would be provided for high school 
enrollment growth inqistrict~operated programs. (This is not applica­
ble to adult programs because the budgetqoes not provide for state 
funded adult growth in district programs.) 

As discussed elsewhere in the Analysis, we believe that marginal fund­
ing for growth in the K..,.12 program is appropriate because incremental 
costs for such programs are lower than average costs. For this reason, and 
to establish a consistent policy on funding growth in county and district 
programs, we recommend that the Legislature apply marginal revenue 
funding to county-operated ROPs. This would result in a General Fund 
savings of $2.8 million. 

Amount of Growth. We have no analytical basis for determining how 
much growth in adult enrollment should be funded in the budget. We find 
no justification, however, for budgeting county and district ROP growth 
differently. Consequently, we recommend that the Legislature apply the 
same policy regarding growth to both county and district programs. If 
st~te funded adult ADAip. county ROPs were limited to the current year 
level (no growth), the savings to the General Fund woul~ be $539,000. 

Each additional percent of growth in adult ADA would result in the 
following General Fund costs: 

District-operated ROPs: 
• $122,OOO-assuming full revenue limit funding. 
• $81,OOO-assuming two-thirds revenue limit funding. 
County-operated ROPs: 
• $215,OOO-assuming full revenue limit funding. 
• ~143,ooo-assuming two-thirds revenue limit funding. 

Additional ROC/P Issues 
Our review of ROC/Ps indicates that, in addition to the questions of 

growt.h al1d incremental funding; the follOwing issl.les warrant legislative 
consideration: ' 

• Program coordinatiop. Is there I.lllllecessary duplication of effort by 
ROC/Ps and community colleges in vocational training programs? 
Current law requires delineation of functions agreements for adul,t 
education, but this does not ensure that courses and programs are 
operated efficiently where ROC/Ps and community colleges offer 
similar programs in the same, geographical' area. 

• Programeffectiveness. How effective are the ROC/Ps? While ROC/ 

4&--75056 
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p directbrsbelieve th~y are successful in placing their pupils in jobs, 
an adequate study of program effectiveness has not been conducted . 

• Budget information. . Should the budget be modified to show ROC/P 
funding as a separate program? ROC/Ps are not budgeted as a sepa­
rate program. As a result, funding of this program is not identified as 
a specific componeiltof the Governor's Budget; it is part of the K-12 
apportionment. This Illakes it difficult for the Legislature to. obtain 
information on ROC/Ps ~d to review the program in the budget 
process. 

URBAN IMPACT AID AND CHAPTER 323 (MEADE) AID 
(Item 61 00-206~OOl) 

Overview 
In 1976 and 1977, the Legislature created new funding mechanisms to 

provide additional general aid to certain school districts. For 198~3 the 
budget proposes that 19 urban districts receive a total of approximately 
$60.9 million under the largest of these programs-Urban Impact Aid­
and that over 250 districts share $9.6 million under the other program-Ch 
323/77 aid. In authorizing these programs, the. LegislatUre believed that 
certain districts, because of their geographic setting and demographic 
characteristics experience higher costs in educating pupils. 

Table 7 displays the funding levels for these two programs for the past, 
current, and budget year. As the table indicates, the budget proposes a 5 
percent cost-of-living increase for both programs in 1982-83. 

Table 7 
Urban Impact Aid and Chapter 323. General Aid 

. (in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Change 
1980-81 1981-82 

Proposed 
1982-83 
$60,903 

9,555 

Amount Percent 
Urban hnpactAid............................ $54,720 $58,003 $2,900 5% 
Chapter 323 General Aid .............. 8,652 9,009 455 5 

Totals .......................................... $63,372 $67,102 $70,459 $3,355 5% 

Discussion of Alternative Funding Mechanism 
Urban Impact Aid and Chapter 323 aid are categorical funding mech­

anismswhich provide general aid to selected districts. The funds provided 
under these programs can be used to fund any expenditure of the district. 
Unlike funding provided under other categorical programs, these funds 
are not earmarked for a specific educational purpose (for example, in­
structional television) or a specific group of pupils (for example, economi­
cally disadvantaged students). 

Under existing law, a school districts' revenue limit does not reflect 
funding received under categorical programs, including Urban Impact 
Aid and Chapter 323 aid. Thus, these funds are not subject to, or taken into 
account by the C'lrrent equalization process established by the Legisla­
ture. 

In order to gradually equalize general aid revenues, as required .by the 
California Supreme Court in the Serrano v. Priest decision, the Legislature 
has required revenue limit inflation adjustments to be calculated using a 
sliding spale formula which, over time, reduces expenditure differences 
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between districts. Our analysis indicates that the current equalization 
process is hampered because Urban Impact Aid and Chapter 323 aid funds 
are not included in the annual calculation of each district's revenue limit 
inflation adjustment. This situation means that a low revenue limit school 
district which does not receive Urban Impact or Chapter 323 aid funds will 
never reach equalization, exclusive of other categorical aid, with districts 
which receive the Urban Impact and Chapter 323 aid. 

If the Legislature chose to include Urban Impact Aid and Chapter 323 
aid in base revenue limits, it would accomplish two purposes. First, it 
would speed-up the Serrano equalization process. Second, it would result 
in a General Fund savings that could be used to meet other legislative 
priorities, either in education or in other high priority areas. The effect of 
bringing these two general aid programs into the base revenue limit on 
the districts which currently receives Urban Impact or Chapter 323 funds 
would vary, depending on the districts' current revenue limits. Those 
districts which currently receive an inflation adjustment above the mini­
mum level would receive a somewhat smaller inflation adjustment. No 
district, however, would experience an actual reduction in revenue limits 
between years. 

Impac.t on General Fund Requ. irements. The net effect of subjecting 
Urban Impact Aid and Chapter 323 aid to the equalization process would 
be to reduce the amount needed from the General Fund for school finance 
equalization aid by $17,736,000 in 19$2--83. Additionally, if these aid funds 
were included in revenue limits, there is no reason to provide the separate 
inflation adjustment ($3,355,000) proposed for Urban Impact Aid and 
Chapter 323 aid in the budget for a total General Fund savings of $21,091,-
000. 
K-12 Education Funding Priorities 

If the Legislature decides to make additional funds available for K-12 
education programs beyond what is included in the Governor's Budget, 
we believe it may wish to consider the following: 

• Funding for Special Education. The budget proposed $802.7 million 
to fund local special educ.ation programs pursuant to Ch 797/80 as 
amended by Ch 1094/81. Our analysis indicates that the $802.7 million 
provided in the budget will not be sufficient to permit full funding of 
special education costs. Although the actUal program costs will not be 
known until local cost data is analyzed in spring 1982, elsewhere in this 
analysis we discuss that the 1982--83 deficit could be more than $53.3 
million. 

The Legislature may wish to consider using any additional funds avail­
able for· education to reduce or eliminate this deficit . 

• Fully Offsetting the Effects of Inflation. The budget proposes (1) 
a: 6.93 percent cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) for school finance and 
special education apportionments and (2) a 5 percent COLA for most 
other categorical programs. . 

The Department of Finance estimates that Quring the budget year state 
and local governments generally will experience price increases of the 
goods and services th~y purchase of 8.5 percent. The budget projects 
school district ADA to increase by 0.4 percent. Therefore, to assure that 
districts are able to purchase the same level of service as purchased during 
the current year, assuming no increases in productivity, an 8.9 percent 
cost-of~living adjustment would be needed in 1982--83 .. 
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1. CONSOLIDATED CATEGORICALS 
This section analyzes the amounts proposed for state and federal cate­

gorical aid programs administered through the Consolidated Program 
Division of the Department of Education. These programs and their relat­
ed expenditures are shown in Table 8. 

Table 8 
Consolidated Categorical Aid Programs 

(in thousands) 

State Administration" c. d ................................... . 
Local Assistance: 

School Improvement Program c ..•.•.•.•....•....•. 

Economic Impact Aid c ••.••...•...••.•....•••...•.•...•. 

Miller-U?Iuh dReading Program C 

ESEA-Tltle I ................................................... . 
Native .American Indian Education b. c •••.••.• 

Preschool. .......................................................... . 
Subtotals ..................................................... . 
Totals ........................................................... . 

General Fund ....................................................... . 
Federal Funds ....................................................... . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1980-81 1981-82 198$-83 

$7,856 $8,365 $8,530 

152,419 
161,471 

299,060 
301 

28,480 
$656,996 

$664,852 
$362,319 
302,533 

162,695 
171,737 

252,773 
319 

30,344 

$634,046 

$642,411 
$386,123 
256,288 

170,830 
180,322 

252,776 
333 

31,858 

$653,110 

$661,640 
$405,273 
256,367 

• Does not include preschool state administration. 
b Discussed in nonconsolidated programs with Indian Education Centers. 
C Program support from General Fund. 
d Program support from federal funds. 

Overview 

ECONOMIC IMPACT AID AND ESEA, TITLE I 
(Items 6100-121-001 and 6100-136-890) 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$16,5 1.2% 

8,135 5.0 
8,585 5.0 

3 
14 4.4 

1,517 5.0 

$19,064 3.0% 

$19,229 3.0% 
$19,150 5.0% 

79 

Two major education programs provide compensatory educationserv­
ices to educationally disadvantaged students: the federal Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title I, and state Economic Impact Aid 
(EIA). Economic Impact Aid provides funds for (1) the state compensa­
tory education program (EIA-SCE) and (2) bilingual education programs 
for limited English proficient students (EIA-LEP). 

Both funding mechanisms I>rovid,e for supplemental educational serv­
ices, particularly in basic skills, to children who (1) have difficulty in 
reading, language development, and, mathematics and (2) attend schools 
which (a) are located in high-poverty areas and/or (b) have an excessive 
number of children with poor academic skills. 

Children Served 
The budget reports that in 1980-81 a total of 922,000 children were 

served by these programs. Approximately 311,000 pupils were served by 
Title I programs only, 87,000 were servt';ld by EIA-SCE programs only, and 
an additional 430,000 were served by both Programs. Of those pupils 
served by Title I and/ or EIA-SCE, approximately 200,000 were limited 
English proficient students. An additional 94,000 LEP pupils were served 
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solely by EIA-LEP. 

Funding 
Table 8 displays the local assistance expenditures for these programs. 

The budget proposes to continue the previous year's base appropriations 
for·EIA and for Title I, and provide a 5 percent cost-of-living adjustment 
for EIA. . 

Recommend That EIA Cost-of-L!ving Adjustment be Applied to Funding 
"Floor" . 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt Budget Bill language to 
provide that the minimum EIA allocation to school districts be increased 
for cost-oE-living adjustments given to EIA. 

The 1980 Budget Act included a "floor" in the EIA formula so that every 
district whiCh qualified for any EIA assistance will receive a minimum 
entitlement of $5,000. This was done because: (1) districts receiving less 
than $q,OOO are not able to establish a program with less funds and (2) a 
l)epartment of Education cost study indicates that $5,000 would be suffi­
cient to fund at least one part-time aide. 

Because of a technical oversight, the EIA "floor" was maint~ed at the 
$5,000 level in 1981-82 and was hot adjusted· for inflation. The Proposed 
budget also overlooks the EIA floor and does not propose to increase the 
floor for 1982-83 by the same 5 percent COLA provided for EIA. 

Because inflation has had the same impact on the cost estimates used 
in 1980-81 to establish the EIA floor as it has on regular EIA costs, we 
recommend that the floor receive the same percentage COLA for the two 
year period (1981-82 and 1982-83) as the regular EIA program. The effect 
of this recommendation would be to increase the minimumEIA entitle­
ment in 1982-83 from $5,000 to $5,565. Approval of this recommendation 
would require no increase in funding for~IA. There would be, however, 
a minor reallocation of EIA funds to the few districts currently receiving 
the minimum EIA entitlements. 

BILlNG!JAL EDUCATION 

Overview 
As indicated previously, state funding for bilingual programs is provided 

primarily under the Economic Impact Aid program. Additional state and 
federal funding for bilingual· education is provided through federal pro­
grams such as migrant education, the Elementary and Secondary Educa­
tion Act (ESEA) Title VII, the Comprehensive Refugee Assistance Act 
(Item 6100-176-890), ESEA Title I, as well as through state programs such 
as InQian Educatiori, and l)emonstration Programs in Reading and Math­
ematics. 

Because of the multiplicity of programs and funding sources for bilin­
gualeducation, California's totai expenditures for bilingual education can­
not be determined. 

This section presep.ts information regarding (1) the annual census of 
pupil language proficiency and (2) bilingual teacher training programs. 

Annual Census of Limited English Proficient (LEP) Pupils 
The Education Code requires that each school district conduct an annu­

al census to determine the primary language of each pupil enrolled in the 
district, and to assess the l~guage skills of all pupils whose primary lan­
guage is other than English. Table 9 shows the actual number of limited 
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English proficient (LEP) pupils, as reported by each district to the State 
Department of Education. 

Table 9 
Actual Number of Limited English Proficient Pupils, K-12 

Number of Change from Previous Year 
ChUdren· Amount Percent 

1m (Fall) ............................................................ 233,444 
1979 (Spring) .......................................... ;............ 288,400 b 

1980 (Spring) ...................................................... 325,748 
1981 (Spring) ...................................................... 376,794 b 

54,956 
37,348 
51,046 

23.5% 
12.0% 
15.7% 

• Does not include preschool, continuation school, adult, juvenile hall, private school~, and Bureau of 
Indian Affairs schools. 

b Includes some "ungraded" pupils who were not counted previously. 

The 1981 census count of 376,794 LEP pupils is 15.7 percent above the 
1980 census count. Of the LEP pupils identified in 1981, Spanish-speaking 
pupils constitute 285,567 (75.7 percent) of the total. Other major language 
groups include Vietnamese, with 22,826 pupils (6 percent) ,and Cantonese 
with 14,196 pupils (3.7 percent). 

The spring 1981 census also indicates that an additional 433,820 pupils 
are fully English proficient (FEP). but have a primary language other than 
English. 

Need for Additional Census Information 
We recommend that the Legislature adoptsupplementallanguage to 

direct the Department of Education to add a component to its annual 
language census which would (1) indicate the number of years each pupil 
who has been reclassified as fully English proficient (FEP) was previously 
identified as limited English proficient (LEP) aIld (2) indicate the pri­
mary language of these pupils and their grade level at the time of reclas­
sification .. 

When compiled and verified by the Department of Education, the 
statewide census of language proficiency is a valuable informational tool 
to educators, administrators, and policy-makers. The census provides data 
pertaining to those pupils who have limited English proficiency, and also 
indicates the total number of LEP pupils who have been reclassified as 
FEP. It does not, however, provide useful data on (1) how long these 
pupils were in LEP programs before they attained full English pro£1ciency 
or (2) at wl1at grade level the pupil was reclassified as FEP. 

During our field visits, school districts indicated a need for data which 
shows (1) the length of time a LEP pupil is enrolled in a bilingual class­
room before being reclassified as FEP and (2) the grade levels of those 
pupils being reclassified, because such information would aid in identify­
ing programs which demonstrate unusually rapid or unusually slow reclas­
sification rates. 

Our analysis indicates that this additional information will be valuable 
because: 

• It will facilitate inter-clliiPict program comparisons of reclassification 
criteria and of program success, as measured through reclassification 
rates . 

• The rate of reclassification can be useful in evaluating th,e overall 
effectiveness of the state's programs for LEP pupils. 
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Because all districts already participate in the annual language profi­
ciency:~ensus, this procedure is the most efficient means for collecting the 
additional data. For these reasons, we recommend that the Department 
of Education increase the scope of the current annual census of language 
proficiency. 

The department staff advise us that they are already in the process of 
making otJ;1er revisions to the language census report. Consequently, 
changes designed to yield the additional information would not result in 
increased Department of Education administrative costs. 

Bilingual TeClc~er Training ProgralT!s' 
, We recommend that the Legislature direct the State Department of 

Education (SDE). to provide a status report to the Legislature by April1~ 
1982 on (1) why it has n(Jt implemente~ as required by the Legislature~ 
an interagency agreement with, the Commission for Teacher Preparation 
and Licensing (CTPL) rt;Jla(ing to their joint review of ESEA Title VII 
applications by instil;lltions oflligher education for bilingual teacher train­
ing programs and (2) why it has decide~not to continue thelegislative 
policy for such an agreem.ent in 1!!82.-83~ 

ESEA, Title VII proVides federal funding for bilingual education pro­
grams conducted by various educational agencies including institutions of 
higher edil(~ation(IREs) . The State Department of Education applies for 
and receives an annual Title VII gt~t to provide coordination and assist­
ance to these various agencies. 

In last year's Analysis, we recommended, and the Legislature adopted 
language in the Suppiementall(eport of the 1981 Budget Act directing the 
SDE to establish an interagency agreernent with the CTPL for joint par­
ticipation in providing as~istance to IREs which were developing Title VII 
programs for the training of bilingual education teachers. At the time this 
1982-,.83 AI)alysis was prepared, the SDE had not complied with this legis­
lativedirective. The SDE also informs us that provision for joint CTPLand 
SOE assistance to IREs has not qeen included in the department's 1982-83 
application recently submitted to the federal government. Nevertheless, 
we are advis,ed that the CTPL has begun providing some assistance, to 
IRE,s for 1981~2 programs 'in. ~nticipation of the SDE developing an 
interag~ncy agreement and transfen'ing Title VII funds to the commission 
asreqUlred. 
, Because the SDE has not complied with the Legislature's directive we 

recommend that the SDE report to the Legislature on (1) why it has not 
implemented the legislative directive to transfer Title VII funds to the 
CTPL and (2) why it has de~ided not to continue the legislative directive 
in 1982-83. ' 

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
, ; (It,m '6100-116-001) 

Overview and Funding 
The School Improvement Program (SIP) provides funding to schools, 

on a per-ADA basis, for expenditure pursuant to the decisions made by 
local School Site Councils. ' 

As shown in Table 8, the budget proposes $170.8 million for the School 
Improvement Program in 1982-83. This consists of the amount appropriat­
ed for SIP implementation grants in the current year ($162.7 million), plus 
a five percent inflation adjustment ($8.1 million). 
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The budget req~est actually represents only a 1.0 percent increase over 
~he baseline pro~r.am level. Thisis because the current,Year appropril;ltion 
mcludes $6.2 million for 149 secondary schools entermg the operational 
phase of the program, commencing January 1982. The b~dget does. not 
include additional funds for the full-year costs of their participation in 
1982-83. Full-year funding for these sclioolswould·require ~. augrhEmta­
tion of $6.5 million in 1982--83, assuming 5.0 percent for infhi.tion. 

The budget also proposes to authorize the Department of Education to 
provide full-year funding for the 149 secondary schools by redirecting 
funds from other SIP schools. This woUld require a reduction averaging 
approximately 4 percent in SIP impl¢mentation grapts. At the time this 
analysis was prepared, a detailed redirection plan was not available from 
the department. The Department of Finance should b~ prepared.t6 ex­
plai~ the budget propo~al and disc.u~s its impact on district progra~ns 
dunng the budget heanngs. In addition, the Department of Education 
should discuss what actions it will take to redirect funding if the Legisla­
ture appropriates the amount requested in the budget. 
Independent Evaluation 

As required by eh 894/77 (AB 65), the Department of ~ducationcon­
tracted for a $771,241 independent evaluation of SIP; The final report is 
due October, 1982. 

The evaluation will include a description of the' patterns of program 
implementation, an analysis of the extent to' which SIP programs can 
improve the quality of instruction, and a specification of the conditions 
under which' state program components and implementation' strategies 
are effective in creating well~iIp.plemented programs. To accomplish 
these tasks, the evaluators are conducting a survey of SIP participants in 
approximately 200 schools and intensive fieldwork in approximately 50 
schools. ,. . 

MILLER-UNRUH READING PROGR4M 

Overview 
(It,em 6100-126-~1) 

The· MiUer-Unruh Reading. Program is designed toupgrade.thereadlng 
achievement of low-performing K-6 pupils by funding school district read­
ing specialists. 

Funding 
Table 10 shows Miller-Unruh program participation and funding. The 

budget proposes $17.0 million in local assistance funds for the Miller­
Unruh program, an increase of 5.0 percent over the current year. 

We recommend approval. 
Table 10 

Miller-Unruh Reading Program 
Participation and Local Assistance Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 
$15,265 $16,182 $16,992 

167 167 167 
$810 5.0% Appropriation (General Fund, in thousands) .. 

Number of districts ......................... ; ....................... . 
Number of teachers ............................................... . 1,015 975 975 
Estimated statewide average elementary teach-

ers' salary ............................................ ; .............. .. $20,413 
$15,000 

$21,434 a 

$16,596 
$22,506 a $1,072 5.0% 

5.0% Average lUlloWlt paid per full-year pOsition .. .. 
Percent of statewide average elementary teach-

$17,427 $831 . 

ers' salary paid by state ................................ .. 73% 77% 77% 

a Assutnt;ls 5~O percent statewide average elementary teacher's salary increase. 
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STATE PRESCHOOL PROGRAM 

Overview 
The objective of the State Preschoolprogram is to provide an education­

al preschool experience for children from low-income· families. Preschool 
programs are .administered by 116 school districts which enroll 11,300 
children, and by 76 nonprofit agencies which enroll 8,000 children. 

Table 11 shows actual, estimated, and projected expenditures for .this 
program. 

Table 11 

State Preschool Expenditures 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated .Proposed 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 

State Operations ...... ; ....... : ..................................... .. $365 $610 b $523 
Local Assistance' ..................... ; ............................ .. 28,480 30,341 31,858 
Scholarship Incentive Program ......................... . ~) (239)~) 

Totals ................................................................. . $28,845 $30,951 $32,381 

Change 
Amount Percent 

-$87-14.3% 
1,517 5.0 
~)~) 
$1,430 4.6% 

• Includes total local assistance including amounts funded through the consolidated application process. 
bInciudes $100,000 in one-time federal funds for· audits of Heads tart programs. 

The budget proposes expenditures pf $523,395 for state operations and 
$31.8 million for local assistance in support of state preschool programs in 
the budget year. This includes approximately $251,000 for the Scholarship 
Incentive Program. The proposed budget for state operations is $86,390 
less than estimated current year expenditures of $609,785. The $609,785, 
however, includes $100,000 in one-time federal funds for audits of Head­
start programs. Using only the current year General Fund expenditures 
for Preschool state operations ($509,785), the budget request represents 
a $13,610, or 2.6 percent, increase over estimated current year General 
Fund expenditures. . 

Preschool Equalization 
We recommend that the Legislature direct the Department of Educa­

tion to report during budget hearings on the actual amount of funds 
needed for local assist/lnce equalization inflation increases. We further 
recommend adoption of Budget Bill language to provide for equalization 
of inflation increases provided to programs with 1981-82 per capita costs 
below $1~549. 

The budget proposes a 5 percent cost-of-li~ing increase for preschool 
local assistance, at a cost of $1.5 million. The funds would be allocated 
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among preschool programs on a ,sliding scale,. as specified in budget lan­
guage. Low cost programs would be allocated an inflation adjusnn~rit 
sufficient to increase their funding per-child to $1,626. This is the 19S1"..82 
average expenditure per child statewide ( $1,549), irlcreased by the 5 per­
cent. inflati?n a~just.ment. Prog~ams wi~h ~bsts above'. $1,626wou,~d not 
receIve an inflation mcrease. ThIS equahzation process was begun,m the 
1980 Budget Act, and continued in the 19811;3udget Act... ... ... 

Amount Needed for Inflation Allowances .. ·.The proposed $1.5 millil;>n 
inflation adjustment, however, assumes that each program's apportion­
ment receives a full five percent inflation increase. Under the equalization 
process only those I>rograms with a 1981"..82 cost-per-child of $1,549 or less 
would receive a full five percent adjustment; with higher cost pn;>grams 
receiving less than a five percent increase or no increase. Therefore, the 
proposed appropriation for inflation adjustments is overbudgeted by an 
undetermined amount because some programs will not receive the full 
inflation increase. 

At the time this analysis was written, sufficient data was not available 
to compute the amount overbudgeted because the per child expenditures 
for all programs were not available~Accordingly, we recommend that the 
Department of Education report at the budget hearings, the actual 
amoun t of funds needed for local assistance inflation increases under the 
proposed equalization process. 

Technical Language Issue. We further. recommend that the bridget 
control language which provides for the inflation increase equalization be 
amended to provide for i;nflation incr.eases granted to programs with per 
capita costs per ch~ld below $1~549. Due to atechnical error, these pro­
grams were not specifically addressed in the budget control language. 
Therefore, the language should be amended to correct' this oversight. 

SCHOOL ENVIRONMr:NT AND SAFETY RESOURCES UNIT 

Recommend Unit be Eliminated 
We recommend that the School Environment and Safety Resources Unit 

(3.5 positions) be eliminated because (1) statutory authim'ty for a school 
violence and vandalism report to be prepared by the unit has expired and 
(2) the units remaining functions duplicate those of other state programs, 
for Ii. General Fund savings of $164,000. (Reduce Item 6100~OOl-001 by 
$164,000.) 

The budget proposes to. fund the School Environment and SafetyRe­
sources Unit (SESR) . at i~s 1981"..82 level-$I64,()()().......from the General 
Fund. The SESR includes 3.5 positions which (1) collect and report district 
data on the incidence of school~related crimes, (2) seek to identifyexem­
plary programs and techniques to combat school violence and vandalism, 
and (3) attempt to identify the causes of violence and vandalism in 
schools. 

We recommend elimination of the unit because: 
• Statutory authority has expired for the collection of data and report­

ing on the incidence ·of school-related crimes. 
• Continued collection of data. and reporting on an annual basis is not 

efficient; 
• The Department of Education's Office of Intergroup Relations has 

already conducted several studies to identify the causes of school 
violence. 
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• The Department ofJustice's School Safety Center has developed suc­
cessful programs to identify exemplary programs for combating 
school violence and vandalism. 

Authorization for Dilta Collection and Report has Expired. A signifi­
cant statutory responsibility of this unit has been to collect information 
pertaining to school violence and vandalism. Ch 1206/80, however, re­
quired the department to prepare an annual report on school-related 
crimes, only in 1981 and in 1982. The intent of this measure was to gather 
information on school crime and violence during a two-year period. The 
department will have met the intent of the law when it completes its first 
report, which the department states is forthcoming. The continued collec­
tion of data and preparation of additional reports is no longer required. 

Continual Data Collection Unnecessary. Preliminary figures from the 
yet-to-be released Department of Education report appear to indicate a 
significant amount of school-related crime has occurred statewide in the 
1980-81 school year. The final report will provide detailed data on the 
types of criminal activity which have occurred, and will aid in the continu­
ing development by various public agencies of preventive strategies. Our 
analysis indicates, however, that to continue to collect this data each year 
is uIlnecessary. A sufficient period of time has not elapsed since the last 
round of data collection to provide a basis for determining the effective­
ness of strategies adopted to reduce violence and vandalism. Rather than 
conduct annual surveys year after year, we recommend that data be col­
lected every five years-providing a more cost-efficient method for deter­
mining trends in the incidence of school-related crime. 

Unnecessary Duplication of Other Department of Education Activi­
ties. Our analysis indicates that recent SESR attempts to ascertain the 
cause of violence and vandalism in schools are duplicative of activities 
carried out by the. department's Office of Intergroup Relations. 

The Office of Intergroup Relations has conducted several studies in an 
attempt to identify the problems which cause disruption to the school 
environment. In addition, the office has addressed the problem of school­
related criminal activity by providing (1) assistance to school personnel 
in developing conflict management skills, (2) assistance in the prevention 
of disruptive conflict, (3) intervention in crisis situations, and (4). the 
provision of training for administrators in improving the human environ-
ment of schools. . 

Unnecessary Duplication of Department of lust ice Activities. Our 
analysis also indicates that planned SESR programs to identify exemplary 
programs and technigues to combat school violence and vandalism dupli­
cate programs already conducted by the Department of Justice's School 
Safety Center. The School Safety Center already provides leadership, 
support, and direction to school districts in preventing school-related 
crime, and as one of its primary activities, fublishes "Campus Strife," a 
quarterly journal which highlights successfu school crime and vandalism 
control programs. .. . 

Because the functions of the School Environment and Safety Center are 
no longer authorized and because other statewide programs are attempt­
ingtodeal with school-related crime and develop prevention techniques, 
we recommend elimination of the unit, for a General Fund savings of 
$164,000. 
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2. NONCONSOLIDATED CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 
This section discusses the categorical aid programs that are not covered 

by the consolidated application process, and are not part of other major 
programs. 

Table 12 shows the local assistance expenditures and funding for these 
categorical aid programs. 

Table 12 
Nonconsolidated Categoricals Local Assistance Expenditures and Funding 

ESEA, Title I-Migrant f ...................... 
Demonstration programs in reading 

and mathematicsl! .......................... 
Driver training' ...................................... 
Transportation8 •.••.••..•...•..•..•..•.•••..••.••.•.... 

Instructional materials8 ••..••.•.••...•..••••.•. 

School personnel staff developments 
Resource centers8 .................................. 

Professional development centers8 •... 

New careersl! ............................................ 
Indian education centers8 ........•..•....•..• 

Native American Indian education 
program8 ...•..•...•..••.••.••..••.•....•..••.•.... 

Vocational educationgJ,s ........................ 
Adult education apportionments8 .•...• 

Adult basic ,educationf,s ........................ 
Career guidance centers8 ••....••..•.....••.. 

Innovative program' ............................ 
Federal block granr .... : ......................... 
Environmental education' .................... 
Gifted and talented8 .............................. 

Instructional television8 ........................ 

Totals .................................................. 
General Fund .......................................... 
Federal funds .......................................... 
Other state funds and reimburse-

ments ................................................ 

• Included iIi federal block grant. 
f Indicates Federal funds· support. 
8 Indicates General Fund support. 

(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated 
1980-81 1981-82 

$49,334 $63,453 

3,179 3,558 
18,341 17,844 
92,279 190,243 
41,114 39,968 

894 947 
1,481 1,678 

716 760 
324 229 
708 750 

301 319 
75,899 80,779 

149,504 170,115 
6,970 9,873 

223 
(15,356)" (14,619)" 
30,995 35,940 

484 483 
15,527 16,887 

887 871 --- ---
$489,160 $634,698 
$307,589 $428,326 
147,742 176,134 

33,829 32,238 

'Indicates support from other state funds and reimbursements. 

Proposed 
1982-83 

$63,442 

3,738 
17,844 

187,878 
.51,3~ 
8,598 
5,158 

800 

785 

333 
80,806 

165,360 
9,875 

(-)" 
34,389 

483 
17,722 

915 ---
$649,449 
$442,635 . 
174,575 

32,239 

ESEA TITLE I-MIGRANT 
(Item 6100-141-890) 

Overview 

Change 
Amount Percent 

-$11 

180 5.0% 

~2,365 -1.2 
li,355 27.4 
7,650 807.0 
3,480 207.4 

40 5.3 
-229 -100.0 

35 4.6 

14 4.4 
27 0.1 

-4,755 -2.8 
2 

(-14,619)" (-100.0)" 
-1,551 -4.3 

835 5.0 
44 5.0 

$14,751 2.3% 
$16,309 3.8% 
-1,559 -0.9 

1 

The federal ESEA Title I-Migrant Program was .established in 1965 to 
provide supplementary educational services to children of migrant and 
formerly migrant parents. California has nine regional offices which are 
responsible for program administration. In addition, five school districts 
receive funds directly from the State Department of Education. 
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There were 1,355 schools in 328 districts participating in migrailt educa­
tion programs in 1980-81. These schools enrolled approximately 127,000 
migrant students; 24,000 more than in 1979--80. . 

As shown in Table 13, California expects to receive $65.7 million in 
federru migrant education funds for 198~. The budget proposes to allo­
cate $63.4 million of this amount for local assistailce-slightly less than the 
amount allocated in 1981-82. The balance-$2.3 million-would be allocat­
ed for state operations, for an increase of $142,000, or 6.6 percent, above 
the current-year level. 

Table 13 

Federal ESEA Title I-Migrant Funds 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated 
1980-81 1981-82 

State Operations ....................................... . $1,833 $2,147 
Local Assistance ....................................... . 49,334 63,453 

Totals ................................................... . $51,167 $65,600 

Redirection of Special Project Funds 

Proposed 
1fJ82...83 

$2,289 
63,442 

$65,731 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$142 6.6% 
-11 

$131 0.2% 

The State Department of Education contracts with local educational 
agencies and priya~e organizations in support of migrant education special 
Rrojects. Federal Title I-Migrant funds are allocated for local assistance for 
these projects. In 1981-82, the department contracted for seven special 
projects, at a cost of $4.4 million· in federal funds. 

Our review of these projects indicates that by eliminating unnecessary 
and duplicative program components a minimum of approximately $1 
million could be made available for other higher priority migrant educa­
tion activities. 

The following sections of this analysis discuss and make recommenda­
tions on four of the special projects within the ESEA Title I-Migrant 
program.. . 

Table 14 displays the special projects from which migtant education 
funds for local assistance can be redirected. 

