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This report on Assembly Bill (AB) 65 was written
before June 6, 1978, when California voters ap-
prcwed Proposmon 13 an amendment to the state

“percent of market value _

vanoﬂsly, this limitation prevents full im-

plementation af those school finance provisions of

high-spending districts*will be allowed about 85

percent of their projected base level of support.
State .allocations for most categorical aid pro-

grams and school improvement will be reduced by

- 10 percent for the 1978-79 school year. An excep-

AB 65 that require certamvlevels of local property o

. tax-revenue. . .

However, in response. to - Propostn 13, the

.. California Legislature has provided local school

districts with a one-year-qnjy' allocation of slightly
more than $2 billion fo help offset the loss of an
anticipated $2.8 billion in lgcal property tax
revenues. As'a resuft msteaﬂ\ﬂf local tax revenues

providting 52 percent of localschool costs, as an- °

ticipated under AB 65, the state will provide more
than 70 percent of local school revenyes for the
1978-79 schdol year. Obviously, this marks a
. drimatic shift from” local to state financing of
publie education.

But' in providing addltmnql state Furld'i to offset .

\le’UOﬂ sz the lnca] revenues lost due to Prop051—
:C)f' AE 65‘ mcludzng thi‘ r;r\.rérnue limit u;zmept
categorical aid programs and school Improvement,’
For the 1978-79 school yeat only, local districts wilF

-receive endugh additional state assistance to- bﬁf:ﬁ
assured of 85 91 percent of their anticipated base -

level budget needs The formula adopted by .the’

- legislature includes an equalizatiofs factor: Low-
spending districts will be allowed appmwmately‘?@j
percent of their projected 1978-79 Supbort baset-

S s

tion is state aid to educate mentally or physically
handicapped children, which will not be cut.

-Thus, while it. will not be possible to implement
AB 65 as envisiened when it. was enacted, the in-
tegrity of it¢ cosicepts and most of its programs

. have. been pfeserved, at least for one year. It is
quite possible that the Lahtormiaieglslature in

~court’s Serrane’decision.

¥ throughout the 1978-79 school 3

developing a long-term response to the local
revenue restrictions of Proposition 13, will use AB

65 as a base upon which to build. Thé four com-

ponents of financial support inherent in AB 65 re-
main valid in meetinig the: challenge of funding
California schoots instle wake of the state: Eupreme

= == ]

Therefore, “this report should prove u‘é&ful

for many years beyond. Califoria Schools $ beyond

. Serrano is a sequel to Beyond_ Serrano; Paying Jor

14

Ca[Jorma s Public Schools, which was published

/ear and, perhapsf

by ‘the.. Staf«z Department of Educatioiiv in'® May .

1977, Lhré‘e mDn!hs before the ehactment Df AB 65,

W, iLSDN RILE‘?; :
?prenmendent of Publlc lnstrucnon
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A BETT‘ER SCHOOLS LAW.

{
‘In Scptcmberi 77, Gov. Edmund G. Brown Jr

51gned into law a pill that culminated’ many years of X
legislative eftor[s to improve public schooling in

California. As it made its® way through .the state

_lﬁ:glsla[ure the measure carried the designation *
 “Assembly Bill 65.”” As law it is commonly known_ -

as AB 65, (Chapter 894, Statutes of 1977).

Tha aim of’ AB 65 is [wofcslcl to 1mprove [he'

natlon s most populaus sta[e In other words the

law is designed to improve the way Lahfermam :

pay for the operation of their more than 7,000

pubhc schools and\at the same time to improve the

quality of instruction provided in those schools for
more than four million children thréughout the state.
Specifically, the law tried to answer five ques-

tions California LIEI.{ETIS frequentlyr ask abmt

" public schoolmg

® ‘How to finance public schoolsin a way that i is -

fair to taxpayers and at the same time assures
every student an equal Dpportumty tp obtain a
guality education?

= How to improve public schDohng?

* ‘How to assess pupil performance and hold

“'schools accountable for ‘pupil ac.hlEVErm:nt
particularly in the basic skills?

& How to improve teaching and othar ‘iLhDDl
staff services? ’

* How to meet the special needs of students who
are educanonally disadvantaged, mentally or
physicdlly handlcapped or who have little or
notability to speak English? '

e e

- . &

AB > should provide answers to these questions-

for virthally every parent, a(udcnt [atpayegand

-employer in the state.

The' law changes the way Cahf@rmans pay for :
their schools.” It eﬁabhshes a_ -promising new

_statewide program to lmprove publn, education on

a school-by-school basis. It requires local school -
districts to assess thie performance of puplls in the

" basio skills. It provides funding. for new staf
,.devel@pment activities. And it changes the way

state” funds are allocated to help s[udents with
special needs -

The'Finance Problem ] _ _
Before AB 65 was passed, the way California

" public schools, were financed violated the State
- Constitution. In a December 1976 decision on a

case known as Serrano v. Priest, the state supreme
court said the school finance system was unfair

~ both to the children attending public schools and'! _

to the people who paid for them,

-The court said the quality of schooling avallable_
to children in the state dependcd too mach on the
valtte of residential, agricultural and cormercial
property in the parn;ular school cllstru.t in Whth a’
child happened to live. ! )

- Noting that more than one-half ef -all pubhc,
.school funds were raised through [l‘li‘ local pr.}c‘)pgrtyf‘ :



tax, the court détermmed that thc mére real pro-
‘perty value per pupil in a dlstru,t,,ithg more¢ money
-+ . the district could readily raise perpupil. For exam--
_plé, alocal property tax of $1 per $.100 of assessed
“"value in a district having $200,000 of. property
- wealth per pupil would yield $2,000 per: upll The *
~same $1 tak levy in a district with only $10,000 of
a,sqes‘scd vilue per pupil would ralse oniy $100.
“In 1977478, basic per pupil revenues ranged from
“less than $1,000 to more than $3,000. A few high-
wealth element;{fy school districts eRceeded $4,000. .

But most Df this amvn‘,y was Loncemrated in*

; selectéd school dlS[rlLtS‘ ~in .affluent suburbs in-
© response Io*parentalqucs,surc or in Lentral c1tn:s out
of dcsperatlon - o

’«schﬂol improvement  effort ™ und@rtaken on- a

T

;S.thldrc:ﬁ ink (jndergarten through thc third grddf:., S

Most districts were between $1,200. ayd §2,000- pgr{_

pupil. .
., -Thé court ruled that, su,h f;l’hequmés resulting
from differences in local prgpﬁrly wealth per pupll )
A flate the equal prote«;nan provisions: of the state
nstitution.: And while the court admitted’ that
" more money "aloné¢ wouldn’t guarantee bettcr,
SLhDDlS in low property xvealth K 1:‘:.[r1f.ts‘ it dld find
nining

the Cwallty of E] th]d s edugatlon <
In its dcusfon ongthe Serrano-case, "the .court
. gave the states lcglslature until- Ssptembcr 1980 to
2 .develop a more Eqmlable means of hnanung
public ‘iLhOGlS Within nine months of the court
decision the lEnglH[UF(: enacted AB 65, which’ pro-
vides sub$tantial - LDmpllﬂDL,E with lhe Serrano
edict. .~ . . .
.Under AB 65, b‘oth tax rate and per pupll ei-:ptz:n-‘
dlture dlsparme; will gradually lessen. The law pro-
.. vides additional state asmstange o increase per
pupxl {:XDEndl[UI’E‘S in -low-wealth school districts ¢
and imposes néw limits on the growth of expen-
- ditures in districts with hlgh p;r pupll pmperty '
- values!

S o v .
" Improving Public Schooling '
Int- ive nationwide efforts to improve public
schooiing began with public reaction to the first
' Soviet sputnik in 1957. More than any other social
institution,-the public schools absorbed the shock
DJ that unexpected Russian space achievement.
‘Under a variety of labels —'reform, renewal,
réstructuring — waves of school improvement ac-
-~ tivities washed over the nation. Some focused on
curriculum content, some on school and classroom
~ organization, others” on instructional methods.
- While some 1mprovem&'t efforts were effective,
‘many suffered from umplan ﬁpegtatmng
Puplls were gxposed to such imgovations as ““new
math' and ‘‘new physics,”’ to nonga‘dcd ¢lasses in
%chool% without walls and to differentiated staffing
for mdlvxdual-lsy prescnbed instruction.

# -
L

Q
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.- statewide basis. That’s when Californid.began an

Ea'rly Childheod Educatlon (ECE) program' to.
restructure - schogling “throughout the state for -

AB 65-modifies the ECE Concept and extends it
thnjugh grade 12 in a mew School Improvementi.
. Program that is de&néned toincrease the quallty of
pubhc éducation on'a sE‘f‘le by school basis.:

13 E
i P

: As;;e_ssig‘;g Pupil Performdnce: *.
Back to,the basics!”’ That’s been.a Lqmmon cery:
throughout California and the rest: offthe nation in -
recent yeags as.taxpayers, employers; parents and,’

I

“students . allke - ‘increasingly que%uoned the EffEE= ;

tiveness of” public SLhOC!llng and the value of the
hlgh sc;heol dlplmma <

ngnal movcmeng to Teemphasme basn.‘ readmg,

writing and computation’ skills in the pubhc‘

schools. More than 30 states, including Callfcir‘ma
have institufed SO e form of basic skills proficié

Cy- El‘?‘iESSITlE‘ﬂ{ Dl' mlmmum (.QL"HDE[EHL)! T‘CC]’UII'E-

ment. - o

California’s versmn pas‘;ed by the state
lc_&r‘i ature’ in. 1976, requires the cstabhahmcnt of
edl district proficiency: standards in basic’ skills

.. “for students in grifes 7-12. AB 65 modifies these

proficiency requirements~ *md Extends them to
specified elemantary grades, ’

. . ) A“——f‘j [ ", ] ) ‘1’,,
Staff 'Dévelc:pmenf ‘

To L;gprove public sc.hc:ohng, it is nECe;c‘.ary to
improve the attitudes, skills and techiniques of
those téachers and other. staff members who are
responsible for school programs.

While that may seemobvious, even sxmphstlg,

*. staff development has long ber‘:n a stepchild of

*American education. Traditionally, staff develop-
ment (or “‘inservice education’’ as it is- kpown in
Dub ic school gircles) consists of evening, weekend
immer classes - for teachers at a college or
umversuy far removed from' the. local classroom
setting. Sugk classes often are taught by college
professors \mg haven’t been near a public school
*classroom in years. .
Both the new School Improvement Program and

L
3

0 ' ' .

LR
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Not until 1972, was any planned syst&ma[ic‘.
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AB 551, which is funded through AB- 65, provndc.
~for’locally planned programs, to help teachers, and

other school staff membeérs design for themselves

professional development activities that are*tailor-

madc o meet specific local school needs

S
: ; ¥

% R

] .F‘upils with Special Needs

.Many schools have pupils; with " uncommon
“needs. For .such pupils, equity in.per pupil expen-

dllures is hot engugh They require special help-and.
supplemalﬂal funds to overcomp edscational defi-
ciencres, mental*or physical handicaps, or to h:arn

. [0 speak and write the English language. 1

" In fact, abDu; one-third of thé more than four
{mllmn thldren who attend Cilifornia public

schools every day, are considered toe need special.

help. -More thanm one million come from homaes
where the family income is below the federal pover-

1y level, Nearly 235,000 have little or no ability to .

speak English. ~Almost 350,000 haye. dehnable
mental or physical handicaps.

