





for a district not to utilize year-round. However, skepticism and reluctance
to change are of questionable legitimacy as excuses for avoiding year-round
considering its demonstrated potential for reducing education costs--especially
in view of the strictures of Proposition 13 (the Jarvis-Gann tax initiative of
1978 which Timits property taxes to 1% of market value.)

School District Reorganization

In some instances, more efficient utilization of school facilities can be
obtained if district boundaries are redrawn. Declining overall enrolliment
combined with Tocalized growth can redistribute student populations, while
facilities generally remain where they have always been. Consequently,
adjoining districts may find themselves with underutilized and overcrowded
schools very near one another, with the imbalance in utilization perpetuated
by a district boundary separating them.

In the early 1960's a major state-level effort was made to encourage
reorganization and consolidation of school districts through unification.

Out of this effort came a body of laws mandating the formation of a county
committee on school district organization within each county. These committees
were required to submit to the State Board of Education by 1963 a master plan
for the unification of all territory within their respective counties.

The Board of Education was then charged with reviewing those plans for
conformance with legal standards and criteria for unification. As voter
approval is required for district reorganization, elections were held in 1964
and 1965 in those districts which the master plans recommended be unified.

As a result, the number of school districts in the state was reduced from
1,483 in 1964 to 1,099 by 1967. Further changes in district organization,
including district splits as well as unification, have brought to 1,043 the
current number of elementary, high school and unified school districts.

The number of attempts at unification diminished appreciably after the 1964-65
elections. It is fair to say that in recent years there have been as many
moves to split districts as there have been to unify them, although there has
not been much action of either type. Despite this lack of reorganization

activity, the county committes on school district organization have continued
to remain in existence in most counties.

It is the function of each committee to consider for reorganization the

territory within its purview. The nature and frequency of such reviews are
largely matters of discretion for each committee. However, a valid petition
by voters can compel a committee to consider reorganization of a particular
area. When a committee decides reorganization is warranted, it must develop
a specific reorganization plan for approval by the State Board of Education.

County committees have not been examining the possibility of more efficient
utilization of facilities through district reorganization. Although current
Education Code language appears to be worded broadly enough to permit a
committee to make such an examination, the Code does not specifically

encourage it. And practically speaking, a committee is not 1ikely to undertake
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such an examination on its own initiative. This is because both the
Education Code and the State Board of Education have placed heavy emphasis
on other criteria for reorganization, especially the Education
Code-prescribed criterion on ethnic balance.

Only through legislative amendments to the Education Code are county
committees likely to take up declining enrollment and facility use as a
criterion for considering reorganization. If a bill were enacted to
encourage county committees to consider declining enrollment and facilities
utilization, it would be ineffectual unless it included an appropriation.
County committees do not now have the resources to conduct the kind of
demographic and use studies necessary to properly analyze the issue.

Such a directive would not appear to have a very good chance of materialzing,
however, since the Legislature and the Office of the Governor over the past
several years have consistently reduced the incentives and avenues for
effecting unification. These reductions have largely been a reaction to
extremely intense school district opposition to any boundary changes. Since
revenues are so closely tied to average daily attendance, districts strongly
fight any move that might result in a loss of pupils. In addition, a district
consolidation is intensely resisted by district administrations and their
constituencies out of desires to preserve autonomy and control.

Despite this strong reluctance to reorganize, school district consolidation
could be used to bring about a significant reduction in the average per-pupil
cost of education. The state's 1,043 school districts represent a redundancy
of administrative facilities and manpower. This plethora of districts also
represents a level of decentralization which militates against realizing
economies of scale in such areas as transportation, purchasing and insurance.

Santa Clara County alone has thirty-three separate school districts in
addition to a county superintendent of schools. Four of these districts have
just one school apiece. Lakeside Joint Elementary School District,in Los
Gatos, has an enrollment of 130 students and Montebello Elementary School
District in Cupertino has just 33 students. The Luther Burbank Elementary
and Orchard Elementary School Districts,with enrollments of only about 300
students apiece, are Tocated virtually in the middle of the city of San Jose
which contains thirteen separate school districts.