Table 14 

Summary of Recommended Redirection of 
Migrant Special Project Funds 

(1981-412 contracts) 

Mini-Corps· ............................................................................................. . 
ECS task force ......................................................................................... . 
External evaluation ................................................................................. . 
Partnership program ............................................................................. . 

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

• Includes two recommendations. 
b Estimate including summer school program. 
C Includes contracts for 1980-81 and 1981-82. 

Contract Total 
$3,132,500 b 

60,000 
766,000 c 

48,000 

$4,006,500 

Recommended 
Redirection 

$764,000 
60,000 

125,000 
48,000 

$997,000 
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Recommend Alternative Funding Source for Mini-Corps Stipends 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language to 

direct the State Department of Education to require that Mini-Corps par­
ticipants at Califomia State University (CSU) campuses receive their 
school year stipends from regular college financial aid programs, and not 
from Migrant Education funds, because paying stipends to college stu­
dents is an unnecessary use of Migrant Education funds, for a Federal 
Trust Fund redirection of $400,()(}(} of local assistance monies. 

The State Department of Education.contracts annually with the Butte 
County Superintendent of Schools to conduct the statewide Mini-Corps 
program. In 1980-81, the contract amount totaled $3,132,500. Mini-Corps 
operates both a nine-month school year program and a summer school 
program. Both programs seek to (1) provide categorical services to mi­
grant education pupils, primarily by using college students as teacher 
aides and (2) increase the number of bilingual professionals available to 
provide services to migrant children. Mini-Corps participants are enrolled 
in 16 community colleges and state universities, and are typically former 
migrants. During 1981-82, 328 college students are participating in the 
school year Mini-Corps program. 

Duringthe current year, 188 California State University (CSU) students 
are each receiving nine-month stipends of approximately $2,600 through 
the Mini-Corps contract. This amounts to $490,000 in migrant education 
local assistance funds. The 140 community college students are receiving 
similar stipends, which are funded through college financial aid programs. 
Community college students also receive an additional $50 monthly sti­
pend for transportation costs. 

Our review of school year stipends awarded to Mini-Corps participants 
indicates that except for a $50 monthly travel reimbursement, community 
college participants are paid entirely from federal work-study and Extend­
ed Opportunity Program and Services (EOPS) funds provided through 
the regular campuses financial aid mechanisms. In contrast, stipends for 
CSU students are paid from federal Migrant funds, outside of the normal 
campus mechanisms. . 

We can find no analytical reason for using different financial aid funding 
procedures for the two groups of participants. Accordingly, we recom­
mend that Mini-Corps participants at CSU campuses also apply for their 
stipends through the regular financial aid programs. Our analysis indicates 
that CSU Mini-Corps participants will have little if any difficulty in qualify­
ing for the aid programs because the academic and financial need criteria 
for work study and the Mini-Corps program are similar. Actual work-study 
grants may be somewhat less than the stipends funded with migrant edu­
cation funds. Mini-Corps participants may also be eligible for state Bilin­
gual Teacher Development Grants and other state and federal grants and 
loans. 

In 1981-82, the CSU received approximately $10 million in federal work 
study funds. Our analysis indicates that the additipn of a limited number 
of Mini-Corps participants to the work study program will have little, if 
any, impact on the overall work study program. 

Because the program is similar to many others that provide work-study 
financial aid to students, funding stipends from limited Migrant Education 
funds is unnecessary. In addition, by making stipend awards through each 
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campus financial aid office, each student's financial aid package can be 
developed more accurately and the stipend award can be integrated with 
other financial assistance. . 

Con,sequently, we recommend that $400,000 of Title I"Migrant funds be 
deleted from the Mini~Corps contract. The effect of this recommendation 
will be that (1). all Mini-Corps participants will receive similar stipends 
through financial aid programs, as well as $50 monthly stipends from 
migrant education funds for travel and (2) the Department of Education 
will save $400,000 in migrant education funds which can be used for higher 
priority migrant education programs. 

Reduction in Mini-Corps Administration Recommended 
. We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language to 

direct the . State Department of Education to stop contracting for the 
services of Mini-Corps School Year Coordinators because these positions 
are unnecessary, for a minimum Federal Trust Fund redirection of $364,-
000. 

Our review ofthe lO-month 1981-82 Mini-Corps contract indicates that, 
exclusive of participant stipends, over $1 million is included in the Mini­
Corps budget to administer the 328-participant teacher assistant program 
during the school year-a cost of $3,100 per participant. Of the 29 budget­
ed professional positions, 16 are School Year Coordinators located in the 
areas where Mini-Corps activities are conducted, and 13· are located at 
Mini-Corps headquarters in Sacramento and Oroville, some of whom pro­
vide a variety of student services to participants. We estimate that thel6 
Coordinator positions cost $364,000, including salaries, benefits, and in­
direct costs but exclusive of operating expenses such as travel and clerical 
support. 

Our analysis of the Mini-Corps budget and our field visits indicate that 
there is an unnecessary amount of supervision and coordination of Mini­
Corps participants. A Mini-Corps teacher assistant works under a cer­
tificated classroomteacher who provides direct and constant supervision. 
The teacher assistant can also be supervised and assisted by staff from the 
migrant education regional office. Further supervision and coordination 
is provided by Mini-Corps School Year Coordinators and other Mini-Corps 
Field Coordinators and Associate Directors. 

In sum, we recommend that 16 School Year Coordinator positions be 
eliminated because: 

• Classroom teachers provide direct, day-to-day supervision, leader­
ship, and training. Other school and school district administrators also 
provide indirect supervision. 

• Migrant education regional office staff can provide effective coordina­
tion in relation to the needs of migrant education programs in the 
area. 

• Mini-Corps School Year Coordinators are an expensive, additional 
administrative level in the Mini-Corps program. The 13 other profes­
sionals can provide any necessary leadership, coordination, and stu­
dent services for the Mini-Corps program. 

Because their responsibilities are unnecessary for the continued success­
ful operation of the Mini-Corps teacher assistant program, School Year 
Coordinators can be eliminated without having an adverse impact. By 
limiting future Mini~Corps contracts to exclude these positions, the State 
Department of Education will avoid $364,000 in Mini-Corps salary, benefit, 
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and indirect costs, which could be redirected to other migrant education 
programs. 

ECS Migrant Education Tasie Force 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplementallangt1age to 

direct that the Department of Education no longer participate in· the 
Education Commission of the States' (ECS) Migrant Education Task 
Force, because California s participation in the Task Force does not result 
in significant benefit to the state, for a Federal Trust Fund redirection of 
$60,000. 

The Department of Education contracts anmiaIly to participate iIi the 
Education Commissidn of the States' (ECS) Migrant Education Task 
Force. It does so on a voluntary basis. The interstate compact, which 
involves ten of the 50 states, is funded by member contributions equal to 
.25 percent of each states' total migrant education grant award for admin­
istration. The Florida Department of Education serves as the fiscal agent 
for the task force. 

The ECS proposal for 1981 states that the goals of the task force are to: 
(1) improve the economic, political and educational status of migrant 
children by expanding the awareness of decision makers, concerned per­
sons, and other groups so that they can assist in developing and maintain­
ing advocacy and support services and (2) seek active involvement in the 
ECS task force of nonparticipating states. 

California's 1981 contrihution-'-$60,OOO-was larger than that provided 
by any of the ten states. Furthermore, an unknown additional amount of 
migrant education state operations funds are spent so that State Depart­
ment of Education staff can travel out-of-state to task force meetings and 
activities. 

The current contract expired in December 1981, and at the time this 
analysis was prepared, the department had not indicated whether or not 
it will enter into a new contract. 

We recommend that the State Department of Education discontinue 
California's participation in the task force because: 

• Advocacy is a prime task forceactivity and the Legislature has indicat­
ed that this is a low priority activity for California's migrant education 
program. 

• Task force conferences and publications duplicate the activities of the 
Federal Department of Education. 

• Task force activities pertaining to interstate migrant pupils, a second­
ary function of the task force, are of little value to California because 
the state "shares" few pupils with the other task force members. 

For these reasons, we recommend that California no longer contribute 
to the support of the task force. This would allow $60,000 of state opera­
tions funds to be redirected to other migrant education local assistance 
programs. In addition, an unknown amount of funds spent on out-of-state 
travel and other task force activities would be redirected to state opera­
tions directly benefiting California. 

Recommend Discontinuing. External Evaluation 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language to 

direct the Department of Education to terminate the migrant education 
program external evaluation contract because additional studies of the 
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program are unnecessary, for a Federal Trust Fund redirection of$l~OOO. 
In A~ril 1980, the Department of Education contracted for the first in 

a serieslof external evaluations of the state's Migrant Education program. 
The cost of that contract and subsequent contract amendments· totals 
approxi~ately $890,000. Before this contract was signed, each migrant 
region~ office conducted its own evaluation which was then reported to 
theDePflrtment of Education. This practice was discontinued because (1) 
individqal regional evaluations were thought to be more expensive than 
one statewide evaluation, and (2) the objectivity of the evaluation was 
questioQable, since regions were re~ponsible for evaluating their own pro-
gram. . 

After a competitive proposal process, the SDEawarded a $428,846 con­
ract to a contractor in March 1980 for an external evaluation. In July 1981, 
the department amended the original contract to provide an additional 
$462,228 without conducting a competitive bidding process. Through 1981 
-82, a total of $766,000 has been spent. The SDE advises us that an addition­
al $125,000 included in the amended contract will be spent in 1982-83. 

Our analysis of the external evaluation indicates that it is of little benefit 
to the state. It is primarily a de~criptive summary of migrant education 
activities, and includes)ittle evaluation in areas such as furiding, interagen­
cy coordination, the Migrant Stu,dent Record Transfer System (MSRTS), 
and program dissemination. Much of the evaluation descri.bes how various 
migrant education program participants perceive the implementation of 
their program. In addition to a statewide report, the contractor also pro­
vided individual evaluations to each of the regions and districts participat­
ing in the study. 

While the federal government requires an·annual report from the state 
evaluating program effectiveness, the federal regulations allow the state 
to submit representative samples of the state's migrant education pro­
grams for the evaluation, in lieu of a full scale evaluation. Consequently, 
an evaluation such as. the one called for by the contract is unnecessary to 
comply with federal reqUirements. Further, our analysis indicates that this 
laI ge-scale evaluation does riot need to be continued because (1) a large 
amount of information on migrant education has already been collected 
and (2) numerous studies of migrant education have been completed at 
the state and federal level. Our analysis also indicates that the depart­
ment's Office of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER) has the 
capacity to develop the necessary reports for the federal Department of 
Education. (For 1982-83, the budget proposes a reallocation of $79,000 in 
federal migrant education funds to OPER). 

We find little or no immediate need for further in-depth research re­
garding migrant education, and therefore recommend that the existing 
evaluation contract be canceled, as allowed for in the contract, for a 
Federal Trust Fund redirection of $125,000 to migrant education local 
programs. 

UCLA Partnership Program 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language to 

direct the State Department of Education (SDE) to discontinue the con­
tract for the UCLA Partnership Program because the program is too ex­
pensive to be implemented on a statewide basis and duplicates existingUC 
and CSU student outreach activities which are less costly, for a Federal 
Trust Fund reallocation of $4~OOO. We further recommend that the SDE 
use these funds to develop statewide procedures for the identification of 
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and programs for giltedand talented migrant pupil$ withIn the ~urrent 
Gifted and TalentedEduca.tion (GATE) program. (ReduceItem 6jOO-141-
890 by $48,000 and increaseltein6100~{}{)1~90 bY$~(J(}()). ' ,! " 

The SDE contracts withthe,Tu,la.re 'County DepartII1Emtof EciJlc~tion 
to operate a special 'summer program foi' exceptional migrant e4~cation 
high school students to study on the UCLA campus and partic~pate in 
recreational activities. During the summer of 1981, the Partnership Pro­
gram brought 50 migrant a~dformerly migralltpupils to the UCLA cam­
pus for one month, at a total cost of $48,000. Specifically, the UCLA 
Partnership Program seeks to (1) provide exceptional migrant students 
with enriChment instructioiial services, (2) expose the students to a col­
lege environment, and (3) enhance the students' academic attainment in 
order to increase their chances of continuing their education,~t'a: college 
level.' , . 

The Partnership Program was developed to meet the needs of some 
exceptional migrant pupils who, because of their transiency, are not being 
served by regular school-site Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) 
programs. Although weare unable to estimate the number of exceptional 
migrant children who are eligible for, but ,not participating in GATE 
programs, our analysis indicates that the nature of GATE pupil identifica­
tion and programs serves to exclude pupils who continually change 
schools." " ' , 

Our analysis, indicates that the SDE Partnership Program duplicates 
other student outreach programs operated by the California State Univer­
sity (CSU) and the University of California (UC) which are designed to 
increase the participatioIl of under~represented groups in higher educa­
tion. These programs generally are less costly, and less lengthy than the 
partnership program. 

,.In addition, we find that the Partnership Program serves few pupils at 
a relatively high cost, and therefore cannot be implemEmted ona state­
wide basis for all eligible exceptional migrant children. The per pupil cost 
ofthe Partnership program is almost $1,000 for one month, (by compari­
son,theGATE program per pupil cost is ,approximately $100 per year). 

For these reasons, we ;recommend termination of the, Partnership Pro­
gram; At the same time, we recomPlend that the SDEcontinue to seek 
ways of meeting the needs of. exceptional migrant children. ,These chil­
dren should be served by regular GATE programs which (1) are more cost 
effective than the Partnership Program and (2) do not duplicate CSU and 
UC programs. Accordingly, we recommend that savings from the termina­
tion of the Partnership Program be redirected by the SDE to develop 
statewide procedures for GATE rupil identification and programs which 
will increase the participation ,0 migrant pupi,ls in, GATE programs. 

DRIVER TRAINING/TRAFFIC SAFETY EDUCATION 
(Items 6100-001-178 Ciod 6100-171-178), ' 

O~Elrvi~w' ,,: 
.. The pepartment, of ~ducation administers a dri\;ertraining, program 

which includes both a lap~ratoryphase (behind-the-wheel training) and 
classroom driver education. ,Current law limits, state reirribursemEmt for 
the cost ofthe laboratory phasefor norillandicappedstu<:lentsto the lesser 
of $60 per pupil, or the actual costs incurred. For handicapped,,~tudents, 
the state reimbursement is limited to $200 per pilpil. These costs are 
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funded from the Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund. 
The department also administers a School Bus Driver Instructor Train­

ing prpgram and a Farm Labor Vehicle Instructor Training program 
which prepare teachers for the instruction of driver training classes for 
prospective operators of these vehicles. 

Table 15 displays the funding levels for these programs for the past, 
current, and budget years. 

Table 15 
Allocations for Driver Training 

(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-112 1982-83 Amount Percent 

Driver Training 
1. State Operations· .................................................. $276 $100 $99 $1 1% 
2. Local Assistance: 

A. Regular ... ; ........................................................ 17,170 16,569 16,569 
B: Handicapped ................................................ : .. 1,171 1,275 1,275 

Subtotals ............................................................ $18,341 $17,844 $17,844 
School Bus Driver, Instructor Training .................. $457 8 $459 $2. 0.4% 
Farm Labor Vehicle Instructor Training .............. $106 115 119 4 3.5 -

Totals: ...................................................................... $18,723 $18,516 $18;521 $5 

8 The School Bus Driver lil.structor Training program was federally funded through September 30, 1981. 
The Legisla~e. appr:opriated additional Driver Training Penalty Assessment funds to support the 
program for the remainder of the fiscal year. Approximately $112,000 of the $457,000 appropriated 
in the curreitt year are federal foods which the budget proposes to replace with monies from the 
Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund in 1!l82-33. 

Federal· Study 
A federal study of driver education and training, funded by the National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration, is in progress in DeKalb County, 
Georgia. It is analyzing the effectiveness of a particular type of program 
delivery system--.:the "Safe Performance Curriculum." This program 
combines the use of a multiple-car driving railge, electromechanical 
simulator, and behind-the-wheel training in traffic. The curriculum con­
sists of considerably more hours of training than have been required in the 
various types of programs offered in California. Completion of the study 
is not expected until the spring of 1983. 

Driver Training . 
We recommend that the state discontinue reimbursement for district 

driver training programs because there is no evidence that such training 
warrants a state subsid~ given other demands on limited funds available 
for instruction. This would result in a savings to the Driver Training Pen­
alty Assessment Fund of $17,844~OOO. (Reduce Item 6100-171-178 by $17,-
844~OOO). Pursuant to Control Se~tion 19.17 . (see. below) this 
recommendation would increase the ainount available to the General 
Fund by $17,844~OOO. 

We further recommend that legislation be enacted to eliminate the 
requirement that persons 16 tf! 18 years of age receive driver training 
before theycan be licensed, because the current licensing procedures of 
the Departmentaf Motor Vehicles should ensure that unsafe drivers are 
not licensed 
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. Resohition, Chapter 6,2, ~tatutes C?f J980 (SCR 58), requires the Legisla­
tive An,alyst to prepare a report :whiCh evaluates and makes rElcommenda­
tions on certain specified local mandated programs. One bf the programs 
we were required to review is the driver training program. Our findings 
and recommendations on this. and other mandates addressed by Resolu­
tionChaptElr 62 are contained iil An Analysis of ~1 State Mandated Pro-
grams (Report 82-2, January 1982). . 

In our analysis of the driver training program, we found that: 
• State funds only cover .a portion of the total costs of driver training . 
• Many school districts believe that state law, in effect, forces them to 

continue their driver training program, even though it is no longer 
mandated per se, because the vehicle code still requires that persons 
16 to 18 years bf age complete some form of driver training prior to 
receiving a driver's license. 

• There. is no evidence to indicate that the completion of a driver 
training program reduces the number of traffic accidents, and thus 
warrants a state subsidy. 

_ On this basis, we recommend that the state discontinue reimbursing 
districts f9r the costs of their driver training programs. 

We further recommend- that legislation be enacted to eliminate the 
requirement that persons 16 to 18 years of age receive driver training 
before they can be licensed. The written and on-road driving tests admin­
isteredby the Department of Motor Vehicles should be sufficient to en­
sure that persons not adequately prepared to safely operate a motor 
vehicle do not receive a drivers license. If these tests are not rigorous 
enough to achieve this objective, they should be improved. In any case, 
the available empirical data do not demonstrate that driver training is an 
effective substitute for DMV testing procedures. 

Section 19.17~Driver Training Fund Balance Reversion 
We recommend approval. 
This section provides that thEl hnencumbered balance in the Driver 

Training Penalty Assessment Fund, on June 30, 1983, be transferred to the 
General Fund. . 

This secqon continQes existihglegislative policy, as reflected in the 1981 
Budget Act. By reverting the unencumbered balance in this fund to the 
General Furtd, the Legislature will have more fiscal flexibility in meeting 
legislative priorities in the education area and other areas. We therefore 
recommend approval. 

Farm Labor Vehicle Instructors 
We recommend the consolidation of the Farm Labor Vehicle and 

School Bus Instructor training programs, due to the small number of 
perSons completing the Farm Labor Vehicle Instructor course, for a Gen­
eralFund savings of $119,000: (Reduce Item 6100-001-00l,by $119,(00). 

Current law requires that all drivers of farm labor vehicles have either 
~.farm ~abor vehicle o~ a school bus ~river certificate'l.lus a driver's 
hc~nse for the appropnate class of vehIcle to be operate . 

Before being issued, the required certificate, the applicant must (1) 
complete a driver training course developed by the Department of Edu­
cation and taught.by an instructor having a valid driver training instruc­
tion certificate, and (2) pass an examination administered by the 
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Califo~nia Highway Patrol. '. . 
The Fa,rm Labor Vehicle Instructor Training program was established 

to provide trai:ping without charge to persons desiring certification as 
Farm Labor yehicle ,Driver Training Teachers~ ~d is the only program 
offering this training in the state. The budgetrequests$119,000 to continue 
this program inthe budget year. . . . . _'" : 

From September 1975 to October 1980, a total. of 38 instructors have 
been trained hi nine classes. Attendance in these classes ranged from two 
to six pupils. Of the graduates, 32 out of the 3$ are c!lrrently employed as 
farm labor vehicle driver training teachers. .' 

Since only eight students (on average) ar~ expected to complete this 
. course; the average cost of providing this training will approximate $14,875 
per student in the current year. . '. 

The cost bf training a pupil in the School Bus Instructor Training pro­
gram (which the department also administers) will approximate $2,285 
per student for about 200 students in the current year. The average class 
size in this program is approximately eight students per instructor. The 
instructc;>rs are also qualified to teach the Farm Labor Vehicle Instructor 
Training Program, . '. 

Our analysis indicates that the Farm Labor Vehicle program course 
could be eonsolidated with the. School ~tis Instructor. Training program, 
at no additional cost to the latter program~ . . ." 

Accordingly, we recommend the consblidationof the FarIIl Labor Vehi­
cle II1structor program into the School Bus. Instructor Training program 
for a General Fund savings of $119,000, bas€)d on (1) the small number of 
students completing the Fa.rm Labor Vehicle Instructor Program (2) the 
significant difference in the cost per student between these two programs, 
(3) the fact that teachers in the School Bus Instructor program arealso 
qualified to teach the other program, .and (4) the small class sizes in the 
School Bus Instructor program. 

Fee Charges Needed 
'-: We' recommend that the Legislature aaoptBudget Bill language to 

direct the State Board of Education to ,develop a schedule of fees for 
assessment to the School Bus InstriJptor Training program participants~ to 
recover SO percent of the program 'scost~ for a savings to the Driver Train­
ing. Penalty Assessment Fund of $22!1,Soo, because public and private 
transportation providers benefit equally with the state from the provision 
of this service. Pursuant to Control Section 19.17 this recommendation 
would increase the amount availab'e to the General Fund by $22!1,SOO. 
(Reduce Item 6100-001-178 by$22!1,S()())~ 

Teachers of school busdriver training courses rnustpossess a school bus 
instructor certificate in order for their graduates to qualify for a certificate 
authorizing operation of those vehicles., .. .. ,. 

The Department of Education currently provides an instructor training 
course for these teachers' at the H:ighway P:atrol Academy. The course 
enrolls approximately 200 pupils per year from school' districts, county 
offices of education, private schools, school bus contractors, and school 
pupil activity bus operators such as Greyhound Bus Lines. 

In years past, the federal government funded the .entire cost of the 
School Bus Instructor Training program. Federal reimbursement for the 
program, however, was discontinued in the ctirfe~t year. To replace these 
funds, the budget proposes an appropriation of $459,000 from the Driver 
Training Penalty Assessment Fund for 198~3. 
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The department is the only entity in the state which provides this 
course, and it incurs the full cost of instruction, books and supplies, student 
room and board for three weeks, and the cost of round-trip trl:!llsportation 
to the course. Applicants are not assessed any fees, because this was not 
allowed by federal regulation. Even though the federal government has 
stopped funding this program, the st~te continues to provide instruction 
free of charge. We see no reason to continue this policy, particularly given 
the fact that the state is paying the full cost of the program. The state is 
not,the sole beneficiary of the program. Specifically, private transporta­
tion providers benefit from this program, because it enables them to ob­
tain, without charge, the necessary instruction required for their 
employees to qualify for operator's licenses and thus enables them to offer 
the transportation services for a profit. 

Similarly, this program benefits Pllblic transportation providers because 
it enables them to 'offer these transportation services-for which they 
receive state aid-to district school children. 

Because local school districts and private transportation providers bene­
fit equally with the state from the provision of this service, they should 
incur an equal share;.ofthe program's cost. Accordingly, we recommend 
that the Legislature direct the State Board of Education to develop a 
schedule of fees to be assessed to program participants to recover 50 
percent of the state's cost of providing this service. 

Overview 

HOME-TO-SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION 
(Item 6100-111-001) 

The school transportation program provides state aid to school districts 
providing home-to-school transportation to' children attending district 
schools. 

State aid is provided through two means-regular transportation aid 
and small school district transportation aid. Regular transportation aid 
reimburses approved transportation costs which were incurred in accord-
ance with regulations adopted by the SDE. ' 

Previously, the amount of such aid provided to a district was based upon 
local assessed property valuations and state reimbursement rates. Chapter 
100, Statutes of 1981 (AB 777), repealed these provisions, however, and 
provided that reimburseQIents to the school districts for the 1981-82 fiscal 
year be based on approved 1979-80 transportation costs plus a six percent 
inflation factor. Because this statute provided a func,ling mechanism only 
for the current year, new authorizing le~slationwill have to be enacted 
in order to continue regular transportation aid in the.budget year. There 
is no provision in the companion budget bills, AB 2361 and SB 1326, relat­
ing to this provision. 

Small school district transportation aid provides additional general state 
aid to school districts with 2,500 or less average daily attendance, which 
incurred transportation costs in excess of 3 percent of their total General 
Fund education expenses in 1977-78. There is no requirement, however, 
that this aid be spent on transportation. It may be used for a variety of 
other purposes. Table 16 displays the funding levels for this program in the 
past, current and budget years. . 
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Table 16 

Home-To-School Tran'sportatiCmAid ." 
(in. thou~ands) 

. Actual . Estimated 
1980-81 1981-82 

Regular kansportationaid., ...... ; ... ; ... , ........ $74,568 .. ' " .' $172,725 a 

Smali distriCt transportatlon aid ; .............. ' 17,518: 17,518 

Totals .......... }.: .. ;, ... ::.;.,.:; ..... ;; ... ; ... ;.......... $92,086 . $190,243 

Proposed 
. 1982-83 

$170;360 b 

17,518 

$187,878 

. Change 
Ainount Percent 
~$2,365' .' -104% 

" Arn6Unt iriCludes $9j.7milllon oftransportation costs which were previouSly fiiianced from district 
general aid funds. . :. . . : .... .' . 

b Amount,does riot include $11.0 million in transportation aid for the LOs Arigeles UnifledSchool Distrjct 
. which is accounted f~r as K-12 general.revenuelimit'state aid, as authorized by Ch .. 1093/BJ (AB 61), 
whic? is included.~der regillar traIlsportation aid for the current year. . ' , 

The bud~et I?r~poses an appropriation of$170.4millibn for' re~lar 
transportation rud m 198~the same amount approved by the LegIsla­
ture for the cutre~t ye~r( ex~luding Los Angeles Unified School District) , 
plus a 5 percent inflation adjustment. . . 

Small School District Aid 
Small School District Aid is a categorical program which provides addi­

tional funds to certain eligible school districts. To receive this aid, districts 
must have had (1) 2,500 or less ADA in 1978--79 and (2) schooltransporta­
tion costs in 1977-78 exceeding 3 percent of their General Fund education 
expenses for that year. . ..... ....'. '. ' 

These funds are rtotappropria:teclto' serve any specific purpose Or 
groups of pupils, as are the funds ptovided under other categorical aid 
programs. Instead, they 'can be used for. any educational purposes, and 
thus the funds are similar to genetal revenue limit state aid. . 

Current lawprovidesthafeachdistnct shall receive art annual inflation 
adjustment for geheralievenuelimitstate aid. The adjustment is calculat­
ed based upon thedistrict's prior-year adjusted revenue limit. Theseinfla" 
bon adjustmenti;'ltre allocated on a sliding scale, with "poorer" districts 
receiving a largef'iIiflatioriadjustmentthan "richer" districts. This sliding 
scale is intended to eventuallyequaliie per pupil revenue limit aid state­
wide, as required by the California SupremeCoui-tin the Serranov. Priest 
decision.' .' , 

Small SchooFDistrictAid isnotincluded'in a district's revenue limit for 
the purpose of calculating inflation adjiIstments, even though it is general 
purpose aid. This ie.s~lts iIi some s':llall s~h601 ~istricts appearing "poorer':, 
and therefore receIVIng a larger mflationadJustment than they would If 
all general purpose aid is considered: . . 

The consequences of this aid not being included in equalizing inflation 
increases is that districts which' do 'not receive Small School DistriCt Aid 
will never reach revenue limit equalization with those that do, which is 
contrary to the intent of the Serrano decision. Accordingly, we have no 
analytical basis for excluding Small School District Aid from revenue limits 
for the calculation of budget year gerieral aid inflation' adjustments. . 

By including small district aid in the district revenue limit used for 
calculating inflation increases, districts which receive this aid would' ap­
pear "richer" and therefore would receive less of an' inflation increase 
than they would have received otherwise. This would result in reduced 
school finance equalization aid inflation costs of $3,903,000, based on a 
computer simulation of school apportionments which included small dis-
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trict aid in calculating inflation increases. 

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs Transportation 
Chapter 885, Statutes of 1981 (SB 741), authorizes district and county 

Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROC/Ps) to claim state 
reimbursement for costs incurred in 1981-82 for transporting pupils 
between schools and the site ofROC/P classes. State reimbursement of 
the ROC/P transportation claims will be funded from the regular school 
district transportation aid appropriation. 

Because SB 741 allows additional reimbursement claims to be made 
against the regular school district transportation aid appropriation, trans­
portation aid will be r.eallocated from local school districts to ROC/Ps 
unless the amount available for transportation aid is augmented (in addi-
tion to the inflation adjustment). . ' 

The budget provides no additional amount (beyond the inflation adjust­
ment) for school district transportation aid. Because the total amount of 
transportation reimbursement claims submitted may exceed the total 
amount of funds proposed, as a result of SB 741 claims, the reimbursement 
for each claim may have to be reduced on a pro rata basis until the total 
amount of claim reimbursements match the amount of funds appropriat­
ed. 

For the past two years, funding for regular school district tra,nsportation 
costs has been less than the total dollar amount of claims submitted, which 
resulted in the pro rata reduction of funding for each claim, with the 
district having to finance the unreimbursed portion of each, claim. By not 
providing funds to cover thEl additional cost of SB 741 claims, the budget 
may result in (1) transportation aid being reallocated from school districts 
to ROC/Ps and (2) pro rata reductions in reimbursementsfor both school 
district and ROC/P transportation claims which consequently will exacer­
bate the effects of continued transportation deficits. 

Overview 

STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
(Item 6100-191-001) 

The state funds the following staff development programs: 
(1) ProfeSsional Development and Program Improvement Centers 

(PDPICs) ,which provide in-service training in the instruction of 
reading, writing, and mathematics. 

(2) School Resource Centers, which assess school district staff develop­
ment needs and assist school administrators and teachers in devel-
oping and implementing staff development programs. . 

(3) The School Personnel Staff Development Program, which provides 
funding for grants to local school districts to conduct staff develop­
ment activities. 

Funding 
Table 17 shows expenditures and funding for the staff development 

programs. 
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Table 17 

Funding for Staff Developmailt Programs 
'( (in thousands) 

State Operations: ..................................... . 
Local Assistance: ' 

School Personnel Staff Development 
School Resource Centers ................... . 
Bilingual training ................................. . 
Professional Development Centers 

(PDPICs) ............ ~ .......................... . 
Local Assistance Subtotals ............. . 
Totals .................................................... ' 

General Fund .................................... ; .. . 
Federal/unds ....................................... . 

Positions ................... , ......................... . 

Actual Estimated 
1980-81 ~98Uj2 

$918 $855 

$894 $948 
736 943 
745 735 

716 760 --
$3,091 $3,386 

$4,009 $4,241 
$3,852 $4,144 

157 97 
8.2 9.4 

Proposed 
1!J82..:83 

$601 

$8,598 
4,388 

770 

800 
$14,556 
$15,157 
$15,a55 

102 
,·_·,9.4 

Change 
Amount Percent 

-$254 -29.7% 

$7,650 807.0% 
3,445 365.3 

35 4.8 

40 5.3 

$11,170 329.9% 

$10,916 257.4% 
$10,911 263.2% 

5 5.2 

The budget proposes $499,000 from the General Fund for-staff develop­
ment-related state operations in 1982-83, a decrease of $254,000, or 29.7 
percent, from the current year. This is due primarily to the statutory 
termination of the New Careers Program. 

In addition, the budget requests $14.6 million for local assistance pro­
grams, an increase of $11.2 million (329.9 percent) over the current-year 
amount. This consists of a $0.2'milliort (5.0 percent) inflation adjustment, 
and $11 million for program expansion. 

Governor's Investment in People Initiative 
We recommend that the proposed $11 million expansion of staff devel­

opment programs (Investment in People) b'¢ deleted because adequate 
,information on how these funds would be usec/ has not been presented to 
the Legislature. (Reduce Item 610fJ-191-001by $l1lJOO,OOO.) 

As part of the Governor's $49 million Investment in People program, the 
budget proposes to expand (1) the School Personnel Staff Development 
Program by $7.6 million (802 percent) and (2) the School Resource Cen­
ters by $3.4 million (361 percent). These funds are to be used to provide 
staff development for secondary school teachers in the instruction of 
mathematics, science, and computer technology. 

The objective of this initiative-increasing and improving instruction in 
math and science-would appear to have particular importance to Califor­
nia. Recent, reports issued by both the federal alid state governments 
indicate that California is significantly below the national average in terms 
of the amount of instruction in secondary school mathematics and science. 
In addition, the Legislature expressed interest in this issue during recent 
interim hearings. 