California.has had programs for years to help
. such children: programs for educationally disad-
vantaged youth, for limited and non-English

~speaking pupils and for the mcntally and physically

handicapped. = «

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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AB-65 makes (wo Lhanggs in ﬂ“OLdflﬂ}; state
finds for these programs. First; 4t provides fund-

~ ing for the. phasing in- of a &spgudl Education

 tally
- education-services, Second, it merges state funding

Master Plan to.ensure that all physically and men-
exceptional children receive .appropriate

of separate programs (o meet the special needs of
low-income, low-achieving and limited and non-
Eﬁglish'speaking pupils into a single, consolidated
state-to-district- allofation system known as

‘.,Ec’oncmic imﬁar:l Aid, : ) g

! AB 65 C)VPFWEW rooL e

" rich "variety of

The prf;:domman[ theme of AB 65 is. the 1mpmve—
‘ment' of public education in California. The dual
“focus of that theme is sghoal lmance and school
-programs. . '

The law did noL spring lngfc;‘ Solely as a response
to the Sefrane decision. Instead, it is rooted in a
previous legislation. It brings
together and modifies laws _that were enacted
piecemeal over many Years, ea;h in response to a-
specific need. [t is perhaps the most L(HT]préhEI]Slvﬁ
education’law ever enacted by a sfate govermmernt,

calling for gne of the .most sweeping school im-
provement efforts i the hlsmry of American
' feduc,auon -
{ .
:\%/"ah,
’ v
’ ¥
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PUBLIC SCHOOLING N CALIFORNIA

e, o ~ . -
Before assessing the impact AB 65 will have on- < cond m median years of schooling quplet:d
California schools and children, iE"%*—hE >ful to 1240 1
understand the magnitude df the state’s dmmit- ~ About 91 peruent of all Cahfﬂrma children 5-17
ment to public education. ' .~ years of age are enrolled in public schools: some
~ .More than 20 percent of Callfgrma s 22 million 265, OOD gradUth from high schools Every year,
et residents arc cigaged full time in public schooling, - . -
' either as students, teachers, support staff or ad- ' :
ministrators. In fact, more Chlldren attend public .© Vc:r:ety and SC‘:’F’E : : .
schodls in California than there dre people in morc - Public school sites in (;allfarma range from one-. .
.o -than 30 ether statds. ° ' room bunldmgs with fewer tham 10 pupils in some
) It's a multi-billion dollar enterprise. In 1976-77, , isolated qural areas to large inner-city high schools
. it cost more than $7-billion for basic opérations t serving as many as 3,600 students. A variety of pro-
school 4.6 million’ §[udEﬂ[§ from kmdcrgar #n . gxams are available — from the hlghly s[ru;tured"
through grade 12, Th;{t s about 31,500 per stugent, ——— ' .. :
ThL public school system 'is the single Ifrgest .
Cl‘hPlDYtl’ in the c;tau=i In 1976-77, the1,042 local ' L IR
‘school districts employed 206,000 teachfrs and ) A Rare =] ST BRI
other instructional personnel. They werce paid an o Wheare th-e StUdentS‘ Are

| average. annual salary of $16,000. h,1 all, it FQD}‘ Five unifiedxschcél'disfri«::?‘s Eﬂral”li'rﬁf:xre”

- more than 376,000 people to manage and operate th 20 f all bli h B
California’s 7,035 public schools. That’s akout 4. an percent of all public school
percént of the total civilian- work force il the state, . smdems in California.

The educational attainment level of California - ' They are: long Beach, Los Angeles
~citizens is among the h:ghe%[ in the nation. Accor- : Oakland, San Diego and San Francisco.
ding to the 1970 federal census, California panks - Los Angeles alone, with more than
seventh among the states in the percentage of its “600 ,000 pupils, has almost 14 percent of
p0pula[mn over age 25-that has LDI’HPIL[E(I at least - all pu_bllc school students in the state. .

four years.of high school. It also ranks sgventh in
the  percentage of its adult population with four
years or more of college education. And it ranks se-

@ 2 ‘ . . . £ ) ) . - ‘;; 




with an emphasis on the development of basic skills _

to informal schooling where children help design
their own' learning programs. ’

Teaching styles yary from thc:*iradltmnal — one
teachier who teaches
jects™ to teams of specialized teachers, teacher
- aides and resource teachers, -

Highschool programs range from the’ prlmanly

college” preparatory to those that place heavy em-

phasis on vocational education. Generally, public

schools attempt to provide whatever their-students
nced. More than 2,000 schools-offer breakfasts as’

well as ‘lunches, fr‘_!r example. And adult education .

pmgrams keep the lights burning until late at mght'
in hundreds of schools across the state.
“In short, public schooling in .Caf¥fornia is
massive in size, sweeping in scope and provides ex-
tensive services to both children and adults.

1!

o

~ How California _Ec:mpicres (1977-78) :

C‘alifﬂrnias-22':rmiilign résidents havsthﬁ sixth

_nians spend more per pcrsgn each year on pub]lL
welfare than the citizens of any other state except
New York. They. spend more per capita on state
and local police protection than the citizens of all

———but—three—states-—California—ranks seventh—n—per— -
capita expenditures-on fire protection, and 11th in "

_per capita expenditures on public health.

. . But the state ranks only 18th in per capita expen-
ditures on, public schooling. That is, taxpayers in
17 Dther states spend a greater share Qt thElI‘ in-

#= - There are fhree klﬁds of IDCGI SihQDI
districts in California:

e Eler’ﬂenfcry districts serve puplls from

- kindergarten through grade 8. '

- ® High school districts serve pupils in. .
grades 9-12, wsually from two or

mareﬁ,elememr:ry districts, = ¢

* Unified districts serve pupuls FrDrﬂ'

kmdergcrféﬂ through high school.
7In 1977-78, appromma?elytwa thirds of
Cghfarmas 4}4 “million publicé scht:u:nl
studerits were earolled.in the sh;u &'s EéQ

= i

umfued dlerleS . v e

_Cahforma -

a single class all day in all sub- . '

- school
$l7,37(3j Four gtates had higher average tEaLher(

© Three Kinds of Distrigts

.termediate. schools,

In" annual per .pupil expenditures,
ranks 21st of the 50 states. While the California

‘average in 1977- 7&' wwas $1,674 per pupil, the na-

tional average wag: §I 742, accordmg to thé Na-

tlonal Edunatmn ASS@CiaUQn (NEA)

How Teachers Fare-

i’faliforhié .

. Teacher salﬁriés and benefits account’ for nearly
60 ‘percem of all kindergarten th‘ro'ugh gradc‘;‘ 12

dmg t(;) the NI:A the avcrage F.alary of a publlc
teacher in Califernia in 1977-78 was

salaries the same year — New York, Alaska

Hawaii and Mlchlgan The national average was .

$14,244,

Thus, wgle Lallforma ranks below thé natlonal
dveragf; In"annual per:pupil expenditures, it ranks
well above the national ;Serage in dnnual teacher
salaries.

However, Cahﬁjrma pays people more for poh;ﬂ
and fire protection than it does for the education of
children. The average salary of police*officers in
California is nearly $19,000; firefighters receive an
average'annull salary of more than $20,000.

- While the average salary of a classroom teacher
in California increased more than $6,000 since
1967-68, @T’é increasedn real income, due to infla-
tion, has been one percent — about $80. That’s less

thar‘i thc nauonal averagc murease in real income of

~ There is no Ci}ﬂS!STer‘if pattern of grade
Grgaﬂlzanaﬂ in the state. Some elemen-
tary schools serve cLlldren from
kindergarten through grtjde 6 (K-6), while
others ‘are K-8. schools. Some unified.
districts are divided into primary schools,
K-3; middle schools, 4-6; and in-
'7-8, or junior -high
schools, 7-9. Some high schools have -
. grades 10-12, while other. provide four -,
years of instructjon, serving students in
.grades 9-12! ' .

A
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WhIIE Callfcrmij “citizens spé'nd““
billion annually to Qperbtgsihew public

~schools, they spend more than $8 billion

-$1.32.billion on mgafgifes $1. éS blIIu:\n: A
‘including” moyvies,

C’" L emertcjmmem
" gammercial sports, “and auto and

rse

- every year on alcohol, cigarettes, enter: racin 810 million on candy; and $l73 :
Uit s
fainment, cosmetics cmd candy.. Here's . illign on. * cosmetics. (Saurce State
the breakdawn $d 18 billion on c:lcchr:sl - Equaljzation Board) ‘ !
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C %‘a .71 5173 Million COSMETICS
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- CHAPTER 3

The primary objective of public schooling in
California’is to provide every child with an equal
opportunity to obtain a quality education.

This “requires bmh appraprlate programﬁ and
adequate funds,
only a, basic pmgram for d” thldl’tn but also
special programs for those children who need or
desire them, pdrticularly for those who are disad-

vantaged-or handicapped.”

[t. means also that there should be. ways [O:

measure the achievement and progress of in-
dividual pupils,

tion of their ch chools

can change and lmpmve to keep pau; W][h pdrentalv
-desires and the changmg needs of pupllS and v.ocn:—

LY.

From a funding pEl‘SDEC[lVE, it m;am that the -~
- financial’

requirements of dll these program
elements should be shared as equitably as pasmble

by taxpayers thrgughcut the %[ate
In its Sgrranﬂ decision,

the state

supreme courtrruled for eqmty in s;hool finance, -

not necessarily for quality in school programs. The

state, said the court, must be impartial in providing -

educational  -opportunities for all California

children. But the quality of public schooling pro-

" vided can be equally good or equally commonplace
~and still be constitutional under the court’s ruling.

O

Thcrefore in the wake ot ‘the Serrarm decision, =

e
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PAYING FOR EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

ways to make it- possible for
parents to have. an appropriate role in [hfi educa;

the California Legislature needed only to provide -
equal educational opportunities.’ To ensure ex-
cellence as well, legislators had+»to develop
equitable means of raising and allocating tax
revenues that .were -sufficient to pmwdr;; quallty
schooling,
This is precisely thE objective OFAB 65: adequate
revenues for quality schooling that are equnably
gathered and distributed.
~ Legislators found that it was not ‘necessary o
repeal education laws already enacted and begin’
anew. Instead, they found that they could build on
the” em*a[mgﬁ_,base and, by modifying the state’s
- system. of .allocating iunds for public’ educmmn
- not only strengthen and. improve school programs
buf Lomply with thf: court’s Serrano edict as well.

. AIIDCGHHQ School Funds

There are four mtcrrelat&d parts m the state’s
school finance allocation system, Three are directly
-related to the instruction of children. The fourth is
-determined by the character or location of the local”
school district. - _

First, there’s thé financial fmindatlon — the
amount of money required.to pay for the basic

.- educational needs of the typical California child in .

[hf; typlcal Cahmrma 5Lh0()l Tht 5tate hc:lps lDLaI
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Califgrnja School Finance Allocations  through two kinds of assistance: basic aid and

After AB65 -

equalization aid. : SRS - :
Second, there’s- a-lesser amgum per child —
ptrhaps about'7 percent of the basic support figure

- — that must be invested to assess the needs and

serformances of individual pupils and to improve »
-school programs. Under AB 65 the state .will help -

s =
B o > T local districts achieve these goals for pupils from
4. Cost Differe "_"‘f'f' -~ kmdergartcn [hrough gfrddg 17 by means of a-new
EET o . Fodart ,FQ;;{; . vear -old Ea' thld}mud Edumtmn program mrr ‘
G, o A . "children’in klnciergarteﬂ through gradq 3. : .
Stare Funds Third, many children have special needs that
3 Special Needs « 70 7 | e ~¢ost"more money to meet. Handmappsd children,

L2 Grho ol |mpn_wrm( nf = - M

1 Brse

O
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Level of Suppon I _ .

i

Here’s what the California- Supremeﬂ

Court had to say about the relationship

- between expenditures per pUpl| and the

quality of educqtion: )
""Substantial disparities in expenditures

per pupil among school districts cause

and perpetuate substantial disparities in
the -quality and extent of availability of
educational opporturities . . . Alth-ugh
an equal expenditure level per pupil in
every district is not educatiohally sound

or desirable because of differing educa- -

tional needs, equality of educational op-
portunity requires that all school districts
possess an equal ability in terms of
revenue to pFQ\fIdE Sfudems ‘with substan:
tially equal opportunities for learning.

.. The systemn before the court fails in this .
respect, for it gives high-wealth districts o

L
B

‘and moferlols

‘educational
-doltars do praduce d|Fferences in pup|l
achievement.’

for example, or thpsc. who come to school %p;akmgg
a language other than English, need more help than -
other children.-California provides what is known
as categorical aid to help local school districts fur-

‘nish special services for educationally disadvantag-

ed youth, for those with no or limited ability to
speak Ernglish and for those who.are m;ntally or

_ pliysically handudppui

Sc.hcjczlirjg and Spendiﬁg

substantial advantage in obtaining ‘a
higher quality staff, program expansion
and variety, beneficial teacher-pupil
ratios and class sizes, modern’ equipment
and high-quality -
buildings. - ) B
“There is o distinct’ relationship be-
tween the cost and the quality of educa-
tional opportunities afforded. Quality
cannot be defined wholly in terms of per-
formance on statewide achieverient tests
because such tests do not measure all the
benefits and detriments that a child may
receive from his edutoh(:mol experience,.
However, even using pup1| output as a _‘
measure of the quality of -a district’'s
program, differences in

B



Finally, there are school.cost differentials due to
such factors as geographic isolation, urban impact
_or sudden enrollment declines. The state has a
variety of assistance programs to help local school
districts’meet unusual cost differentials.

Adding It Up .
By using the -four kinds of financial support as

‘building blocks, a .model can be developed- to.il-*
lustrate an a per pupil basis how an 1mag1nary

: "'-3C‘a!1forma school- district'is" funded.:

Let’s assuine that the state says each local s-ehoal
dlStflC[ should be spending aboyt $1,200 per pupil

: F o meet basic education reqmrcments That’s the -

“foundation level for the typical California child in-
the typical California school.- ,

An additional 7 percent for s;hool improvement
‘would amount to $84 per pupil and bring the total
for the first two parts of the model to $1,284.

If the average cost per pupil of meeting the
special needs of -disadvantaged or handicapped
children in the district is $330, the per pupil total -

Where they came fram . . .