In Los Angeles County, which has 82 school districts, the 1976-77 average
total expense per average daily attendance (a.d.a) of the County's six
smallest districts was $2,425. This was nearly double the $1,297 average
total expense per a.d.a. of the six largest school districts in the County.20
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PART IV
FINDINGS: SCHOOL FACILITY MAINTENANCE NEEDS
A. Maintenance Deficiencies

As was noted in Part III of this report (see p.13 ), facilities matters
carry a low priority in the scheme of most school district administrations.
This brings forth an issue which was not originally a major focal point of
this study, but which is of such importance that it warrants reporting.
This issue is the poor maintenance attention which has been given to the
taxpayers' investment in school facilities.

In a recent survey conducted by the State Department of Education, the

state's elementary and secondary school districts reported a backlog of

major maintenance needs which would cost over $742 million to perform.Z] This
figure indicates that, overall, school buildings have reached an advanced
stage of deterioration. According to estimates of the California

Association of School Business Officials, less than 5% of the state's
districts have adequately maintained the condition of their facilities.

The rep]acemen% cost of the state's school facilities is estimated at

$15.9 billion.22

B. Factors Responsible for Deficiencies

Three primary causes for this maintenance problem and its size can be
identified. Two of these stem from conditions which are also responsible
for poor facility utilization practices, i.e. poor management and the
demands of state and federal mandates on district resources.

Poor Management and Preventative Maintenance. Many districts have failed
to establish any sort of preventative maintenance programs. Basically,
such programs involve making an assessment of the useful 1ife of facilities
or parts of facilities which can, at some time, be expected to need
reconditioning or replacement (e.g. roofing, flooring, asphalt.) The
district can then anticipate when it will be necessary to commit manpower
and money for such work.

Instead, districts typically wait until a major maintenance need is obvious
(e.g. a leaky roof). The immediacy of the need does not necessarily
guarantee, however, that the resources will be immediately available to
rectify it. Handling major maintenance on such a crisis basis tends to
result in budgetary hardships or a delay in solving the problem. Delay,
however, may enlarge the problem and the costs of rectifying it. (Leaky

roofs, for example,. have a tendency to cause damage to wiring, insulation
and flooring.)
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This failure to employ programs of preventative maintenance is another
reflection of the managerial deficiencies described in Part ITI. School
district administrators often lack the background and training necessary
to 1) recognize and appreciate the importance of an operations program
like preventative maintenance and 2) competently design and implement such
a program.

State and Federal Mandates and Low Budget Priority. A second cause of the
major maintenance problem and its size is that a great many districts have
repeatedly deferred committing funds to perform maintenance work. This
decision to defer maintenance is a response of governing boards to an
environment of tightly limited fiscal resources and many strong pressures

for expenditure. The revenue-generating ability of school districts has been
constrained by SB 90 (1972 tax reform legislation which, among other things,
limited the amount of revenue per pupil that a district could raise through
property tax levies) and decreasing enrolliment (state aid to school districts
is based upon numbers of pupils.)

However, pressure for spending district revenues has not been similarly
constrained. Over the past several years, school district operating costs
have been forced upward beyond the inflation rate by a multitude of
legislative and court mandates from both the state and federal levels of
government. The mandating parties rarely provide districts with money

to carry out the mandates, leaving the burden of financing to the general
funds of the districts. Consequently, the portion of a district's budget
available for discretionary allocation by its governing board has been
sharply curtailed. Many special interests, including various advocates

of particular education programs and employees seeking wage increases, lobby
their governing boards strongly for that budget portion. Year after year,
as decisions are made about how the district budget is to be divided up,
many governing boards consistently sacrifice funds for maintenance to meet
the demands of those advocating other interests. The result is the current
massive backlog of major maintenance needs.