The Governor's proposal, however, has not gone beyond the conceptual 
stage. Specifically, the prpposal has these defects: 
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1. It does not explain why the proposed rilethod for accomplishing the. 
objective is superior to other altei7:JilHves. The Governor's initiative 
does not inclu<;le a: discussion of afterilativ:es for upgrading or iricreas-

, ing math and science instnicticm: For example; it does not a:ddr~ss 
the question 6fwhether staff development woul(ib~ as effective as 
salary supplements or financial aid stipends in inc!easing the number 
Of qualified math and 'science teachers. Nor does ifaddress'the queS~ 
tion of whether existing staff development fundscouldlJe redirected 
to provide mOre emphasis On these subjects: :.. '. . .....•. ' .. " 

. 2. 1t assumes that school districts will reorganiie theircu17icl.llil~biIt 
provides no basis forexpecfiilg the assumption 'to" hold. The, Gover­
nor's proposal is aimed at "retraining existing teachers to provide 
additional instruction inmathandscieIlc~. This\\lillinclude teachers 
with credentials .wlilch allow th~IJ+ toteachJllath and science but 
whom are currently teaching in either course areas. " This appears to 
assume that local school districts will choose to provide. more courses 
in math and science, arid f~wer courses iIi othe.r fields .. We do not 
know if this is a valid a~sumption or not: " .' .... . 

.' 3. 'It does not iridude data.o~ file 'nllinber of teacHerS needing additional 
staff develoiiment beyond those alrtiady receivingit. The Governor 
p. rO.1> oses .. to upgra. de the skills of ind. iV. iduals.Gu, Frentl.YJe.l!-ching .. math 
and science. The proposal, however, includes no dataQn the number 
bf such teachers, theamoun.t of. in"service qairiing.they currt1ntly 
receive, . the amount of training they require,and the cost of such 
training. Nor doesit provicle supporting dataon)he nlunber of tea(!h­
ers who a~e not teacJ:iing ~ath arid science but are qualified to do so. 

4. The Governors initiative does not explain 40w the funds for Schoo}, 
Resourci!Centers .woulcl be allocatttd. ;.WedQ not }mow,Jor exam-· 
pIe; whether new centers would be established and, if so; where. they 
would be located. The proposal also fails to.explainwhythese funds. 
are allocated to Resource Centers, which cover staff development in 
general, rather than Professional Development and Program Im­
provement . Centers; which specialize in providing. training in the 
instruction of reading, writing; and mathematics. 

In sum, the proposal lacks the kind ofinformatiori needed by the Legis­
laturein order;Jo estal;>lish funding requirements. For this reason, we 
reGommend that the funds be deleted. '" 

According to the Governor'soffice, a detailed expenditure plan will be 
submitted for review prior to the budget hearings. When this. information 
becomes available~ we will review it and advise the budgetcorilmittees on 
its content and make whatever change in our recommendation that is 
warranted. 
Plan for Distribution of Staff Development Resources 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language to 
diiect the Deparimentof Education to submit to the legislative'budg~t 
committee~ by December 1~ 198~ a plan for providing existing staff devel­
opment program allocations in a manner that provides more schooI.dis­
tricts with an opportunity to benefit "om the program. . 

There are 17 Professional Development and Program Improvement 
Centers (PDPICs) in the state. Because they provide training on an inten­
sive level, each of these centers typically serves a single district. About 
one-third ofthem have been operating In the same district for seven years .. 
Neither the Legislature nor the SDE has adopted a policy with regard to 
how long a center can serve a singledistTict.' ". .",' . 
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The state also funds 12 School Resource Centers. (As discussed in the 
precedi~g sec~on, the budg~t proposes a ~ajor expansion of this progra~; 
but detaIls on Implementation are not avaIlable.) These centers are tYPI­
cally described as "brok:ers" of staff development services for school dis­
tricts. They generally operate on a county-wide or multi-county basis. Two 
ofthe centers, however ,provide services primarily tojust one district each 
(Vallejo and Claremont). Both of these centers, moreover, are located in 
coUIlpes which have another Resource Center. Many other counties, 
however, have no Resource Center within their boundaries .. 

. Based on these flndin,gs, we conclude that the department should re­
view the allocation of state~funded staff development resources and de­
velop a plan for providing these resources in such a way that more districts 
are able to benefit from them. . 

Overview 

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS (TEXTBOOKS) 
(Items 6100-186-001 and 6100-189-001) 

Article IX, Section 7.5 of the California Constitution requires the state 
to adopt textbooks for use in grades K-8 and supply them to. the schools 
wiU,lout charge. To meet this mandate, the Department of Education 
Qverseesa 25-month textbook adoption llI1qdiStribution process. . 

Expenditures and F~!'Iding 
Table 18 shows the expenditures and funding; for instruGtional materials 

in the.prior, current, and budget_years. . . 
The budget proposes $51.3 million nop! the General Fund for local 

assistan.ce in 1~82-83, an increase (after correction for a technical error) 
?f $10.6 million, or 26~2 perc~n~, over the curie!lt ye~r expellditures. T~s 
Increase reflects (1) a $2 millIOn (5 percent) InflatIon allowance forIn~ 
structional materials in grades K-8 and (2)' an $8.6 million augmentation 
(related to the Governor's proposed Investment in People Program) for 
instructional materials in grades 9-12: .. 

Table 18 

Instructional Materials Expendjtures and Funding 
.. (iri thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1/J80-81 1981-82 19tJ2-.83 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
Curriculum frameworks ......... , ............ $971 .1,069 $1,069 
Textbook distribution ............................ 37 144 )q4 $10 6.9% 
Warehousing and shipping ..... : ............ 'l1!1 162 157 -5 -3.1 
Frameworks production •..................... 54 48 sO 2 4.2 
Recovery project .................................... 13 74 80 6 8.1 

Subtotals; State Operations .......... . $1,362 $1,497 $1,510 $13 0.9% 
Local Assistance: ........................................ $41,114 $39,9688 $51,323 $11,3558 28.4%8 --

Totals ........................ : ............... , ....... $42,476 $41,465 $52,833 $11,368 27.4% 
State Operations: 

General Flind .............................. ; ........... $1;307 $1,449 $1,480 $11 0.8% 
Federal funds .......................................... 1 
Reimbursements ........................... : ........ 54 48 50 2 4.2 

Local Assistance: 
General Fund .......................................... $42,347 $39,968" $51,323 $11,3558 28.4%-
/nstJ:uctional materials fund •.... , .......... -1,233 

Positions .............................. ~ ........................ 24.8 27.3 21.3 

_ To correct for a technical error, local aSsiStance funding in 1981~2 $hould be adjusted to $40,678. 



1308 / K-12EDUCATION Item 6100 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIC)N,.-;Continued 

Statutory COLA 
The Education. C0ge authorized an appropriation of $13.30 per pupil 

(g!ades K...;8).in 1978-7. 9,and prov .. ides for annua~ inflation allowances. to 
thIS amount .. m future·years based on . changes m· the Cons1.lmer Pnce 
Index. Because the ·1978-79 a,ppropriatiop and subsequent inflatiop. allow­
ances approved by the Legislature were below the authorized amounts, 
the budget proposal for textbook support in grades K...;8 is $11.5 million less 
than the amount authorized by statute. For 1982:1S3alone, existing law 
authorizes a COLA of $4.3 million (1p.5 percent). 

Governor's Initiative. for ,nstructional Materials 
We recommend that.the proPQscd $8.6mi/{ion expansion of funding for 

high school instructional materials (the Governors Investment in People) 
be deleted bec~use adequate information on how·these funds would be 
used has not been presented to the Legislature. (Delete 'telIl 6100-189-001 
for a General Fund savings of ~6~00fJ). 

As part of the Governor's~49 million Investment jn People proposal, the 
budget proposes $8.6 million from the General FUnd for math, science, 
and computer science instructional materials in high schools. 

This part of the Governor's proposal is designed to improve tl1e level of 
mathematics and science instruction in grades 9-J2 by providing addition­
al funds for (1) replacement of out-of-date mathematics and science text­
books and (2) the purchase of supplemental matl1ematics and science 
instructional materials, including science laboratory equipment and com­
puter equipmep.t. Under Cl.lrrent policY, no funds are earmarked specifi­
cally for instructional materials in grades 9-12; funding for these grades is 
allocated at the 10calieveLfrom district general aid schqol finance appor­
tionments .. 

By providing these additional funds and earmarking tpe money for 
specific instructional materia,is, the Gqvernor seeks to help school districts 
upgrade these curriculum areas so high school students can achieve tech­
nological literacy prior to graduation. 

The Governor's proposal to upgrade student skills in mathematics and 
science addresses an important issue. Although there has been an increase 
in California student mathematics scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test 
(SAT) since 1979, the 19S1 SAT results are stiIUower than they were ten 
years ago. Additionally, the Legislature and school district officials have 
expressed concern during recent hearings that the general level of high 
school mathematics and science education mar hpt be adequate. 

Details on how the Governor's proposal wil, achieve its objectives or 
meet the Legislature's concerns, however, have not been submitted as yet. 
Given a grade 9-12 enrollment of approximately 1.3 million pupils, the 
proposed $8.6 million appropriation would provide approximately $6.70 
per pupil for· instructional materials. This level of funding has not been 
justified. There are no data which specify the approximate number and 
cost of replacing out-of-date textqooks, how "out~of-date" is defined, the 
amount and cost of additional laboratory equipment needed, and the cost 
of additional computer hardware and software. . .. 

Additionally; the proposal would allocate the aid in an equal amount per 
student. This allocation assumes that all districts with high schools have an 
equal need for this aid. The validity of this assumption has not been 
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documented. 
Finally, the budget does not indicate the extent to which math and 

science texts could be upgraded by reallocating existing funds within the 
base. 

Lacking this information, we are unable to recommend that these funds 
be approved, anqconsequently recommend that they be deleted. The 
Governor's office has informed us that additional information on the pro­
posal will be available prior to the budget hearings. When this information 
becomes available, we will review it and advise the budget committees on 
its content and on any change in our recommendation that the additional 
information may warrant. 

Reallocation of Funds 
In 1981, the California Supreme Court ruled that state funding for text­

books in private schools is unconstitutional. Subsequently, the SDE 
proposed to reallocate $4.5 million from private to public schools for sup­
port of instyuctional materials in 198~..,.82 .. r~e pepartment of Finance, 
however, directed the State Co:p.troller to wlthholtl the funds from the 
Budget Act appropriation. We have reguested an opinion from the Legis­
lative Counsel concerning the disposition of these funqs, and we will be 
prepared to discuss t}:le issue during the budget hearings. 

Control Sections 19.09 and 21.40-Textbopk Royalties and Printing Obliga-
tions .. . 

We recommend approval. 
Control Section 19.09 controls the royalties paid to publishers for the 

lease of materials that the State Printer uSes to manufacture textbooks. It 
prohibits the State. Board of Education from adopting any textbook for 
which the royalty::unount exceeds 55 percent of the publisher's bid price. 
This provision also provides that the roy~typayments be adjusted for 
inflation when there are qhanges in the contract price of the textbook. 
Because state contracts prohibit book 'price in.Greases for a two"year peri­
od, these inflation adjustments usually occur every two years. 

Control Section 21.40 allows the Department of Education and the De­
partment of General Services to incur textbook printing obligations in an 
amount not to exceed $10 million for the printing of textbooks in 1982-83 
for delivery in 19t!3-84. This provision permits the State Printer to spread 
the production of textbooks more evenly over the year. .. 

Both of these control sections were adopted in the 1981 Budget Act. Our 
analysis indicates that both sections are reason~ble arid should be con­
tinued. 

GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM 

Overview 
The Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) program was established 

by Ch 774/79 to supersede the Mentally ·Gifted Minor program. The pro­
gram provides funding for educational enrichment activities for high­
achieving and talented students. It serves approximately 454 districts and 
160,000 students. 

Table 19 shows expenditures and funding for the program in the prior, 
current and budget years. As noted in the table, the budget requests $17.7 
million for this program in 1982..,.83. .. 



1310 / K-12 EDUCATION 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Continued 
Table 19 

Gifted and Talented Education Program Funding 
(in thousands) 

Item 6100 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
General Fund .................................................... $189 $138· $137 -$1 -1.0% 
Federal funds ...................................................... 142 152 146 -6 -3.3 

-- -- -- --
Subtotals ...................................................... $331 $290 $283 -$7 -2.4% 

Local Assistance: 
General Fund .................................................... $15,527 $16,877 $17,722 $845 5.0% 
Federal funds ...................................................... lOB 45 -45 -100.0 -- --

Subtotals ...................................................... $15,635 $16,922 $17,722 $800 4.7% 
Totals .... " ............................................... ; ...... $15,966 $17,212 $17,722 $91 3.0% 

Inclusion of GATE in the Consolidated Application-Reduction in State Opera­
tions 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt Budget Bill language to 
direct the Department of Education to include the Gifted and Talented 
Education (GATE) program in the consolidated application because state 
administration can be provided more eFficiently' in this manner.· We Fur­
ther recommend the deletion of 1. 7 positions and related expenses as~ 
sociated with administration of the program,Eor a General Fund savings 
of $129,000. (Reduce Item G100-001·001 by $12!J,OOO). 

The con~olidated application process was initiated by the SDE in 1973 
to accomplish two purposes: (1) to reduce the administrative burden on 
districts that otherwise results from the existence of·a large number of 
categorical education programs and (2) to allow for effective and integrat­
ed program planning at the school level. Currently, districts receive their 
funding for seven categorical programs by submitting a single form-the 
consolidated application. .. 

Recent legislation (Ch 100/81) authorizes inclusion of GATE in school­
based consolidated programS. The legislation, however,di~ not require 
inclusion of GATE in the district-wide consolidated application. Were 
GATE funding provided through the consQlidated application, our analy-
sis indicates that: . 

• It would reduce district paperwork. . 
• School and district GATE program reviews could be combined with 

the consolidated program review, reducing the number of school-site 
review team visitations and the need for separate compliance review 
instruments. 

Inclusion of GATE in the consolidated application as part of the Con­
solidated Programs Division woUld result in increased efficiency and the 
elimination of duplicative responsibilities in the administration of categor­
icalaid programs. On this basis, we recom:qlend that GATE be included 
in the consolidated application. 

Our analysis of workload data submitted by the SDE indicates that if the 
program were in~luded in· the consoli~ated applic.ation, the follo~g 
GATE staff reductions could be made Without affecting program quality. 

1. The Consolidated Programs Division can absorb, within existing re­
sources, functions currently requiring .82 personnel-years of GATE staff 
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time. These functions include sending applkations.todistricts:and obtain':' 
ing State Board of Education approval of district applications. 

2. Several func;tjons currently performed by GATE staff could; with 
some additional resources, be performed by the 'Consolidated Programs 
Divisions, allowing an estimated nelreduction of .32 personnel-years. Such 
functions include processing of district applications and training program 
reviewers.' . 

3. Some functions needed to implement the new GATE legislation in 
1979, are no longer necessary and a reduction in state operations can be 
made regardless of the decision on the above recommendation. The de­
partment's 1980-81 workload data indicates that .56 personnel-years and 
$30,000 of consultant and professional services are devoted to the develop­
ment of new GATE guidelines and implementation. These functions' are 
no longer necessary because guidelines have been published, and beca'Use 
the GATE program legislation hasnow been in effect for two years; The 
Department of Education nor the Department of Finance have provided 
any justification to maintain this funding level. 

Accordingly, we recommend that GATE be includedinJhe G()nsolidat­
ed application, for a total reduction of 1.7 positions and a $129,000 Gt:meraJ 
Fuml savings. 

VOCATIONAL EDlICATION 
(Itern61 00'-166-887) . 

Ov~rview . '. .' ." ......' .. 
The v()cational education ()ffice in the Depart~erit of Education assists 

local educ~tion agencies in providing v()cationaltraining al1dguidanceto 
approxirtlately .1.2millionsepondary sWdents. Vocational,educa~ion pro­
grams are provIded through the regular secondary school curriculum arid 
by Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROC/P)." . 
Funding . 

Table 20 shows the funding for vocational education programs in the 
prior, current, and budget yeats, Federal funds support alllocal assistance 
programs administered by the vocational educat,ion unit. General Fund 
support is required only to match federal funds reservedfor ~dministra-
tion of the Vocational Education,Act (VEA)of 1976. . 

Table 20 
Vocational. Education Funding 

(in thousands) i·'.i.'f 
Actual f:stimated Proposed , Change 
1980-81 1981.;s2 1982-83: Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
General Fund ............................................... ; .... .. 
Federal funds" .......... :.: ....................................... . 
Reimbursements b ............................................. . 

Subtotals .............................................. : ............ . 
Local ASsistance: 

General Fund .................................................. ,' .. . 
'Federal funds" .~: ............ : ............... ; .................. ;. 
Reimbursements b ............................................ .. 

$3,184 
4,430 
1,188 

, '$8,802 

$452 
.60,534 
14,913 

Subtotals ...................... ; ....... ,' ............... :............. '$75,899 
Totals ........ ; .• .: .... ; ............................... ; .................... :.;;·" $84,701 
Personnel-years .............. " .................................. ;... 106.3 

$3;319 
4,195 
1,494 

$8,999 

$67;454 " 
13,325;,· 

$80,779 
$89;778 

115.7 

$3,357 
4,271 
1,560 . 

$9,188 

$25 
67;456 

, .. ,13,325 
$80,806 
$89,994 

115.7 

$47 
76 
66 --

$189 

$25 
2 

$27 
$59 

'" -

1.4% 
1.8 
4.4 
2.1% 

NIA. ' 

0;1% 
0.1% 

" Includes amounts transferred to the Chancellor's Office of the California COlJlmunity Colleges f<ir 
postsecondary vocational education programs. 

b Includes reimbursements from the Employment Development Department for CET A programs. 



1312 / K-l'2 EDUCATION Item 6100 

DEPARTMENT OF. EDUCATION-Continued 

The budget proposes a General Fund appropriation of $3:4 million for 
state administration of vocational education programs in 1982-83, an in­
crease of $47,000, or 1.4 percent, over the current year. The budget also 
includes $25,000 from the General Fund Jor local assistance, pursuant to 
an appropriation in Ch 1251/80, for a pilot program providing occupation­
al training to the handicapped. 

FEDERAL BLOCK GRANTS 
(Item 6100-221-890) 

Overview, 
Effective in federal fiscal year 1983 (begins October 1, 1982), 31 federal 

educational assistance grants will be consolidated into a single education 
block grant. The budget estimaies a total funding level of $42.0 million for 
the new 1982--83 block grant. This amount includes $7.6 million for state 
operations and $34.4 million for local assistance. 

Table 21 lists the programs that will be consolidated into the fed~ral 
block grant. 

Table 21 
Programs and Funding Consolidated into the 

Federal Block Grant 
(in th~usands) 

Improving local educational services (ESEA rY-C) ................................................................... ; .. .. 
Strengthening state educational agency management·(ESEA Y-B) ......................................... . 
Emergency School Aid· (ESAA) .......................................................................................................... .. 
School libraries and instructional resources (ESEA lV-B) ........................................................... . 
Basic skills improvement (ESEA II) .................................................................................................. .. 
Educational improvements 

a. Community schools (ESEA YIII 809, 810, and 912) ......................................... ; ............ .. 
b. ConsUIIlers education (ESEA III-E) .............................................. ; ................................... .. 
c. Biomedical sciences (ESEA III-L) ...................................................................................... .. 
d. Gifted and talented (ESEA IX-A) ...................................................... , ............................... .. 
e. Metric education (ESEA III-B) ........................................................................................... . 
f. Ethnic heritage studies (ESEA IX) ..................................................................................... . 
g. Law related education (ESEA III-G) ................................................................................. . 
h. Cities in schools (ESEA III-A 303) .................................................................................... .. 
i. Push for excellence (ESEA III-A 303) .............................................................................. .. 
j. Teacher corps (HEA Y-A) .................................................................................................. .. 
k. Teacher centers (HE.i\ Y-B Section 592) .......................................................................... .. 
l. Pre-science teacher training (National Science Foundation Act) ............................ .. 

m. Correction education (ESEA III-]) .................................................................................... .. 
n. Environmental education (ESEA III-H) .......................................................................... .. 
o. Health education (ESEA III-I) ............................................................................................. . 
p. Preschool partnership (ESEA III-D) ................................................................................ .. 
q. Population education (ESEA III-M) .................................................................................. .. 
r. Youth employment (ESEA III-F) ....................................................................................... . 
s. Guidance, counseling and testing (ESEA IY-D) ............................................................. . 
t. Education proficiency standards (ESEA IX-B) .............................................................. .. 
u. Special grant for safe schools (ESEA IX-D) .................................................................... .. 

Career education incentlve .................................................................................................................. .. 
Secretary's discretionary fund (block grant): 

a. Basic skills (ESEA U:C) ......... : .. ; ............................................................................................ . 
b: Arts in education (ESEA III-C) ........................................................... , .............................. .. 
c. Alcohol and drug abuse education ..................................................................................... . 
d. National diffusion program (ESEA III-K) ........................................................................ .. 

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

Estimated 
1981-82 
$19,760 
. 3,703 
19,248 
15,530 

637 

153 

265 
165 
~. 

90 
136 
268 
26 

1,720 
983 
646 

1,649 

$65,046 
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Federal law requires that (1) at least 80 percent of the block grant be 
allocated as local assistance and (2) no more than 20 percent be retained 
for state operations. The budget is consistent with the federal law; it 
proposes that 82 percent of the block grant funds be provided as local 
assistance and 18 percent be used for state operations. 

Advisory Committee 
Federal law also requires the state to establish a committee for the 

purpose of advising the SDE on a formula for allocating the funds. Chapter 
1186, Statutes of 1981 (AB 2185), established this advisory committee, 
which is to (1) be appointed by the Governor by January 1, 1982, (2) 
submit a recommended formula for allocating the federal block grant, and 
(3) provide direction to the department on spending priorities for the 
funds reserved at the state level. The committee will report its recommen­
dations to the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State Board 
of Education by May 1, 1982. . 

The allocation formula will provide for (1) an allocation of funds 
between state operations and local assistance and (2) the allocation of 
funds to local education agencies, based on factors such as total enroll­
ments and the number of disadvantaged pupils. The superintendent and 
the state board must submit their recommended formula to the Legisla-
ture and the Governor by July 1, 1982. . 

Justification Lacking for State Operations Increase 
We recommend that the Legislature withhold action on the proposed 

state operations funding ($7,61l~OOO) for the federal block grant because 
the Legislature has been provided no justification for this funding level. 

As shown in T:;thle 22, the amount of federal funding received under the 
block grant in lQ82-83 is expected to be $23.1 million, or 35.4 percent less 
than funding for the programs consolidated into the block grant. The 
budget proposal, however, provides for a $1.6. million increase for state 
operations. Although the advisory committee and the state board have not 
submitted to the·'Governor and the Legislature a recommended allocation 
formula for the block grant, the budget is anticipating that close to the 
maximum allocation will be made for state operations. 

Table 22 

Federal Block Grant Funding 
(in thousands) 

State Operations ............................................. . 
Local Assistance: 

A. Shown in Governor's Budget ........... . 
B. Not shown in Governor's Budget ... . 

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

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1980-81 1981-112 1fJ82...83 

$5,851 $5,983 $7,611 

30,995 
23,123 a 

$59,969 

35,940 
23,123 

$65,046 

34,389 

$42,000 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$1,628 27.2% 

-1,551 -4.3 
-23,123 -100.0 

-$23,046 -35.4% 

a 1980-81 local assistance is estimated because some programs awarded grants directly to school districts 
and complete data on these grants are not available. 

47-75056 
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The Legislature has not been provided any justification for the increase 
in state operations nor has the advisory committee had an opportunity to 
review the proposed funding level to determine if it is necessary in order 
to accomplish the state operations requirements of the block grant. 

Pending justification by the Departments of Finance and Education for 
the proposed funding level and action by the advisory committee, we 
recommend the Legislature withhold action on state operations funding 
for the federal block grant. 

ADULT EDUCATION 
(Items 6100-156-001 and 6100-156-890) 

Overview 
The Adult Education Unit is responsible for management of state and 

federally funded programs for adults and general education development 
(GED) testing. There are 24.6 positions authorized for these functions in 
1981-82 and 1982--83. 

Funding 
Table 23 shows the state operations and local assistance funding for adult 

education in the prior, current, and budget years. 

Table 23 

K-12 Adult Education Funding 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
General Fund .............................................. $291 $363 $371 $8 2.2% 
Federal funds ....... ~: ..................................... 651 702 739 37 5.3 
Reimbursements ........................................ 158 188 201 13 6.9 -- --

Subtotals ................................................ $1,100 $1,253 $1,311 $58 4.6% 
Local Assistance: 

General Food a •.••.•••.•..••..••....••.•.•••.•.......••..• $148,530 $168,916 b $164,100 -$4,816 -2.9% 
Federal funds .............................................. 6,879 9;1B7 9;1B8 1 
Reimbursements ........................................ 91 586 587 1 0.2 -- --

Subtotals ................................................ $155,500 $178,789 $173,975 -$4,814 -2.7% 
Totals ...................................................... $156,600 $180,042 $175;1B6 -$4,756 -2.6% 
Positions ................................................ 21.4 24.6 24.6 

a Does not include funding for adults in correctional facilities. 
b The 1981-S2 baseline budget for local assistance from the General Fund was adjusted by the Department 

of Finance to $159.8 million, but this adjustment is not reflected in the budget display. 

The budget requests $164.1 million from the General Fund for adult 
education apportionments. Although this is below the amount appropriat­
ed in 1981-82, it is an increase of 2.7 percent over estimated expenditures 
in 1981-82 ($159.8 million). 
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Current law provides for an inflation allowance of 6.0 percent for adult 
education. The budget proposes a 5.0 percent cost-of-living adjustment 
(COLA) for eligible districts. Because districts with adult education reve­
nue limits above the statewide average are not entitled to inflation allow­
ances, the total amount required for inflation will be less than 5.0 percent 
of the baseline amount. The Department of Finance estimates that $4.3 
million will be needed for inflation in 1982-83, which is an increase of 2.7 
percent over the adjusted 1981-82 base. 

No Growth Budgeted 
Current law authorizes state funding for increases in adult ADA of up 

to 2.5 percent annually. The budget, however, provides no funding for 
enrollment growth in 1982-83. The statutory increase would require a 
budget augmentation of $4.3 million from the General Fund. 

We have no analytical basis for determining the appropriate level of 
growth. Earlier in this analysis, we discussed disparities in the funding 
policy proposed by the budget for adult education growth and ROC/P 
growth. As noted in that discussion, we believe the rate of district non­
ROC/P adult education growth should be consistent with the ROC/P 
growth rate because we know of no analytical reason why district pro­
grams are more or less important than ROC/P programs. 

Adults in Correctional Facilities 
The budget proposes to (1) continue the 1981-82 General Fund support 

($1.2 million) for adults in correctional facilities and (2) provide a 5 per­
cent inflation increase ($61,000) for this program. 

INDIAN EDUCATION 
(Items 6100-131-001 and 6100-151-001) 

Overview .. 
The Indian Education unit in the Department of Education administers 

two separate programs intended to improve the academic performance 
and self-concept of Native American students. The unit consists of 3.9 
positions. 

Indian Education Centers 
Twelve Indian Education Centers provide a variety of services to K-12 

pupils and adults. The centers are administered by boards of directors, 
encompass many school districts, and serve over 3,000 pupils and adults in 
numerous school districts. 

State funds typically fmancetutorial services to Indian school children. 
Other fund sources are used to finance an array of educational, employ­
ment, and cultural services at the centers. 

Native American Indian Education Program 
The Native American Indian Education program provides supplemen­

tal educational services in basic skills to about 1,200 children in grades 
kindergarten through four. Funds are allotted to 10 rural districts, which 
implement the program at 23 schools. The average grant to a district is 
approXimately $30,000. 

Table 24 shows state administration and local assistance expenditures for 
the two Indian education programs. 

We recommend approval. 
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The budget proposes an increase of 1.7 percent for state operations, and 
a cost-of-living increase of 4;6 percent for local assistance. Our analysis 
indicates that the budget proposal for these two programs is reasonable, 
and therefore we recommend approval. 

Table 24 

Expenditures for Indian Education 
(in thousands) 

State Operations ............... ; ...................................... .. 
Local Assistance: 

Native American Indian Education Program 
American Indian Education Centers .............. .. 

Totals ................... ; ........................................... . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1980-81 1981-82. 1982-83 

$203 $179 $182 

301 
708 

$1,212 

319 
750 

$1,248 

333 
785 

$1,300 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$3 L7% 

14 4.4 
35 4.6 

$52 4.2% 

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS IN READING AND MATHEMATICS 
(Item 6100-146-001) 

Overview 
Demonstration Programs in Reading and Mathematics were established 

to provide cost effective exemplary programs in grades 7, 8, and 9, using 
intensive instruction. The enabling legislation for demonstration pro­
grams specifies that the programs are to (1) develop new approaches to 
the teaching of reading and mathematics, (2) provide information about 
the successful aspect of the projects, and (3) encourage project replication 
in other schools. In 1981--82, the program served 8,500 students; in 30 
schools representing 21 districts. 

We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $3,830,000 for demonstration 

programs in 1982--83. State operations for the program are allocated $92,­
OOO-the same amount as in 1981--82. The local assistance allocation is 
proposed at $3,738,000 which reflects a 5.1 percent cost-of-living adjust­
ment. Because evaluations show this to be a successful program, we rec­
ommend approval as budgeted. 

3. STATE, COURT, AND FEDERAL MANDATES 
Under the provisions of current law, the state reimburses school districts 

for the cost of local programs which are mandated by the state, the courts, 
or the federal government. These reimbursements are funded from the 
General Fund. 

Table 25 

Expenditures for State, Court. and Federal Mandates 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated 
1980-81 1981-82 

$43,123 $22,667 
150,926 128;726 

State mandates ............................................ .. 
Court and federal mandates ..................... . 

Totals ..................................................... . $194,049 $151,393 

Proposed 
1982-83 

$14,992 
128,726 

$143,718 

Change 
Amount Percent 
-$7,675 -33.9% 

-$7,675 -5.1% 

.,. 

, I 

,. 
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State Mandates (Item 6100-216-001) 
Table 25 shows the. General Fund expenditures for such mandates. As 

the table indicates, a total of $143,718,000 is proposed for reimbursements 
in the budget year. Of this amount, $14,992,000 (lOA percent) is ear­
marked for state mandates and $128,726,000 is earmarked for court and 
federal mandates: 

Table 26 shows the state mandates for which the $15.0 million is being 
proposed. The proposed appropriation is an increase of $54,000 over es­
timated current expenditures, exclusive of amounts provided for prior 
year deficiencies or contained in claims bills. 

Table 26 

State Mandates 

School attendance review boards ............... . 
Teacher jury duty ........................................... . 
Collective bargaining ..................................... . 
Employee dismissal evaluation .................. .. 
Pupil basic skills-notification .................... .. 
Pupil basic skill~onferences .................... .. 
Pupil disciplinary procedures ...................... .. 
Administrators transferred to teaching .... .. 
Immunization records .................................. .. 
Scoliosis screening .......................................... .. 

Subtotals ..................................................... . 
Prior year deficiencies appropriated in the 

Budget Act of 1980 ................................ .. 
Prior claims bills ............................................. . 

Totals· ......................................................... . 

(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 

$1,094 
8,162 

17 
576 

1,000 
327 

1 

175 

$11,352 

$24,761 
7,010 

$43,123 

$4,500 $1,324 
1,100 1,452 
6,500 8,794 

8 1 
300 746 

1,000 1,000 
325 245 

2 1 
600 943 
603 486 

$14,938 

$7,729 
.$22,667 

$14,992 

$14,992 

School Attendance Review Boards (SARBs) 

Change 
Amount Percent 
-$3,176 -70.6% 

352 32.0 
2,294 35.3 

-7 -87.5 
446 148.7 

-so 
-1 
343 

-117 
$54 

-$7,729 

-$7,675 

-24.6 
-50.0 

57.2 
-19.4 

0.4% 

-100.0% 

-33.9% 

We recommend that urgency legislation be enacted to repeal the man­
date of Chapter 121~ Statutes of 1974, requiring each county to maintain 
a School Attendance Review Board (SARB), in order to allow counties 
more flexibility in addressing school attendance issues. We further recom­
mend that~ pending enactment of legislation, Budget Bill language be 
adopted to deny reimbursement of 1982-83 SARB claims, for a General 
Fund savings of $1,324,000. (Reduce Item 6100-216-001 by $1,324,000). 

Chapter 1215, Statutes of 1974 (SB 1742), requires each county office of 
education to establish and maintain a School Attendance Review Board 
(SARB) to address school attendance and related problems. The Board of 
Control determined that Ch 1215!7 4 contained a mandated local program 
because the act required counties to establish SARBs. The budget pro­
poses $1,324,000 to reimburse districts for the mandated costs they will 
incur in 1982-83. . 