= T
= —

F
Llacal -
revenue

.54

* T Coniract services and
operating expenses .06
Books, supplies, equipment replacement .06
Capital autlay .02

(Sites, buildings.
* books and media,
-+ < new equipment)

L

Emplayee banefits BE

Classified falaries .17

increases to $1,614. (Nm all pupils in the district
have special needs of course,-and the per pupil
cost range for those that do might be $350-550, but -
averaged for all puplls it would be about $330.)

Finally, if our imaginary district happens to have .
unusually high transportation costs, as do schools
in the Lake Tahoe area, for example, it will be

"necessary to add another $60 for cost differentials,

brmglng the per pupil total to $1,674.
"And that’s just what the National Education

»___Assouatmn says the average was m Cahforma dur- e
2 -ing ‘the 1977-78 school yc:ar : B

Sourtes of Sc‘h@al Funds
‘California 5LhODl dl‘;[[‘lL[S get money from thrhé’

-basic sources:

®* Local — -from taxes on commerjciali
agricultural or residential property. In recent
years this has accounted for about 54 percent
of the average local school district budget.
(That would be $904 of the $1,674 néeded per
pupil in our 1magmary dl‘%ti‘lLt )

‘California Public-School Dollars -
1976-77

Stote allacations .40

o Base leval suppert

~— Scheol Impravement
2EEE
— Cost differentials
— Special needs
Federal aid — .06
And where they went . .

' -

Teacheaf

* salaries
.48

Administration salaries
and other cerhificated .10

el
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* State — primarily from the state sales tax and per;em of the avérage school district budget
state gaxes on personal, business and cor- (3100 of the $1,674). )
' *  porate income. Funds from state locations Following is a breakdown of allocations by
‘account for-about 40 percent of the average - sources of revenue to fund a school district budget
;‘Z%LSL"}‘IOD] C'.liSfI’iCt budget ($67D of the calling . fDIiEerndllLll’E'% of $1 674 per pupil:

o ] . . i L ’ Sources ﬂf Funds
-® Federal — primarily from federal personnel Local  Stare  Federal  Toral

and corporate income- taxes. Most federal

schqol aid funds come from Washington to . Base Level of Support 904~ 5296 ——  $1,200
: L N o o v o B} e : 2. School Improvement - —— T84 —— 5 84
. the State Department of Education in 3 "Special Needs - 5230 . 5100 5 330
~:. - . Sacramento and are allocated’to local school 4, CostDifferentials -, . =—. §,60° —— § 60
- districts on-a formula basis for special needs Totals =~ T so04 8670 $1000 Cs1e7d
programs. Egdcral funds account for about 6 . ; (54%) . (40%) . :(6%) S
’f
7
“»,s ¢
S
A r
A . 0
/ B ]
o N :
Q : I .
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~school district will h

CHAPTER 4

ot

posg% In Callfd E:tate allo;atlone: to ln;al
school districts tor I
bdscd n_n what x'a knmwn as the “foundancm con-
LED[

- The foundation approach to state aid for educa-

tion is- common “throughout the United States. .

Basmaﬂ\«,,th; state guarantees: that each local

_ty wealt

-

ERI
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foundation amount on its own through local prop-
erty taxes, it receives no state foundation aid. If it
cannot, the state will make up the difference be-
tween the foundation figure and the amount the
local district can raise. This equalization factor
guafantﬁﬁ that every loaa’l’ %Ch(’)C)l digtrict in the

amount per pupxl Thl% assurance prondu; a finan-
cial floor or foundation uppn which a local sahaul
district can build its budget. - :

To ensure some degree of falrngss {o taxpayers,

local dl‘i[l’lCF‘i in most foundation aid states are rg-

quired to levy school property taxes at rates within
ranges det;rmmed b) the state.

eral education purposes are.

dVE da CE'l'talﬂ mmlmum ()F‘
foundation amount of money to spend on each -
pupil evéry year, rc;gardles'% of local district proper-..

If a lXal dl%trlu Can raise the state- detﬁrmmed’

The C

V] California’s tnundanun program also mdudem .

Foundation programs usually provide a floor

~but not a ceiling on per pupil expenditures. This

means - that under certain circumstances local
school districts can exceed the state-established per
pupil foundation figure if they so desire. Usually,

high-wealth districts are in a better positien to do

this than are low-wealth districts.

{“é
A

I:F@rma Approach

“Ca leorma
over the past 30 years to include elements designed

to keep pace with inflation, provide a measure of

taxpayer equity and-ensure equality of educational
opportunity.

The state has established a different per pupil

" foundation pmgram has evolved -

foundation figure for each of the three types of .

school dl&[TlL(‘a For the 1977-78 school year, for
E\Smpl(ig the ‘foundation figure for elementary
school districts was $1,132 per pupil. High school
districts had a per pupil foundation of $1,318.
Unified school districts receive a $20 per pupil
bonus for unification. And so, in 1977-78, unified
districts had a per pupil foundation of '$1;152 for
-elementary- school pupils and.$1,338 for high

school students. The statewide average for unified -

districts that ‘year was 51,215,

an mﬂatlon factor. As the cost of living increases,

B
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, Measuﬂng Lgcaf DlEtrIC}t Wealth ‘
The wealth of mdnwducl residents in" C,Qﬂ@gerselyi %ame high-income
local school districts is not r‘iECésmﬂ!y in-  residéintial aregs are located in local

- e

dicative of the “wealth’” of th%{ﬂlsmm for
school finance purposes

. measures local district wealth solely in

terms of property value per pupil. Some

Iow income ﬁgsidenficl areas are It:ccned‘

properhes and so are regcrded as hlgh—
wealth districts for school finance pur-
poses. : o

_The Gap Between Rich aﬁd Poor

. Thirty-nine.elementary school districts
in" California had $200,000 or more in
assessed property ‘value per.pypil in the
1977-78 school yetr. At the gther ex-
treme, 17 elementary districts had less
than $10,000 in assessed préperty value
per pupil. \E,lowever most pupils ‘attend
schools in districts near the med@?ﬂ —

California .

school districts with little ‘or no cornmer-
cial property and so are considered:
medium or even low- wealth dlstrlﬂs for
school. fmonce purposes,

The key Fc:zc:for is -assessed value of
residential, agriculiural and. cc;rnmeritcﬂ

praperty per pupil.
R S

©.$36,719 fgr elementary, $22,429 for
,unified -and $62, 045 far hlgh school

dISfFIEfS 7 P

The vast differences in assessed value ,
of property per pupil in California school

districts ore dramatically illustrated in this

chart:

3 Thouzands 100 200 300 ° 00 - K
Highes) Elk Hiils Elementary %2,441 821, i é g
ELEMENTAF@T-; State Median 536,719 : i

f;

ik

Lowest, 2478 i

/ 4 ’ F

Highest
~ UMIFIED

' HIGH&,CHQC)L

k1

i

14

sap 197778

G
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. property taxes, ;
difference to the district, a total of $686 per pupil

" 50 do an\nual per pupil h;)unda.lmn l;v;b; for all -
; Ihres: types of school distrigts. ,

Following are the annual foundation levels pro-
vided under. AB 65:

[’!{‘m{’ﬂlu’fv e/ Schoul «

Yoar -
LT s T o\ s1aig oy 51,215
L YT SRS T 51,427 §1,324
S 197980 51,360 1,546 F 81,443
LTINS I Ay . 31,633 51,530
' L $1,539 - J51.725 $1,622

kes two. kmds of flndﬂLlEill asms[an;t to Imal

‘."ﬁLh{lQ districts: o
'8 "Basic Aidof ‘$125 per pupll is illacattd
_‘vsvery school dl‘u[l’lL,t in tha state, rggardless ot

_;m_mum wxll be Ar{:du:c,ed under terms Df AB 65

to $120, the minimum amount of state aid per
pupilwequired under the California Constitu-
tion.) -

Unified =

=

program, it is necessary first to multiply the foun-:
dation figure by the district’s ADA. Then multiply
the ADA by the basic aid mgurewand subtrdct the
second result from the first. = ., |

: \#I?Dr example, in 1977-78, an clementary school

o Fqualization aid is the dlfterem.e between .

what the state expects a local district to raise
on its own and the total foundation figure, if

the difference exceeds the basic aid figure.
For example, if in 1977-78 an elementary school
district was expected to raise only $446 of the
$1,132 per pupil foundation figure through local
the state would have allocated the

= $125 in basic aid and $561 in equalization aid.

Even districts that can raise more than the foun- ’

dation amount through local property taxes receive
basic aid under California’s program. These are
known as basic aid districts. Th cy-are, of course,
the state’s high-wealth distrilts.
districts are also known as fzquallzatlon dlstru.ts
n'1977-78, at the time AB 63 was enacted, about
,600 of California’s 1,044 local school dlstl‘lL[% were
Equahzauon dlstrlcts T‘hcy enmlled ab@ut Si DEF—

Determinirg State Assisrahq’:é)

In allocating money to local districts under the
foundation program, the state defines “pupil”’ in
terms of average daily attendance, dr ADA. That’s
usually about 97 percent of the district’s total
enrollment..

To determine the amount ot %[atc aid that will be
provided any local district under the fotndation

v

£

. needed
~of its"3,000 pupils.

P

d=Trict with an ADA of 3,000 prupils would have
needed a total of 3,000 x $1,132 or $3,396,000 to
provide foundation support for all of its pupils that
school year.

We know that the state would have provided®
‘basic aid of at least $125 x 38000, or $375,000.

IF we -subtract basic aid "of $375,000 from the

X toundanmﬁupport total, Qf $3,396, DOU we are left

with' $3,021,000. That\is the ammr‘ﬁ,[ “the district *
td provide full founda{mn support for ﬁdLhi'

To determine thi much of that %3, DEI “000

, would-haye been, pl‘O%’lde by th;’!slate in thelform’:

of equalization aid, if any, it is necessaryto know
how much money the state L\pELt(:d the local ¢

district to raise on its own through local pmpert;,
taxes. .
The local dlstrn.t" anticipated LQn[leU[]Oﬂ per

-

pupil is based on the property valué per pupil .

multiplied by the tax rate per $100 of assessed

"valuation that is established by the state for com-

putation purposes. This tax rate is not necessarily
the local district’s property tax rate for theschools..
The amount of assessed’ property behind each
-pupil is found by dividing the ADA into the total
assessed value of all commercial and residential
‘property in the district,
- If, fagr example the assessed valut of all proper-
ty in olir 1magmary elementary school district was

360 million in 1977-78, then the amount'of assessed"

property value per pupil was $60 million divided by
3,000 pupils or $20,000. That’s low. In 1976-77, the’
Californi% median was $36,719 of assessed value
per pupil' n elcmemary school districts. '
value per pupxl by the tax rate per $IOD that was set-
by the state for computation purposes that year.
The computation tax rate for elementary school
di%tricts in 1977 78 was SE 23 per SIDO Using thig

dnstnct 5 pr:r pupn] c;ontrlbutlon to the foundation
program should been $2.23/3100 times
$20,000 or 3446.

Since we know the state would have provided
$125 per pupil in basic aid, we now can determine

* how much the state should have provided our im-

aginary district in equalization aid. By adding the
$446 per pupil local contribution and the $125 per
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p ipil in basic aid, we get a total of 35571 Obvieus-
the dlﬂEI'ETlL(: between the $1,132 foundatmn
? lew:! and $571 is the amount duc our imaginagy’
“district in per pupil equalization aid: $561. My 1%
ply this by 3,000 pupils, and. we get @ total ob
$1,683,000 that the state should have prtwided in. ij
equalization assistance. = o
. -aThe foundatipn program breakdown fof™pur.
- digtrict, on both a per, pupil dnd dlslrlu totdl ;fh,
‘s would haw: been . '

.