In testimony before the Commission, a member of the Governing Board of the
Los Angeles Unified School District graphically delineated these conditions
by way of explaining why the Board had consistently failed to allocate
sufficient funds to prevent the district's current maintenance backlog of
$147 million. It is illustrative to quote this Board member at length.

(T)he mandates and requirements on boards of education have increased
in such a way that they are now almost to the point where I don't
believe school districts are manageable because of them...Now, I'd
1ike to pass out to you...what I would call a brief major list of
requirements that are put on school boards--and these are responsi-
bilities added in just the last three years; I am not picking any
long-term history...Now let me go through these...The Crawford
Decision is the integration issue--desegregation of the L.A. school
district. We have a court order as of June of 1976, and that

first year cost could be as high as a hundred million, although
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the budgeted figure right now is somewhere over seventy million...
Collective bargaining--that in itself is an authority and responsi-
bility issue because we no longer have unilateral decision like we
had before as to working conditions, salaries and many other
priorities that we could have set these past two years...The next
one is the increased share of public retirement requirements, and

I need not elaborate on that. I think you all are sophisticated
enough to know what has occurred in the public sector in terms of
retirement costs; they are rising for many reasons. Service to the
handicapped--Public Law 94-142 of the Federal Law...This is a law
which had no funding, really, to it, and it basically means we have
to redo a Tot of our facilities to allow for the ability of the
handicapped to move in and out of facilities and the use of facilities
and it also, of course, mandates many, many educational requirements
that were not there before. We have to search for every student
that's handicapped. Actually go out and try to find them rather
than be permissive as to the market coming to us and saying "I want
my student to be educated."' It was permissive before--it's no
longer permissive, its mandatory. The Law decision is a U. S.
Supreme Court decision that says, basically...for students who are
non-English speaking, you must provide a bilingual teacher. Before,
it was permissive. Now, I can't tell you the exact numbers, but

it is a huge, astronomical increase in costs to be able to implement
this. Before, of course, we were able to cope with it on a permissive
basis; should you have a student who is non-English speaking, you
tried to approach that problem as best you could to reach that
individual. But the state, of course, has its Chacon laws which
mandate also that we would go out and make sure we test and find

out how many students are non-English speaking or limited-English
speaking, and then provide a bilingual teacher under that law...
'Norwalk-La Mirada' has to do with personnel issues; how and when
and under what conditions you can lay off people...you cannot lay
off a person because you have no money. You lay them off because
you are either cutting back or eliminating a program, and that has

a very severe impact on our local decision-making authority as far
as who we can lay off and who we can't. I don't think I'11 go
through the rest of (the Tist); I'm only trying to make my point

as follows...The environment we're in has increasing responsibilities
with decreasing funds and authority to accomplish them. That's my
point, and I can give you a long list of other requirements. I
haven't talked about the kind of rules that every large organization
faces when another agency who is over you says 'l want ten reports
and I want them by next Monday morning.' Obviously, you need

people to go do all those reports; and so I'm not just talking

about the administration that is required to answer aag comply

with all the new laws in Education Code requirements.

The L. A. Board member went on to describe the budgetary decision-making
process that usually results in maintenance receiving a low budget priority.
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First we follow the philosophy of spread the wealth and bank as
many pressure groups and fires that they produce as possible...
you always have to face up to the pressure groups that come in who
want their thing over anybody else. So the candid answer is, first
you look at how are you going to bank the fires with limited
resources and increasing responsibility? The second approach

that we've used is that we kind of 'peel-the-onion' in terms of
reducing staff or reducing expenses. In other words, you peel a
little bit off of everybody instead of knocking out one whole
program. Basically, the reason for that...is because of a lot of
the legal and administrative requirements that go with a Tot of
these programs that come in new from the state and federal. You'd
have a difficult time trying to eliminate (any of these programs)
entirely...(It) finally resolves down to where you get four votes
out of seven that say "this has more priority than that"...So,

the bottom 1line, I believe, is that the judgments that we reach,
and the value -judgments that we reach based on our board role,
are based on the political and philosophical aspects of the

four out of the seven--but still limited by the authority that

we don't have.2

Concentrated Construction Period. A third factor contributing to the large
maintenance needs is the relatively short period during which many of the
state's school facilities were built. Fifty-five percent of school facilities
were constructed between 1949 and 1964, making them 14 to 29 years old. Many
kinds of major maintenance items (roofs, asphalt, etc.) have a useful Tife
expectancy of 15 to 20 years. Given this natural life cycle and the fact

that so much maintenance has been deferred up to now, the major maintenance

of those facilities is essentially coming due at one time.