The· county SARB functions as a multidisciplinary board consisting of 
parents and representatives of school districts, the county probation de­
partment, the county welfare department, and the county superintendent 
of schools. In addition, some local school districts have established SARBs 
at their own initiative which receive guidance and assistance from the 
county SARB. 

Our analysis indicates that there is no compelling reason for the state 

- -------------_.- ---
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to mandate· the establishment of SARBs. While the state has an interest in 
promoting attendance in educational programs, local districts have an 
even stronger interest in this area. This is because the principal benefits 
of increased attendance accrue at the local level- (1) a better educated 
community and (2) additional revenues to school districts in the form of 
state apportionments based on attendance. For these reasons, the state 
should be able to rely on the districts to do what is necessary in this area, 
and thereby avoid the cost of supporting the SARBs. 

Our interviews reveal that the effectiveness of SARBs varies from 
county to county. Some counties operate a successful SARB while others 
rely upon the local school district SARBs to cope with attendance prob­
lems. A few county SARBs do not meet on a regular basis and provide little 
guidance to the local boards. Removal of the mandate would allow each 
county office to assess the merits of its SARB, and make such adjustments 
as are necessary to deal more effectively with attendance problems. 

Counties may continue to operate successful SARBs even without the 
mandate as indeed individual districts have d()ne. They will also have the 
opportunity to alter or dismantle unsuccessful SARBs, and rely on other 
means for increasing school attendance. Alternative measures for address­
ing attendance and discipline problems, such as parent notification of 
pupil absences, alternative education programs, school site councils, par­
ent advisory committees and community advisory committees, may· be 
mOre effective at dealing with attendance problems in many cases be­
cause they operate at the district or school site level and their members 
are more likely to understand the community factors affecting the stu­
dent. 

The final decisions on whether to retain, modify, or dismantle SARBs, 
however, would be made by those in the best position to judge the efficacy 
of SARBs-'-by county and local officials. 

Because (1) there is no compelling reason for the state to mandate 
SARBs, (2) the cost of the SARB should be b. orne at the local level and can 
be funded from increased school apportionment aid resulting from suc­
cessful efforts to increase attendance, (3) the effectiveness of SARBs var­
iesfrom county to county, and (4) alternative means for addressing school 
attendance problems are available, we recommend that urgency legisla­
tion be enacted to repeal the SARB mandate. Pending enactment of such 
legislation, we recommend Budget Bill language be adopted to deny reim-
bursement of SARB mandate claims for 1982-83. . 

Mandate Report 
Resolution Chapter 62, Statutes of 1980 (SCR 58) required our office to 

evaluate and make recommendations on various specified local mandated 
programs. Elsewhere in this analysis, we have discussed recommendations 
resulting from our review of two of the five education programs, covered 
by Resolution Chapter 62-the single session kindergarten and driver 
training mandates. Our findings and recommendations regarding the 
other three education mandates are briefly summarized in this section. 
Our findings and recommendations on these mandates are contained in 
An Analysis of 21 State Mandated Programs, (Report 82-2, Jariuary 1982). 
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The Civic Center Act Should be Repealed. 
We recommend that legislation be enacted to repeal the Civic Center 

Act; because it is not clear why the state should require that part of the 
limited amount of funds available for instruction be used to subsidize 
activities which have benefits that accrue locally. 

The Civic Center Act requires all schools to be civic centers, and there­
fore to be available for use by specified community groups free of charge. 

Our analysis indicates that there is no apparent statewide interest in 
requiring school districts to use part of the limited amount of funds avail­
able for instruction to subsidize community groups. Here again, the princi­
pal benefits from the activities of these groups accrue at the local level, 
and localities would thus appear to be in the best position to determine 
when such a subsidy is warranted. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
Civic Center Act be repealed or made permissive. 

If the act is not repealed then i~ should be amended to allow districts 
to establish one or more schools as the civic center, rather than require 
all schools to be civic centers. This amendment would allow school districts 
to reduce costs by concentrating activities whenever possible. 

High ,School Graduation Standards 
We recommend that the Legislature: (1) establish a statewide minimum 

proficiency standard that graduating high school students must meet; (2) 
allow individual school districts to set standards that are higher than the 
state's but which do not constitute graduation requirements~ and (3) re­
quire the Department of Education to review periodically the implemen­
tation of the state standards in order to assure district compliance. 

Our analysis indicates that there are significant variations among the 
minimum proficiency standards adopted by the districts. As a result, stu­
dents of equal ability are treated differently at the end of their senior year. 
More importantly, the absence of statewide standards results in there 
being 110 means to ensure that the state's interest in mandating proficien­
cy st:~pards is fulfilled. Without a state minimum standard, districts are 
able 'to award high school diplomas without meeting their obligations 
either to the students or the state. 

We believe both the state and local interests in promoting pupil profi­
ciency can be met by (1) establishing a state minimum standard and (2) 
allowing local school distticts to set standards higher than the state mini­
mum. The state standard would be used as the basis for awarding high 
school diplomas, while the local standard could be used for ensuring local 
accountability to district residents. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
Legislature establish minimum proficiency standards on a statewide basis. 

The purpose ofthis recommendation is not to deny diplomas to a great­
er number of high school students. Rather, this recommendation is intend­
ed to improve the quality of the instructional program offered by local 
school districts so that high school graduates have at least the minimum 
skills needed to participate successfully in our society. 

Administrator-Teacher Ratio , 
We recommend that legislation be enacted to repeal the ceilings on 

administrator4eacher ratios as well as the requirement that districts ex­
ceeding the ceiling pay a penalty. We further recommend that; if the 
ceilings are not repealed, legislation be enacted to (1) include in the 
administrator-teacher ratio both administrators and teachers who are fund-
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ed from categoricalaid programs and (2) ensure more accurate proration 
of "administrative teachers' " time between administrative and classroom 
activities. 

The intent of the law establishing a ceiling on administrator-teacher 
ratios is to control unnecessary growth in administrators. It does this by 
requiring districts to pay a penalty for the cost of administrators above the 
specified ratio. We believe this intent can be met by allowing the local 
districts to determine the number of administrators that are needed. The 
ratio selected by local districts would reflect revenue constraints, collec­
tive bargaining considerations, and other local concerns. 

Accordingly, we recommend legislation be enacted to repeal the ceil­
ings on administrator-teacher ratios and the penalties on districts which 
exceed the ratios. 

The effect of this recommendation would be to provide more flexibility 
to local school districts in determining the number of administrators and 
teachers required in the district. 

If the Legislature decides not to repeal the ratio and penalties, we 
recommend that it amend the requirements governing the ratio calcula­
tion to (1) include both administrators and teachers funded from categori­
cal aid programs and (2) ensure better reporting of admiriistrative 
teachers' time. 

Under current law, some administrators are excluded while ail teachers 
are included in the ratio calculation. This inconsistency causes the ratio to 
understate the actual number of administrators per 100 teachers. Addi­
tionally, the ratio process may not accurately reflect the time teachers 
spend on administrative functions because there are no clear definitions 
of such time. 

Because the ratio calculation process (1) is inconsistent regarding per­
sonnel to be included iIi the calculation and (2) does not clearly define 
teacher-administrative time, we recommend that, if the ratio and penal­
ties are continued, legislation be enacted to include all administrators and 
teachers funded with categorical aid and to ensure more accurate prora­
tion of teacher-administrative time. 

The effect of this recommendation would be to provide more accurate 
information on the number of administrators per 100 teachers. 

Overview 

FEDERAL AND COURT MANDATES 
(Item 6100-114-001) 

Prior to the passage of Proposition 13, school districts were authorized 
to fund final court orders and federal mandates through the local property 
tax. In 1978-79 and 1979-8O-pursuant to post-Proposition 13 fiscal relief 
legislation-federal and court mandates affecting school districts were 
funded by the state through a revenue limit reimbursement of district 
claims for apportionment aid. Through 1979-80, the state was automatical­
ly liable for all new federal and court mandate costs imposed on school 
districts. This policy was changed in 1981. 
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Current Law 
Chapter 100, Statutes of 1981 (AB 777) , removed mandate funding from 

general revenue limits. Such funding will now be provided in the annual 
Budget Act. The 1981 Budget Act contains an Item to provide this funding. 
The 1981 Budget Act also provides that the reimbursement among claim­
ing districts will be prorated if the amounts claimed exceed the budget act 
appropriation. The Board of Control, however, is authorized to review 
such excess claims for possible inclusion in a subsequent claims bill. In 
addition, the Controller reviews each mandate claim to determine if the 
costs claimed are reasonable. 

Funding Patterns 
Table 27 shows the total amount of state reimbursements provided to 

districts for federal and court mandates since 1978-79. In 1981-82, the 
appropriation for these reimbursements totaled $128.7 million. The 
budget proposes a like amount for 1982-83. 

Table 27 

Funding for Federal and Court Mandates 
(in millions) 

1978-79 ....................................................................... . 
1979-80 ....................................................................... . 
1980-81 ....................................................................... . 
1981-82 (estimated) .............................................. .. 
1982-83 (proposed) ................................................ .. 

Funding 
Level 
$60.0 
141.7 
150.9 
128.7 
128.7 

DoUar Change 
Over Prior Year 

$81.7 
9.2 

-22.2 

Percent Change 
Over Prior Year 

136.2% 
6.4 

-14.7 

The state currently funds two types of claims: (1) court-ordered deseg­
regation and (2) employee maternity leave benefits established by federal 
law. . 

Although only four districts have submitted claims for court-ordered 
desegregation, these claims account for approximately 98 percent of the 
total 1980-81 appropriation for mandate reimbursements. Table 28 dis­
plays the court-ordered desegregation mandate claims for 1981-82, as ap­
proved by the Controller, and the estimated reimbursements based on 
proration of the $128.2 million allocated for these claims. 

Table 28 

1981-82 Claims Approved by the Controller 
and Estimated Reimbursements for 

Court-Ordered Desegregation 

Los Angeles ..................................................... . 
San Bernardino Unified ............................... . 
San Diego Unified ......................................... . 
Stockton Unified ............................................. . 

(in thousands) 

Approved 
Claim 

$138,077 
2,987 

17,835 
3,000' 

$161,899 

• Estimate based on data from the Controller's office. 

Estimated 
Reimbursement 

$108,982 
2,564 

14,104 
2,564 

$128,214 

Difference 
(Eligible Eor 

Reimbursement 
through the Board 

oEControl) 
$29,095 

423 
3,731 

436 

$33,685 
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As indicated by the table, there are unfunded claims of approximately 

$33.7 million which may be submitted to the board of Control for reim­
bursement through a current year claims bill. In addition, if claims for 
1982--83 parallel current year claims, an additional $33.7 million may be 
submitted for inclusion in a budget year claims bill. 

State reimbursements for court mandates finance a major portion of the 
four districts' total desegregation budgets. Other funding sources for 
desegregation include district general funds, federal Emergency School 
Aid Act funds, federal ESEA Title VII fund~ (bilingual-bicultural educa­
tion) , the Transition Program for Refugee Children, and National Origin 
Desegregation Assistance. 

Recommend Reallocation of Additional Bilingual Education Funds 
We recommend that $8,47~OOOin court-mandate reimbursement funds 

currently provided to four school districts to fund bilingual education 
components of court ordered desegregation plans instead be 1J1l0cated 
through the statewide Economic Impact Aid program~ because there is no 
analytical justification for providing additional bilingual education funds 
to only the four districts. (Reduce Item 6100-114.;001 by $8,47~OOO and 
increase Item 6100-121-001 by $8,47~OOO). 

Each of the four school districts facing court-ordered desegregation 
include a substantial bilingual education component as a part of its integra­
tion activities. The bilingual education components include such activities 
as basic skills development in a pupil's primary language (other than 
English), summer school for limited English proficient (LEP) pupils, in­
struction in English as a second language, parent education, and the re­
cruitment of and salary incentives for bilingual teachers. 

Table 29 indicates the proposed state reimbursement for court-ordered 
desegregation in 1981-82, and the cost of each desegregation plan's bilin­
gual education component. 

Table 29 

State Reimbursement of Bilingual Education Components 
of Court-Ordered Desegregation Plans 

(in thousands) 

Total 
Reimbursement 

Los Angeles Unified ....................................... . 
San Bernardino Unified ................................. . 
San Diego Unified ........................................... . 
Stockton Unified ............................................. . 

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

1981-82 (est) 
$108,982 

2,564 
14,104 
2,564 

$128,214 

Bilingual Education 
Component 

$7,004 
260 
723 
483 

$8,470 

Percent of 
Total 

Reimbursement 
6.4% 

10.1 
5.1 

18.8 

6.6% 

Double Funding of Each District's Bilingual Education Component 
Our review of the bilingual components which are included in desegre­

gation plans indicates that although bilingual program requirements may 
be more specific for these four districts, the basic requirements that these 
districts must meet in the provision of educational services to LEP pupils 
apply to all other districts in the state as well. In effect, all school districts 
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are under federal court order to meet the educational needs of limited 
English proficient (LEP) pupils, as a result of the U.S. Supreme Court 
decision in Lau v. Nichols. In addition, all school districts are required to 
provide bilingual education to LEP pupils as specified by state legislation. 

The other districts fund their bilingual education program with funds 
provided through a combination of categorical programs, primarily Eco­
nomic Impact Aid. The four court mandate districts also receive aid from 
the same categorical programs. Consequently, the four districts are receiv­
ing double funding for meeting their bilingual education obligations, since 
they are receiving court mandate reimbursements for this purpose and 
state and federal categorical monies that are intended to fund activities 
either required or authorized by existing law. 

We recommend that double funding for these costs be eliminated be­
cause: 

• District implementation of the court-ordered plan pertaining to bilin­
gual education does not necessitate an increase in costs over what is 
required, or authorized, by existing law. 

• The four districts are eligible for and receive categorical program 
funds which they may use to fund bilingual education activities cov­
ered by the court order. 

We further recommend that the extra bilingual monies currently al­
located to the four court-mandate districts be reallocated statewide 
through the EIA formula because this funding mechanism is the primary 
source of funds for district bilingual programs. The EIA formula provides 
monies for state compensatory education programs (EIA/SCE) and for 
bilingual programs (EIA/LEP). The formula is the most effective existing 
mechanism to deliver funds to LEP pupils because the determination of 
the formula includes the percentage of a district's pupils with Asian and 
Spanish surnames and Indian pupils which are proxies for the number of 
LEP pupils. 

The effect of this recommendation would be to reduce the four districts' 
bilingual court-mandated program funds by a total of $8,470,000. The net 
reduction in state funds going to these districts, however, would be less 
because they would receive a portion of these funds back, through the 
Economic Impact Aid program. 

Funds are Needed Statewide 
Our analysis indicates that additional funds for bilingual education are 

needed statewide because of the continuing increase in the number of 
limited English proficient (LEP) pupils. Our review of the spring 1981 
census of LEP pupils indicates that there are 377,000 non-English and 
limited-English speaking pupils in K-12. This represents a 15.6 percent 
increase in the number of LEP pupils identified in 1980, and a 30.9 percent 
increase from the 1979 census. In contrast, under the Governor's Budget, 
the program level in 1982-83 would remain at the 1980-81 level, when 
measured in terms of purchasing power. 

Because the number of LEP pupils identified statewide continues to 
increase significantly while the primary state funding program base for 
bilingual education has remained effectively constant, we recommend 
that additional program funds currently allocated to the four court man­
date districts be distributed statewide through the EIA funding formula. 
The effect of this recommendation will be to increase funding for the EIA 
program by $8,470,000 (4.7 percent). . 
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4. SPECIAL EDUCATION 
Special education includes (1) local assistance to support the Master 

Plan for Special Education, (2) state administration, (3) support for the 
state special schools, and (4) assistance to the Southwest Regional :peaf­
Blind Center. In 1982-83 special education will serve approximately 375,-
000 students who are learning, communicatively, physically, or severely 
handicapped. 

Table 30 shows the expenditure and funding for special education in the 
prior, current, and budget years. The budget proposes total expenditures 
of $845,352,000 in 1982-83, an increase of $2,589,000, or 0.3 percent, above 
the current year level. The General Fund will support 89.4 percent of all 
special education expenditures, while federal funds will account for 10.0 
percent and reimbursements will finance the remaining 0.6 percent. 

Table 30 

Special Education Program 
Expenditures and Funding 

(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-112 1982-83 Amount Percent 

1. State Operations 
State administration ................................ $5,607 $6,571 $6,685 $114 1.7% 
Clearinghouse Depository ...................... 357 371 378 7 1.9 
Southwest Deaf-Blind Center .............. 1,202 755 786 31 4.1 
Special Schools .......................................... 31,783 33,907 34,810 903 2.7 

Subtotals .............................................. $38,749 $41,604 $42,659 $1,055 2.5% 
2. Local Assistance 

General Funds .......................................... $639,493 $707,080 $724,002 $16,922 2.4% 
Federal funds ............................................ 96,304 94,079 78,691 -15,338 -16.4 

Subtotals .............................................. $735,797 $801,159 $802,693 $1,534 0.2% 
Totals .................................................. $774,746 $842,763 $845,352 $2,589 0.3% 

General Fund ................................................ $671,387 $738,421 $756,163 $17,742 2.4% 
Federal funds ................................................ 100,952 99,446 84,175 -15,271 -15.4 
Reimbursements .......................................... 2,407 4,896 5,014 118 2.4 

Special education expenditures in 1981-82 are estimated to be greater 
than the amount proposed by the Governor in his 1981-82 budget. This is 
because the Legislature appropriated $30 million in the 1981 Budget Act 
to fund the 1980-81 special education deficit. This one-time expenditure 
is reflected in the 1981-82 estimate of local assistance supported by the 
General Fund. 

The total change in funding for special education in the budget year­
$2,589,OOO-reflects (1) the elimination of the $30 million one-time appro­
priation for local assistance, (2) a $46.9 million (6.93 percent) statutory 
cost-of-living adjustment for General Fund local assistance, (3) a $15,271,-
000 (15.4 percent) reduction in federal aid from PL 94-142, and (4) base­
line increases for state administration. 
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Overview 

MASTER PLAN FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 
(Item 6100-161-001) 

California students receive special education services through the 
Master Plan for Special Education (MPSE). Under the Master Plan, local 
education agencies (LEAs) administer special education services through 
regional entities called Special Education Service Regions (SESRs). The 
SESR may be a single district, a group of districts, or the county office of 
education in combination with districts. 

Current special education funding is provided through Ch 797/80 (SB 
1870), as amended by Ch lO94/81 (SB 769). Prior to the adoption of SB 
1870, MPSE districts received state funds at a flat rate per student served, 
while state aid to non-Master Plan districts was disbursed through a highly 
structured mechanism based on each student's handicapping condition, 
grade level, and instructional setting. Senate Bill 1870 phased out the 
funding mechanism for non-Master Plan districts, and established a fund­
ing model for all districts based on the cost of services provided (rather 
than on the number of students served). 

Students Served 
Special education programs served 360,584 students as of December 1, 

1980. Under the MPSE, students receive services through one of four 
instructional settings: special day classes, resource specialist programs, 
designated instruction and services, and nonpublic schools. Table 31 shows 
the distribution of special education students, by general disability and 
instructional setting. 

Table 31 
Special Education Enrollments 

December 1, 1980 a 

Disability 
Placement Communication Learning Physical 
Special day classes .................................... 18,956 58,992 8,055 
Resource specialist .................................... 1,064 116,481 796 
Designated instruction and services .... 96,411 6,804 25,424 
Nonpublic school...................................... 300 2,559 93 

Totals.................................................... 116,731 184,836 34,368 

Severe Totals 
22,292 108,295 

159 118,500 
616 129,255 

1,582 4,534 

24,649 360,584 

a Placements for non-Master Plan enrollments are converted to Master Plan placement categories. 

198~1 Special Education Deficit and SB 769 
In 1980-81, special education claims exceeded the appropration by ap­

proximately $117 million. A similar deficit was projected last summer for 
1981-82. In response, the Legislature took two actions. First, it partially 
funded the 1980-81 deficit by appropriating an additional $30 million in 
the 1981-82 budget. Second, it passed SB 769 (Ch lO94/81) in September 
1981 to reform the MPSE program. 

Because it changes the formulas used to claim state aid, SB 769 is expect­
ed to reduce, but not eliminate, the 1981-82 deficit. Among other things, 
SB 769 provides for: . 

• A reduction in the amount that LEAs may claim for support services. 
• A reduction in summer school funding to 60 percent of the amount 

provided during the regular school year. 
• Existing special education classes to be filled to specified levels before 

new classes may be added. 
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• Hearing officers to consider costs when deciding placement in non-
public, nonsectarian schools. 

These provisions, coupled with other changes in the law, are expected to 
reduce the MPSE deficit to $28.7 million for the 1981-82 fiscal year, accord-
ing to the Senate Office of Research. . 

Existing law does not require the state to fund a deficit in MPSE, should 
one arise. Hence, the success or failure of SB 769 in reducing the projected 
deficit will not necessarily influence claims against the General Fund. If 
there is a deficit in 1981-82, and if the state choses not to fund it, the 
available funds will be prorated among the LEAs claiming reimburse­
ment. 

Potential Special Education Deficit in 1982-83 
The budget shows total special education expenditures of $845,352,000 

in 1982-83. Of this amount, $802,692,655 is budgeted for local assistance, 
with 90.2 percent comiIlg from the General Fund and 9.8 percent coming 
from federal funds. 

Our analysis indicates that the amount budgeted for local assistance may 
not be adequate to meet the 1982-83 claims for special education reim­
bursements. Even if we assume no deficit in special education funding for 
1981-82 and no increase in service levels in 1982-83, the amount proposed 
in the budget may fall short of total claims by $22.6 million, due to two 
factors-inflation and reduced federal funds. 

Inflation. Chapter 1094, Statutes of 1981 (SB 769), requires that special 
education costs of school districts and county offices be adjusted for infla­
tion by the factor provided for unified school districts with more than 1,500 
ADA. For 1982-83, the budget proposes an inflation adjustment of 6.93 
percent for these districts. The budget, however, provides this inflation 
factor only to the General Fund share of local assistance for special educa­
tion. No adjustment is proposed to maintain the purchasing power of 
federal funds, which will not increase to offset the effects of inflation. 
Similarly, the LEAs' required local general fund contribution, also known 
as encroachment, is not indexed for inflation. Because the local general 
fund contribution offsets state reimbursements on a dollar-for-dollar basis, 
failure to index this amount ensures that the state's share of special educa­
tion costs will rise. Our analysis indicates that the absence of an inflation 
adjustment to either the federal or county share may result in an $18.3 
million deficit in 1982-83. 

Federal Fund Reduction. In addition, the budget does not propose 
funds specifically to replace the $4.0 million in one-time federal funds 
provided for 1981-82 local assistance pursuant to Ch 1094/81. Because this 
$4.0 million is available only in 1981-82, f·mding for local assistance in 
1982-83 will decline by this amount plus inflation (a total of $4.3 million). 

Other Factors that May Increase the Deficit. Our analysis indicates 
that the deficit could be even higher than $22.6 million as noted above .. 
Projections of special education costs suggest that the districts will incur 
a $28.7 million deficit in the current year. Consequently, it is not reason­
able to assume the 1981-82 base budget for local assistance will be ade­
quate in 1982-83. If the projections are correct, then the budget for 
1982-83 is deficient by an additional $28.7 million, adjusted for inflation, 
or $30.7 million. 

Finally, special education claims in the budget year may exceed the 
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amount appropriated in the budget because the Master Plan, as amended 
by Ch 1094/81, allows for increases in state funded enrollments. The 
budget, however, provides no funds for such growth in 1982-83. 

Taking all of these factors together, the total special education funding 
de~cit in 1982-83, assuming a 6.93.p~rcent in~atio~ adjustm~nt for all local 
entitlements, could exceed $53 millIon, even if no mcreases m state funded 
enrollment occurs. 

Eligibility Criteria 
Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977 (AB 1250), required the State Board of 

Education to develop and promulgate, by January 1, 1979, criteria to iden­
tify students in need of special education services. In July 1979, the SDE 
released a preliminary draft of pupil eligibility criteria for Held review and 
comment. The department, however, subsequently withdrew these crite­
ria citing (1) a conflict between the criteria and the intent of the MPSE 
to avoid the unnecessary labeling of students and (2) a court decision 
which ruled out the use of specific testing procedures to identify learning 
handicapped students. 

With the adoption of SB 769 (Ch 1094/81) the State Board of Education 
is again called upon to provide specific criteria for the identification of 
students with exceptional needs. The criteria are to be adopted within six 
months after passage of the act. Consequently, the deadline for action by 
the State Board of Education on this matter is March, 1982. 

Our conversations with special education administrators reveal that the 
lack of specific eligibility criteria yields two distinct sets of problems. First, 
students who are "slow learners" may be improperly identified as hand­
icapped, and thus placed in a more restrictive learning environment. 
Similarly, parents may demand that their child receive special education 
placement, despite the findings of a local assessment team that such a 
placement is inappropriate. Lacking specific criteria, the local assessment 
team may defer to the parents in an effort to avoid a confrontation in a 
fair hearing suit. This practice leads to an overenrollment in special educa­
tion Classes, at the expense of both the taxpayers and the students .. 

The second problem associated with the lack of eligibility criteria is 
perhaps more serious. Currently, initial identification and assessment of 
potential special education students occurs at the local level, in accord­
ance with locally developed standards. Although local officials inform us 
that their eligibility criteria conform to the intent of federal PL 94-142 and 
the MPSE, there is reason to believe that some variation in eligibility 
criteria exists among districts. This implies that some students with learn­
ing handicaps may not be identified, and consequently may not receive 
the appropriate special education services to which they are entitled. 

Enrollment Growth is Not Funded 
Chaptet 1094, Statutes of 1981 (SB 769), amended the provisions of Ch 

797/80 (SB 1870) regarding state-funded enrollment growth in special 
education. Specifically, the law restricts state-funded enrollment growth 
in 1981~2 to 50 percent of the allowable increase under Ch 797/80. Be­
cause there is no such restriction in 1982-83, special education enrollments 
eligible for state funding may increase by as much as 35,000 students 
statewide in 1982-83. As noted above, the budget provides no state funds 
for enrollment growth. 

We believe that state funds should not be made available for special 
education enrollment growth until the State Board of Education adopts 
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eligibility criteria. In the absence of such criteria, there is no basis for 
determining how much growth should occur. 

Cost Standards and Criteria 
Chapter 1094, Statutes of 1981 (SB 769), requires the Department of 

Education to issue standards and criteria to assist LEAs in determining 
special education costs. These standards and criteria are due by January 
1, 1982. At the time this was written, we were reviewing a preliminary 
draft of the department's proposal, and we will be prepared to comment 
on the final version during the budget hearings. 

Report on SB 1870 Implementation 
Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980 (SB 1870), required the Legislative Analyst 

to report to the Legislature on the status of Master Plan implementation. 
Our findings which have been submitted to the Legislature in a separate 
report, are summarized below. It is important to note, however, that some 
of our findings may no longer be valid, given recent program changes. 
The Legislature adopted Ch 1094/81 (SB 769) to reduce the projected 
special education deficit, and many of the provisions of Ch 797/80 are no 
longer in effect. As a result, some of our findings relate only to the pre-SB 
769 funding arrangement. 

Audits. Of 789 LEAs submitting claims for support services, 188 are 
eligible to be audited under the provisions of SB 1870. The Controller was 
appropriated $300,000 to conduct these audits, and he had expended ap­
proximately $115,000 as of December 1981. With 10 audits completed and 
approximately 15 soon to be completed, the auditors noted that account­
ing procedures vary by LEA, and d. ifferent items are claimed as support 
cost from LEA to LEA. (Senate Bill 769 addresses this problem and re­
quires the SDE to issue cost standards and criteria for special education 
by January 1, 1982.) 

Local General Fund Contribution. In 1979-80, the base year for special 
education reimbursement calculations, expenditures for special education 
totaled $1,057,696,496. Of this amount $197,707,627, or 18.7 percent was 
provided by LEAs from their general fund. Senate Bill 1870 freezes the 
local general fund contribution, also known as encroachment, at the 1979-
80 level, and state aid is apportioned based upon this amount. The local 
general fund contribution per ADA varies considerably, ranging from $0 
to $1,837. The median contribution is $36.75 per ADA. 

State Funding Limits. Under the Master Plan, LEAs are funded ac­
cording to the number of special education classes offered rather than the 
number of students enrolled. In 1980-81, many classes, especially in the 
resource specialist program, were being offered with few students in each 
class. This resulted in "richer" programs being offered than had been 
expected when SB 1870 was passed. The state could accommodate enroll­
ment growth of approximately 6 percent in 1981-82 at no increased cost 
to the state by requiring that existing classes be filled to the statutory limits 
of SB 1870. (Senate Bill 769 imposes such class size standards as a criterion 
for adding new classes.) 

Waiver Requests. Districts, special education service regions or county 
offices may submit a request for a waiver of the limits on state funded 
special education classes. The Superintendent of Public Instruction is au­
thorized to grant such waivers when compliance with the limits would 
impose undue hardships on the special education provider. In 1980-81,41 
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waiver requests were submitted. The superintendent granted 16 of the 
requests and denied 25. Three of the sixteen approvals resulted in no net 
increase in cost to the state. The remaining 13 were granted due to the 
difficulty of filling classes in sparsely populated areas. 

Special Transportation. In 1979-80, the state provided $70,850,655 in 
special transportation reimbursements to county offices and school dis­
tricts. Districts transported 43,619 pupils and received $40,673,357 from 
the state, while county offices transported 19,127 pupils and received 
$30,177,298. The per pupil special transportation costs of the county offices 
is generallx higher than that of the school districts because the county 
office usually serves a larger area, and county-served pupils are often more 
severely handicapped. Senate Bill 1870 adjusts for this cost difference by 
providing 80 percent prior year reimbursement to districts and 100 per­
cent prior year reimbursement to county offices. 

Programs in State Hospitals 
There are approximately 2,700 people under the age of 22 who may be 

eligible to receive special education services under Ch 1191/80 (AB 1202). 
This measure makes the Department of Developmental Services (DDS) 
responsible for ensuring that state hospital residents under age 22 are 
provided a free appropriate public education. The budget proposes 
$4,692,000 for state hospitals to use in providing educational services to 
residents identified as students with exceptional needs. 

The Departments of Education and Developmental Services entered 
into an interagency agreement on July 29,1981 which provides guidelines 
for the provision of special education and related services, and specifies 
the responsibilities of the two departments. The interagency agreement 
addresses compliance with federal and state laws, credentialing and li­
censing personnel, individualized education programs, program reviews, 
and funding. Both DDS and SDE have developed guidelines for the calcu­
lation of reasonable costs for services provided under contracts between 
state hospitals and l<~cal public agencies. These guidelines are modeled 
aft~r the funding provisions of the Master Plan for special education, as 
specified in Ch 797/80 (SB 1870). 

FEDERAL PUBLIC LAW 94-142 (Item 6100-161-890) 
In November 1975, the Congress adopted the Education for All Hand­

icapped Children Act (PL 94-142), which mandated that by September 1, 
1978, all children age 3-18 years be provided "a free appropriate public 
education." The Congress also appropriated federal funds to states and 
local education agencies to assist in the implementation of special educa­
tion programs. 

Use of PL 94-142 Funds 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt Budget Bill language direct­

ing the Department of Education to allocate no less than $6~8~~ 
which includes $4 million as a continuation of the 1981-82 transfer from 
state discretionary funds to local entitlements, of the 1982-83 PL 94-142 
grant to local entitlements. If the PL 94-142 grantexceeds$78,6~~ we 
further recommend that the department allocate no less than 84 percent 
of the increased funds to local entitlemellts in order to reduce the protect­
ed 1982-83 deficit. (Potential savings to the General Fund of approximate­
ly $4 million). 

In 1981-82, the SDE received a $78.6 million grant under PL 94-142. Of 
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this amount, the department proposed to allocate $61.8 million (78.5 per­
cent) to local entitlements, $13.7 million (17.4 percent) to state discretion­
ary programs, and $3.2 million (4.1 percent) to state administration. 

Chapter 1094, Statutes of 1981 (SB 769), directed the department to 
reallocate $4 million from the state discretionary programs to local entitle­
ments in order to reduce the 1981-82 deficit in special education funding. 
Subsequently, the department's PL 94-142 award was supplemented with 
an unanticipated grant of $400,000 from the Federal Office of Special 
Education and carryover funds of $3.9 million from 1979-80. This allowed 
the department to maintain its state discretionary funding level of $13.7 
million and provide the additional $4 mUlion in local entitlements re­
quired by Ch 1094/81. 

The budget anticipates that the state will receive a similar PL 94-142 
grant in 1982-83. It does not, however, indicate whether or not the $4 
million will be provided as local entitlements in 1982-83. Under the provi­
sions of Ch 797/80 (SB 1870), all federal PL 94-142 funds disbursed as local 
entitlements are used as an offset against state special education costs. In 
order to reduce the projected 1982-83 special education funding deficit, 
the department, therefore, should allocate at least $65,800,000 to local 
entitlements. If the 1982-83 award exceeds the current year award, local 
entitlements should account for at least B4: percent of the total. This alloca­
tion is in accordance with the department's original budget proposal for 
1981-82 after the SB 769 directive. If a deficit arises in 1982-83, and if the 
Legislature chooses to fund the deficit, then the PL 94-142 allocation to 
local entitlements will offset General Fund expenditures. 