1 {4

Fer Fupi!
Stde foundation level g $1.132
Stdte basic aild ' R T P
Local district share- o 3 o6 -

. sirer rored

3,398,000
W3 375,000

State egualization aid § 561
.4 w5 )
Loeal ngrncr C)f:}?ﬂzm i "{\

38 O)DQ Lmal 5113:::.

;,r:,qumu 10 raise ,a,ll Qf Llﬁf E ‘
ave

Or, with the approval of local voters, it could'|
mlsed more and thus increased per pupll
* ditures above the foundaticifgnre. et
15 ‘other words, a”local school dlstrlu‘ has some:
~opticns: it may ‘hm its propérly owners at a "1&:
< .tabove or below the state computation rah; raise
' more or less lecal revenue depending upon ,Ehf:
assessed value per pupil, and S§till receive state
equalization asslstangs based on the Lompumtmn
rate. f ¥
Thus, the foundation amount per pupil is ur.ed
to determine state Lquallgatmn aid; it is not a state-

. N
Termlnatmg “Sllppage” ) o e
Prior to the passage of AB 65, ‘many sllppgge Under AB 65, fhe sfcfe s fotalu L
: local school districts .in California were  share & the foundation program will be = -
' experiencing annual  decreases in  ‘maintained at the 1977-78 schaal year
. equalization assistance. They found that level of about 33 percent statewide. This
the assessed value o‘F property per pupil will be accomplished by varying the
“ ~r in their “districts was increasing more elementary and high school computa- _
rapidly than the state foundation figure:. . tional tax rotes every year. The termina-
As a result, their local share of the foun-  tion of slippage provision &f AB 65 does
dation program, determined by a fixed not guarantee that every district will
. state compytation tax rate, was steadily receive a constant share of state founda-
increasing /At the same time, the state tion program funds, only that the average
share was dez’reasmg ) district will not experience slippage and
This decline in the state share of the the total percentage paid by the state will
,foundation program is i?ﬁﬁ@ﬂly called not dezlme .
| . 2d
16
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' more or less per pupll

e . i

" “what is known as their “‘revenue limjt.”’

imposed mandate on per pupil expem}ilmrcs
Within certain limits, a local district may spend

lmal ﬁmperly owners at raf{ea at lc:,dst eqmﬂ to the
' state computation rate. In 1977-78, alt: unified and
~ high school districts and hearly lh;t.e quartersof all
Elemgntary districts were at or exceé mg ifie foun-
dation flgure in per pupil expenditures-for gtnu‘*}l
school purpases. Their spending $ “based on

: # i

k’evenue LIFT‘HTS

California law (SB 90'in 1{/7) imposes a hrmt or

Lexlmg on the amount of: njoney any district can
raise per pupil for.general school purposes. This
ceiling is known as the revenue limit. Each district

has its own revenue limit which can bé exceeded .

only with %hxz approval of local voters. i
Revenue limits were first imposed in the 1973-74

= school .year. They were based on actual per pupil

revenues in each district in 1972-73. Each district’s

revenue limit increases an‘nually in accordance with |

—a complex formula that is designed to hold down
thé revenue limit growth rate of high-wealth
districts and stimulate the growth of revenue limits

in low-wealth districts. The Loncﬁpl, known as con-

vergence, is that over a period of years the gap in
per pupil, expenditures between high- and ‘low-

wealth districts will be FE‘duLLd and perhaps even- -

tually eliminated:.

-



E

'datmn level..

' Guc:fcmfe ed Yield Program

Under AB 65, local district revenue limits will be
determined as follows: ;
® For. districts with revenue llml[S below the
fOLndaLLD amount, increases of up to 15 per-
cent annually are allowed until the revenue
limit:equals the foundation figure.
¢ For districts with revenue limits equal 'to the
foundation amount, increases will be the same
as the. dollar amount increase in. thc: founda-
tion figure,
"< For districts with révenue limits above the
‘foundation ameunt, but not more than, 120
pergént Df the foundatlon flgun: revenuc

i;l;h,an increases in the fDundatmn tlgurts.;

‘*“For districts with revenue limits greater than
120 percent of the foundation amount, growth

will be limited to 7 percent of the foundation

figure in 1978-79 and 1979-80 only. .

These different growth rates are designed to
stimulate increases in all low revengie limits up to

the foundation level and slow down the growth rate -

of all revenue llmlts in excess of the foundation
figure.

\AB 65 alf;o ’in;ludés scjr'ne additicmal Equalizatiﬂﬂ

fil’DVldE supplemental ;ud t(:) lcrw wealth or equall—
zation districts with revenue hmlts above the foun-

{

Prior to the enactment of AB 65, California
school districts with reveénue limits above the foun-
chation figure paid the entire difference from local
property taxes. This was a disequalizing factor in
the state’s school finance program because high-
wealth or basic aid districts could raise additional
revenues with lower tax rate increases than could
low-wealth or equalization - districts. Low-wealth

districts required higher tax rates just to stay even.

AB 65 provides a new Guaranteed Yield Pro- -

gram for low-wealth or equalization districts that

-establishes a-means, based on local district wealth,

whereby the state will share in f’u:ndinggthe dif-

“ ference between a district’s revenue limit and the
foundation figure. In effect, this extends the state’s”

~ guarantee under the foundation ptogram to help

Q

finance the cost of higher revenue limits for
tion districts only. Basic aid districts will

equaliza
continue to, fund the difference between the foun-
limits from local

dation- flgure and their revenue
propcrty taxes. :

RIC
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& he Guaranteed Yield Program, effective begin--

yfigin 1978-79, is expected to provide property tax
relief for many equalization districts, ‘since with
state assistance they should be able to fund up to
their revenue h,r,mts with lowsr local property tax
rates.

= It is estimated that by 1981-82 the Guaranteed
Yield Program.wﬂl apply to lgcal districts enrolling
81 pgfﬁ:ent‘ of the state’s totgl ADA.

~ State Capture ond Sharing

Smu: the Dbjcctwe of C‘ahtorma s school fmam:e
program is to achieve equity for taxpayers as well
~as equality of educational opportunity for
students, AB 65 includes three additional fc.aturﬁ:s

designed.to equalize local tax effort. These require ..
that under certain ‘conditions- some high- we*alth-'*g

districts must increase their local tax rates to levels
more nearly comparable to tax rates in mE{’ny lows
wealth districts. :

*As a result, these few high-wealth districts will
thereby raise more money than. they need for

“general school purposes under their revenue limits. -

AB 65 requires that these excess local funds be cap-

tured by the state for redistribution to low-wealth -

districts as equalization aid,
revenue sharing.

The three state c:apture and revenue 5har1ng prof

visions of AB 65 are:

* Minimum tax rates of $1 per $100 of assessed
value in elementary school districts, 80 cents
per $100 in high school districts, and $1.80 in
unified districts must be levied by all local
districts beginning in 1978-79. Previous
legislation required only low-wealth districts
receiving equalization aid to levy taxes at these
minimum levels in order to .qualify for foun-

a- form of loaaL

dation program support. AB'65 requires all '_

;dlStI‘lCIS to dD 50, ngh waalth or basu: aid

tured by the statc for redistribution to lowr‘

wealth equalization districts.
e Equall zation taxes in high-wealth districts will
be phased-in over a three-year period begin-
ning in 1978-79. A portion of the amount by
which a high-wealth district’s revenue limit ex-
ceeds its foundation figure will be ‘‘wealth
equalized”’ through a new tax mechanism. The
resulting excess local revenues will be captured
by the state for redistribution to low-wealth,

districts. Here’s how it will work: A uniform °

tax rate per dollar of expenditure will be ap-

.7
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pliéd tb an iﬁCTéE‘?iflg amount QF the diff‘erc;nc,e

foundatlon amount. Thls tax rate mus[ be
added to the district’s regular school tax rate,

thus generating additional revenues. There

will be separate tax rates for elementary and
high school districts and for elemientary and
StLDnddl’y portions- of unified. districts. The

phase-in applies the equalization tax to 10 per-

cerit of ‘the, revenue limit- foundanon dit-

. ference in 1978-79; ‘1o 15_percent in 1979-80
. and io 20 percentin 1980-81, The result will be .
to bring school tax. rates in  high-wealth

districts more nearly jin line with those in low-
wealth districts and thus achieve greater tax-
+ payer equity throughout thé state.

- Wealth-equalized voter overrides will be the

ofly means -other *than a built-in inflation
allowance whereby high-wealth districts will
be able to increase their revenue limits after
July 1, 1977, Since 19727 local school districts
in'Galifornia have been able to exceed their
per pupil revenue limits through voter over-
rides. That is, the voters in a school district,

" through an election, have been allowed to

57
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‘spend more ‘than their revenue limit by any
‘amount per pupil for any periad C)f' tirné

state EUbSldy [0 Suppcrl: mgreases over thc:lr
revenue limits through the Guaranteed Yield
Program. But voter-approved increases over
“the revenue limits in high-wealth districts will
' be wealth-equalized through the required use
of the equalization tax rate. They will retain
the per pupil increase-approved by the voters, -
but the state will ¢apture “the ‘additional
©revenues generatad thmugh the Equallzantm'f
- tax rates . :

MDdlflcatmn Df the state’s foundation program '

‘through AB 65 ensures that wealth-related per

pupil expenditure disparities b;‘tweén and among
local school districts will steadily decrease. It is
estimated that by 1981-82 about 70 percent of the

- state’s ADA will be in districts with almost iden-

tical expenditures; an estimated 95 percent of the
state’s ADA will reside in.districts that will be
within a $200 per pupll C‘{péﬂdlturé range.

State officials bi‘llCVE tHis repfesent% substantlal
LDTHD!!EHCE with the Serrano mandate.
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Inits’ Serrano decision, the California
Supreme - Court cited a number of

elements in the sfate’s school. finance' .
.program as inequitablé and therefgre un-

constitutional.” The finance provisions of

AB 65 wert drafted to overcome: Sprrana—

relatéd deficiencies in - ‘taxpayer equity.
and équcllfy of educational opportunity.

Equalization® and equity elerﬂenis of AE_

65 include:

° R’eduimg basic aid from $125 per

;:\u;:ul to $120. Since most low-wealth
school districts would qualify for the
same total amount of state “aid
anyway, basic aid is in effect a state
subsidy to high-wealth districts only,
As such, it is an inequity in school

- finance. But @ minimym of $120 per

ADA in somé kind of state aid is re-
quired under the California Constitu-
tion and this provision 'was not
specifically declared uncohstitu-
“tional in the Serrano decision.

o Additional control of revemie limit

growth rates. AB.65 modifies earlier
legislation io allow' local scbtzol
districts with low revenue limits to in-

crease them more rapidly while at

Equalization and Equity Under AB 65'

“tax  revenues Lwith

the same time further limiting the
‘growth of revenue |imits-tthat exceed
the foundation figure. Over time,
this will bring basic per pupil expen:

ditures in low-wealth districts more
nearly in line with basic per pupll ex:
penditures in high-wedlth’districts.

Guaranteed Yield Program. The new
Guaranteed Yield Program under AB
65 provides low-wealfh districts with
an incentive in the form ‘of  addi-

‘tional state aid to increase per pupil

expenditures’ through voter ‘over-

‘(__:ridés. At the same time, it is ex-
pected to provide a measure of local

property tax relief-for taxpayers in’

:many’low-wealth school districts.
State capture and sharing Three pro-
visions of AB 65 will help equalize

local- tax efforts throughout Califor-
nia by having high-wealth districts
share a portion of their local school
low- wealth
districts. These~’provisions are: (1)
minimum tax rates; (2) equalization
taxes; " and (3) wealth-equalized
voter overrides of local revenue

limits.

¥
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CHAPTER 5

IMPROVING CALIFORNIA SGHOOLS

The Cahfc)rnla Sghool Impmvement Program is-

~ designed to increase the quality of public education”

throughout th&state by- stlmulatmg positive Lhange
on a school-by- SChODl basis.

* The stimulation is prirgarily in the form of state y

planning and - implementation grants -to par-"

. ticipatirig schools. Plannmg grants: are worth $30

- ‘munity they, serve,

%

.a school’s

per pupil in averagc daily attendance- for each
school involved in the program, - Implcmentatmn
grants vary with grade level: $148 per -pupil in
kindergarten through grade 3; $90 per grade 4-8
pupil; and $65 per pupil u%“ades 9-12. The money -
involved for each- school™™ substantial. Thus, a
high school with 1,000 pupils can receive $30, 000

for a year of planning and $65,000 per year for

each of three 1mplcmcntatlon years.

‘Each school. participating in the improvement
program has its"own School Site Council, a group
representative of both the-school staff and com-
Each School ‘Site Council
prepares a three- year School Improvement Plan
that is tailor-made -to meet the sp&uhc needs of a
‘particular school. b3

No state or coumy fficial dictates the details of
_improvement plan Within the re-

quirements -of the law, it is developed locally to

" meet local needs, althaugh outside resources may

-be ;alled upon for assnstan;e

Because the needs of scho ols ar:y" from one to

anDthgr up and dmwn the state, no two sc.hool im-
pmwment plans wﬂl be 1dent|;,al

ECZE o FHSE =
School iImprovement
~ The School, lmpr@verﬂem Program in-
cludes significant elements of both ECE —
the Early Childhood Education program
— and RISE — the state superintendent of
public instruction’s Commission for-
Reform of Intermediate and Secondary
Education. . 7 .
The ECE pragra’m was based on the
" ‘recommendations of a task force of child
development experts. ECE was-designed
to restructure schooling for pupils in
kindergarten through grade 3.

ECE projects underway at the time AB
65 was enacted automatically became
part of the new School Improvement Pro-
gram upon the conversjon of ECE advisory
committees to School Site Councils.

Although RISE commission recommen- -
dations were not enactéd into law,

- secondary school features of the School

~ Improvement Program are similar.

LR
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MitNmum Eequlrerﬁems ' .