Report on Nonporticipation in PL 94-142 
In the 1981-82 Analysis, we recommend that the Legislature direct the 

Department of Education to prepare a report on the fiscal and program 
impact ofthe state withdrawing from the PL 94-142 program. This recom­
mendation was made because our analysis revealed that compliance with 
the provisions of PL 94-142 was in part responsible for the escalation in 
statewide special education costs. Subsequently, the Legislature dir"'cted, 
through the Supplemental Report to the 1981 Budget Act that the depart­
ment prepare such a report. The department's report is due no later than 
February 1, 1982. 

Advisory C~mmission on Special Education 
We recommend that the Advisory Commission on Special Education be 

funded from federal PL 94-142 funds, for a General Fund savings of $67,-
000 because the federally required commission should be fUJ)ded with 
federal aid. (Reduce Item 6100-001-001 by $67,(00). 

Federal law (PL 94-142) requires that, as a condition for receiving 
federal funds, states must maintaih an advisory board on special education. 
The board is responsible for providing input and advice on special educa­
tion issues such as unmet needs, rules and regulations, and program 
evaluations. In California this board is called the Advisory Commission on 
Special Education, and it is composed of 17 members-one from the Legis­
lature, one from the State Board of Education, and fifteen from the gen­
eral public. Members of the commission do not receive salaries or stipends 
but are reimbursed for their actual and necessary expenses. The budget 
proposes $67,000 in General Fund support for the commission in 1982-83. 
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The Advisory Commission on Special Education satisfies a federal man­
date, and federal funds are available to pay the cost of complying with this 
mandate. Therefore, we recommend that the department allocate PL 
94-142 funds to pay for the commission, thereby making additional Gen­
eral Fund monies available for allocation by the Legislature. The depart­
ment already allocates PL 94-142 funds to meet some of the federally 
mandated activities. Consequently, our recommendation does not repre­
sent a departure from funding policy. 

STATE SPECIAL SCHOOLS 
(Item 6100-006-001) 

The state operates six special schools for handicapped students. These 
schools offer both residential. and nonresidential programs for students 
who are deaf, blind, neurologically handicapped, and. multihandicapped. 
Admission to the schools is limited, and priority is given to those students 
living in districts that do not offer the appropriate educational program. 

Expenditures 
We recommend approval 
Table 32 displays the enrollment and the cost p~r full-time equivalent 

(FTE) in each of the special schools. 

Table 32 
Enrollment and Cost Per Student in Special Schools· 

Actuail98fJ..81 Estimated 1981-1J2 Proposed 1!J8£..&J 
FTE CostPer FTE Cost Per FTE COst Per 

EnroDment Student EnroOment Student EnroOment Student 
School for the Blind, Fremont .............. 115 $27,480 120 $28,934 130 $28,392 
School for the Deaf, Fremont................ 549 17,508 569 18,067 569 18,628 
School for the Deaf, Riverside .............. 526 18,673 550 19,439 550 19,893 
Diagnostic School-North, San Fran-

cisco 
Assessment ............................ ; ................. 101 3,122 160 2,208 160 2,269 
Residential! educational ........................ 40 40,785 40 45,700 40 46,961 

Diagnostic School-Central, Fresno 
Assessment .................. ; ........................... 167 1,952 160 2$37 160 2,300 
Residential! educational ........................ 40 42,164 40 46,291 40 47,605 

Diagnostic School-South, Los Angeles 
Assessment .............................................. 137 2,427 160 2,314 160 2,388 
Residential! educational ........................ 40 43,008 40 47,885 40 49,430 

a Does not include federal projects, but does include student transportation and school district reimburse­
ments. 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $34,810,000 for the state special 
schools (see Table 32). This is an increase of $903,000, or 2.7 percent, above 
the current-year level. This change reflects a 7 percent price book in­
crease on operating expenses and equipment, merit salary adjustments, 
and staff benefit increases. 

Local Cost Sharing 
The budget proposes new budget language which requires the Control­

ler to withhold from each school district's first principle apportionment 
that amount due to the state special schools for residential placements in 
the special schools (calculated at 10 percent of the Special Schools' excess 
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costS). The amount withheld is then to be alloted to the special schools 
account. Adjustments in payments are to be made at the end of the fiscal 
year. 

Our analysis indicates that this budget language is needed to improve 
the cash flow position of the state special schools. The current billing 
procedure calls for each local education agency to submit payments to the 
appropriate special school for residentiaillacements. This billing system 
may result in late payments byLEAs, an ,consequently, cause cash flow 
problems for the special schools. Moreover, the current system is cumber­
some to administer and more prone to error. Adoption of the proposed 
budget language will eliminate these problems. 

Special Education Litigation-California School for the Blind (CSB) 
In June 1980, attorneys representing students at the California School 

for the Blind filed suit in the U.S. District Court of the Eastern District of 
California seeking to enjoin the State Department of Education from 
relocating the school site from Berkeley to Fremont. 

As of October 1981, this lawsuit had cost the Department of Education 
$263,870 in legal services and $22,111 in associated costs. These figures do 
not include witness fees, the cost of a contract attorney, and the cost of 
department staff time spent preparing the case. Consequently, the total 
cost of this lawsuit to the state is significantly higher. 

At the time this analysis was prepared, the judge was deliberating the 
outcome of the case, and a decision is expected by the beginning of hear­
ings on the 1982-83 Budget Bill. 

5. CHILD CARE, CHILD NUTRITION, AND SURPLUS PROPERTY 
The child care, child nutrition, and surplus property programs comprise 

the Department of Education's Division of Child Development and N utri­
tion Services. Table 33 shows the expenditures and funding for these 
programs. 

Table 33 
Child Care, Child Nutrition, and Surplus· Property 

Expenditures and Funding 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81. 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
Child care .................................................. $4,976 $4,699 $4,695 -$4 -0.1% 
Child nutrition ........................................ 7,133 6,329 6,607 278 4.4 
Surplus property .................... : ................. 10,546 24,773 a 25,371 598 2.4 --

Subtotals ................................................ $22,655 $35,801 a $36,673 $872 2.4% 
Local Assistance: 

Child care .................................................. $203,766 $223,035 $231,171 $8,136 3.6% 
Child nutrition ........................................ 352,216 322,096 323,369 1,273 0.4 

Subtotals ................................................ $555,982 $545,131 $554,540 $9,409 1.7% 

Totals ...................................................... $578,637 $580,932 $591,213 $10,281 1.8% 
General Fund .............................................. $189,232 $250,503 $262,160 $11,651 4.6% 
Federal funds .............................................. 377,646 303;407 303,682 275 0.1 
Surplus Property Revolving Fund .......... 10,535 24,749 25,346 597 2.4 
Reimbursements .......................................... 1,194 556 25 -531 -95.5 
Special Account for Capital Outlay ........ 30 1,717 -1,717 -1(}().0 

a Includes $10.0 million which was shown as local assistance in 1981-82. 
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CHILD CARE 
(Items 6100-196-001 and 6100-196-890) 

Overview 
The Child Care Program's major goals are to (1) provide a comprehen­

sive, coordinated, and cost-effective system of child care and development 
services, (2) enhance the educational performance and cognitive devel­
opment of participating children, (3) assist families in becoming self­
sufficient by enabling parents to work or receive employment training, 
and (4) provide families with a full range of child care and development 
services in the areas of education, supervision, health, nutrition, social 
services, parent participation, and parent education. 

Funding 
Table 34 summarizes state and federal funding for child care services in 

the prior, current and budget years. 

Table 34 
Child Care Services 

Expenditures and Funding 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated" Proposedc Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

Local Assistance: 
Center Program-Public ............................ $1ll,660 $121,527 $127,603 $6,076 5.0% 
Center Program-Private .......................... 36,556 38,778 40,717 1,939 5.0 
Center Program-Title XX b •.•••••••••••••••••• 8,156 8,515 8,941 426 5.0 
Family Child Care Homes b ••.•••••••••••••••..•• 5,130 5,558 5,836 278 5.0 
County Child Care Services ...................... 5,899 5,850 6,143 293 5.0 
Campus Children's Centers ...................... 4,461 5,224 5,485· 261 5.0 
High School Age Parenting ........................ 3,848 4,171 4,380 209 5.0 
Migrant Day Care ......... ;., ............................. 5,414 7,613 7,896 e 283 e 3.7 
Special Allowance for Rent... ..................... 345 366 384 18 5.0 
Special Allowance for Handica~ped ........ 528 614 645 31 5.0 
Alternative Payment Program ................ 11,449 13,647 14,329 682 5.0 
Resource and Referral b .............................. 3,876 4,822 5,063 241 5.0 
Campus Child Care Tax Bailout .............. 3,986 3,477 3,651 174 5.0 
Indochinese Refugee Assistance ................ 1,458 494 -494 -100.0 
Protective Services ...................................... 1,000 
Children with Special Needs .................... 619 -619 -100.0 
Child Care Capital Outlay (carryover) .. 1,644 -1,644 -100.0 
Child Care Expansion (carryover) .......... 116 -116 -100.0 --- --

Subtotals ...................................................... $203,766 $223,035 $231,073 $8,038 3.6% 
State· Operations ................................................ $4,977 $4,699 $4,697 ~ 

Totals; ........................................................... $208,743 $227,734 $235,770 $8,036 3.5% 
General Fund .................................................... $153,946 $223,528 $233,813 $10,285 4.6% 
Federal funds d 

••••••.••••••••••.••..•...••...••...••......•.•... 54,767 2,489 1,957 -532 -21.4 
Other state funds .............................................. 30 1,717 -1,717 -100.0 

"The transfer of $52 million in Federal Title XX funds was accomplished in the 1981 Budget Act. 
b Formerly included under Alternative Child Care Programs. 
C Includes a 5 percent inflation increase proposed by the Governor for the budget year. 
d Includes reimbursements. 
e Includes $1,957 of federal funds, and $5,939 of state funds which includes a 5 percent inflation adjustment. 
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The budget proposes a funding level of $235,770,000 for these services 
in 1982-83. This is a net increase of $8,036,000, or 3.5 percent, from estimat­
ed current year expenditures. This increase reflects: 

• An increase of $10.9 million (5 percent) to offset the effects of infla­
tion on local assistance payments. 

• A decrease of $1.6 million (100 percent) due to the fact that capital 
outlay funds carried over into the current year were available on a 
one-time basis. 

• A decrease of $0.6 million (100 percent) resulting from one-time 
expansion funds provided for the current year by Ch 798/80 (SB 863) 
for children with special needs. 

Participation 
Table 35 summarizes the scope of the SDE child care services for 1981-

82. The table shows that 600 agencies will provide service to an estimated 
141,925 children in the current year. 

Table 35 
Child ·Development Services 

Estimated Number of Agencies, Sites, and Children 
1981-42 

Programs Agencies Sites 
Center Program-Public .................................................................... 112 496 
Center Program-Private ....... , .. ;....................................................... 193 251 
Center Program-Title JOL.............................................................. 69 90 
Family Child Care Homes ................................................................ 29 5 
County Child Care Services .............................................................. 39 1 
Campus Children's Centers .............................................................. 50 70 
High School Age Parenting .............................................................. 51 65 
Migrant Day Care ................................................................................ 20 44 
Alternative Payment Program.......................................................... 37 
Indochinese Refugee Assistance Program ................................... . 

Totals .................................................................................................. 600 1,022 

Cashflow 

Children 
69,109 
24,094 

7,446 
4,160 

10,824 
6,089 
2,187 
6,373 

10,606 
1,037 

141,925 

A survey of local child care providers by the Advisory Committee on 
Child Development Programs indicates that 31 percent of the respond­
ents noted that their July and August apportionments were either late or 
inadequate. In fact, there have been frequent reports of July and August 
payments being received three or more months behind schedule. 

Agencies which are not affiliated with school districts or some other 
large public agencies indicate that late payments can have serious conse­
quences for their programs because they cannot borrow from· a parent 
agency to pay their bills until the July and August local assistance pay­
ments are received. Some program directors state that late payments have 
almost forced their agency into bankruptcy. Others report having to use 
their personal houses as collateral to secure loans for their agency because 
banks will not accept agency fixed assets as collateral. Another agency 
reports that personnel have been laid off pending receipt of the local 
assistance payment. 

Department staff anticipate that the new data processing system and a 
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new procedure for processing local assistance agreements will significant­
ly mitigate the July / August payment cashflow problem in 1982-83. 

Management Plan 
The Supplemental Report to the 1981 Budget Act required the depart­

ment to submit to the legislative budget committees, a management plan 
for the offices of Child Development, Child Nutrition, and Surplus Proper-
ty. . 

These three offices, which comprise the Division of Child Development 
and Nutrition Services, frequently have contracts with the same local 
agency. Nevertheless, they have adopted different sets of regulations, 
policies, operational procedures, claims and requirements. In some cases, 
these policies and procedures were uncoordinated, duplicative, or in con­
flict with each other. The result was a lack of comprehensive information 
about agency activities which was necessary for the maintenance of fiscal 
control and accountability over federal/ state funds. It was this situation 
that prompted the Legislature to require a management plan. 

Plan Provisions. The department has completed a plan, which pro­
vides for six courses of action. These include: 

• The development of a consistent form for the transmittal of policy 
information to agencies, and the establishment of content control 
procedures for the review of that information. 

• The preparation of policy manuals for each program detailing laws, 
regulations, guidelines, and program requirements, which will be dis­
tributed to local partiCipating agencies. 

• The establishment of consistent service regions for each program, and 
the formulation of six regional workshops informing agencies of legis­
lative/policy changes for each of the three programs. 

• The implementation of a data processing fiscal management system 
for the three programs which will provide coordinated and consistent 
information in the areas of claims and reports, program applications, 
local assistance payments, and other fiscal data. 

• The development of an information system to monitor the compli­
ance of local agencies with. state. and federal regulations. 

• The development and initiation of consolidated audits for each of the 
three programs. 

Of the above provisions, the establishment of the data processing fiscal 
management system is the most important. The department indicates that 
this system will help ameliorate the problems experienced in processing 
agency' contracts and local assistance claims. The department, however, 
has experienced significant problems in designing and implementing this 
system. At the time this analYsis was prepared, the system was being 
redesigned. Consequently, neither the development timeliness, nor the 
system's cost were known. Also, the actual capability of the new system 
had not been determined. Consequently, the Department of Finance has 
requested the submittal of a revised feasibility study. As a result, the 
system's implementation is behind schedule. 

It is not clear whether the measures proposed in the management plan 
will alleviate the problems with local agency contracts and local assistance 
payments. the department states that "continuation of the current [con­
tracting] procedure will result in continued agency contract submission 
errors, causing delays in executing contracts, in turn causing delays in 
payments. " 

It is not apparent from examination of the proposed management plan 
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whether any of the measures within that plan address this and other 
problems which cause the delays in the contracting and payment proc­
esses-which was one of the major concerns the Legislature had wlien it 
directed the development of the plan. 

We shall report to the Legislature at the budget hearings on any addi­
tional progress made by the department in implementing the plan. 

Overregulation 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language di­

recting the Departments of Education, Finance, and General Services to 
amend the provision of the Funding Terms and Conditions section oflocal 
agency child care contracts which addresses changes to local agency budg­
ets. 

Local agencies have experienced serious problems with several provi­
sions of the Funding Terms and Conditions (FTC) section of their local 
agency contract. These problems involve budget revisions and the pay­
ment of interest expense on loans. The FTC document is incorporated by 
reference into provider contracts and specifies operating requirements 
for the administration of child care programs. ' 

Interest Expense. The FTC specifies that interest expep.se for any 
loans entered into by an entity without approval by the state is nonreim­
bursable. The Department of General Services staff, however, report that 
this provision is in error, and that anyinterest expense is nonreimbursable, 
even if incurred on a loan for which prior approval was granted. 

Local agencies indicate that under this provision, they have had to pay 
interest costs for emergency loans (obtained because their July / August 
local assistance payments were several months late) from donations (or 
other sources) rather than being allowed to pay the cost from their local 
assistance payment. 

The nonreimbursemep.t provision is a prudent precaution under most 
circumstances. This provision, however, inhibits the ability of local agen­
cies to obtain emergency loans, which are needed to continue their opera­
tions, when their local assistance payments are late. Some providers have 
indicated that the SDE should reconsider the advisability of retaining in 
the FTC the prohibition against the reimbursement of interest expense. 

Budget Revisions. The FTC specifies that any major budget expendi­
ture category (for example, classified salaries, contracted services, em­
ployee benefits) cannot be changed by 10 percent or more without a 
revised budget being submitted to the state for prior written approval by 
the Departments of Education,General SerVices, and Finance. State reim­
bursements are denied for expenditures greater than 10 percent if prior 
written approval from these agencies has not been obtained. 

Local agency directors indicate that this creates problems because usu­
ally a minimum of six weeks is required to secure the indicated approval. 

Because (1) a revision in the planned expenditures for a certain budget 
category cannot increase the amount of an agency's state reimbursement, 
(2) current regulations-such as those covering staffing ratios-control 
the significant aspects of an agency's program, and (3) programs are 
visited by licensing and consultant staff on a regular basis, we see no 
analytical basis for requiring prior approval of budget category revisions 
greater than 10 percent. We consider this requirement an unnecessary 
restriction on agency operations which should be removed. 
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Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental 
language directing the Departments of Education, Finance, and General 
Services to amend the provision of th~ Funding Terms and Conditions 
section of local agency child care contracts, which addresses changes to 
local agency budgets. 

Licensing Positions 
We recommend that five staff service analyst positions be deleted due 

to reduced workloa4 for a General Fund savings of $126,000. (Reduce 
Item 61()()-()()1-()()1 Schedule (c) by $126,000). We further recommend that 
six staff service analyst positions~ one staff manager II position~ and 1.5 
office assistant II positions be limited to the 1982-83 fiscal year because of 
inadequate workload justifications. 

The budget proposes to reestablish 10 limited term staff service analyst 
positions as permanent positions in the budget year, at a General Fund 
cost of $272,167. It also proposes establishing one staff services manager II 
position, one staff services analyst position, and 1.5 office assistant II posi­
tions as permanent positions. The latter positions were administratively 
established in the current year and funded from salary savings, at an 
ongoing cost of $74,000. . 

All of the positions listed above were established for the purpose of 
licensing child care providers which are under contract to the State De­
partment of Education (SDE). Previously, these facilities were licensed 
by the Department of Social Services (DSS) , which entered into an inter­
agency agreement with SDE for the transfer of this responsibility, with 
DSS retaining licensing responsibility for nons tate funded child care cen­
ters. 

The two staff servicespositions·and the 1.5 office assistant II positions 
were established to provide managerial and clerical support to the licens­
ing unit. The 10 staff service analyst positions were requested based upon 
a DSS workload standard, which was used (even though it was not fully 
representative of the licensing workload incurred by SDE) because of the 
absence of anySDE standard upon which to justify the request. The 
positions were limited in term to one year in order to enable SDE to . 
determine the actual number of positions needed, based upon actual 
workload experience. 

Inadequate Justification 
The 10 positions requested in the budget are not based upon actual 

workload data, but upon the old DSS standard. As the Legislature ac­
knowledged last year, this standard is not appropriate to use for justifying 
positions because: 

• The standard covers the licensing of adult care, residential care, and 
adoption/homefinding agencies-which SDE does not license . 

• The standard has not been adjusted for the effects of Ch 102/81 (AB 
251), which substantially reduced the licensing workload by changing 
relicensing and visitation requirements. 

The provisions of AB 251 were enacted to reduce the cost of the licensing 
program for day care centers. 

The department currently is not complying with the provisions of AB 
251. It is conducting relicensings and site visitations based upon the provi­
sions of the repealed law, which required much more frequent relicensing 
and site visitations. 
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Because the standards justifying the lO requested staff services analyst 
positions are based on the prior licensing and visitation requirements, they 
cannot be used to justify these positions .. Our analysis indicates that if the 
provisions of AB 251 are applied instead, at least four of the positions are 
not justified. 

In addition, the department has not presented any justification for the 
staff services analyst position administratively established and funded 
from salary savings. Consequently, we have no analytical basis on which 
to recommend its continuance. In all, our analysis indicates that a total of 
five positions lack adequate justification and should be deleted, for a Gen­
eral Fund savings of $126,000. 

We further recommend that because the current workload standards 
used by SDE are not approprillte for its licensing requirements under 
current law, the remaining six staff service analyst positions, one staff 
services manager II position, and 1.5 office assistant II positions be limited 
to one year. Finally, we recommend that the Legislature adopt supple­
mental language directing SDE to develop actual workload data to justify 
the licensing positions to be requested in the 1983-84 budget. 

Subsidized Services 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language di­

recting the State Department of Education to revise the parent fee sched­
ule to delete state child care subsidies for fam11ies whose income levels 
equal or exceed the state's median income level for a comparable family 
size. 

Current eligibility standards established by the SDE for state-subsidized 
child care programs provide that children of f~ilies whose earnings are 
at or below 84 percent of the state's medan income (as established by the 
U.S. Department of Labor) are eligible for enrollment in a state subsidized 
child care program. These families are deemed "income eligible families." 

Once admitted, however, children may continue to be subsidized by the 
state until their family's earnings exceeds 115 percent of the state's median 
income for a comparable family size. For example, a family of four could 
enroll a child in a state subsidized program as long as its income is under 
$21,084 and could remain in the program and still receive a state subsidy 
until their family income reached $28,860. (The state subsidy declines on 
a sliding scale as family earnings increase). 

Our analysis indicates that a family of four earning $25,100 per year (the 
state's median income level) would receive an average state subsidy ap­
proximating 45 percent of child care costs. This would decline to a subsidy 
of approximately 1.5 percent if the family's income rose to $28,860-115 
percent of the state's median income level for a comparable family size. 

The department's last annual report on publicly subsidized child care 
services indicates that as of March 1979, 3,217 (9.3 percent) of income 
eligible families receiving subsidies had gross monthly income of 84.1 
percent to 115 percent of the state's median gross monthly income for 
1979. 

Legislative intent language states that low-income families receive pri­
ority for state subsidized child care. Therefore, the state should not contin­
ue to provide a subsidy to families earning ator above the state's median 
income level, because by definition they are not "low income." 

Accordingly, we recommend that the SDE be directed to revise the 
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family fee schedule to eliminate state subsidies for families whose income 
levels are above the median income level for·families of a comparable size. 

Consultant Services 
We recommend that supplemental language be adopted directing the 

State Department of Education to develop consortia for the provi<;ion of 
program support services to local agencies~ and that the department report 
to the fiscal committees and the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by 
November 3~ 1982, on the number of consortia planned and implemented 
for 1982-83. 

The Office of Child Development (OCD) is authorized 31 consultant 
and child development assistant II positions who (1) provide management 
and program assistance to local agencies and· (2) serve as an advocate for 
local agencies with the Office of Child Development. For the budget year, 
these services are estimated to cost at least $1,135,000. 

Survey conducted. Field agencies report that the quality of service· 
provided by the consultant staff varies significantly. Specifically, responses 
to a survey conducted by the Advisory Committee on Child Development 
Programs indicate: 

• Twenty-nine percent of the respondents noted that program consult­
ants had, in general, little or no program and administrative knowl­
edge; or noted that consultants did not understand the commentator's 
particular program type. 

• Twenty-two percent indicated that information varied from week to 
week, or between consultants. 

• Twenty percent stated that consultants switched assignments too of­
ten. 

• Sixteen percent noted that either they could not reach their consult­
ant, had no visit from a consultant, or did not receive information back 
on a timely basis. 

• Thirty-two percent recommend that OCD establish regional offices 
for consultants for the provision of better service. 

Our discussions with field agencies confirm the criticisms made in the 
survey. Agency·administrators frequently report that program support is 
often not available or irregular. These problems are of particular concern 
to new child care providers who need these services to successfully estab­
lish their operations. 

Consortiums. This information indicates that a higher quality of serv­
ice should be provided by consultants. One way to help correct this situa­
tion is for the consulting staff to establish consortiums of providers. 

Consortiums are associations which meet on a regular basis to share 
information and provide other services to their members. 

Currently, 25 consortiums, composed of 193 member school districts 
throughout the state, have been established for the school improvement 
(SIP) and other programs. Among the functions they perform are sched­
uling and conducting program reviews, training review personnel, shar­
ing program information, and providing workshops. Consultants from the 
SDE provide services to the consortiums rather than the individual school 
districts. 

District staff consistently report that while there was initial resistance 
to the consortium concept on the part of school districts, their members 
are now supportive. Consortia have the following advantages: 

• They include people who are more familiar with the individual pro-
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grams than state personnel-and are therefore in a position to provide 
better information and service. 

• Services provided are often more responsive to program needs and 
more pragmatic than those provided by state personnel, because local 
people have to live with the results. 

• Costs per consortium are minor, averaging $10,000 (usually less) per 
year for supplies and substitute teacher time. 

• Consortiums provide informal networks of information services for 
members. 

The main disadvantage of the consortium concept is that it requires an 
additional time commitment on the part of district personnel. Where 
consortia have been established, however, district staff report that they 
are willing to provide the time for the benefits received. 

While districts report that consortia have high potential and are cost­
effective, district staff also indicate that they must be initiated by SDE 
consultants who can explain the concept, and be the motivating force for 
their creation. 

Based on our analysis, we believe consortia should be established for the 
provision of management and program assistance services to local child 
care agencies, Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature direct the 
State Department of Education to (1) develop and implement a plan for 
the formation of child care consortia and (2) report to the Legislature no 
later than November 30, 1982, on the number of consortia planned and 
implemented for 1982-83. 

Employer Sponsored Child Care 
We recommend that supplemental language be adopted directing the 

State Department of Education to promote the establishment of employ­
er-sponsored child care services. 

Employer-sponsored child care generally provides that an employer, a 
group of employers, or a labor union, finance some or all of the costs of 
child care provided to the children of their employees/members. 

The Advisory Committee on Child Development· Programs recom­
mended in its November 1980 report to the Legislature that the state take 
the lead in promoting high-quality employer-sponsored child care by pro­
viding information, guidelines, technical assistance, and program review 
to employer / employee groups which provide child care services/benefits 
to working parents. It also recommended that accurate information on 
current tax law incentives and methods of amortizing and recouping child 
care costs should be available to California employers, unions, and parents. 

These recommendations were made in light of (1) the substantial in­
crease in the incidence of working mothers, which has increased the needs 
for child care services; and (2) the small number of employer-sponsored 
child care programs in California: 

Development of Employer-Sponsored Programs. Employers current­
ly receive substantial federal and state tax benefits if they choose to pro­
vide child care services. They may also benefit if the availability of child 
care reduces employee turnover. 

In our judgment, the Office of Child Development has not taken signifi­
cant action in promoting employer-sponsored child care through the pro­
vision of information regarding tax incentives and other benefits to 
interested unions and businesses. Specifically, we believe the office should 
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be preparing significant promotional literature detailing the benefits and 
. the methodologies for establishing such programs, and distribute this and 

other significant promotional materials to interested businesses and un­
ions. 

With the increasing percentage of working mothers, demand for state 
sponsored child care services will probably increase in the future, and the 
expansion of employer-sponsored child care represents asource of service 
expansion that does not require the direct expenditure of additional state 
funds. The SDE should make greater efforts to promote the establishment 
of this care. 

Accordingly, we recommend the adoption of supplemental report lan­
guage directing the SDE to develop literature for interested businesses! 
unions detailing the methodology and benefits of establishing employer­
sponsored child care programs. This activity should be included within 
OCD's normal information dissemination activity. 

Cost Equalization 
The budget includes language which equalizes child development pro­

gram cost-of-living increases. 
Specifically, cost equalization would be accomplished by (1) allocating 

inflation increases on a sliding scale, with lower cost programs receiving 
a larger inflation adjustment than higher cost programs and (2) requiring 
expansion of some programs at the standard reimbursement rate. 

Chapter 798, Statutes of 1980 (SB 863), directed the SDE to conduct a 
cost study of child development programs which will be completed Febru­
ary 1, 1982. This statute also requires that the Legislative Analyst report 
by March 1, 1982, on the need to provide the payment of above-standard 
reimbursement rates to some local agency programs, based on the data 
provided by the cost study. 

In our report, we shall address the appropriateness of the cost equaliza­
tion language contained in the Budget Bill as part of our overall analysis 
of above-standard reimbursement rates. 

Control Section 21.42~Handicapped Children's Centers 
We withhold recommendation on Control Section 21.42 (child care for 

handicapped children), pending completion of a study by the Department 
of Edu.cation regarding reimbursement rates paid to child care centers 
serving handicapped individuals. 

Control section 21.42 of the Budget Bill authorizes the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction to provide state-subsidized child care services to 
certain handicapped individuals until these individuals voluntarily leave 
the child care program, or reach age 21. 

Currently, handicapped individuals covered by Control Section 21.42 
are served in seven bay area childrens centers which are funded through 
a special allowance in the Budget Bill. This control section exempts these 
seven programs from the code restrictions included in Part 6 of Division 
1 of the Education Code and its related regulations. 

The Supplemental Report to the 1981 Budget Act stated legislative 
intent that unique reimbursement rates be established for these centers. 
The SDE is currently studying these centers in order to establish such 
reimbursement rates. 

Department staff indicate that a report on its findings has been drafted, 
and is being reviewed by department management. Pending submission 
of this report, we withhold recommendation on this control section. 
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Control Section 19.07-..CountyMaintenance of Effort 
We recommend approval. 

Item 6100 

Control Section 19.07 specifies two alternative procedures for counties 
to follow in order to satisfy the child care local maintenance of effort 
requirements of Educati()n Code. Section 8279. The specified procedures 
are the same as those set forth in Control Section 19.07 of the Budget Act 
of 1981. We know of no difficulties with this system, and consequently 
recommend' that it be approved. 

Control Section 21.41~Local Assistance Agreements 
We recommend approval, subject to cOlTection of a technical elTor. 
Control Section21.41 wasfirstaddedto the Budget Act of 1981 to permit 

the Superintendent of Public Instruction to allocate child care local assist­
ance funds by local agreement instead of through contracts; as recom­
mended in our Analysis of the 1981-82 Budget B111 These agreements 
reduce the delays which were caused under the contract review process, 
and' we recommend the continuance of the use of local agreements in-
stead of. contracts in the budget year. . 

We also recommend, however, that a technical error in the language be 
corrected. The language stipulates local assistan~e agreements may be 
transacted for the allocation of federal funds appropriated in category (g) 
of Item 6100-196-890; This language should be amended to provide that 
these agreements may be transacted for the allocation of federal funds 
appropriated in Item 6100-196-890 because that item does not include a 
category (g). 

CHILD NUTRITION 
(Items 6100-201-001 and 6100-201-890) 

Overview 
The department's Office ()f Child· Nutrition Services administers the 

state child nutrition program. The office also supervises the federally 
funded National School Lunch and Breakfast Program and Child Care 
Food Program .. These programs assist schools in providing nutritious meals 
to pupils, with emphasis on free or reduced-price meals to children from 
low-income families. 

Funding 
Table 36 summarizes the funding of the child nutrition programs in the 

past, current,and budget years. The budget requests $1.6 million from the 
General Fund in 1982-83 to support state operations for child nutrition 
programs. This amount represents an increase of 0.4 percent over the 
current year. 

Reduction in FederaLReimbursements 
The budget projects $296.7 million in federal funds for local assistance 

in 1982--83, the same amount as estimated for the current year. Because 
of changes in federal law, however, we anticipate significant reductions in 
the federal allocations for 1981-82 and 1982-83. The department will at­
tempt to develop a revised estimate prior to the budget hearings. 
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Table 36 
Child Nutrition Programs 
Expenditures and Funding 

(in thousands) 

Federal Funds 
State Operations ......................................................... . 
Local Assistance: 

School Lunch 
General Assistance ............................................ .. 
Special Assistance to Needy Children ........ .. 

School Breakfast ..................................................... . 
Special Milk ...................................................... : ...... . 
Child Care Food ..................................................... . 
Food Service Equipment Assistance ................ .. 
Cash for Commodities .......................................... .. 

. Commodities Supplemental Food Program .. .. 
Nutrition Education and Training Projects .... .. 

Subtotals ...................................................................... .. 
Total Federal Funds ................................................ .. 

State General Fund 
State Operations 

Food and Nutrition Services ................................ 
State Child Nutrition Program ............................ 

Subtotal ........................ , ................................................. 
Local Assistance Basic Subsidy ................................ 
Total State Funds ........................................................ 
Combined Totals 

State Operations ...................................................... 
Local Assistance ...................................................... 
Totals .......................................................................... 

State General Fund .................................................... 
Federal funds .............................................................. 