There are a few minimum state [equxrements in
AB 65 that must be addressed in every School [m-
provement Program. These include: .

® Programs that are designed to meet the in-

~ . dividual learning needs and styles .of each
pupil and which enable all pupils to make-con-
tinuous progress, master basic skills in a vaFie-
ty - of subjects
themselves and others, a sense of personal and
social respDnsl,bnllty,_cnn;al thinking and in-
dependent Judgment '
“* ‘s Educational services to meet the sneual needs
. of disadvantaged pupils, those who cannot

speak English well and those who are han- -

dlLﬂppEd
. .A staff development proéram for tea;hers and

volunteers :
* Plans to improve both the classroom and
school environment. ,

In.addition, each: Elerrflr;:mary school improve-
ment plan must involve ti’lE active partlupatlon of
parents in classroom activities, periodic evaluation
of. pupil health needs and the education of parents
about child growth and development. _

* Secondary school improvement plans also must

-

. h

&

Many elements of the School Improve-

“ment Program reflect the latest research

fmdmgs about educational change

The most  important is that the in-

dividual school is the largest organjza- -
tional unit that can effectively be in-
~volved in improving public educatien. .

Many previous education reform efforts
=mfloundered because they were designed
to change simultaneously all or many
schools in a distgern accordance with a
single plan. Other findings include:

Time to plan. *AB 65 calls for one-year
planning grants prior to implementation.
Many reform efforts failed. for lack of
adegquate planning time, :

- Change fram within. The School Im-

*

and deyelop esteem for

Y

*

[ : = .
include: timely advice for students about learning
options and career opportunities; a range of learn-
ing alternativés, ¥ncluding commudlity-based study;
and some means wherﬁby students cin demonstrate :

'to take an ElE’Cthﬁ p

“For school lmprovenit:nt purposes ¢lementary
'sc:ht::als are those sctrvmg pUplls in kmdergartén
thrﬂugh the su-:th grade

tary gradea is Lonmdered to be an Elememary ’
-school. R

District Master F’Icms

School 1mprovement aCIlVl[lES begm aié end
with.the local governing board:
To begin with, it is the local school baard s

' responsibility to be sure that the principal of every

What Research Indicates

" provements are desired.’

“ehool -in the district is fully informed about the
School Amprovement Program. Each principal
must provide school improvement information to
the school staff, parents and, in se;ondggy schools,
to students.

The board then must estabhsh a plan for phdsmg

‘schools into the improvement program. AB 65 in-
cludes enough funds for participation by about.50 *

x

provement Program does not impose any

outside change agent on a local district.

it allows individual schools to

Insteads »
""" what im-

determine for themselves

Total staff development. Experience
with various approaches to inservice
training indicates that the best way to im--

- prove teacher effecfweness is to engage

the entire staff of a school in self-directed
development activities, locally designed
to meet local problems, as called for
under the School Improvement Program.

Community involvement. Effective.
change requires the-active involvement
of all members of the school community,
as cdlled for in the Sc:hcu::l Improvement
PrOQrcrﬂ .
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percent of the statewide elementary school enroll-

‘ment and 12 percent. of the state’s total secondary
of

. school enrollment. Therefore, the number

schools initially“ inv';ved in improvement activities

will be limited.

A local district’s pl:m for phdsmg its schools into
the program muq ensure that at least one-half of
thusee parnupdtmg in any year are schools with the
greatest concentrations of disadlvantaged pupils.

. Local governing boards also must adopt policies
f T }hﬁsi‘%[dbllshmtﬁﬂt of site councils at ea;h school -

i the district prior to a school’s scheduled involve- -
~ment in the program. In fulfilling this reqmremem
Qf the law, local boards must be sure that all in-
tc:n:st;d persons in a local-school c:c)mmumty have

qungil. ~ .

dadnder the law, “‘interested pér%@n';
(;honl prmupal' ';taff memb;rq parénts and,
cec B

Pahueg utlmmg the re‘;ponmbilmes of School
_ Site €ouncils also are developed by local school
boards. Such policies must make it clear that -
within the limits defined by the law, site councils,
are decision-making and not advisory bodies.

However, the ultimate authority and respon-
sibility for school improvement activities within. -
any school district ln;s with the local gﬁovcrnmg

" board, . .

1is thg local sthool board that determines which
schogls participate in which sequence. And, in the
end, the local board decides wheéther a site

council’s improvement plan is to be implemented.

‘How a local boad intends to meet these legal
obligations is.to be described in a district Master
Plan for School Improvement” that must be ap-
proved by. the State Board of Education. Once
drafted, a district’s master plan should be updated
per;@dlgally with the assistance of local site coun-
cils,

School Site Councils
_A key element in the School Improw;rntnt P ro-

.gram is the role of the School Site Council.*Eacl
council spends a year developing a school improve-

rtunity to meet publu.,ly to establish a site .

includes the v

ment plan and three years monitoring the ctfcc[wc;- h

ness of the ‘-S&.hoc)l lmprovgmcnt F’rogram

Education ‘**producers’ .are

arn LDH%U;FDEFS
equally represented on'site counyjls. That is, there
are. as many - consumers —- paremst citizens or.

students — on a site council as there are producers
— representatives of the school staff. Specifically,
site councils include, represgmmg the producers,
the qch@cf‘prmupal teachers ELlCC[ﬂEd by teachers

Q

Ric C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

oo

M\
Lk

Sch@@ll

FD”DWIHQ is breakdown of funds ap- .
propriated for ‘the School Improvement .
Program‘under AB'65: ’

T . A =

fﬁDvemeﬂtFunds

5

ce 0977780 '8 1,613,970
; i ..~ V !
¥ = 1 8(5‘?_,@3(] far SLhaDl improvement’
planning, gra 'ipsvi'i-é
10, ém 000 for new Early Childhood

Education (ECE) projects 5 *
_opproved befere the passage

of AB &5,

Tothl 1977-78 funds far

schaol impravement. ”

far schoal improvenent

w
~
=)
(%0
b
ot
pe
P

. 197879 &
plﬂnning, gfud!‘;’s 7-12
1,900,000 far s siz-month .rnp!rm ia-
¥
tion of grades 7-12 pragra
. plan ned from Jmnuary l?
to De Eﬁ\bég&]‘;‘?‘?
L
7,000,000  for schaol i 'r’npraw:rmam
[3|,E1|'m| g, Gdei E-&.
118,644,000 faor implementation of
N Sihﬂié\l Impravemesnt pro-
grams, grades K-6.
. .
5134,568,000° Total 1978-79 funds.
e 1979.80 fér implementation of

& 14,490,000
’ - schiooel impravement pro-
grams, grades 7-12.
e 137’347 Qo0
., sthaol improvement pro-

tor implementation of

grams, grodes K-4.

$153,737,000  Total 1979-80 funds.

*Fonds for 1977-78 school irmprovement activities are in adds-
tion to %103, 297,000 appropriated prior to enactment of AB 45
for contipuation’of existing ECE nrajecis. : ’

and other school personnel selected by their peers.-
Consumers are represented by parents.of pupils at-
tending the school selected by such parents and, in.
the case of secondary schools, an equal number of
students-selected by %tudents. '
Classroom teachers must comprise the majority
of producer representatives on any site council. ~
Once organized, the- first'order of business*for a
site council is to decide whether to participate in

re
J



In 19761 the Cz:ll fczrﬁn:z LEQIslaiure pGSSk-’.; -
a‘low -requiring that high " .

" ed AB" 3408,

i a diploma.
Even’ bEfC)TE the Ir:lw c:c:uld fals:e full éf

v school sfudeﬁts be akle to demonstrate
* proficiency inbasic. reading; writing and - -
- computation ‘skills. befare bemg Gwarded-

Assessmg Pupil F’raﬂméncy -

"5k|lls in bcth Engl:sh and & studem s'
primary language: ‘

Lo adopting - proficiency standatds,

_fect;:it was amended by AB 65, which ex- -

tends’ minimum basic skill compelency

~ requirements - fo eler’nehfciry
.~ grades.

- However, the’ l§gl$|ﬂfuré did not man-

dale a single statewide standard. In:

stead, the governing board of each local .
~for -

sthool "district is responsible

school

_local governing boards must actively -
mval\ae many dn‘ferént kinds of peo-
_ple ~— . parents who are repregsen-
tativeg of the sociceconomic com-

position of the: district, local schfml ‘

administrators, teachers,  counselars ..«

and, in the case of secar‘ldary school.

: Str:mdgrds students: .

Proficiency standards for -high schos!

" graduatioh were to be established by

establishing its- own local requirements

within the framework of the |ow.

Those guidelines, as spelled cjufm rhe' 2

Jlaw, are as follows:

. @ Proficiency " sfﬂr‘ldnrds
established - in
reading comprehension, writing and
compu fatsh . LQC(:!I governing
boards i#iay require that sludents be
“proficient in additional skills.

The content and degree of difficulty
‘of proficiency examinations is to be
determined by local school boards,
not by state officials.

Proficiency  examinations must be

be

must .

conducted in the English language,

although local districts’ may assess

progress.toward mastery of required

the School Improvement Program. On this 1ssue
producers and consumers Yole as separate blocks,

On other issues, decisions are made by a msmmy :

of the whole council:

I both blocks vote not to participate in the prfk
gram, the council may request the local school
board to cxclude the school from the program.
However, the final decision on participation rests
with the local governing board.

the  basic skills of

June 1,71978. Secondary school proficien-
cy assessments are o begin during the
1978-79 school year. The proficiency pro-
-gress of secondary school students must
be assessed at-least once during grades
7-9 and twice during grades 10-11.
After June -1980,  no high school
- diploma may be awarded unless the stu-
dent has met the dlsfr:if s prc:ﬁél&?hiy
standards. : .
Elementary school pmfic:erﬁcy stan-
dards must be established by June 1,
1979, and elementary school assessments.
must begin during the [979-80 school
year. Elementary school student profi-
ciency progress must be assessed af leost
orce during grades 4-6. .
Once a student has met the graduation
standards, no further proficiency ex-
amination is required.

] 8
Because funds are limited, the State Board of
Education selects, from those that apply, the
schools that .are (0 receive planning grants. Most
clementary school selections are based on a local
district’s record on the state’s prototype Early
Childhood Education (ECE) program for
kindergarten-grade 3 pupils that began in 1972,
Secondary schools are selected on the basis of
# regional competitions. , '

27
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Upon:completion of,a school improvement plan,
" a site council submits it to the local school board.,

If approved, the local board $ends it to the State"_-l

Department -of Educauoﬁ fc:;f implementation
fundmg - o -

A Process,’Not @ Program -

School improvement .is not a ‘‘program”’ in the
conventional education sense. That is, it is not
limited. to specific kinds of students but applies to
all studen¥s. It does riot require schools to provide

- certain predetermined serviges. Instead, it allows
each participating school community to determine ~

for itself, through its site council, what it needs to

improve and how to go about doing it. \
Thus; school improvement, as authorized in AB

65, is more of a process than a progrdim — a pro-

cess whereby a school site cc:unt:ll Carl sérve as a_.

loom to weave into finished fabric the threads of
all available programs to help children learn.

"enrollment, grades 7-12.

N

The Scape of

Schaol Improvemem

{ .
Schgal urn.prc::vemem ac:hvmes B
auvthorized under AB 65 will take’ place in

" .schools enrolling moré than 50 percent of

all California children in grades K-6 and
12 percent of the staté’s secondary school

By mid-1978, school improvement .
planning grants had been awarded ito
nearly 1,500 schools in more than éOC)
local school districts.

Expansion of the program requires ﬂ‘\cf!é
state” Iegnslature to Qpprnprime additional
func:is



In 1977-78, about one-third of Qallfﬂrmas 44
million public.school children were educationally
disadvantaged, had limited English-speaking abili-

“ty or were mentally or physically handicap ped.

Some children possessed two or more of these
characteristics.

_Inadditjion-to or sometimes in place of the basic -
schooling that is funded under the foundagion pro--

gram, such children -need a variety of specially
designed educational services,, ;agh -of whuh re-

. quires additional funds.

~ new Economic Impact Aid allocation formula to.

AB 65 consolidates  existing state bundxng SOUrces -

for compensatory: and bilingual education into a

serve disadvantaged ~ children and those with
limited ability to communicate effectively in the
English language. In .addition, AB 65 provides
funds for the expansion of the state’s Masler Plan
for Special Pﬁuu[mrx to serve handicapped chil-
dren,

» Er:@r:c:r‘n:c Impact Aid

Prior to the enactment of AB 65, faur separate

sources of funds were available to local school
districts to aid educationally disadvantaged youth
and those who need help in learning to" speak
English: Three were state funded and the fourth
was the federally funded compensatory education

CHAPTERG .~ - .

E ER"VINGPUPILS;WITHsPEC‘IA L NEEDS

=

“program under Title | of the Elementary and

. Secondary Education Act of 1965.