Actual 
1980-81 

$5,685 

$59,936 
170,343 
40,063 
11,453 
31,323 
1,743 
2,401 

146 
1,000 

$318,408 

$324,093 

$662 
786 

$1,448 
$33,808 

$35,256 

$7,133 
352,216 

$359,349 
$35,256 
324,093 

Estimated Proposed 
1981-82 1982-83 

$4,744 $5,016 

$61,493 $61,493 
153,562 153,562 
43,551 43,551 
15,144 15,145 
18,253 18,254 
3,078 3,079 

125 125 
1,500 1,500 

$296,706 $296,709 

$301,450 $301,725 

$723 $729 
862 862 ---

$1,585 $1,591 
$25,390 $26,660 

$26,975 $28,251 

$6,329 $6,607 
322,096 323,369 

$328,425 $329,976 
$26,975 $28,251 
301,450 301,725 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$272 5.7% 

$3 
$275 0.1% 

$6 0.8% 

$6 0.4% 
$1,270 5.0% 

$1,276 4.7% 

$278 4.4% 
1,273 0.4 

$1,551 0.5% 
$1,276 4.7% 

275 0.1 

Congress enacted significant reductions in federal reimbursement rates 
for school meal programs, effective in 1981-82. Allowances for meals to 
pupils in the "free" category were unchanged; but "reduced price" meal 
allowances were reduced by 20 cents per meal, and reimbursements for 
"paid" meals (pupils in the highest income group) were reduced by ap­
proximately 8 cents per meal. Additional reductions were made in com­
modity assistance to local school districts. Finally, pupil eligibility for 
"free" and "reduced price" meals was made more restrictive, due to 
changes in parental income guidelines. 

In order to compensate for the reduction in the "reduced price" meal 
allowance, Congress authorized districts to increase the meal price from 
20 cents to 40 cents. There is no statutory limit on the amount districts can 
charge for "paid" meals. The SDE estimates that the statewide average 
price for these meals increased from about 75 cents to 99 cents following 
imposition of the federal reductions. 

The price increases and changes in eligibility criteria should reduce 
pupil participation in school meal programs. At this time we do not have 
sufficient data to estimate the amount of reduction. 
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State Child Nutrition Program 
The state child nutrition program provides a basic subsidy from the 

General Fund for each meal served by public schools, private nonprofit 
schools, and child care centers to pupils eligible for "free" and "reduced­
price" meals (generally, low-income pupils). In 1981-82, the subsidy is 8.67 
cents per meal. The budget proposes $26.7 million in General Fund local 
assistance for this program in 1982-83, an increase of $1.3 million, or 5.0 
percent, over the current year. This reflects (1) a 5.0 percent increase in 
the reimbursement rate to compensate for inflation and (2) no change in 
the estimated number of meals eligible for reimbursement in the current 
year. 

Because of the changes in federal law, the actual number of free and 
reduced-price meals may differ from the number assumed in the budget. 
The department is in the process of collecting data on school meal yro­
gram participation, and has informed us that a revised estimate wil be 
available in March 1982. We will discuss this issue further during the 
budget hearings. 

Statutory COLA Not Budgeted 
The budget proposes a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) of 5.0 percent 

for the state child nutrition program. . 
Current law provides that the state meal reimbursement rate is to be 

adjusted for inflation, based on the Food Away From Home Index (Con­
sumer Price Index) for San Francisco and Los Angeles. This would require 
a COLA of 7.5 percent in 1982-83, or an augmentation to the budget of 
$635,000 (assuming the same number of meals projected in the budget). 

Overview 

SURPLUS PROPERTY 
(Item 6100-001-680) 

The state's surplus property program processes and distributes to eligi­
ble California public and private nonprofit agencies, hardware and food 
commodities donated to the state by the federal government. In the 
budget year, the estimated fair market value of hardware and food com­
modities distributed will be approximately $100 million. This program is 
entirely self-supporting because processing and handling charges are as­
sessed to local agencies who receive the surplus. properties. 

The budget for 1982-83 proposes aggregate expenditures of $25,371,000 
-an increase of approximately $598,000, or 2.4 percent, above estimated 
1981-82 expenditures of $24,773,000. This will increase by the amount of 
any salary or benefit increase approved for the budget year. Table 37 
shows the Office of Surplus Property's expenditures and funding for the 
past, current, and budget years. 

Unclear Workload 
We recommend that 17 positions within the commodities section of the 

Office of Surplus Property be made limited-term positions~ pending clan'­
fication of workload levels for the Federal Donated Food Program, 

The Office of Surplus Property (OSP), in accordance with the Educa­
tion Code, includes a commodities section which acts as an intermediary 
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Table 37 

Office of Surplus Property 
1982-83 Budget Summary 

(dollars in thousands) 

, Actual Estimated 
1f)8(}-81 1981-82 

State. Operations """'''''''''''"'','''''',''".,,'''',,,'','' $10,546 $24,773· 
Surplus property revolving fund ......... " .... ". $10,535 $24,749 

Federal funds ....................... , .......... " ............ " ... . 
Reimbursements ............................................... . 
Personnel-years ............................................... ... 

10 
1 

126.9 
24 

162.5 
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Proposed 
1982-83 
$25,371 
$25,346 

25. 
163.5 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$598 2.4% 
$597 2.4-

1 
1 

% 

4.2 
0.6% 

• Includes $10,000 of expenditures for commodity processing contracts previously. classified as "local 
assistance." 

for the distribution of surplus foods from the U.S. Department of Agricul­
ture (USDA) to eligible local agencies. The commodities section selects, 
transports, warehouses, and allocates these surplus foods which the USDA 
donates through an entitlement allocation and special bonus offerings. 
The bonus offerings are made to the state when extraordinary amounts of 
a particular food commodity are acquired by the USDA through federal 
farm price support programs. 

Due to cutbacks in the federal national school lunch program, OSP's 
1981-82 entitlement donations of food commodities were reduced by 30 
percent. However, excess production of some farm commodities resulted 
in special bonus offerings which replaced the entitlement losses~ There is 
no assurance, however, that the bonus offerings will continue in the 
budget year at the 1981-82 level. 

Because federal farm price supports could be reduced by approximately 
30 percent in 1982-83 (and for the three years thereafter), there could be 
suostantially reduced federal food donations to the state. Accordingly, 
OSP's workload l~vel for the budget year is uncertain at this time. 

In order to insure that the Legislature has an opportunity to confirm 
that future workload levels justify the number of personnel employed 
within the surplus commodities program, we recommend that 30 percent 
of those positions dir~c.tly associa~~d with the pro?es.sing and ~andling ~f 
surplus food commodIties (17posihons) be made limIted-term m recogm­
tion of the 30 percent cut in entitlements. Once the actual amount of the 
workload reduction is known, those positions which are needed, based on 
actual workload levels, can be rejustified in the 1983-84 budget. 

Declining Supplies for Surplus Hardware Program 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language to 

direct the Department of Education to create a master plan for the devel­
opment of new supply sources for the surplus hardware program. 

The Office of Surplus Property maintains a hardware section which 
serves as an intermediary for the transfer of surplus hardware from the 
federal government to California schools and other eligible agencies. Each 
year, the federal government donates property with an acquisition cost of 
approximately $27,000,000 to California schools and eligible agencies. In 
1980-81, the office incurred $2,180,000 in salary and other operating costs 
(such as rental of warehouse space) to serve as an intermediary transfer 
agent for this property. 

Due to pending federal cutbacks, donations may be reduced at least 20 

48-75056 
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percent in 1982-83. Because funding for the office comes entirely from 
service and handling fees assessed to recipients, a reduction in the amount 
of property handled must either result in staff cutbacks or increased serv­
ice and handling charges to recipients. 

Our review of this prograrp. indicates that public agencies in California 
benefit from the savings made possible by the purchase of surplus proper­
ty, rather than new property at retail prices. Accordingly, the office should. 
be allowed time to develop a plan to replace federal donations with dona­
tions from other sources-such as local government agencies or private 
business. 

Consequently, we recommend the adoption of supplemental language 
directing the SDE to create a master plan for the development of new 
sources of surplus property hardware supplies. If the department cannot 
find alternative sources of supply, personnel and other operating costs 
should be reduced in the 1983-84 budget to reflect the reduced level of 
program activity, and thereby avoid an increase in service and handling 
charges to recipients. 

Data Processing Implementation 
We recommend that the proposed appropriation for the Office of Sur­

plus Property be reduced by $2~OOO in recognition of reduced workload 
resulting from implementation of a new data processing system. (Reduce 
Item 6100-001-680 by $2~OOO). ' 

The Division of Child Development and Nutrition Services-which in­
cludes the Office of Surplus Property (OSP) -is currently automating 
some of its procedures through the implementation of the Program Man­
agement Information System (PROMIS). The procedures in OSP which 
will be automated include application, rate change, reimbursement, delin­
quent notice, income receipt processing, and the inventory accounting 
system. The implementation of the system within OSP is proceeding on 
schedule and is expected to be completed by June 1982. 

The feasibility report, which was the basis for the Department of Fi­
nance's approval of the project, estimates a workload reduction of 16,965 
person hours (9.5 personnel years) in OSP operations for 1982-83, which 
will result in an estimated savings of $282,800. 

The budget, however, does not reflect any personnel savings resulting 
from the implementation of the data processing system. Accordingly, we 
recommend a reduction of $282,800 in personnel services to reflect the 
reduced workload which will result from PROMIS. 

. Program Review 
. We recommend the adoption of supplemental language directing the 
Department of Education to report by August 30, 1982, to the fiscal com­
mittees and the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (l) the actions taken 
by the department to implement the recommendations in the State Logis­
tics and Material Management Unit's (SLAMM) report on the Office of 
Surplus Property and (2) on the costs savings which would result from 
implementing the SLAMM report recommendations. 

The Department of Finance (DOF) , in its August 1981 review of the 
Surplus Commodity program, recommended the Office of Surplus Prop­
erty obtain the assistance of the Department of General Services' State 
Logistics and Material Management Unit (SLAMM) in reviewing its in-
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ventory control system, and analyzing the cost-effectiveness of obtaining 
additional warehouse locations closer to population centers. The DOF 
report indicated that these measures could result in costs savings to the 
program, which in turn would result in lower service and handling charges 
to local agencies which purchase the surplus property. 

General Services staff indicate that the SLAMM unit has begun its re­
view of asp activities, and is. scheduled to report its finding in January 
1982. The report will address the areas noted above, along with questions 
regarding the cost-effectiveness of converting space in existing ware­
houses to cool storage; the cost-effectiveness of rejecting some federal 
surplus property offerings, and a review of the new data processing infor-
mation system. . 

In view of the cost savings which might result from the implementation 
of recommendations in the SLAMM report, we recommend that SDE 
report to the fiscalcomInittees (1) its actions to implement the recom­
mendations and (2) the level of cost savings that can be expected if 
SLAMM's recommendations are implemented. . 

6. STATE SCHOOL BUILDING AID 

Overview 
The State School Building Aid Program provides financial assistance to 

Table 38 
Revenue Sources for School Facilities· 

(in thousands) 

Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979 (AB 8) ............................. . 
Chapter 288, Statutes of 1980 (SB 1426) ....................... . 
Chapter 899, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2973) ....................... . 
Chapter 1354, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2196) ..................... . 
Chapter 1191, Statutes. of 1980 (AB 1202) ..................... . 
Chapter 998, Statutes of 1981 (AB 114) ......................... . 
Chapter 798, Statutes of 1980 (SB 863) ......................... . 

Subtotals .......... c .................................................................. . 

Transfers and Unallotments: 
Transfer to 1981-82 ............ ; ............................................ . 
Transfer to General Fund per Section 19.91, Budget 

Act of 1981 b ............................................................. . 

Un allotment per Executive Order No. 887-81 ........ .. 
Loan made pursuant to Chapter 998, Statutes of 1981 

(AB 114) ............................. : ....................................... . 
Governor's Proposed Actions: 

Transfer to General Fund ......................................... . 
Withhold Ch 899[80(AB 2973) revenues ............. . 

Actual 
1980-81 

$61,509 
208,000 
100,000 
15,000 

750 

2,253 

$387,512 

-$308,000 

Subtotals ...................................................................... -$308,000 

Net Cash Flow ..................... ; ... ; ............... :............................ $79,512 

. Estimated 
1981-82 

$70,544 
208,000 
300,000 

$578,544 

,-$200,000 
-200,000 

-47,200 

-$447,200 

$131,344 

Proposed 
1982-83 

$82,879 

2OO,OOOC 

47,200C 

$330,079 

-$82,879 
,-147,200c 

-:-$230,079 
$100,OOOC 

a This table illustrates only the revenue sources for the State School Building Lease-Purchase and Deferred 
Maintenance funds; and the funds appropriated to the Special Account for Capital Outlay for school 
facilities. This is not a fund condition statement, and accordingly, does not include any beginning 
balanCes in these funds. 

b The $200 ffiillion transferred to the General Fund by the Budget Act of 1981 will be "repaid" in 1984-85 
through an additional year's allocation of tidelands oil revenue.to the Lease-Purchase Fund. 

C The A-pages of the Governor's Budget states that the $100 million net transfer of tidelands oil revenue 
to the Lease-Purchase Fund includes $52.8 ffiillion transferred pursuant to Ch 899/80 (AB 2973) and 
$47.2 million transferred for repayment of the loan.made pursuant to Ch 998/$1 (AB 114). 
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school districts for acquisition and development of school sites, cbnstruc­
tionor reconstruction of school buildings, and purchase of school furniture 
and equipment. The current State School Building Aid· Program was 
enacted in 1952 and is administered by the State Allocation Board's Office 
of Local Assistance. 

Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979 (AB 8), enacted the Emergency School 
Classroom Law of 1979 which authorized the acquisition of portable class­
rooms. It also provided funds for deferred maintenance and the State 
School Building Lease-Purchase Fund. Subsequent legislation enacted in 
1980 appropriated additional funds for school construction and deferred 
maintenance. Table 38 shows the total revenues appropriated and avail­
able for this program. 

School Construction Funds Transferred and Withheld in 1981-82 
In completing action on the 1981 Budget Act, the Legislature trans­

ferred $247.2 million out of the State School Building Lease Purchase 
Fund. These funds were distributed to (1) the General Fund ($200 mil­
lion), (2) the Special Account for Capital Outlay ($43.8 million), and (3) 
the Energy and Resources Fund ($3.4 million). Subsequently, the Gover­
nor unallotted $200 million in funds available for 1981-82 so that these 
funds could be transferred to the General Fund and used to finance a 
deficit in the budget for the current year. This transfer will require author­
izing legislation. Table 39 details the authority for the funds that were 
transferred or withheld. 

Table 39 

School Construction Funds Transferred or Withheld 
in 1981-82 

(in thousands) 

Authority for Fund General 
Transfer or Withholding Fund 

Section 19.91, Budget Act of 1981 ........................................ .. 
Chapter 998, Statutes of 1981 (AB 114) ............................ .. 
Executive Order No. B-87-81.................................................. $147,200 

Total Funds Transferred or Withheld .............................. $147,200 

Lease-Purchase 
Fund 

$200,000 
47,200 
52,800 

$300,000 

Total 
$200,000 

47,200 
200,000 

$447,200 

As a result of these actions, $146.7 million is available for expenditure in 
1981-82 from the Lease-Purchase Fund. This is 25 percent of the $593.9 
million that was expected to be available for school construction in the 
current year . 

The consequences of these actions are as follows: 
• Districts requesting funds for construction costs must have at least a 

14 percent school space deficiency before the State Allocation Board 
(SAB) will consider their request. (Without the reduction in available 
funds, all applications for construction funding would have been con­
sidered and probably funded.) 

• Districts requesting funds for feasibility study and final plan costs 
must have at least a 12 percent school space deficiency for their 
request to be considered. (Without the reduction in available funds, 
all applications for feasibility study and final plan funding would have 
been considered and probably funded.) 
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Transfers for 1982-83 
The budget for 1982-83 provides for the repayment to the Lease-Pur­

chase Fund of the $47.2 million loan made in 1981-82 to the Special Ac­
count for Capital Outlay (SAFCO) and the Energy and Resource Fund 
(ERF). It also provides for a transfer of $52.8 million in Tidelands Oil 
revenues, bringing the total amount of new money proposed for the 
budget. year to $100 million. This is $230 million less than the amount 
authorized by existing law. Specifically, the budget proposes that the 
following amounts authorized by existing law not be made: 

• $82.9 million in excess repayments that districts make on the State 
School Building Aid loans . 

• $147.2 million of the $200 million in tidelands oil revenues. 
These actions have been proposed to (1) finance a projected deficit in 

the General Fund in the budget year resulting from a shortfall of revenues 
in that fUhd and (2) to provide funds for proposed budget year capital 
outlay projects financed from funds where revenues have diminished due 
to a shortfall of tidelands oil revenues. 

The net effect of these actions in the current and budget years is iHus-. 
trated in Table 40. 

Table 40 
Fund Condition State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund a 

(in thousands) 

Beginning balance ................................................................... . 
Net revenues ............................................................................. . 
Funds available for expenditure .......................................... .. 
Actual and anticipated expenditures .................................. .. 
Ending balance ........................................................................ .. 

Actual 
1980-81 

$84,926 
112,715 

$197,641 
22,216 

$175,425 

Estimated 
1981-82 
$175,425 
-28,656 
$146,769 
145,769 

$1,000 

Proposed 
1982-83 

$1,000 
100,000 

$101,000 
100,000 

$1,000 

a Additional funds of approximately $500,000 are available from the School Deferred Maintenance Fund 
for expenditure dtllipg the budget year. 

Consequently, the budget proposes school capital outlay and deferred 
maintenance funding of $101 million rather than the $331 million author­
ized by current law. 

Effects of Funding Reduction 
The effect of the proposed reduction in funding for school construction 

during the budget year will be to increase significantly the percentage 
space deficiency that a district will be required to have before a request 
for construction funding will be approved by the State Allocation Board. 
In fact, Office of Local Assistance staff estimate that a 50 percent to 60 
percent space deficiency may be needed to qualify for funding. 

Actual data regarding how school districts whose projects are not fund­
ed would deal with their overcrowding problem is not available. Options 
which might be available to help them alleviate overcrowding include (1) 
renting portable classrooms from the state's emergency portable class­
room program, (2) instituting double~sessions for school children in some 
overcrowded schools, (3) instituting year-round school sessions, or (4) 
utilizing creative financihg (if possible) to fund the construction of addi-
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tional school facilities. 

Control Section 19.02~StateSchool Building Aid Reversion 
We recommend approval. 

Item t:ilOO 

Control Section 19.02 provides for a transfer on June 30, 1982 of $52.8 
million from the State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund to the Gen­
eral Fund to finance 1981--82 expenditures in the approved budget. 

The Governor's Executive Order B-87-81 froze $52.8 million in school 
building aid funds, thus preventing the State Allocation Board from mak­
ing commitments against these funds. This was done to make these funds 
available for transfer to the General Fund where they are needed to 
finance a budget deficit in the current year. Because this money was 
appropriated by statute to the Lease-Purchase Fund, Budget Bill language 
is needed to make the transfer because the funds will not automatically 
revert to the General Fund. This control section effectuates the transfer. 

Given the impending deficit in the General Fund during the current 
year, the proposed transfer to the General Fund appears warranted, and 
we recommend approval. 

Control Section 19.05-Excess Repayments of State School Building Aid Loans 
We recommend that this section, if necessary, be amended to conform 

to final legislative action on the Budget Bill. 
Control Section 19.05 provides that in 1982--83, "excess repayments" 

made by school districts on school construction loans remain in the Gen­
eral Fund, and not be transferred to the State School Building Lease­
Purchase and Deferred Maintenance Funds, as required by existing law. 
These repayments are estimated to be $82.9 million in the budget year. 

"Excess repayments" represent the difference between (1) the 
amounts repaid by school districts each year on construction loans· from 
the State School Building Aid Fund and (2) the amount necessary to 
provide for the debt service each year for the school builcling aid bonds 
sold by the state to finance these loans. Since 1976, the repayments by 
districts have exceeded the debt service requirements. 

The monies provided br the excess repayments provide part of the 
funding of the State Schoo Building Lease-Purchase Fund, and all of the 
funding for the State School Building Deferred Maintenance Fund. There­
fore, this control section would result in no funds being allocated for K-12 
school facility deferred maintenance in the budget year, and a reduction 
in funding. for school construction. 

Our.analysis indicates that this section is needed to balance the General 
Fund budget as proposed for 1982--83, however, by the Governor. We are 
not able to determine at this time whether these funds will be needed to 
avoid a deficit in the 1982 Budget Act, as finally approved by the Legisla­
ture . 

. Cost Standards 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language di­

recting the State Allocation Board to' (1) revise its allowable base unit costs 
for K-12 school construction so that they are made comparable to rlltes 
allowed by the Board ofGovemors of the California Community Colleges, 
and (2) make the revised standards effective July 1, 1982, with prior notifi­
cation to applicant school districts. 
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Section 17717 of the Education Code provides that the State Allocation 
Board establish cost standards for all new construction funded from the 
State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund. The standards shall.not ex~ 
ceed typical comparable new construction costs incurred by school dis­
tricts in the same area, or the reasonable current cost of similar 
construction in the area; 

In practice, the State Allocation Board has fulfilled this requirement by 
establishing base allowable unit costs for different types of school construc­
tion (e.g., science labs, administrative space), which are adjusted by 
standard factors to reflect the effect of different geographic locations and 
project sizes on construction costs. 

The California State University (CSU) system and the Board of Gover­
nors of the California Community Colleges (CCC) utilize a similar me­
thodology to calculate allowable construction costs for their projects. 
Table 41 compares the allowable base costs for similar building space for 
K-12, CSU, and CCC construction. 

The table only compares the cost standards for comparable space. Each 
of the three systems has unique types of construction (e.g., kindergarten 
classroom space in the K-12 system) for which there is no comparable 
type of space in the other two school systems. 

Table 41 
Comparison of Base Unit Cost Allocations for 

School Facility Construction a 

(cost per square foot) 

Space Type K-12 csu 
Administration .................................................................................. $102.18 $76.45 
Arts and Crafts .............................................................................. .. 81.74 
-Elementary .................................................................................... 101.22 
-High School and Intermediate ................................................ 85.31 
General Classroom ......................................................................... . 75.45 
-.Elementary .................................................................................... 89.41 
~High School and Intermediate ................................................ 81.46 
Home Economics ............................................................................ 103.63 85.46 
Libraries ............................................................................................ 95.92 60.97 
Music .................................................................................................. 93.50 89.00 
Gymnasiums ...................................................................................... 83.86 68.58 
Science Labs .............................................................. ;....................... 140.50 114.03 

a Calculated at cost index ENR 3452.05. 

eee 
$76.76 
84.43 

75.58 

85.81 
62.61 
87.21 
78.49 

109.27 

For each type of building space covered by Table41, K-12 construction 
allowances are more expensive than comparable CSU and CCC construc­
tion allowances. On average, they are 24 percent more expensive than the 
CSU and 22 percent more expensive than the comparable cee construc­
tion base cost allowances included in Table 41. Because both the K-12 
system and the community colleges construct their facilities for compli­
ance with Field Act requirements, these requirements do not account for 
the cost differences between. the two systems. , . 

The actual dollar effects of the higher cost allowances cannot be deter­
mined because of (1) the diversity of facilities constructed by the three 
school systems each year, and (2) the unique types of K-12 construction 
which have no comparables in the other two systems. A rough indication 
of the fiscal effect of these higher standards, however, can be provided. 
Assuming that each construction project includes equal proportions of the 
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types of space listed in Table 41, and that each project costs $1.8 million, 
approximately $320,000 of the cost of each K-12 project could be attribut­
ed to the higher base cost allowances. Again using these assumptions, the 
impact of the higher cost component of K-12 base cost standards on $200 
million worth of· projects funded from the State School Building Lease­
Purchase Fund would be an increase in costs amounting to $35.6 million. 

Examination of recent CCC construction indicates that these buildings 
are adequate for instructional and administrative purposes. Accordingly, 
we see no analytical basis for the substantially higher K-12 cost allowances 
...,.--particularly for science lab, library, and administrative space. 

We estimate that if K-12 cost allowances were made comparable to 
CCC standards, funds for approximately 20 additional projects would be 
freed up. We therefore recommend the State Allocation Board be direct­
ed to annually revise its allowable base unit costs for K-12 construction to 
levels comparable to CCC construction cost standards; with the State 
Allocation Board being authorized to grant exceptions to the cost stand­
ards on a project-specific basis if the requesting district can demonstrate 
sufficient cause for an exception. 

We also recommend that the State Allocation Board notify applicant 
school districts prior to July 1, 1982, of the possibility of changes in con­
struction funding due to revised cost standards, and shall make the revised 
standards effective July 1, 1982 for projects which have not entered either 
the final plans or construction phases. This will allow the state to conserve 
the maximum amount of construction funds without disrupting construc­
tion schedules. 

Priority Points 
We recommend adoption of supplemental language directing the State 

Allocation Board to stop awarding priority points based on (1) the length 
of time a school construction application is awaiting approval, and (2) past 
growth of average d811yattendance. 

Priority points are computed and assigned to school construction ap­
plications whenever the State Allocation Board determines that there will 
not be sufficient funds to meet the estimated funding needs of all districts 
in any given fiscal year. Applications are considered by the State Alloca­
tion Board in sequence, according to the number of priority points credit­
ed to each application. 

The State Allocation Board awards priority points based on five criteria. 
One criterion awards one priority point for each month that a completed 
application has been awaiting approval. Another criterion awards one 
priority point for each five percent increase between current attendance 
and attendance five years ago. The other three criteria relate to the need 
for new or reconstructed building area due to existing attendance. 

Our review of the criteria indicate that they do not result in funds being 
awarded to those projects for which there is the greatest need. This is due 
to the two criteria noted above. First, by awarding priority points based 
on the amount of time an application has been awaiting consideration, the 
board may approve project applications with lesser needs for new. con­
struction ahead of applications with greater need. For example, at 70 
priority points an application with 11 percent of its allowable building area 
qualifying for new construction funds and which has been awaiting consid­
eration for 16 months would be funded before a project having 14 percent 
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of its allowable building area qualifying for new construction. This is solely 
because the funded project, though less needed, has been awaiting consid­
eration for 16 months. 

Second, by awarding priority points based upon attendance growth, the 
board favors smaller school districts at the expense of larger districts. For 
example, a small district of 1,000 ADA which has a 20 percent attendance 
increase in five years (an increase of 200 ADA) would be allocated four 
priority points while a large district of 10,000 ADA which has had 10 
percent attendance growth (an increase of 1,000 ADA) would be allocated 
two priority points. Therefore, the small district which has grown by 200 
ADA would be deemed to have twice the need of the larger district which 
grew by 1,000 ADA. 

These criteria tend to misallocate capital outlay funds when funding 
constraints are in effect. We therefore recommend that the two aforemen­
tioned criteria be eliminated-with priority points being allocated only on 
the basis of need as evidenced by existing ADA and inadequate school 
space. Accordingly, we recommend that the State Allocation Board be 
directed to delete these two criteria from their regulations. 

Changes Needed In K-12 School Construction Laws 
We recommend that legislation be enacted to transfer to the State 

School Building Lease-Purchase Fund from Tidelands Oil revenue, the 
amount of funds necessary to provide for an unencumbered balance on 
July 1 of 1983 and 1984 of $200 million plus the amount of "excess repay­
ments" transferred to the lease-purchase fund. We further recommend 
that the legislation provide for annual Budget Act designation of mini­
mum priority point levels required by the State Allocation Board for 
consideration of project funding requests. 

Existing law, Ch 899/80 (AB 2973) allocates $200 million of Tidelands Oil 
revenues t() the State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund for K-12 
school construction in each year through 1984-85, regardless of the bal­
ance of theJund. In addition, the fund may also receive revenues from 
excess district repayments of state school building construction loans. 

Priority Points 
The State Allocation Board allocates funds to school districts from the 

l~ase-purchase ~und. The. law p~ovides that priority points sh~ll be as­
SIgned, and projects conSIdered m sequence based on those pomts, as a 
means of rationing funds when the estimated construction needs of all 
school districts exceed available monies in the lease-purchase fund. 

The State Allocation Board has established the policy of setting "mini­
mum priority point levels" which project funding requests must have for 
board consideration when funds are subject to rationing. Currently, 70 
points (reduced from a prior level of 90 points) are required for considera­
tion of construction funding requests. These will increase to in excess of 
110 points in 1982-83. 

If certain simplifying assumptions are made, these point levels indicate 
that school districts must have a 14 percent space deficiency in 1981-82, 
and at least. a 22 percent space defiCiency in 1982-83, before funding 
requests for construction of new school space would be considered by the 
board. 
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Problems With Funding Mechanism 
Our analysis indicates that the K-12 school construction funding mech­

anism has certain deficiencies. These include the following: 
Non-optional Allocation of Resources. The current funding mech­

anism allows the non-optional allocation of state financial resources. For 
example, the Legislature found it necessary to transfer $200 million from 
the Lease-Purchase Fund through the adoption of special language in the 
1981 Budget Act, to finance higher priority needs. Additionally, legislation 
was enacted after the start of the 1981-82 fiscal year to loan $47.2 million 
to the Special Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO) and the Energy and 
Resources Fund (ERF), because these funds had insufficient resources to 
finance approved construction. 

These transfers indicate that the current law allowed a non-optional 
allocation of resources to occur because the Legislature determined that 
an equal dollar amount of programs/projects financed from other funds 
had higher priority than the school construction forgone as a result of the 
transfer. 

To the extent that current law provides an automatic annual appropria­
tion of at least $200 million-which is not subject to legislative oversite 
through the budgetary process-a non-optional allocation of state finan­
cial resources could again occur in future fiscal years. 

Lack of Legislative Flexibility. The current mechariism does not pro­
vide the Legislature flexibility for the expenditure of fund resources. 
Funds are usually expended without full legislative review until either 
total fund resources are expended, or until all funding requests are consid­
ered-whichever occurs first. The Legislature may wish to conserve fund 
resources for later years and existing law does not provide the Legislature 
this flexibility. 

Lack of Consistency between Funding Mechanisms. There is a lack of 
consistency between the funding mechanisms for higher education and 
K-12 capital outlay. For higher education, existing law allocates each year 
to the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE), the 
amount necessary to provide for an unencumbered balance on July 1 of 
$125 million. Therefore, the annual appropriation to the COFPHE could 
be any amount between $0 and $125 million depending upon the fund's 
beginning balance. However, current law annually allocates a lump sum 
amount of $200 million to the Lease-Purchase Fund irrespective of the 
fund's beginning balance. We see no analytical basis for the difference in 
the two mechanisms. 

Recommendations 
A better method needs to be implemented for financing K-12 school 

construction. Specifically, we recommend that rather than allocating $200 
million on July 1 of 1983 and 1984 to the Lease-Purchase Fund~ that an 
amount be allocated which would provide for an unencumbered balance 
in the fund on July 1 of $200 million plus the amount of "excess repay­
ments" transferred to the lease-purchase fund. This is warranted be<:!ause: 

• It makes the K-12 capital outlay funding mechanism consistent with 
that of higher education. 

• It would make additional funds available in 1983-84 and 1984-85 for 
other capital outlay needs, which are currently financed from other 



Item 6100 K-12 EDUCATION / 1355 

funds and which are subject to legislative review. 
We also recommend the Legislature rather than the State Allocation 

Board have the authority in the 1983-84 budget to set the minimum 
priority points needed by projects before they can be considered for 
funding. This has the advantage of providing for greater legislative flexi­
bility for the expenditure of fund resources. 

Accordingly, we recommend the enactment of legislation which imple­
ments the aforementioned recommended changes to existing law. 

Lease Rates 
We recommend that legislation be enacted which requires the assess­

ment of maximum lease rates equal to the. market rates for rental of 
portable classrooms. We further recommend that, pending enactment of 
such legislation~ budget control language be adopted to increase the max­
imum lease rate to a level representative of market rates. 

The State Allocation Board leases portable classrooms to qualifying 
school districts and county superintendents of schools, for lease rates of 
between $1 and $2,000 per year per classroom, as authorized by current 
law. These classrooms are made available to districts based upon demon­
strated need. Regulations adopted by the board currently set the lease rate 
at $2,000 per year per classroom, although with specific board approval, 
lease rates below that level may be approved in cases of hardship. 

Classrooms leased under this program are generally preferred by school 
districts over those leased from the private sector because they (1) are 
placed on the school site, (2) are connected to electrical sources, and (3) 
include furniture and equipment, with the state incurring these additional 
costs. . 

The state's lease rate is approximately $2,000 to $4,000 per year less than 
comparable lease rates charged by the private sector for portable class­
rooms. Assuming an average difference of $3,000 per classroom, we esti­
mate the state's low lease rate may result in foregone revenues to the state 
of up to $2,550,000 per year, which couldbe used to purchase additional 
portable classrooms for this program. This estimate is based on 350 porta~ 
ble classrooms currently installed and 500 more under lease contract for 
future installation. . 

We see no analytical basis for any differential between the state's max­
imum lease rate and that charged in the private sector, particularly since 
the board may lower lease rates to districts for hardship reasons. 