- To make it possible for local-school districts to
improye the plgnmng and cagrdmauan of these ef- -
forts, 'AB 65 provides that; beginning with the

1979-80 school year, the three state funding ser-

vices will be consolidated into a new Econmmc Im-
pact Aid allocation formula, _
- State Economic Impact Aid fundg w;ll be

‘allocated on the -basis of each local district’s share

of a total state need index that is to be compiled by
the state’s superintendent of public instruction.

While the state need index will be based on the
number of children aged 5-17 from low-income -
families as defined by the federal government,
local districts must use their allocations to meet tlie
%pecxal ne;d% i)f lﬂwmc,ome: lC)\v achlevmg ‘and

,pragram reqwr’emsnts of the three %lale laws in-

29
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volved in the Fundmé consolidation remain ih ef-
fect,

The federal Tllle | program will continue to
operate independently as before, a although most
districts with high concentrations of Title l-eligible
children also will receive state ancmx; Imipact
Aid funds.

About 800 of California’s more than 1,000 local
school districts will be eligible to receive Economic
Impact Aid allocations, whereas less than 600



tunities for the state’s

districts receive aid under the three separate state

programs. .
Funds for the three state programs in 1978-79

will total $138 million. Title 1 willadd $195 million
to serve essentially the same kind of pupll pcpula— :

tmn
By the 1979-80 s.:hool year when the st:ate snew

: :cﬂnsallda[ed allocation formula -begins, there will

be'$189 million in state funds for Economic Impact
Aid and more than 200 million federal dollars for
Title I. These funds will be used to serve the special

needs of nearly 1.2 million children — more lhan:
25 percent of the state's public school enrollment,

“Master Plan for Hondicapped Children
Cdlifornia has been providing edueational ser-

vices for exceptional. children since 1860 when a
special schoal for the deaf and blind was estab-

-Cétegarical and Geperal Aid-

State and federal sﬂ(mal assistance
programs that earmark funds for specific
purposes are known in the education
community as “‘categorical - aid” pro-
grams. .. - :

In California, such programs include

-
those . desngned to sérve children with
special needs and those that help local
districts offset certain cost differentials.

Usually, state. or federal ‘regulations
govern-how categorical aid funds may be

" spenib IDCGI school districts.
, Y

lished in-Berkeiey. Over the next 110 years other .

. $pecial education services were added one ata time.
- By 1970 the state had 28 categorical aid programs.

for the education of mentally and physically han-
dicapped children.
Unfortunately, this piecemeal apprgach proved

to be ;{dmlmst;atwely unwieldy and educationally

restrictive. Local school officials found it difficult

and confusing to administer a myriad of spécial

- education programs. At the same titne, thousands

of handicapped children with special needs who

. were cligible to participate were on waiting hstf; and
not being served.

the State Bgard of Educatmn called for
an for

In 1971,
the. development of a comprehensive

" special education to resolve these problems. Swte
Department

of Education staff” members,
cooperation with ‘more than 2,000 teachers, ad-
ministrators, parents and students from

' [hruughaut the state, devoted more than WO years

to the task: v ,
In January 1974, the Siate Board adopted the
result — a California Master Plan for Special

in

By contrast, - “general aid” funds are
earmarked for broad educational pur-
poses ‘and can be spent pretty much as -
locol district gaverning boards desire, In
California, examples of general
assistance include basic aid and
equalization assistance. ‘

g

" MMaster Plan. (AB 65 includes thé funding for AB

Educarion. Later that year the-legislature, in AB,

4040, authorized: its implernentation on a pilot
basis.

The goal of pmvndmg equal educational oppur=
estimated "325,000 hardi-

capped children finally became g reality in the fall

ofe1977. At that time, two laws — one state and

one federal went into effect. These laws
guarantee children a “‘free and appropriate educa-
tion,” regardless of handicap.

. The state law is AB 1250, which provides for the
full implementation of the Special Education

SRS

1250.) The federal Jaw is the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142).
~Under provisions of ‘the two special education
]dW‘S the educational needs of each handicapped
child in California will be assessed by the.local
school district, If the child’s needs cannot be met
by the local district, the child can be referred to a

wspecial school. In any case, the child’s educational

" ment*’

expenses will be paid with public funds.

Both the state and federal laws require that each
child be educated in the “least restrictive environ-
appropriate to meet the child’s needs.

For some handicapped children, the,least restric-
tive environment will be a regular public school
classroom with additional services from a a specialist
or teacher's aide, Other children may best be
served in a special education class with regular op-
portunities to be together “With nonhandnappcd
children. Some thldrx:n may need placement in
special schools,

The state law allocates funds on the basis of [ht;
educational services each child receives, rather than
on the child’s particular handicap or categorical



" developed. The plan is drafted by a tearn iumpcsgd o

label. Under previous law, schools 'had*to label

children to receive special education funds. . ’
The federal law requires thatan Educatmﬂal plan

tailored to -each child’s individual needs

- sent before the needs of a child can be“aéses'sed '

of the child’s special or regular teacher, a special

education admlmstramr the p;arents and, when ap-.
" propriate, the child.. S

The plan must mclude specific goals for the child

~and the educational pmgrams rxeazssary to rﬁeet ]

--those goals.

Both laws give parentg slgmﬂcsnt new rlgh[s A

For-example; parents must give their written con-

L3

T ;)_3'.:.,.:%'

N

Parents have the right to°obtain and read copies of
their child’s. school records.- If - parents -disagree

--with placement decisions; they may appeal beyond.
" .the local school district to the. state supermteﬁdent

i

of public instruction. . :
The new Iaws are being- phased in-over a period’
of .years. By’1982, when both are fully im-_

~plemented, . California schools will serve all han-

dicapped persons aged 5-18, all 19-.to 21-year-olds
who qualify for special education and have not
completed school and all 3- and 4-year-olds who re- '

e qulrg mtenswa special r:du;atlcm services.

7
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DIFFERENTIAL COST ALLOCATIONS

The cost of pmwdmg equal educational oppor-
tunities varies from school district to school district
up and down California. Pupil transportation costs’
* are higher in geographically large school districts
where puplls must be bused long distances to and
. from sche®l. Small schoo] districts require more
funds px{r pupll to offer the same. services as larger

-

school districts. Inrer city:schools cost mgge to
operate than suburban schools, Amﬂioal

" districts  suffering -enrollment declines®
‘reduce their budgets in direct proportion to reduc-

- 'tain basic educational services.

1.

tions in the number of students am:l caﬂunue t

;l“he; existence of Such cost differentials has

s TaE
e

L4

The ngh Cost ‘of Small Scha@ls

The high cost of operating schools in

- small, isolated districts accounts for much
of the extremes in per pupil expendnures -

(« throughout CQIJ‘FDrmG

- Of the 35 umﬁed school dlstrlcts Thcﬂ
spent the most.per pupil in 1977-78, 24

miles. C)ne elemen?rsry and hlgh school
attendance area in the district has a total .

of 44 students. F’er‘ pupil éxpéﬂdlfures are

7 almost $3,000.

had 500 or fewer high school pupils. The. -

35 highest spending elementary school

districfs that same year had average daily:

~ attendances rahging from nine to 485; 27
. of them had"ADAs Df less than 100.

=

i The Sierra-Plumas qunf Unified District._.
s an example. It is a small, rural, high-"

. wedlth district in the Sierra Nevada, It has
- 640 stidents spredd. over. 1,700 square

31

The Vicior Valley Jaint-Schaol District in
San Bernardino County is ariother high-
waalfh district with unusual excess costs -

‘i ‘noninstructional dreas. The district

covers-2,000 square miles of desert. Vic-
torValley spends $130 per pupil per year
on transportation ‘alone .-~ 150 percent
higher' than the sfc:fe average.

Tempetatures that range from zero in the

naot

or&

been .

)

FEE

winter o more than 100 degrees in the

summer  mean higher  than _average
heating c:md cooling costs.
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recngmzed for many years m Cahfcrma Far exama _
ple, the state has provided local school districts . .

with special allawances ‘for necessary small schools. .
And districts with éxcess ‘pupil transﬁortatmn costs

also-have received additional state assistance.-

As-approved by the legislature, AB 65 mgludéd» .

sz

three other differential cost elements: ..
First, it established a new special allocatlon

category, commonly called Urban Impact Aid, to.
provide’ ddddtandl state assistance to the 30 percent |

_ofall C‘ahforma pupils who reside in the 19 largest
included in:the revenue limits of the 19 districts,
may.be ysed for any general school purpose. Urban
Impact Aid appropriations under AB 65 were $64
miltion in 1977-78, $41 million in 1978 79 and $44
million in 1979-80. .-

" Second, the bill contained a provnslon for extra
‘state aid to districts with unusual excess costs for

multi-ethnic urban school districts. The funds, not_

such iterns as transportanon energy, maintenafnce - '

and jnsurance. This was to be a one-year allocation
of. $29 million in 1977-78. Gov. Bréwn deleted this
provision of AB 65, saying ““the criteria” and
methDleogy for- determining eligibility_and the
justification for funding under ‘this concept needs
further analysis and testing.”” The governopr said he

g

would recansxder his position after completion- Elf a -

A

oo

- E
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Urban Impact Aid Allocations:

Nineleen urban’school districts. enroll
nearty 30 percent afpll California pupils
and are ehg%f& Urban Impact Aid
under. AB_65. They ate: Baldwin Park,
Berkéley, Compton, Fresno, Inglewood,
long Beach, Los “Angeles, Montebello,
Oakland;-Pasadena, Pomona, Richmond,
Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego,

San Francisco, San Jose, . S::mc: Aﬁa
SfQ(’.‘kh‘;:n. ” : -

%

study of variable school costs in Calitfornia by the
" Denver-based Educatl@n Comn“ilasxon of the
States.

" Third, AB 65 modified the existing law ‘that
allows l4ehl school districts to make one-year
_revenue limit adjustments to reduce financial losses

due to declining enrollments. Under AB 65, local -
- districts are allowed to make an additional revenue

limit adjustment in.the second year after an enroll-
a@cnt loss Df more than one percent,

et , -
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THE VALUE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLING

ln _ruling on the Serr‘arm case, the Callforma
' Supréme ‘Court sald public edlcation is essential
- both for individuals ‘and for society as a wholé,

“The need for an educated populace assumes:

_ grcater importance as the problems of our diverse
society. become mcréasmgly cgmplex 2 thc: court
said. :
.. In s:ﬂlcmlal Amenc:a howaver msututlons other‘
“than” ‘schools — families,
ches — were of equal if not greater importance-in
shaping individual lives ahd influencing the quality
of society. Most:of the few schools then in ex-
"istence had a decided - -religious bias. They were
maintained either by churches or By colonial
governments dominated by a single religious sect.
. For the most part, formal
avallahlg iny to a fEW selat males

bac.kgrc)unds were rare, and thldren from poor-

families usually received no SLhODllﬂg at all,

. In 1789, when the U.S. Constitution went snto-

effect, the schooling available served to maintain
the kind of class distinctions. that:
characteristic of Europe at that time. Public educa-
tion was not considered important enQUgh to be in-
cluded among the basic rights spelled out in the
Constitution. o

Instead, education was reserved under the Bill of
.Rights as a responsibility of the individual states.
" It remains primarily a state responsibility to this

farms, shops and c.hur-_

schooling was"
(;ommcm '

were’

day. In 1973, tﬁe U.S. Supreme Court ruled that

education is not'a- fundamental- right under the
federal constitution: But under the terms of most
state constitutions, including that of California, it
has been found to be of fundamental importance.
" The California Constitution, for example; says:
*‘A general diffusion of knowledge and intelligence

- being essential to the preservation of the rights and
liberties of the people, the Legislature shall en-

courage by all suitable means the promotion of in-
tellectual, scientific, moral,. and -agricultural im-
provement.”’ It also states that ‘‘the Leglslature

shall provide for a system of common schgols -

"Schooling in America”

The value of public schooling to the individual

“and to society has evolved gradually over the years.

Soon after the U.S. Constitution was ratified, it
became increasingly apparent that the new — and

iy |

“still experimental — American form of government -

required a new kind of education. “A government
that received its power fro

g@the consent of those

" being governed needed knowledgeable citizens.

President George Washington recognized the
growing need in his famous Farewell Address. *‘It
i§ essential that public opinion should be enhghtera-

~ed,”” he said. And he went on to urge the American

" people to promote ¢

7 ‘institutions for the general dif-
fusion of knowledge.”’ -
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Thomas Jef‘fe eson, author ofthe Declarancn Gf

' Independcnce said that “any nation that expects

“to be 1gnorant and frey . expatts what never was -

~and never-will be;™ Jamés Madison said, “A peo—3
ple who mean to be“their own governors must arm-"
- themselves with- the pmVEr WhiCh knowledge -

- gives.’