Accordingly, we recommend the enactment oflegislation to specify that 
the lease rate called for under these rental contracts approximate the fair 
market lease rate charged in the private sector for a comparable class­
room. Pending enactment of such legislation, we further recommend the 
adoption of budget control language making the maximum portable class­
room lease rate the market rate rather than the existing lower rate. 

Intruder Alarm Systems 
We recommend adoption of supplemental language directing the State 

Allocation Board to (1) determine the cost effectiveness of installing in­
truder alarm systems for proposed projects financed from the State School 
Building Lease-Purchase Fund and (2) require their installment where it 
is cost effective. 

The state is spending $144.4 million for K-12school construction in the 
current year. Under existing law, it will spend a minimum of $500 million 



1356 / K-12 EDUCATION Item 6100 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Continued 

during the next three fiscal years. At the same time that the state is making 
this investment, it is not taking action to assure that the facilities will have 
reasonable protection from vandalism. . 

Officials in the Los Angeles School District report that they spent $5.8 
million in 1981 because of arson, flooding, theft, and vandalism. Oakland 
school officials report that over $325,000 was lost annually due to burglary 
and theft before they installed alarm systems. The Attorney General's 
Office reports that many school districts are unable to buy fire insurance 
due to prohibitive rates charged by carriers on account of vandalism and 
arson. 

In the past, local school districts have borne the risks of arson and 
vandalism losses because the state's role was limited to providing loans for 
the construction of school facilities. Under current law, however, the state 
incurs these risks because most school construction is financed from alloca­
tions (not loans) from the State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund. 

The State Allocation Board's regulations do not require the installation 
of intruder alarm devices in state-financed school construction projects. 
These devices are installed only if district officials include them in their 
project request. 

Security officials in the Los Angeles and Oakland School Districts­
where some buildings have been equipped with these devices-recom­
mend their installation, with Oakland officials reporting a decrease in 
theft and burglary losses of at least $260,000. 

Intruder alarm devices can cost anywhere from $15,000 to $100,000 per 
school, depending upon the particular application. Therefore, their use 
may not be justified in some areas where property losses in the past have 
been low. 

In view of the substantial amount that the state is scheduled to invest 
in school facilities over the next three years, we believe the State Alloca­
tion Board should determine whether the installation of intruder alarm 
devices are cost effective in proposed construction projects and require 
their inclusion where a favorable determination is made. 

Accordingly, we recommend the adoption of supplemental language 
directing the State Allocation Board to (1) determine the cost effective­
ness of installing intruder alarm deVices in proposed school construction 
projects financed from the State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund 
and (2) require their installation where they are justified. 

School Facilities Report 
Supplemental report language to the 1981 Budget Act directed the 

Office of Local Assistance (OLA) to submit a report to the Legislature by 
January 1, 1982 on the following subject matters: 

• The feasibility of converting lease-purchase arrangements to local 
grants, for school facilities constructed under the State School Build­
ing Lease-Purchase program. 

• OLA's plan for allocating school construction funds in fiscal years 
1982-83 through 1984-85 .. 

• An analysis of the feasibility of increasing the use of portable facilities. 
A report on these matters was submitted shortly before this analysis was 

completed. We will comment on the report at the budget hearings, after 
we have completed our review of it. 
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Department of Education-School Facilities Planning (Item 610-001-344) 
We recommend approval. 
The budget includes a request for $487,000 from the State School Build­

ing Lease-Purchase Fund for support of the School Facilities Planning 
Unit in the Department of Education. This is a $10,000, or 2.1 percent, 
increase over estimated 1981-82 expenditures of $477,000. 

II. STATE OPERATIONS 

DEPARTMENT MANAGEMENT AND STATE LIBRARY 
(Items 6100-001-001 and 6100-001-890) 

Overview 
This section discusses the overall state operation (administration) 

budget for the Department of Education (SDE) and related agencies, as 
well as those administrative activities that are not directly tied to a particu­
lar local assistance program: (1) program evaluation, (2) curriculum serv­
ices, and (3) library services. Administrative issues related to particular 
local assistance programs, such as the School Improvement Program, are 
discussed in connection with the particular program itself. 

Expenditures 
Table 42 shows state operations expenditures for the SDE, special 

schools, and State Library in the prior, current, and budget years. These 
expenditures will total $137.5 million for 1982-83, of which $64.5 million is 
for the department. The proposed General Fund increases for the special 
schools and the State Library are $785,000 (2.7 percent) and $126,000 (1.9 
percent), respectively. These amounts will increase by the amount of any 
salary or staff benefit increase approved for the budget year. 

The budget proposes a $364,000, or 1.1 percent, decrease in General 
Fund support for the Department of Education. This, however, makes no 
allowance for the cost of any salary or staff benefit increase that may be 
approved for the budget year. 

The Department of Finance estimates that each 1.0 percent of salary 
increase will require $534,000 in additional General Fund support. 

Five Percent Reductions 
The budget reflects a 5.0 percent baseline reduction in certain activities, 

which was required by the Department of Finance. The reduction, which 
totals $1,994,000, applies to the department's general activities ($1,598,-
000), driver training ($5,000), vocational education student activities 
($25,000), and the State Library ($352,000). State special schools were 
exempted from the reduction. 

The department achieved its reduction primarily by reducing (1) in­
state travel, (2) consultant and professional services, and (3) generaloper­
ating expenses and equipment expenditures. The State Library achieved 
its reduction primarily by reducing authorized positions and personal 
services. The SDE action results in maintaining positions but reducing 
support for the positions. Consequently, the ability of staff to perform 
certain activities such as program visitation will be limited. 
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Table 42 
State Operations Funding 

(in thousands) 

Item 6100 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
IfJ80...81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

Department of Education Funding: 
General Fund .................................................. $30,652 $31,835 $31,471 -$364 -1.1% 
Federal funds .................................................. 31,648 31,009 32,067 1,058 3.4 
State School Building Aid ............................ 230 
State School Building Lease-Purchase ...... 477 487 10 2.1 
Driver Training Penalty Assessment.. ........ 345 459 114 33.0 --- --- --

Subtotals, Department of Education .............. $62,530 $63,666 $64,484 $818 1.3% 
Special Schools Funding: 

General Fund .................................................. $29,267 $29,021 $29,806 $785 2.7% 
Federal funds ................................................... 46 

Subtotals, Special Schools .................................. $29,313 $29,021 $29,806 $785 2.7% 
Division of Libraries Funding: 

General Fund .................................................. $6,331 $6,725 $6,851 $126 1.9% 
Federal funds .................................................. 1,078 ~ 1,028 14 1.4 --

Subtotals, Division of Libraries ........................ $7,409 $7,739 $7,879 $140 1.8% 
Surplus Property Revolving Fund .................. $10,534 $14,749 $25,346 $10,597 c 71.8% 
Local assistance administration ........................ $634 $401 $295 -$106 -26.4% 
Reimbursements .................................................. $7,171 $9,791 $9,671 -$120 -1.2% 

Totals .................................................................. $117,591 $125,367 $137,481 $12,114 9.7% 
General Fund" ........... ,. ........................................ $66,845 $67,927 $68,365 $438 0.6% 
Federal funds ...................................................... 32,772 32,023 33,095 1,072 3.3 
Other state funds b .............................................. 17,974 25,417 36,021 10,604 41.7 

" Includes local assistance. administration for instructional materials. 
b Includes reimbursements, state school building aid, state school building lease-purchase, surplus proper­

ty revolving, driver training penalty assessment, and local assistance administration for environmen­
tal education. 

C Increase primarily caused by transfer of $10 million in surplus property local assistance to state opera­
tions. 

Total Expenditures 
As shown in Table 42, the department's total expenditures are expected 

to increase in 1982-83, even though the General Fund request (excluding 
amounts for salary and benefit increases) is lower, because of an anticipat­
ed $1.1 million, or 3.4 percent, increase in federal funds. Our analysis 
indicates, however, that the federal funds increase may not occur, due to 
possible reductions in federal apportionments during the current and 
budget years. The department will be prepared to comment during 
budget hearings on how it proposes to change the budget if the anticipat­
ed federal funds are not available. 

Significant General Fund Changes 1982-83 
Table 43 shows the components of the $438,000 (0.6 percent) increase 

in General Fund state operations for the SDE and related agencies 
between the current and budget years. The most significant changes are 
the (1) decreases reflecting the 5 percent baseline reductions (-$1,994,-
000), (2) increases for population and prices ($1,936,000), and (3) in­
creases to restore the 1981-82 one-time reductions for travel and general 
operations ($1,170,000). 
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Table 43 
Proposed 1982-83 General Fund Budget Changes 

State Operations 
(in thousands) 

1981-82 Base Budget. .......................................................................................... . 
A. Changes to maintain existing budget ....................................................... . 

1. Restore 2 percent reduction ................................................................. . 
2. Restore travel reduction ......................................................................... . 
3. Price increases ........................................................................................... . 
4. Workload changes ..................................................................................... . 
5. Legislation ................................................................................................. . 

B. Five percent reduction ............................................................................... . 
C. Program change proposals ......................... , ............................................... . 

1. State Library ............................................................................................. . 
Total Change (amount/percent) ................................................................... . 

Total 19~ Support ....................................................................................... . 

Personnel 

$770 
400 

1,936 
-338 
-491 

$155 
$438 
(0.6%) 

$67,92:1 
2,277 

-1,994 
155 

$68,365 

Table 44 shows the number of authorized positions in the Department 
of Education, special schools, and the state library. The budget proposes 
a net decrease of 23.2 positions (0.8 percent) in the budget year. Personnel 
increases and decreases are discussed as part of the analysis of individual 
programs and activities. 

Table 44 

Distribution of Personnel 
Department of Education 

Special Schools, and State Library 

Department of Education ........................ .. 
SPecial Schools ............................................ .. 
State Library ................................................. . 

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

Actual Estimated Proposed 
19fiO...B1 1981-82 1982-83 

1,431.8 
1,032.8 

177.7 

2,642.3 

1,600.0 
1,084.5 

187.4 

2,871.9 

1,590.2 
1,083.3 

175.2 

2,848.7 

Operating Expenses and Equipment (OEE) 

Change 
Number Percent 

-9.8 -0.6% 
-1.2 -0.1 

-12.2 -6.5 

-23.2 -0.8% 

Table 45 presents the line item display for operating expenses and 
equipment (OEE) for the Department of Education, special schools, and 
the State Library. 

As shown in Table 45, OEE expenses are proposed to increase by $11.2 
million, or 26.2 percent in the budget year. This increase, however, is 
misleading. It primarily results from technical, rather than program, fac­
tors (a transfer of $10.0 million in surplus property contracts from local 
assistance to state operations and a $1.2 million increase in cost allocation 
charges). The increases for OEE are partially offset by a $1.2 million 
decrease proposed in consultant and professional services. 

Table 45 
Operating Expenses and Equipment (OEE) 

(in thousands) 

General expenses ........................................ .. 
Printing ........................................................... . 
Communications .......................................... .. 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
19fiO...B1 1981-82 198$.83 

$3,513 . $3,768 
1,028 1,096 
1,293 1,439 

$3,875 
1,068 
1,571 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$107 2.8% 
-28 -2.6 
132 9.2 
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Postage ............................................................. . 
Travel-in-state ............................................ .. 
Travel-out-of-state .................................... .. 
Training ........................................................... . 
Facilities operation ...................................... .. 
Utilities ............................................................ .. 
Consultant and professional services ...... .. 
Departmental services ................................ .. 
Consolidated data centers .......................... .. 
Data processing ............................................ .. 
Central administrative services ................ .. 
Equipment .................................................... .. 
Other items of expense .............................. .. 
Commodities costs ...................................... .. 
Educational subgrants ................................ .. 
Unallocated legal .......................................... .. 

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

498 
4,010 

139 
8 

4,024 
808 

13,622 
-54 
659 
246 

1,102 
1,440 
2,255 
5,622 
1,541 

$41,754 

392 
3,351 

204 
65 

4,429 
931 

11,402 
445 
590 
764 

1,580 
651 

2,335 
8,617 

229 
300 

$42,588 

392 
3,554 

204 
66 

4,665 
1,112 

10,198 
47 

890 
766 

2,767 
903 

2,549 
18,616 

500 
$53,743 

A. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

203 

1 
236 
181 

-1,204 
-398 

300 
2 

1,187 
252 
214 

9,999 
-229 

200 
$11,155 

OFFICE OF PROGRAM EVALUATION AND RESEARCH 

Overview 

Item 6100 

6.0 

1.5 
5.3 

19.4 
-10.6 
-89.4 

50.8 
0.3 

75.1 
38.7 
9.2 

116.0 
-100.0 

66.7 

26.2% 

The Office of Program Evaluation and Research (OPER) is the depart­
ment's centralized evaluation unit. In the current year, OPER has 63.5 
authorized positions. 

Table 46 shows OPER's expenditures and funding. 

Table 46 

Expenditures and Funding for the 
Office of Program Evaluation and Research 

(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981-82 19fi2..&J Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
Special studies ...................................................... $178 $182 $184 $2 1.1% 
California Assessment Program (CAP) ........ 1,540 1,462 1,428 -34 -2.3 
California High School Proficiency Examina-

tion (CHSPE) .............................................. 758 567 578 11 1.9 
Student proficiency ............................................ 468 430 408 -22 -5.1 
Other mandated evaluations ............................ 1,640 1,418 1,453 35 2.5 
Administration .................................................... 428 445 499 54 12.1 

Subtotals ............................................................ $5,012 $4,504 $4,550 $46 1.0% 
Local Assistance ...................................................... $436 $202 -$202 -100.0% 

Totals ...................................................................... $5,448 $4,706 $4,550 -$156 -3.3% 
General Fund .......................................................... $2,176 $1,865 $1,799 -$66 -3.5% 
Federal funds .......................................................... 2,714 2,274 2,173 -101 -4.4 
Reimbursements ...................................................... 558 567 578 11 1.9 

California Assessment Program 
The major purpose of the California Assessment Program (CAP) is to 

provide the public, the Legislature, and the local school districts with 
evaluative information regarding the level of student performance in the 
state. The authorizing legislation envisioned that this information would 
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be used to identify unusual success or failure rates, as well as the factors 
which appear to be responsible for these rates. With this information, the 
state and local districts are believed to be in a better position to take those 
actions necessary to improve the quality of education provided to public 
school pupils. 

Table 47 displays the test printing and scoring costs for the four CAP 
tests. . 

Table 47 

Test Printing and Scoring Costs 

Grade 
1 (ELT) ........................................... . 
3 ......................................................... . 
6 ......................................................... . 

12 ......................................................... . 

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

Different Tests Needed 

Actual 
1980-81 
$164,022 
239,392 
128,009 
105,170 

$636,593 

Estimated 
1981-82 
$180,406 
263,331 
140,809 
116,225 

$700,771 

Proposed 
1!J82../J3 
$189,426 
276,498 
147,849 
122,036 

$735,809 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$9,020 5.0% 
13,167 5.0 
7,040 5.0 
5,811 5.0 

$35,038 5.0% 

We recommend the adoption of supplemental language directing the 
Department of Education to discontinue the Entry Level Test (ELT) in 
the California Assessment Program~ for an annual General Fund savings 
of $189,000 because similar information is already being collected We 
further recommend that the Legislature direct the Department of Educa­
tion to use the savings from discontinuing the ELT to develop a junior 
high school (grade 8 or 9) basic skills test in 1982-83 in order to better meet 
the legislative goals of the California Assessment Program~ at a General 
Fund cost of$176,OOO for a net savings of$1~OOO. (Reduce Item 6100-001-
001 by $1~0f)0). 

Entry Level Test. The EL T provides base information on student skills 
in reading, writing, and mathematics, at an annual cost of approximately 
$189,000. Thi.s information is used to develop the comparisons used for 
reporting grade 3 test results. In addition to the ELT, information is also 
gathered on socio-economic status, and number of limited English-speak­
ing students. This information is gathered for grades 3 and 6, and is used 
for developing the comparisons for the grade 6 tests and confirming the 
EL T for grade 3. Our analysis indicates that both the ELT and the student 
data survey provide comparable information. Consequently, we conclude 
that administration of the ELT is not necessary, and we recommend that 
this test be eliminated for an annual General Fund savings of approximate­
ly $189,000. 

Grade 8 or 9 Test. One of the goals of CAP is to provide information 
regarding the level of student performance. The lack of testing at the 
junior high school level results in an information gap between grade 6 and 
12 that weakens the value of the program. Specifically, the lack of state­
wide information on basic skills achievement at the junior high school 
level (grade 8 or 9) makes it difficult to identify when and in which skills 
the decline in academic achievement between the sixth and twelfth 
grades oCCurs. 

To overcome this deficiency, we recommend that the Legislature direct 
the department to develop a junior high school test. Based on SDE data, 
our aI1alysis indicates that the developmental costs of the junior high test 
would be approximately $176,000. This cost can be funded by redirecting 
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$176,000 of the savings that would be achieved by eliminating the Entry 
Level Test. 

In sum, we recommend that the department discontinue the Entry 
Level Test and develop a junior high school basic skills test, for a net 
General Fund savings of $13,000 in 1982-83. 

Test Administration Costs 
The annual cost of administering the junior high test, starting in 19~, 

would be approximately $296,000 if the test is given to all grade 8 or 9 
students and results ate provided to all schools and districts. The cost of 
this test, if administered on a sample basis capable of providing valid 
statewide information (but not valid school and district information), 
would be approximately $156,000. 

Because one of the primary reasons for CAP is to provide district and 
school level information, we believe the additional costs ($140,000) neces­
sary for 100 percent testing are justified. If this were done, it would require 
a budget augmentation of $107,000 in addition to the savings ($189,000) 
from the ELT in 19~. 

CURRICULUM SERVICES 

Overview 
The Curriculum Services unit administers the following programs to 

assist school districts and other agencies in improving instruction: (1) state 
mandated curriculum activities, (2) health education, (3) personnel and 
career development services, (4) special curriculum programs, and (5) 
traffic safety programs. For 1982-83, the budget proposes $4.2 million for 
these programs, a reduction of $1.6 million, or 27 percent from 1981--82. 
This reduction primarily reflects the transfer of $1.6 million in local assist­
ance federal funds for personal and career development programs from 
the curriculum services' budget to the new federal block grant budget. 
When the proposed 1982--83 allocation is adjusted to reflect this change in 
federal policy, the proposed budget reflects a 1.5 percent increase from 
1981--82 for curriculum services. 

Zero-Base Budget 
The Supplement Report of the 1981 Budget Act required the State 

Department of Education to develop a zero-base budget for the Cur­
riculum Services unit in 1982--83. We received a draft of this report too late 
for us to include any comments or recommendations regarding its con­
tents. We will comment on the report during budget hearings. 

Environmental Education (Items 6100-001-140 and 6100-181-140) 

Elimination of General Fund Support 
We recommend that all activities of the Conservation Education Service 

(CES) be supported by the Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF) 
because the primary role of the CES is to administer the ELPF grant 
program, for a General Fund savings of $84,000. (Reduce Item 6100-001-
001 by $84,000). 

Environmental education is administered by the Department of Educa­
tion's Conservation Education Service (CES). The major responsibility of 
the CES is to administer the Environmental Education Grant Program, 
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which is supported by the Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF). 
This program provides approximately 30 grants annually to local educa­
tion agencies, other governmental agencies, and nonprofit organizations 
to establish interdisciplinary programs in environmental education. A less 
significant activity of the CES is to provide technical assistance to schools 
for the development of curriculum materials, teacher training, and the 
operation of nature centers. 

The budget proposes $584,000 for environmental education in 1982-83. 
Of this amount, $101,000 would be used for state operations, with $84,000 
coming from the General Fund and $17,000 coming from the ELPF. The 
local assistance allocation of $483,000 would be funded entirely from the 
ELPF. 

The 1981 Budget Act also provides $483,000 from the ELPF for local 
assistance. Of this amount, $279,000 was specifically allocated by the Legis­
lature to two projects. It is not anticipated that these specific allocations 
made outside of the regular grant award process will be continued in 
1982-83. Consequently, more than twice the amount of discretionary 
funds available for 1981-82 will be awarded in 1982-83 by CES through the 
grant award process. 

Given that the primary role of the CES is to administer the ELPF 
Environmental Education Grant Program, we find no analytical basis for 
using General Fund money to finance CES's administrative costs. For this 
reason, we recommend that General Fund support for CES administrative 
costs (one professional position and OEE) be deleted, and that these costs 
be funded instead from the ELPF. 

The Department maintains that using ELPF funds for administrative 
costs will reduce the funds available for local assistance grants. While this 
is true, using General Fund money for this purpose, as the budget pro­
poses, would reduce the amount available for all state programs (most of 
which fall in the local assistance category). 

In sum, we recommend that the same funding source be relied on for 
both administrative costs and support (the ELPF) because (1) it is consist­
ent with accepted budgetary policy and (2) it will give the Legislature 
more fiscal flexibility in funding high priority state needs. 

Educational Technology and Legal Education (Item 6100-181-001) 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes General Fund support of $915,000 for Educational 

Technology and $200,000 for Grants for Legal Education. 
The appropriation for educational technology-instructional television 

-includes $45,000 (5.2 percent) for a cost-of-living adjustment. 
The appropriation for legal education grants, which are administered by 

the Constitutional Rights Foundation, Inc., is proposed at the 1981-82 
level. The foundation coordinates a youth and administration of justice 
program in approximately 100 school districts. The program is designed to 
introduce students to the legal system. 

Our analysis indicates that both amounts are reasonable, and therefore 
we recommend approval. 
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B. STATE LIBRARY 
(Items 6100-011-001, 6100-011-890, 6100-211-001, and 6100-211-890) 

Overview 
The State Library (1) maintains reference and research materials for 

the state government, (2) provides support to the 168 local public libraries 
in California, and (3) provides library services to the blind and physically 
handicapped. 

The state operations budget for the State Library supports the mainte­
nance of the various library collections (law, reference, books for the blind 
and physically handicapped, government publications, etc.), the provision 
of consultant services to public libraries, and the administration of the 
California Library Services Act (CLSA). The local assistance component 
consists of state and federal grants to public libraries and library agencies, 
and support of local resource sharing through the creation and mainte­
nance of a data base of California public library materials. Table 48 indi­
cates the funding level for the State Library in the prior, current, and 
budget years. 

Table 48 
State Library Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1980-81 1981~ 1982-83 Amount Percent 

State Operations: 
Reference for legislature .................................... $752 $703 $724 $21 3.0% 
Statewide library support anddeveloprrient .. 2,189 2,458 2,510 52 2.1 
Special clientele services .................................... 1,232 1,309 1,401 92 7.0 
Support services .................................................... 3,249 3,273 3,257 -16 -0.5 

Subtotals .............................................................. $7,422 $7,743 $7,892 $149 1.9% 
Local Assistance: 

Statewide library support and development .. $9,895 $10,147 $11,016 $869 8.6% 
Totals .................................................................... $17,317 $17,890 $18,908 $1,018 5.7% 

State Operations: 
General Fund ........................................................ $6,331 $6,716 $6,851 $135 2.0% 
Federal funds .......................................................... 1,077 1,014 1,028 14 1.4 
Reimbursements .................................................... 14 13 13 

Local Assistance: 
General funds ........................................................ $5,228 $5,482 $5,800 $318 5.8% 
Federal funds .......................................................... 4,(J69 4,665 5,216 551 11.8 

Summary of Changes 
. Table 49 displays the proposed changes in the State Library budget from 

1981--82 to 1982--83. In the state operations component, the budget pro­
poses to eliminate 12.7 positions. This reduction reflects (1) the termina­
tion of 1.5 limited-term positions, (2) the elimination of two positions 
following completion of a microfilming project, and (3) the 5.0 percent 
reduction in baseline expenditures required of most General Fund agen­
cies by the administration. 

The budget proposes to reallocate the funds saved through the elimina­
tion of the two microfilm project positions ($44,000) to purchase increased 
computer capacity for the Books for the Blind and Physically Hand­
icapped (BBPH) facility. The budget also proposes (1) $155,000 from the 
General Fund to equip a new facility for the Sutro Collection, (2) $280,000 
for a 5.0 percent increase in the General Fund portion of local assistance 
to compensate for inflation, and (3) a transfer of $38,000 in General Fund 
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support from state operations to local assistance. Federal funds will pro­
vide an additional $14,000 for state operations and $551,000 for local assist­
ance. 

Table 49 
State Library General Fund Budget Changes 1982-83 

(in thousands) 

State Operations: 
Revised 1981-82 Budget ..................................................................................... . 
A. To Maintain Existing Budget.. ..................................................................... . 

1. Population and price ................................................................................. . $236 
2. Workload ..................................................................................................... . -39 
3. 2 percent restoration ................................................................................. . 135 

B. 5 percent reduction ....................................................................................... . 
C. Program Change Proposals ......................................................................... . 

1. Sutro Library ............................................................................................. . $155 
2. Union card catalog staff reduction ....................................................... . -44 
3. BBPH core memory ........... ; ..................................................................... . 44 

Total Change (Amount/Percent) ....................................................... . $135 
(2.0%) 

Total State Operations, 1982-83 ........................................................... . 
Local Assistance: 
Revised 1981-82 Budget ..................................................................................... . 
A. Program Change Proposals ......................................................................... . 

California Library Services Act ................................................................... . $38 
Cost-of-living increase ................................................................................... . 280 
Total Change (Amount/Percent) ............................................................. . $318 

(5.8%) 
Total Local Assistance, 1982-83 ................................................................... . 

$6,716 
332 

-352 
155 

$6,851 

$5,482 
318 

$5,800 

Federal Support for Library Services (Items 6100-011-890 and 6100-211-890) 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes an increase of $551,000 in federal funds for local 

assistance through the Library Services and Construction Act, as well as 
an additional $14,000 in federal funds for state operations. These are carry 
over funds, and do not reflect an increase in the ongoing level of federal 
aid available to the state. Our analysis indicates that the request is reason­
able, and we recommend approval. 

SUTRO LIBRARY 

Overview 
The Sutro Library was donated to the Trustees of the State Library in 

1915 on the condition that the collection remain within the City of San 
Francisco. The library consists of many specialized collections, including 
genealogy and local history, Mexicana, English history and literature, He­
braica, voyages and travel, early printed books, and the history of religion. 
The Sutro Library currently is located in leased facilities at the University 
of San Francisco (USF). The university, however, wishes to use the build­
ing and its equipment for other purposes, and will not renew the lease 
when it expires on October 1, 1982. 
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Appropriation Recommended for New Location and Facility 
We recommend that all costs proposed for setti"ng up the new Sutro 

Library be funded with tidelands oil revenues~ in the Special Account for 
Capital Outla~ for a General Fund savings of $250l)()O~ in order to provide 
the Legislature with more fiscal flexibility in allocating limited funds to 
meet high priority state needs. (Reduce Item 6100-011-001 by $250,(00). 

Because efforts by the Department of General Services to acquire an 
appropriate lease facility for the Sutro Library has been unsuccessful, the 
Department of Finance has proposed that the now-vacant temporary 
legislative chambers be moved to a site owned by San Francisco State 
University (SFSU) for use by the Sutro Library. The DeP.artment of Fi­
nance has also proposed that the estimated $500,000 cost of moving and 
installing the facilities be funded through a loan from the Capitol Restora­
tion Fund carrying an interest rate-provided that such funds are avail­
able. In the event sufficient funds are not available in the Capitol 
Restoration Fund, the budget indicates that a General Fund appropriation 
for the difference will be needed. Repayment of the loan (from either 
source) would take place at the rate of $126,000 annually, for as many years 
as is necessary. The repayment would be financed from within the base 
budget, using the $152,000 appropriated from the General Fund for rent 
payments to USF. (The remaining $26,000 currently budgeted for rent 
would be used for utilities, which will have to be purchased separately). 
The Joint Rules Subcommittee on the Capitol Restoration has·tentatively 
approved the Department of Finance plan. 

The budget also proposes a one-time General Fund augmentation in 
1982-83 of $155,000 for moving the Sutro collection and for purchasing 
new shelving and equipment. 

The estimated $655,000 requested in connection with moving the collec­
tion to a new facility would be used for capital outlay and related costs. 
Because the Legislature has established a special fund-the Special Ac­
count for Capital Outlay (SAFCO)-specifically for the purpose of financ­
ing Capital Outlay, there is no need for these costs to be funded fror:l the 
General Fund. The budget shows that the SAFCO, which receives tide­
lands oil revenues, will have $29.2 million in reserves that could be used 
to fund the Sutro project. 

Accordingly, we recommend the use of tidelands oil revenue funds in 
the SAFCO be used for establishing the new Sutro facility. This would 
have the following advantages: 

• It would avoid drawing on reserves in the Capitol Restoration Fund 
that may be needed to cover additional expenses directly related to 
completing the restoration of the Capitol. 

• It would provide the Legislature with more fiscal flexibility in allocat­
ing limited General Funds to meet high priority-non-capital outlay 
state needs. 

• The General Fund appropriation requested for repaying the loan will 
not be needed, resulting in a General Fund savings in 1982-83 and in 
future years. 

• It would avoid the need to appropriate money from the General Fund 
in future years, allowing further savings to the General Fund. 

The effect of our recommendation would be a savings to the General 
Fund of $250,000 in 1982-83. This savings is composed of the amount 
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requested to repay a loan ($95,000) and the amount requested for shelving 
and equipment ($155,000). 

Estimated Cost of Establishing New Sutro Library 
We recommend that prior to budget hearings the Department of Fi­

nance report to the legislative budget committees on (1) how it deter­
mined the cost of (a) moving to and setting up the temporary legislative 
chambers at the Sail Francisco site~ (b) moving the Sutro collection~ and 
(c) purchasing new shelving and equipment~ (2) why no funds are includ­
ed in the budget for maintenance and security at the new Sutro faciJjt~ 
and (3) what the administration intends to do if additional funding for 
these purposes is needed 

In order to establish the new Sutro facilities, the State Library will have 
to: (1) detach the tewporary legislative chambers from their present site, 
(2) transport the buildings to San Francisco, (3) grade, install utilities and 
otherwise develop the new site in order to install the facilities, (4) pack 
and move all the library's materials, including many rare and fragile items, 
and (5) purchase shelving, furniture, and other capital items needed to 
store and protect the collection and provide user services. 

Cost of Moving and Equiping the Facilities. Our analysis indicates that 
the budget proposal to spend $500,000 to detach, move, and set up the 
legislative chambers may not be enough. The State Library has indicated 
that $420,000 would be required to move the buildings, exclusive of dis-
mantling and site preparation. . 

In addition, the one-time appropriation of $155,000 in the budget to pack 
and move the collection and to purchase all necessary shelving and equip­
ment may be inadequate. The $155,000 augmentation includes $125,000 to 
purchase new shelving and equipment and $30,000 to pack and move the 
collection. The State Library has indicated, however, that $150,000 is need­
ed solely for shelving. Our analysis indicates that the library's estimate for 
shelving is significantly less than comparable shelving costs for University 
of CaliforQ.ia and California State University libraries. Consequently, the 
ft.nding in the budget for shelving and equipment may not be sufficient 
for shelving alone. In addition, the new Sutro Library will also need more 
desks, file cabinets, and other office and library equipment. No funds may 
be available for these items if shelving costs exceed the $155,000 included 
in the budget. . 

Maintenance and Security. A 20,000 square foot library facility housing 
rare and valuable documents clearly will require maintenance and secu­
rity services. Such services are currently provided to the Sutro Library by 
USF, under the terms of the lease arrangement. No funds, however, are 
provided for maintenance (including landscaping and custodial services) 
and for security at the new facility. Because the site of the new Sutro 
facility is away from the main SFSU campus, it may not be reasonable to 
assume that SFSU will be able to absorb the cost of these services within 
existing resources, as the budget appears to assume. 

Given these potential funding shortfalls, we recommend that prior to 
budget hearings the Department of Finance report to the Legislature on 
(1) how it determined the cost of establishing the new Sutro facility and 
(2) what the administration propose to do if the requested level of funding 
is inadequate. . 
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CALIFORNIA LIBRARY SERVICES ACT (ITEM 610-211-001) 

Overview 
We recommend approval. 
The State Library provides local assistance funding to public libraries 

and library systems under the California Library Services Act (CLSA). 
Table 50 shows expenditures for programs funded under the act as well 
as the state administration costs associated with the act. Programs for 
libraries and library systems are funded either by formula, or through 
grant application. 

Table 50 
California Library Services Act 

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

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

Expenditures 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated 
1980-81 1981-82 

$229 $323 
$5,226 $5,482 

$5,455 $5,805 

C. TECHNICAL ISSUES 

Proposed 
1fJ82.../J3 

$300 
$5,800 

$6,100 

. Change 
Amount Percent 

-$23 -7.1% 
$318 5.8% 

$295 5.1% 

In this section we present issues which are technical in nature. These 
issues are related to either the format of the budget or involve errors in 
calculating funding requirements for various programs. 

In our analysis we have identified the following technical issues: 
• The transportation CO LA is overbudgeted. 
• The state matching funds for career education are not deleted. 
• The supplemental schedules of authorized positions are not consistent 

with the program budget. 
• A separate budget display for the State Library is needed. 

Technical Issue-Transportation COLA Overbudgeted 
We recommend that local school district transportation aid inflation be 

reduced by $680,000 to correct a technical error in the calculation of an 
inflation adjustment for the Los Angeles Unified School District. (Reduce 
Item 6100-226-001 by $680,000). 

Local school districts have the option in the current year of receiving 
their regular transportation aid either through the regular reimbursement 
process, or by having it added to their general aid apportionment, as 
authorized by Ch 1093/81 (AB 61). The transportation aid inflation adjust­
ment received by each district is dependent' upon which option it chases. 

For 1982-83, the budget assumes that the Los Angeles Unified School 
District will choose to receive part of its regular transportation aid through 
its general aid apportionment, rather than through the regular reimburse­
ment process. This, however, is not reflected in the transportation aid base 
upon which the inflation adjustment for this aid has been calculated. 
Consequently, the proposed appropriation for transportation aid inflation 
is overbudgeted. We estimate that the inflation increase is overbudgeted 
by $680,000, which is the amount assumed to be transferred to Los Angeles 
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($13.6 million) times the 5.0 percent COLA. Accordingly, we recommend 
that the proposed COLA appropriation (Item 6100-226-001) be reduced 
by $680,000. 

Technical Issue-Matching Funds for Career Education Not Required 
We recommend the elimination of state matching funds for Career 

Education Incentive Act state operations because matching funds are not 
required under the new federal education block gran4 for a GeneralFund 
savings of $78,000. (Reduce Item 6100-001-001 by $78,000). 

The budget requests $78,000 from the General Fund for career educa­
tion state operations to match an equal amount of federal funds. 

Chapter II of the federal Education Consolidation and Improvement 
Act of 1981 includes career education as one of the programs replaced by 
the new block grant. Prior to being included in the block grant, state 
administration costs of career education were shared 50 percent from the 
General Fund and 50 percent from federal funds. The new block grant 
legislation, however, does not require a state match. 

Because the General Fund $78,000 match is no longer required, we 
recommend the elimination of the proposed match, for· a General Fund 
savings of $78,000. 

Technical Issue-Position Counts 
We recommend that supplemental language be adopted directing the 

Department of Finance to (1) include all position changes in the 1983-84 
Governors Budget display of position changes and (2) reorganize all 
supplemental schedules dealing with authorized positions to be consistent 
with the program budget organization. 

The 1982-83 Goyernor's Budget display for the Department of Educa­
tion does not contllin sufficient detail to enable the Legislature to under­
stand the disposition of personnel resources within the department. 
Specifically, the s9hedule of position changes (Schedule 2) does not in­
clude all position changes. 

A complete Schedule 2 listing of all position changes is necessary to 
provide the Legislature sufficient information to review how personnel 
resources are allocated between programs, and to provide justification for 
program budget requests. 

By not including all position changes on the schedule 2, the budget 
displays for each of the department's programs are of limited usefulness 
to the Legislature. This is because the position counts for (1) each pro­
gram included in the schedule of position changes (Schedule 2), (2) the 
schedule of established positions as ofJuly 1 (Schedule 7A), and (3) the 
program budget display, cannot be reconciled with each other on a pro­
gram or organizational basis. 

Accordingly, we recommend adoption of supplemental language re­
quiring the Department of Finance to include all position changes in the 
Schedule 2 for each program, and provide that the position counts in the 
Schedule 7 A and 2, and the program budget display, agree with each other 
for the 1983-84 Budget. 

Technical Issue-Separate Budget Display for State Library 
We recmnmend that slipplementallanguage be adopted to direct the 

Department of Finance to present the 1983-84 imd future budgets for the 
State Library as a separate department budget because the State Library. 
functions as an independent agency. 
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Under the current budget format, the line item budget and program 
budget statements for the State Library and the California Library Serv­
ices Act are intermingled within the budget for the State Department of 
Education. This policy reduces the visibility of library activities, and over­
states the budget of the Department of Education. Because the State 
Library and its programs are under the direction of the State Librarian, 
who is appointed by the Governor, and autonomous of the Department 
of Education, we recommend adoption of supplemental language requir­
ing the State Library budget to be separately displayed to provide the 
Legislature a more accurate and meaningful picture of both the State 
Library's and the Department of Education's programs and funding. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-REAPPROPRIATIONS 

Item 6100-490 from the General 
Fund 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes the reappropriation on July 1, 1982, of the unex­

pended balances of the following three items: 
. • School Improvement Program (SIP) independent evaluation-the 

unexpended balance of Ch 894/77, Section 70, as reappropriated by 
the Budget Act of 1981. . 

• Pilot attendance projects-the unexpended balance of Ch 1329/80, 
Section 16, as reappropriated by the Budget Act of 1981. 

• Capital Outlay for· child care facilities-the unexpended balance of 
Ch 798/SO, Section 23.4, as reappropriated by the Budget Act of 1981. 

SIP Independent Evaluations 
The SIP independent evaluations w~re originally funded in Ch 894/77 

(AB 65). Because of difficulties with the original evaluation, the original 
contract was terminated pursuant to the 1979 Budget Act. A new evaluator 
has been selected, and the Budget Acts of 1980 and 1981 reappropriated 
the AB 65 funds for the independent evaluation. Because the evaluation 
is currentlr in progress and will extend into the budget year,the reappro­
priation 0 the unexpended funds is necessary, and we recommend ap­
proval. 

Pilot Attendance Projects 
Chapter 1329, Statutes of 1980(AB 3269), requires educational offices 

and organizations to undertake new duties which will help promote in­
creased attendance in schools. It also prescribes the establishment of a 
pilot study of 25 elementary school districts, 25 unified school districts, and 
10 high school districts, and provides for supplemental· state aid if their 
actual student attendance increases for the study period. An appropriation 
of $825,000 per year for fiscal years 1980-81 through 1982-83 was made to 
fund the pilot study. Because this is a three year study which terminates 
June 30, 1983 and because the superintendent's development of criteria 
for allocating the funds was delayed, the reappropriation is necessary. 
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Capital Outlay for Child Care Facilities 
Chapter 798, Statues of 1980 (SB 863), appropriated $4 million for child 

care capital outlay projects. Svecifically, $l.7 million was for allocation to 
family day care homes and child care agencies for minor capital outlay 
projects to meet state and local health and safety standards; and $2.3 
million was allocated to the State Allocation Board for the acquisition and 
leasing of portable facilities to child carecontracting agencies. These funds 
are currently being expended for the purposes intended in the statute, 
and reappropriation is necessary to complete the construction of portable 
facilities. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-REVERSION 

Item 6100-495 from the General 
Fund 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes that the unencumbered balance (unless provided 

otherwise) of the following four appropriations revert to the General 
Fund on June 30, 1982: 

• Compensatory education programs-Ch 510/80, Item 332. 
• Child Care Expansion funds-Ch 798180, Section 23 ($338,000) 
• Vocational Education-Ch 282/79, Section IB. 
• Special Education Independent Evaluations-Ch 797/80, Section 

12(a) as reappropriated by Ch 99/81, Item 610-490 Schedule (6). 
We recommend approval. 

Compensatory Education Programs. 
Item 332 of the 1980 Budget Act, appropriated $3,356,668 for demonstra­

tion programs in reading and mathematics, which was reappropriated by 
the Budget Act of 1981. This program was established to develop cost­
effective exemplary approaches for the teaching of reading and math­
ematics and to encourage replication of successful approaches by other 
school districts. The purposes for which the Item was appropriated have 
been achieved, and therefore, the unencumbered balance of the item is 
no longer needed and should be reverted. 

Child Care Expansion Funds 
Chapter 798, Statutes of 1980 (SB 863), appropriated $9 million for the 

provision of child care services to additional eligible children for the last 
nine months of fiscal year 1980-8l. This item proposes the reversion of 
$338,000 of those funds. 

Department staff indicate that because the Budget Bill proposes an 
appropriation to fully fund the expected services in 1982-83, the remain­
ing funds provided by SB 863 are not needed and therefore can be revert­
ed. 

Vocational Education 
Vocational education student organizations are appropriated $500,000 

annually by Ch 282/79 (AB 8) for their support; These funds are used for 
activities including statewide conferences for student officers; in-service 
training for vocational teachers who act as local chapter advisors; and the 
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development of instructional materials and handbooks; Because there is 
an annual appropriation for support of these organizations, the unencum­
bered balances of prior years' appropriations are no longer needed. This 
item reverts them to the General Fund. 

Special Education State Administration 
Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980 (SB 1870), appropriated $500,000 for the 

administration of the Special Education program in 198~1. Of this 
amount, $100,000 was reappropriated by the 1981 Budget Act to proviqfl 
additional funding in the current year for completion of the Master Plan 
for Special Education. This plan is anticipated to be finished in the current 
year, and this item allows the Controller to revert the unexpended balance 
of the appropriated funds one year earlier than would otherwise be the 
case. 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO TEACHERS' RETIREMENT FUND 

Item 6300 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 81 

Requested 1982-83 .......................................................................... $258,610,000 
Estimated 1981-82 ......................................................... :.................. 235,491,000 
Actual 19~1 ............................................................................ ;..... 222,206,000 

Requested increase $23,119,000 (+9.8 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... None 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
This item provides the state's contribution toward the benefits earned 

by retired members of the State Teachers' Retirement System (STRS). In 
1976, the Legislature increased the annual appropriation to $144.3 million, 
in order to finance the amortized cost of granting a one-time pension 
improvement to STRS retirees in that year. As required by the Supple­
mental Report of the 1980 Budget Act, this item also provides an appro­
priation to cover the annual STRS retirement program costs mandated by 
state law. Prior to 1981-82, this appropriation was included in the budget 
of the Department of Education. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approvaL 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $258,610,000 from the General 

Fund to the State Teachers' Retirement Fund in 1982-83. Of this amount, 
$219,878,000 would be used to finance the unfunded State Teachers' 
Retirement System (STRS) program liabilities. The remmning balance of 
$38,732,000 is for payment of state-mandated local costs for increases in 
STRS retirement contributions. The Budget Bill appropriates an amount 
equal to an actuarial estimate of the local school districts' mandated pro­
gram costs directly to the State Teachers' Retirement Fund (STRF). This 
method of reimbursement is more cost-efficient than the previous method 
of having the districts themselves pay the mandated contributions to the 
STRF and then seek reimbursement through the claims process. 

The proposed expenditure of $258,610,000 is $23,119,000, or 9.8 percent, 
above estimated current-year expenditures. This increase reflects (1) an 
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increase of $28,565,000 (14.9 percent) in state funding for the STRS un­
funded program liabilities, in partial compliance with the requirements of 
Chapter 282, and (2) a de~rease of $5,446,000 (12.3 p~rcent) in funding for 
state-mandated STRS retIrement program costs. ThlS decrease, however, 
is misleading. The amount estimated for 1981-82 includes a $12 million 
appropriation in the Omnibus Claims Bill (Ch 1090/81) covering adjusted 
claims for mandated costs in prior years that were not approved in time 
to be included in the 1980, or 1981 Budget Acts. Prior to July 1, 1981,these 
state mandated costs were paid by the local school districts to the STRF 
and then the districts sought reimbursement through the claim process. 
Because of the length of tne claim review process, many of these claims 
were not approved in time to be included in the following year's Budget 
Act. Instead, these approved claims were included in the next Omnibus 
Claims Bill. 

Since July 1, 1981, the Legislature appropriates directly to the STRF an 
actuarial estimate of the amount equal to the local school district's mandat­
ed program costs, instead of reimbursing the school districts through the 
claims process. This new reimbursement method terminated the claim 
process for mandated costs incurred after June 30, 1981. Remaining claims 
for mandated costs incurred prior to that date are expected to be proc­
essed and paid during 1982. As a result, the claim method of reimburse­
ment for state mandated STRS costs are expected to terminate in 1982. 

Table 1 shows the components of these expenditures for the past, cur-
rent, and budget years. . 

Table 1 

Contributions to the State Teachers' Retirement Fund 
Item 6300-101-001 

(in millions) 

Program 
1. Contributions for past Illlfunded liabilities ....... . 
2. State-Mandated STRS program costs 

a. Ch 89/74. Retirement credit for unused sick 
leave ....................................................................... . 

b. Ch 1036/79. Cost-of-living increase to STRS 
retirees ................................................................... . 

c. Ch 1241/80. Cost-of-livingincrease to STRS 
retirees ................................................................... . 

d. Ch 1286/80. Increase in STRS minimum 
benefits ................................................................... . 

e. Ch 1090/81. Omnibus Claims Bill to pay prior 
years' adjusted claims ........... , ............................. . 

Unspent appropriation carried into 1981-82 ..... . 
Subtotals, Mandated STRS Program Costs ..... ; 
Grand Total Expenditures ................................. . 

Actual 
1f}8()...81 

$171,616 

31,819 8 

15,816 b 

255 

2,902 d 

-202 
$50,590 

$222,206 

Estimated 
.1981-1)2 

$191,313 

11,147 

15,350 

5,602 c 

12,079 

$44,178 
$235,491 

Proposed 
1982-83 
$219,878 

11,147 

20,406 

7,179 

$38,732 
$258,610 

Change 
from 

1981-1)2 
$28,565 

5,056 

1,577 

-12,079 

-$5,446 
$23,119 

• Includes $20.6 million appropriation for prior deficiencies. 
b Includes $0.5 million in prior years' unspent carry-over and $255,000 for prior-years' deficiencies. 
c Includes $202,000 in prior year's unspent carry-over. 
d Half-year costs. 
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The STRS Unfunded Liability 
The latest available actuarial valuation of the STRF, published in May 

1980, estimated the unfunded liability (a:ccrued retirement benefits for 
which there are no assets) at $9.9 billion. 

1. History. From its inception in 1913 until 1972, STRS benefits were 
financed on a pay-as-you~go, ora year-to-year, basis. This meant that no 
funds were set aside to cover the accruing cost of future benefits earned 
by the STRS membership. 

In 1972, the Legislature enacted a partial funding program which was 
designed to (a) stabilize the accumulated unfunded liability and (b) pro­
vide reserves to cover benefits earned in the future. Beginning in 1972, the 
budget included an annual General Fund appropriation of $135 million to 
finance the actuarial cost of pensions for STRS members who retired prior 
to July 1,1972. The need for such an appropriation was expected to contin~ 
ue through fiscal year 2002-03. 

The combination of salary increases for active teachers, declining mor­
tality rates for retired teachers and an increasing number of early retire­
ments has caused the long~term benefit costs to rise faster than anticipated 
by the 1972 funding program. As a result, the contribution levels estab­
lished by that program proved to be insufficient to fund t.he increasing 
long-term benefits being earned by active members, and the unfunded 
liability continued to grow. . 

2. Chapter 282 Funding. In 1979, the Legislature once more addressed 
the STRS unfunded liability through the enactment of Ch 282/79 (AB 8). 
This act addressed the unfunded liability problem by (a) increasing annu­
ally the General Fund appropriation to the STRS trust fund by the per­
centage increase in the California Consumer Price Index (CCPI); (b) 
extending the· authorizati,on for the annual General Fund contributions 
indefinitely beyond fiscal year 2002-03; and (c) providing an additional 
annual General Fund appropriation, phased in over a 15-year period, 
beginning with $10 million in 1980-81 and increasing in $20 million annual 
increments thereafter until it reaches $280 million in 1994-95. Beyond that 
date, this appropriation will also. be increased by the CCPI increase. This 
program was designed to slow the growth of the unfunded liability, but 
it was not expected to stop it, or to reduce the amount of the unfunded 
liability. The goal of the program was to achieve "infinite funding" of the 
State Teachers' Retirement Fund (STRF). In actuarial terminology, "infi­
nite funding" represents the level at which the rate of growth in the 
unfunded liability is equal to the rate of growth in payroll. 

Using new data from the May 1980 actuarial analysis, the STRS consult­
ing actuary concluded that the actual funding value of Chapter 282 fell 
short of its intended funding goal. As a result,the STRS unfunded liability 
was expected to grow at a faster rate than payroll. The next actuarial 
valuation, to be published in May 1982, is expected to show an unfunded 
liability in excess of $10 billion. 

Chapter 282 Requirements Underfunded 
Chapter 282 requires that the $144.3 million annual General Fund con­

tribution to the STRF specified under prior law be increased, beginning 
in 1980-81, by an amount which reflects the change in· the California 
Consumer Price Index (CCPI) in the preceding fiscal year. However, 

~ 
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neither the 1980 nor the 1981 Budget Act appropriated the amounts called 
for by Chapter 282. In each case, the increase approved by the Legislature 
was less than the increase in the CCPI during the prior year. 

The 1982-83 budget proposes a state contribution to the STRF that is5 
percent above the 1981-82 contribution. In contrast, Chapter 282 requires 
a 13.9 percent increase to match the increase in the CCPI during 1981. 

Details of the General Fund contributions for the past, current, and 
budget years are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Contributions for Past State Teachers' Retirement System Unfunded Liabilities 
(in millions) 

Actual 
1980-81 

Ongoing baseline contribution.......................................................... $144.3 
Increase in-lieu of CCPI .................................................................... 17.3' 

Adjusted baseline contributions.................................................... $161.6 
Increment of additional $280 million .............................................. 10.0 

Totals, contributions for unfinded liabilities.............................. $171.6 

Actual 
1981-82 

$161.6 
9.7 b 

--
$171.3 

20.0 --
$191.3 

Proposed 
1!J82.,fJ3 

$171.3 
B.6 e 

$179.9 
40.0 

$219.9 

• Based on budgeted COLA increase of 12 percent, in lieu of a statutory CCPI of 17.1 percent. 
b Based on budgeted COLA increase of 6 percent, in lieu of a statutory CCPI of 10.4 percent. 
e Based on budgeted COLA increase of 5 percent, in lieu of a statutory CCPI of 13.9 percent. 

CALIFORNIA ADVISORY COUNCIL ON VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION 

Item 6320 from the General 
Fund and the Federal Trust 
Fund Budget p. E 82 

Requested 1982-83 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1981-82 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1980-81 ................................................... ~ ............................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $3,000 (+1.1 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... .. 

1982-83 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
6320-001-OO1-Support 
6320-001-887-Federal-Support 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund 
General 
Vocational Education Fed­
eral 

$310,000 
307,000 
296,000 

None 

Amount 
$102,000 
208,000 

The federal Vocational Education Act of 1976 requires the establish­
ment of a state advisory council on vocational education arid specifies the 
council's membership and duties. The California Advisory Council on 
Vocational Education (CACVE), established by Ch 1555/69, acts as the 
federally mandated council. It consists of25 members and is staffed by four 
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CALIFORNIA ADVISORY COUNtlLON VOCATIONAL EDUCATION-Con­
tinued 

professional and two clerical positions in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $102,000 from the General 

Fund for partial support of the Advisory Council on Vocational Education 
in 1982-83, a 4.1 percent increase over estimated current year expendi­
tures. This amount will increase by the amount of any salary or staff 
benefit increase approved for the budget year. 

Total state and federal funding for the council is estimated to be $310,-
000 in 1982-83, an increase of 1.0 percent over the current year. Table 1 
summarizes the funding for CACVE. 

Table 1 

Funding for the California Advisory Council on 
Vocational Education 

(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Change 
1!J80...81 1981-82 

Proposed 
1982-83 AmOil11t Percent 

Federal Funds ............................................. . $189 $209 $208 
102 

-$1 -0.5% 
General Fund ..................•............................. 
Reimbursements ......................................... . 

Totals ......................................................... . 
Personnel-years ........................................... . 

104 98 
3 

$296 
5.8 

$307 
6 

$310 
6 

4 4.1 

$3 1.0% 

Table 2 shows the changes iri the council's budget between the current 
year and 1982-83. In order to achieve the 5 percent reduction in baseline 
expenditures required by the administration, the council has reduced 
general expenses, travel, interdepartmental contracts, and equipment by 
a total of $5,000. We do not believe this reduction should have an adverse 
impact on the council's activities. 

Table 2 

Proposed General Fund Budget Adjustments for 
California Advisory Council on Vocational Education 

(in thousands) 

AdjUstments Total 
1981-82 Revised Base Budget .............................................................................. $98 
A. Changes to Maintain Existing Budget: ........................................................ 9 

1. Restore 2 percent reduction ...................................................................... $2 
2. ·Restore travel reduction ........................................................................ :..... 3 
3. Population and price.................................................................................... 3 
4. Merit salary .................................................................................................... 1 

B. Program Changes: 
1. 5 percent reduction...................................................................................... -5 -5 

1982-83 Support ............................................................................................ ~............ $102 

Our analysis indicates that the budget for CACVE is reasonable and we 
recommend approval. 
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CALIFORNIA OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE 

Item 6330 from the Federal 
Trust Fund Budget p. E 84 

Requested 1982-83 ......................................................................... . $43,000 
295,000 
158,000 

Estimated 1981-82 ...................................... : ................................... .. 
Actual 1980-81 ................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $252,000 (-85.4 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

None 

The California Occupational Information Coordinating Committee 
(COICe), established by Ch 972/78, acts as the state information coor­
dinating committee mandated by the federal Vocational Education Act. 

The committee is responsible for the development of the California 
Occupational Information System, which provides occupational planning 
and guidance information to educational institutions, the Employment 
Development Department, and private industry. . . 

The committee has six authorized positions in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $43,000 from the Federal Trust 

Fund for the COICC in 1982-83. This is a reduction of $252,000, or 85.4 
percent, from the appropriation for the current year. The COICG also 
anticipates spending $50,000 in reimbursements during 1982-83. This is 
the projected amount of federal Vocational Education Act funds which 
will be all()cateclto the committee by the State Department of Education. 
CO ICC eXpects to receive similar allocations from the Chancellor's Office 
of the California Community Colleges and the Employment Develop­
ment Department, but these funds are not shown in the budget for 1982-
83 because the agencies have not indicated whether they will renew their 
agreements with the committee. 

Table 1 shows COICC funding. 

Table 1 

Funding for the California Occupational Information Coordinating Committee 
(in thousands) 

Actual Estimated Proposed . Change 
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

Federal funds ...................................................... .. $158 $295 $43 -$252 -85.4% 
Reimbursements .................................... ~ ........... . 157 50 -107 -68.2 - -

Totals ................................................................. . $158 $452 $93 -$359 -79.4% 

Personnel-years .................................................... 3.9 6 1.5 -4.5 -75.0% 

The future of the COICC is unclear. The budget provides funding for 
the COICC only through September 30, 1982, when its current federal 
grant expires. The committee has not budgeted federal funds for the 
period beyond September 30 because its state statutory authorization ex-

49-75056 
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CALIFORNIA OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION COORDINATING COMMITTEE 
-Continued 

pires December 31, 1982, limiting its ability to apply for a new federal 
grant. The committee indicates that if its authorization is extended, it will 
reapply for another federal grant. 

Projects to Enhance Career Information 
The COICC is in the process of developing two major projects. One is 

a supply-and-demand report on the labor force in California. This report 
will relate the number of job vacancies in 400 occupations to the number 
of persons being trained for these jobs. It will also include riarratives on 
the employment outlook for selected occupations. The other is a Career 
Information Guide containing information on the availability of job train­
ingprograms and financial aid. 

We have·reviewed early drafts of these publications. In our judgment, 
they provide information which should be useful to vocational education 
program planners and guidance counselors, and should assist individuals 
in making career choices. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-REVERSION 

Item 6350-495 to the General 
Fund 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
Chapter 288, Statutes of 1980 (SB 1426), appropriated $208 million from 

the General Fund to the State School Building Lease-Purchase Fund for 
school construction. 

In 1981-82, the Governor's Executive Order B87~81 unalloted $147.2 
million of these funds in order to finance a projected deficit in the General 
Fund for the current year. This item would revert these monies to the 
General Fund as of June 30,1982. 

At the time this analysis was written, our review indicated that without 
these funds the 1981-82 General Fund would be in a deficit condition. 
Consequently, the proposed reversion to the General Fund appears war­
ranted, and we recommend approval. 
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COMMISSION FOR TEACHER PREPARATION AND LICENSING 

Item 6360 from the Teacher 
Credentials· Fund Budget p. E 91 

Requested 198~ ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1981-82 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 19~1 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $462,000 (+13.0 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ...•.......................•........................ 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$4,028,000 
3,566,000 
3,376,000 

None 

The Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing is responsible 
for (a) developing standards and procedures for credentialing teachers 
and administrators, (b) issuing and revoking credentials, (c) evaluating 
and approving programs of teacher training institutions, and (d) establish­
ing policy leadership in the field of teacher preparation. The commission, 
which is supported by the Teacher Credentials Fund, has 102 authorized 
positions in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $4,028,000 from the Teacher 

Credentials Fund for support of the Commission for Teacher Preparation 
and Licensing (CTPL) in 198~, an increase of $462,000, or 13.0 percent, 
over estimated current year expenditures. This amount will increase by 
the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved for the budget 
year. Table 1 summarizes the commission's funding. 

Table 1 
Expenditure!! and Funding for the Commission for Teacher Preparation 

and Licensing 
(in thousands) 

Actual &timated Proposed Change 
1!J80...81 1981-82 1982-83 Amount Percent 

Elementary and Pre-School Professional 
Personnel .................................................. $772 $816 $938 $122 15.0% 

Secondary, Adult and Vocational Profes-
sional PersonneL ...................................... 569 602 680 78 13.0 

Instructional Specialists for All Grades ...... 571 602 726 124 20.6 
Professional Administrative and Support 

Service Personnel .................................... 288 305 363 58 19.0 
Professional Standards for Certificated 

Personnel .................................................. 458 479 505 26 5.4 
Administration .................................................. 758 784 816 32 4.1 

Total Expenditures ............................... ; ...... $3,416 $3,588 $4,028 $440 12.3% 
Teacher Credentials Fund ............................ $3,376 $3,5tJ(j $4,028 $462 13.0% 
Federal Funds .................................................. 39 22 -22 -1(}(}.0 
Reimbursements .............................................. 1 

Personnel-years ............................................ 94.5 102 lOB.5 6.5 6.4% 
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Adjustments to the Commission's Budget 
Table 2 shows the changes in the commission's budget between the 

current year and 1982-83. 

Table 2 
Proposed Budget Adjustments for the Commission for 

Teacher Preparation and Licensing 
(in thousands) 

Adjustments Total 
1981-82 Base Budget (Revised) ............................ ;....................................................... $3,566 
A. Changes to Maintain Existing Budget .................................................................... 168 

1. Staff benefits ............................................................................................................ $55 
2. Population and price ..................................................... ; ................. ;...................... 70 
3. Merit salary .............................................................................................................. 33 
4. Miscellaneous............................................................................................................ 10 

B. Budget change proposals ..................................................................... :....................... 294 
1. Program evaluation and approval .................................................................... 186 
2. Examination validation ........................................................................................ lOB 
Total Change ......................................................................................... ; ................. ,.... $462 
1982-83 Support Level................................................................................................ $4,028 

As the table shows, the budget includes funding for two budget change 
proposals. One of these requests $186,000 for 3.5 positions to enable the 
CTPL to evaluate teacher preparation programs on a five-year cycle, 
rather than on a 20-year cycle, as it is now doing. This will provide timely 
review of programs, and is consistent with the commission's Program 
Evaluation Plan, approved by our office and the Department of Finance 
in 1979. 

The other budget change proposal requests $108,000, reimbursable from 
examination fees, for 3.0 positions to develop and validate subject matter 
examinations. These positions are necessary to (1) ensure that the exami­
nations are valid assessment instruments and (2) coordinate the adminis­
tration of the basic skills proficiency tests, as required by Ch 1136/81 (AB 
757). 

The balance of the expenditures proposed by the commission are driven 
by workload. Our analysis indicates that the proposed level of these ex­
penditures is reasonable. 

We recommend approval. 

Teacher Credentials Fund 
Table 3 shows the status of the Teacher Credentials Fund in each of the 

three years covered by this budget, as well as the following two years. The 
revenue estimates reflect an increase in the credential fee from $30 to $40 
in December 1981, and are based on the commission's projections that 
94,500 credential applications will have to be processed in the budget year. 
The commission will provide updated projections of workload during the 
budget hearings which will reflect trends in the receipt of credential 
applications during 1981~2. 

The table indicates that the fund is expected to be in a deficit condition 
by June 30, 1985. 
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Table 3 

Teacher Credentials Fund 
(in thousands) 

. Actual Estimated Projected 
1980-81 1981~2 1982-83 

Accumulated Surplus, July 1 ............................ $1,050 $995 $919 
Revenues: 

Credential fees· ............................................. . $3,142 $3,330 $3,780 
Teacher examination fees ........................... . 85 90 80 
Income from surplus money investments 90 70 63 
Miscellaneous income ................................. ... 4 

Total Revenue ............................................. . $3,321 $3,490 $3,923 
Total Resources ........................................... . 

Expendituresb 
••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

$4,371 $4,485 $4,842 
3,376 3,566 4,028 

Accumulated Surplus, June 30 ................... . $995 $919 $814 

Projected Projected 
198:J....84 1984-85 

$814 $502 

$3,780 $3,780 
80 80 
57 35 

$3,917 $3,895 
$4,731 $4,397 
4,229 4,440 
$502 -$43 

• Based on 102,546 applications in 1980-81 and 94,500 in 1981--82 and annually thereafter. 
b Expenditures in 1983-84 and 1984--85 assume a 5 percent increase over the previous fiscal year. 

Funding Alternatives 
Chapter 890, Statutes of 1981, authorizes the CTPL to increase the 

credential fee. to $40. It also req,uires the Legislative Analyst to include in 
the Analysis of the 1982-83 Budget Bill recommendations for alternatives 
to the current practice of funding the commission solely from fees charged 
on new credential applications. 

As indicated in Table 1, the CTPL is supported almost entirely by teach­
-er credential fees. The fee was set at $20 in 1966-,67, $30 in 1979-80, and 
}:Vas raised to $40, effective December 1981. Fees are paid only upon 
application for a new credential. Teachers with two years of full-time 
,~.ervice under a "clear" multiple or single subject teacher credential are 
~ligible for a "life" credential, after which there are no renewal require-

.,j;nents. . 
.. In addition to processing credentials, the commission develops stand­
ards and procedures for credentialing teachers and administrators, evalu­
ates and approves programs offered by teacher training institutions, 
revokes credentials for cause, and conducts planning and research activi­
ties. About two-thirds of the commission's budgetsupports the credentials 
processing function; the remainder supports activities not directly related 
to the issuance of the credential. 

Our analysis indicates that the cost of processing applications for cre­
dentials should continue to be supported from application fees, since ap­
plicants are the main beneficiaries of this function. Other commission 
functions, however, could be supported from funding sources other than 
the application fee. For example: 

• Commission activities other than processing credentials and creden­
tial-related examinations could be supported from the General Fund. 
The state, for example, could support the costs of the credential revo­

. cation process ($505,000 in 1982-83) from the General Fund. 
• Teacher training institutions could be required to pay for the commis­

sion's costs of reviewing and approving the programs they offer. 
There is precedent for this alternative in the college and university 
accreditation process. 

• The burden of support could be redistributed within the teaching and 
administrative professions by implementing some type of periodic 
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registration fee. To the extent that the benefits of commission activi­
ties accrue to experienced teachers and administrators as well as new 
ones, these credential-holders could be charged a registration fee at 
regular intervals. 

Each of these alternatives has merit. Our analysis indicates, however, 
that the current policy of funding CTPL costs from the application fee 
should be continued. We conclude that teachers have an interest in main­
taining the standards of their profession and are the primary beneficiaries 
of the CTPL's regulatory program. It is therefore reasonable to rely on 
credential fees to support this activity. Moreover, most ofthe CTPL activi­
ties primarily benefit new credential holders (credential processing, pro­
gram approval and evaluation, development of new credential standards 
and programs). 

FBI Fingerprint Clearance Fee 
As part of the credential' application process, the' commission submits 

fingerprint cards to the Department of Justice for investigation and clear­
ance. The Department ofJustice then submits the fingerprints to the FBI 
for investigation on a nationwide level. In the past, the federal govern­
ment has processed these fingerprints at no charge to the state. On Octo­
ber 1, 1981, however, the FBI put into effect a one-year moratorium on 
fingerprint processing, and the CTPL anticipates that when this service 
is resumed, a $12 processing charge will be instituted. 

The CTPL currently is reviewing the impact of this change in policy on 
its budget. It is also reviewing policy options for adjusting its revenues and 
expenditures to compensate for this change. One of the options itis consid­
ering is the imposition of an additional fee on first-time credential appli­
cants. The commission will be prepared to discuss this· issue during the 
budget hearings. ." 

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 

Item 6420 from the General 
Fund and Federal Trust Fund Budget p.E 102 

Requested 1982-83 ..................................... ~ .................................... . 
Estimated 1981-82 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1980-81 ...................................................•.............................. 

Requested decreaSe (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $21,000 (-0.8 percent) .. 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1982-83 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
642O-OO1-OO1-Support 
6420-001 ~upport 

.' Total 

Fund 
General 
Federal Trust 

$2,475,000 
2,496,000 
3,123,000 

None 

Amount 
$2,472,000 

3,000 
$2,475,000 