Snmulated by such” concern, there develaped
over thé next 50 vears the basic concept- of com--
pulsm’y public schacﬁﬂg that we know today. The
pnrrr? movers in this effort were state leglslatcrs
m)t edua tors ~ men such.as Horace Mann in

ssachriisetts, Henry Barnard in Connecticut and
Thafdeus Stevens in Pennsylvania. '

There emerged, state by state, a system of eight .

years of public schdoling for all, male and female,
rich and poor, regardless of religion. This was
~ education for basic ¢itizenship, providing children
with enough knowledge and understanding to.
function effectively in a representative democracy.
And this remains oneé of the fundamental values
of education to this day. As the trial judge in the
"Serrano case said, “‘Education has a critical in-
fluence on a child’s developmcm as a citizen and"
his participation in political and community life,”
Statistics indicate rhat the more education a person

has, the more likely he or she is to vote or par- -

ticipate in volunteer activities. }

As the ﬁcdgling American republic grew, both in
geographic size and in number of people, social
and economic forces’ stimulated an expansion of
the new education system:..

W:th thg advent of thc: lndustrlal Revolutmn the

nation’s economic 'base gradually shifted from -

ﬁlculturg to trade to business and industry:: While
. a few years of fgrmal schooling might suffice fos -~
.citizenship.in a small democracy of farmers and
“traders, it was not enough to- appease the appetite .

of a4 growing-industrial economy. Trained .and

%

“educated human resources were needéd.to build the
rallroads run the factories and handle increasingly
complex financial affairs. In addition to being re-
- quired to demdcratic, cltlzenshlp public schooling
‘became-a practical economic nEi:ESSlty ‘for both in-
~dividuals and society. . = -

*And so, during the second half of the 19th cen-
tury, high schools were added to the ‘‘common’’
schools that had been mandated earlier by. stat
iaw 'Iri state af'ter state compulsory schDDl atten-

IhE age of 14 or 16.

“Americans came to recognize that compulsory
sa.hrmlmg for everyone ‘benefited the nation both
politically and economically.

By the turn of the century, 70 percent of all

. childrenin America aged 6-13 were in elementary

schools, while. about 10 percent of those 14-17
years c)f agc: were attendmg high schocls. Acrass

thldren aged 6- 13 attend elem«:ntary snhogls whlle

.- more than'90 percent of those aged 14-17 atteru:l

high schools.

g America provides more educatmn for a greater
proportion of its pgpulatmﬂ than virtually any
other nation m hlstgry .

Weapon Against Qrirﬁé

Education helps reduce the crime rate,

Court in ruling on the Serrano case.
-What the court meant is that the more
education a person has,. the less chance

there is that he or she wnll become a-

criminal.

More than 90 percent of all adult
prisoners in California™ are _
dropouts. The median grade level com-
pleted by adult prisoners is 8.2, com-
pared with 12,4 for the gener‘cl populcr-
tion,

"
g

school

~ according to the California Supreme'

- 34

While only 34 percent of the nation’s
adult population has had eight years of
schooling or less, 55 percent of all adult
prisoners are in that category.

Eighteen percent of the nation’s adult
population has had at least one year of
college education. But only 5 percent of _
all adult prisoners have been to college.

And while the average annual cost per
pupil of public schooling in California is
$1,674, the average annual cost of main-
taining a youngster in a juvenile deten-
tion facility is $18,000. '
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Education. égijﬁf'lﬁifesimfem

The

ecc}ngrn‘ic value of" education to the in- .

- dividual is well known. The more.education people
. have, the higher their llfétlnigzearnlngs are likely to

Q

‘tecognized education’s

.be. The U.S. Census Bureau estimates .that the

average . high _school gradwate will earn about
$100,000 more in a lifetime than a person with only
an elementary school education. And the greater
the amount of education attained, the less likely it
is that a person will become or r«:main_
unemployed.

Just as an individual benefits Emonomxcally from '
education; so too does society. For example, higher -

individual incomes lead to larger local, state and.

federal tax returns; communities with high median’

incomes have high retail sales per capita..

Only. in recent years, however, havé economists
potential as an investment
in human resources. While the impact of the In-
dustrial Revolution proved that education can pro-
duce and reproduce a skilléd work force, the rela-

1 tmnshlp of education to mc.reased productmty was

When economists found that investment in

-plants and equipment could not by itself explain

the rapid growth of the American economy, they
begdn to analyze more carefully the influence of
human resources. They concluded that inv&tments

in new knowledge, including education, have paid-
off'in the creation, development and marketmg of.

new goods, new technologies and new services. No
other kind of investment combines these features.

Conservative economists now helieve that more.
than half of the differences in pér capita income
between the United States and less developed coun~

“tries can be explained by differences in the quality

of human’ resources available. Other economists
have concluded that the growth in real per capita
income in the U.S. since 1930 has been due as much

10 investments in knowledge and education as it

has to investments in plants and equipment.

Not only has education provided more people
with higher incomes, it has also contributed
significantly to the nation’s economic growth.

Ag‘erﬁts of Sc:c:c:l é(fh’cjrige '

thelr E‘;x:hoc:ls [han edm.atlc)n fox thlEEﬂShlp and
education for. economic growth. Almost from the
beginning of the compulsory school movement,
there have been social as well as political and

‘economic expectations. -

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

What jthe GQurt’Said

FC)HDwmg are unfleanS abaui “the .

value of education from -the tr:cll court
- judge-in the Serrano case: v

* Schools can ‘and do play a role in -
making children beh‘er future
citizens. : .

* A child’s self-concept can’ be im-

~ proved by the educational process.

- # Schools can.and do play a role in

~ equipping children with what it takes °
to get along in a technological socie-
ty.

* Schools can and do plc:y a role in
providing children with acceptable -
social values and behavioral norms.

* Education is a major. determmanf of
an mdlvndual s chances for economic

SDCIETy

* Education is essénricl_inm‘qinraiﬁihg
“free enterprise democracy” — that
is, preserving an individual’s oppor-
tunity to compete successfully in the
gconomic marketplace, despite a

disadvantaged background, = »

Schools, perhaps more than any other institution
in American society, provided the setting for
creating a sense of national unity. By bringing
together “ in one place children from diverse
backgrounds, schools were able to help break

“down the’social class distinctions inherited from -

c.olomal powers,

When millions of 1mmlgrants poured into the na-
tion between--1850 and 1920, it was the public
schools that assumed prime responsibility for the-
““Americanization’’ of their children,

In more recent years, public schools have been in
the vanguard of national efforts to provide more .
equal opportunities for those who have Been ex-
cluded ~— women, minorities, tht mentally or~
physically handicapped. 4

In addition, as the influence of traditional fDrCESV
in shaping the transition from childhood to
adulthood declines, schools have been called upon

‘to assume even greater social responsibilities. .-



Américaﬁs have deliberately Dsed their schools -

~ as -agents of social change. They have .exhibited
what one historian termed a “consistent, often in-

tense, and sometimes. touchmg félth 111 the eﬁflcat:y

of prular educatlon : D

1

Dﬁe of Mcﬂy Teachers

. The nation's faith in the efficacy, of educaucm_
“reached its zenith during the 1960s, At that time,
- educatign was called upon to play 4 central role in.
a massive national effort to eliminate poverty and
Education, it was said, would - help.

_.vtransfarrn the poor into self-supporting, -tax- .

“ paying stability. Education was heralded as the'
panacea for all of the ills of society. .

" Despite some not so well-known successis, stch
as dramatic improvements in high school comple-
tion,rates, the public perception is that education
Failed Major commitments of fmancial resources

was ‘hot- f:llmmatt:d and mJustlce% persmt

So high had been popular expectations that
when the public perceived failure, confidence in
education declined. Student mlsbehawﬂr ‘and
highly publicized .but dubious research that

challenged the usefulness of SLhDD]S cm]y exacer- .

bated the 51tuatmn

Less Than :tﬁé;Mﬂ.inimum Wages

The_hourly cost of educmlmg the
average California student in the

average California schoal is considerably
less-than the federal minimum wage of

$2.65. .
. According to the NEA, it cost. an

. average of $1,674 to-provide public
schooling for each Ccllfarmc:l sfudﬁam in
1977- 78

v ‘The~valug of education had ‘been oversold.
; Schc:c: 5 alc:nﬁf canngt transfarm samety In lact

*transmit exxstmg social and cultural values and. lq A
- -develop pfoductive skills. To the extent that they

“also_pravide equal opportunities for achieving in-

dividual excellence, the results eventually will be
reflected thraugh out society; to the extent that they

fail, the longer will inequities exist. .
In fact, schools are only one of many teachersif -

e

_our society, ‘'one of many educational institutions.
Just as schaols over the past 100 years gradually
assumed many of the education responsibilities of
the family, ¢church, community and work, so now
are schools themselves being supplemented by the

- educational inflyences of other forces, particularly

~the mass media. Alistair Caoke, Big Bird, Walter

Cronkite and Archie Bunkgr have become teachers

of -the nation.

The relative values of public schooling haven’t
~declined, but they need to be considered realistical-
ly in the context of the total seciety. Public schools
make unigue contribufions to society
politically,- economically and ‘socially. - They are
perhaps the most important function of state and
local g_cnve:rnmems, for as the Serrano trial judge
said, “‘education_has-a more sustained, intensive

_ comac,t wnth pmpl; than any other; govemmenml

- school.

SEI‘V]LQ
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If o sfudent attended school six hours

per day for 180 days, he or she was ex-
posed 1o 1,080 hours of public schooling.

The cost? $1.53 per hour.

In reality, of course, the average child
uﬁdoubfed{y missed a few days df
As a result, the average hourly
cost per student was probably in the
$1.60-1.65 range. . ' a
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Appﬂﬂiﬂl‘lméﬂl State funds allocated to local school

districts by {he State Department of Education ac- .

,c.o_rd,mg A0 approved by the State

formulas

sLegislature, :

Assessed valuation (AY). The total value of residential,
BEI’!LUI[UI’&[ and commercial property as determined
by the county assessor. Property in Calegrma is
assessed at 25 percent of market value.It is the basis
for computing tax rates for local gcwﬁrnrnenl units,
mc;ludmg sghcml districts.

‘Average daily auendanw (ADA) A unit Gf measure-
men( mmpumd by ddding the number of students ac-
tually present on gach schoal day thropghout the year

-and dividing the sum by the total number of school
“days in the year. Qne ADA is generated by the atten-
dance of orie child 175 days in a school year. Absence
“for illness does not count as an absenu% in ADA com-

‘putations.

~average daily atiendance

* Assessed valuation per

(AV/ADA}, The amount of assessed valuation per .

child in a given district; determined by dividihg the

_total assessed valuation in a district by the ADA.
This is one measure of a district’s relative ability to
pay for public schovoling. ‘

Basic aid. The minimum amouni that every- public
school district receives from the state regardless of
the district’s wealth. Currently this amount ‘is
$120/ADA, which is guaranteed by’ the state con-
stitption.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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'B|!mgual education pmgram A LdlEgGl’lLal pmgam for

limited English- speakmg and Apn- Engllsh 5pcakmg
students.

- Capital outlay. Expenditures that result in the acguisi-

tion of fixed assets or additions to fixed assets; ex~
penditires for land or existing bmldm;;s, i
Dr’DVemEm% construction, remodeling, etc.

ﬁalegnnc;l sid. ‘Maney - from_ the state or federal
government that is allocated to local school districts
: I children or special programs such as
educationally handicapped, mentally gifted minors
and educationally djsadvantaged youth. The local
district applies for these funds and receives them ac-
cording fo the number of students in each category.
Categorical funds must be used only for the intended
purpose. '

Collier f;a(mr A system for ensuring, for the purposeof
state school support only, that assessment levels in
the various counties are as nearly equal as possible.

- The statewide average assessment level is determined,
and all counties are assigned *‘faciors’’ which depend
_upon their assessmeny levels in relation to fthe
statewide average. In effect, counties overassessing
and underassessing recejve state equalization aid as if
-they were assessing a1 thé statewide average assess-
ment. level..Should a district in a county:with 2 low
assessment_level reteive less state equalization aid
because of the upward adjustment of its assessed

- valuation, the “loss™ must be made up - through an
equalization aid offset tax. The assessed valuations
of school districts, as-corrected by the **Collier, facs
tor,”" are used to compute state schoal apportion-

*.oments, : '

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

vantaged and
districts are determined on the basis of an index that -

Compensatory education, Special educational activities,

usually carried out-with state or redcral fimancial

* absistance, that are designed to corhpensate for the.
_learning difficulties of children I‘mm edunatmna!ly

dlsadvanldgsd hdckgmunds - ;‘

(umpulmmnal lax rate, A umfgrm [ax rate thal is used
-to calculate a district’s share of lhz: foundation pro-

gram. In 1977-78 the gnmpulalmnal tax rate was set -

.modified assessed . valuation for:
31, 54/$10() modified asseised

at $2.23/%100.
elementary districts,

" valuation for high school’ districts. Dlslrms are not

required to’ level the mmpumnona] tax rafe; but,

‘their state cquahzttnﬂﬁ afd,. if ‘any, is computed as

thaugh they do. Under AB 65, the computational tax
rate will be rcmku{'ued every year and ils uses ex-

~tended to Lal«.ula[mn of a district’s share of wealth-
" equalized -overrides, the- guarantned yield pmgram

and the cqudh,{anon [amgapture

Cost dlfﬁ:rcnuals DxHere.nu:a m per. ]jupll costs dUL to’
. the location.ofschools, thc, needs of students serw:d

or other external reasonss

DLI]dI[Lll’tﬁ Dt a school dlsmc[ mcludmé, all. exrjcna ‘

ditures except food §::rvu,es community services,
capital nutlay, debt scrwu_s and tuition.

District ;u_d (nr share), The dﬁtr’n;l 5 mmributian to the

foundation program, generally computed by
multiplying the district’s A%EQS&LE{ valnation by the
mmpulanonal tax rate.

-

l‘;(‘ll[‘!j’lmif impaci ;ud A new categorical funding source

10 ﬁe effect July 1, 1979, It ;g,ggnbmet; existing EDY

1

and blllngual program fundsinto a single allocation -

system. Allocations for eligible districts will be based
on factors similar to those currently used.in the EDY

ITOEram. . :
prograr -

ical compensatory education-program to help disad-
low-achievirg children. Eligible

takes into account language barriers, family. income

and pupil transiency. ;
=

Equaliialinn aid. The state contribution to the founda-
_tion' program of a lgcal district if the sum of state
"~ basic aid and district aid fails to equal or exceed the '

amount of thc district’s foundation program.

dls[ru.(s have a partmn of lhur FEV&HUEE “Laplued”
by the state and deposited in the state school fund.

Educationally disadvantaged youth (E!;)YL A categor

33

38

o

" The capture amount is a function of the district’s
foundation program -amount,

‘revenue limit (in-
cluding voted overrides), local assessed valua(mn and
the Lumpma(mnal tax rate, : L

state and local resources 5o that all dlﬁlFlL[S have the
Lapablhty of offcnng a quality educa tional program:
ThlS may or may not, mvglvc tax zquahgauan

xludenls in the state. (See Fiscal neum‘zluv )

Fiscal neu!ralily. Fiscal neutrality is a’court-defined
-equity standard -in school finance 'stating that dif-

ferences in expenditures per pupil:canndt*be related
to local school district
lmif}:?rmit y.)

- Foundation prugram Thxs is a lhearellcal rwmmum
-dollar amount necessary to provide each student with
‘an adequate educational program. It is guarantéed by
the'state to all school districts through a combination -

of state aid and local property tax revenues, The
state’s contribution to the foundation program varies
inversely t6 the wealth of the local district — maore

‘going to poorer districts in the mrm of Equalua[mn

aid. All districts réceive basic aid,

Leneral ald Sla(c; or federal assistance [hﬂ[ can be used

by a school districi for any purpose.

Guﬂranlecd yleld program (GYP) A rnex.hamsm to en-

sure & given amount of revenue per pupil for a given
tax rate in low-wealth districts.with a revenue limit
about the foundation program. If
valuation ds too low to produce the guarantced
amount, the-state will provide a supplementary pay-
ment from the State School Fund uging a computa-
tional lax rate applied to the difference between the
taundaumn program and the district’s revenue limit.
For the complementary program in high- weallh

districts see Lqua/l alion 1axes.

business and industry and few children, and thus a

high tax base per child. This dlS!l’lCt can raise more .

than the foundation amount when local assessed
valuation is taxed at the computational tax. rate.
High-wealth districts are basic aid districts. Wealth,
under this definition, may hot" be related (o the

hxpendilure equalmng A prDL{.durE for dlstnbuung '

!Lﬂi!l‘ﬂdllul'l: uniformity, An equity s[andard in sclmal«
finance requiring equal expenditures per Dupll forall

wealth, (See  Expenditure. -

-

local assessed : -

High- wealth district, A district that usually has much -

wealth of the families in the district so high-wealth”

districts contain many low-income families just as

low-wealth districts may -include high-income

families, (See Low-wealth district.)
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lened and non- Enghsh speakmg. Ntm &nglf%h speak -

‘ing persans speak and understand. another language
-but.do not speak or.understand English well enough

o learn and. perform .effectively-in an- English--
xpedkmg, ¢classroom.. Limited Enélz%h speaking per- *
sons speak.and understand. another language bur do’

tior speak or understand' Eng!h%h well enough to le;zzn
' tmm a teacher who speaks only Engllsh '

u;al dlslm! -A geographic area authamad by th:, state

to aperate pubtic schools, C allfomm lms three kinds -

“of local districts: .EleE,ﬁldry ]ugh school and
unif'it:x:J ' '

' _lnwmealth district. A district with- many hcmu.s anq__
children but with little business and mdusn‘y thus a

small tax base per child. This district.eannot rdise thie
sloundaLmn amoynt. when local propevty valuation is
taxed “at the computational tax rate, Li
districts are usually t:qllr:lll?dll()ﬂ zml dlstmls.

Minimum (ax rate. A tax- F:m: .per $100 of assessed
- valuation that must be levied by all school districts
7 within the sidte. Under- AB 65, the rate is $1.00i in

elementary school districts, $.80 in -high school
districts, and $1.80 in unified schoal districts, in-
cluding the areawide 1ax where applicable,”

Modified assessed valuation (MAY), Because counties
have different assessment practices, the state adjusts 7
assessed valuations based on a siaw average 1o pro- .

vide intercounty assessmeng comparability. 1f the

_ county assessor has assessed I property within the:
county uniformly, the process pmvldﬁ assessment
coniparability among school dﬁ[l‘lk[% (See Collier

Juctory o '

Necessary sm;\ll-sclmnls. Elementary school districts of
less than 101 ADA and operating ne or mare
schools; and high school districts of less than 301

~ADA which mect.a specificd test of remateness and

inaccessibility. Special foundation pmgmms are pro- -

vided far these ‘iLh()Gls .

Override 1ax, A tax (or revenue limit) intrease thal must
be approved by the voters within a schogl district.

Permissive override tax. A tax aothorized by the
legislature, tevied at the discretion of the [ocal school
bu’ard for a limited number of authorized purposes,

. Community services, meals ror needy sludcms

. L’[L

¢

s & - ‘
Power equalizatipn. A term meaning thal each school
district in the state will receive the same dollar yield

from the same property tax rate. §f, ay in-a low- .

Q ) .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

dwealth

'Pupll !mnspur

K
2 =

¥
1

weahh HLtl()()] dlstru.t a lm.al tax rate does. nQ[ pm=
. duce the guaranteed revenue, the state makes up the
« difference.. If,
Imm the same. tax rate pmdu;gs m(jre than the
' g gteed amotint, the excess yield is captured and -
y. the state for- dxsmhuuon to low-wealth
. Xhus, fora given. tax rate, each distriet .
wauld have [hE mm; dullars per sfudent to spend.

tion. "Trantpartatian of %thcﬂ Lhildl‘tﬂ

between * their homes and’ regular full- -time  day

) sghcm]-; !t does not include transportation on excur- |
“sions, in wmmer schaul and mt;rs;hoal lrlp;

Revenué limit, ThL maximum amount of dallars that a
.school district can collect annually for general educa-
. tion purposes from state aid and igcal ‘taxes. This
limit does not include state and federal calegorical .
support or revenue generated by permissive svcmdc, ;
taxes. The revenue limit concepl was established by
SB 90 (1972) and wert mm Llfeu in 1973 74

ks per: . -

El

RE\EHUE Im'm election. A bd“ﬂl mgaaurc that see
mission from local voters to increase a district
revenue limit by a specific amourit per child. All ap-
proved overrides after July 1, 1977, .are wealth
‘equalized. :

School improvement plan. A plan written by a School
 Site Council thal describes objectives and activities 1o
improve its school over a three-year period.

School improvement process. A process to extend the

cénc:epts’ of indiﬁdualized inétruuion emphasis on
deusmn makmg to all gradas k 12, Reters to the ac-
‘tivities required to carry out uhm}l lmprovc:ment
p]dnﬁ

School site council. A group of personsselected by their

" peers from a school and its community to prepare a

school im'pmvemgm plan and assist in scemg that the
pl:mned aunvmc% argammed out.

" School tax rate (general'purpase)i The rate per 5100

assessed valuation needed to raise the local share of
. the revenue limit per ADA. The school tax rate(s)
" listed on property tax bills include this rate plus other
" lesser school levies for each school dlsir‘lu inw huh
the property is located. :

Sensﬂc Rill 9{} (Chapter 1406/72). A law LﬂdLlCd by lhc,,
“alifornia Legislature in 1972. This bill established a
ceiling on-the amount of money L()”EL[Ed per pupil,
based primarily on each district’s revenue per pupil in
1972-73.. This cellmg is known as the revenue limit.,

LY

as in a hl};h -wealth district, the yield- . - .



Senate Bill 90 (Chapter 1135/77). This bill authorizes the prior year's revenue limit by-an inflation factor.
‘school districts and county superintendents to raise The squeeze factor is an atternpt 1o narrow the gap in’
their reveniie limits to of fset increased cosls resuiting . the amount of muney dﬁtm ts can raise per pupil.

from federal or court mandates. It also allows
. districts and county st perintendents 10 submit claims

to the state for reimbursement of increased-costs

resulting from state mandates or executive orders,

Stiete School Eflnd A special fund created by the con-
stitution which is a vehicle through which most of the
slale support for the public schools s provided. More
zhan 99 percent of State School Fund revenue is
clerived from transférs from the State General Fund;

RN _ﬂm balance is derived from income fram investrnents
in the School Land Fund and the Un¢laimed Proper-
ty Fund. The. constitution provides that the State

“Serrano-Priest decision, The 1976 California Supreme
Court decision that decared California’s swstem of
financing schools unconscitutional becauseit violated
the equal protection clause of the state constitutior.

The court requires: (1) differences inannual per pupil - School Fund shall be appnrllmnéd in its éﬂtlfsl) cach
expenditures due to local wealth must not excéed , fiscal year.
$100.00, (2) the relative effort required of loeal 1ax- i - . : s SR
T, () o ¢ CHOTE POUIrett © - Tax effort. The exzent to which a local school district
payers tor school services must” be nearly the same levies a local tax fc;r =chools
throughout the state and-(3) both pupils and 1ax- ] S R
payers must receive equil protection under the law. Tax equalization. High-wealth distgicts can levy a much
» X TR ' Tower tax rate to raise the same amount of revenue as
Sltippage. Ducto atrend of assessed vajuations increas- alow-wealth dist#ct with a much higher tax rate. Tax
g more rapidly than the foundation program, miost équalizaliﬂn at emptﬁz 16 guﬂranleiéqual r}:'vs'nue: o
districty have been recelving inereasingly grealer pro- " the district forfiqual tax rates so that a district witha
portions of local school reveriues from property given tax rate. resardless of wealth . would receive the
A s . . e X . = nias r4le, regar cas U] ¢ 1, -eVe L]
~taxes, Consequently, the state’s share of the founda- carme revenues as any other district in the state with
tion program has been declining. This phesormenon t he same tax rate. This finance arﬂproagh addresses
oI known as tulippages” U oceurs when assessed the **fiscal neutralizy’” issuc of the Serrano decision
vatluation increases by mlore than nereases in the because under tull tax equalization local district
~foundation program. A 63 contains, provisions wealth is not the determinant of how much money is
curb slippage and ensure that the state’s share of the available for local educational expenditures. (See
loundation program remains a at least the 197778 . Fiscal newtrality and Po wer E’*q&a[fzdlif)rz )
5 statew ide avefuge. ST R
‘ . o s Urban impact aid. Aid to 19 large urban school districls
bpc_- rleduml!un The edgcau@gﬂl and instructionial ac- in the state 10 help thern meet urban school necds.
tivities carried @n for physicatly and mentally handi: Authorized by AB 65 and funded through 1979-80.
capped students. : - _ Eligibility is determined on the basis of 1975-76
o o e ADA, and concentrafions of low-income or minority
Squeeze factor. The revenue limit is automatically ad- NN
) o ] S ST sludents or hoth.
justed for inflation each year withour requiring 2 7 :
vole of local district residents, However,, districts Vocational educationt, Suppost for a wide range of in-
-with revenue limits above the foundation program structional activizies designed to: (1) orflent pupils to
are ‘“‘squeezed’’ in proportion 1o how much their the world of work, (2) familiarize p upils with occupa-
revenue limit exceeds the lfoundation program, thus tional caregories of employment and (3) provide
receiving less of an automatic increase. A sgueeze / ranedial programs to train students for immediate
factor Iy determined bv multiplying the quotient of employment in specific oceupatiors.
X ’ .
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