C. Re]ationship Between Facility Utilization and Maintenance

The longer major maintenance is deferred, the greater the likelihood that other
costly problems will arise. If timely steps are not taken to relieve the
backlog, the deterioration may soon reach a state at which the costs of
rectification would become completely unmanageable. Indeed, there is some
evidence that this might already be the case.

When asked where and when funds would be secured to begin reducing their
maintenance backlog, district administrators frequently responded that they
really didn't know. One district official flatly said that without massive
state assistance, the buildings would simply continue to deteriorate.

The passage of Proposition 13 promises to further 1limit the fiscal resources
of school districts and their ability to meet backlogged maintenance needs.
But the maintenance problem cannot go on being ignored without serious and
costly consequences. School facilities represent a multi-billion dollar
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taxpayer investment. It would be fiscally shortsighted to continue deferring

the maintenance of this investment to expediently handle other demands for
expenditures.

At least a part of the solution for rectifying the maintenance problem might be
found in improved facility utilization. The underutilization of facilities
and the poor maintenance of facilities tend to be mutually aggravating

conditions. Conversely, the improvement of one can be an aid to correcting
the other.

Serious underutilization generally indicates that a district is spreading its
maintenance dollars over more facilities than are necessary to meet pupil
housing needs. Consolidation, which can serve to reduce underutilization, can
also serve in two ways to improve the condition of facilities. First, since
consolidation usually reduces the number of facilities actively being used,

it affords the district an opportunity to concentrate its maintenance funds
on fewer facilities and thus more adequately meet -its needs. Since even
unused facilities require maintenance to keep them from deteriorating, this
benefit will be realized only if maintaining the unused facilities is eliminated
from the regular maintenance budget. There are basically two desirable ways
of achieving this: 1) sell the facilities, or 2) lease them for a charge
which covers their ongoing maintenance costs. As described in Part III, the
Education Code currently requires that the revenue derived from the sale

of property (or in some cases the lease of property) be used first for capital
outlay purposes. However, if a district can demonstrate to the satisfaction
of the State Allocation Board that it will have no capital outlay needs for
at Jeast five years subsequent to the sale, then the district may use the
revenue for expenditure on general fund items. Since major maintenance is

a general fund item, the revenue derived from the sale or lease of surplus
facilities could be used to reduce maintenance backlogs or deficiencies. As
pointed out earlier, however, there is a tendency among districts to use
available general fund monies for items other than maintenance.

Consolidation can also serve to improve facility maintenance conditions
through directing attention--and ultimately funds--toward rehabilitation.
Consolidation may require rehabilitation or remodeling of some facilities,
presumably bringing those facilities up to an acceptable level of maintenance
condition. Once brought up to an acceptable level, the facilities could

then be more easily maintained at that level because maintenance funds are
spread among the fewer facilities after consolidation.

Conversely, consolidation efforts aimed at improving facility utilization
can be adversely affected by maintenance deficiencies which prevent full
usage in terms of loading (e.g., a leaky roof may prevent occupancy of an
area) or range of application (e.g., a facility's deteriorated wiring could
preclude the installation of heavy duty electrical shop equipment for
industrial arts classes.) These factors can have an especially important
impact on consolidation efforts which often depend upon remodeling or
modification of an existing facility. In order to consolidate some schools
with others, it may be necessary, for instance, to convert an elementary
school to a junior high school. Such conversion could require the addition
of certain kinds of teaching stations (e.g. industrial arts shops.)
However, maintenance deficiencies in the elementary facilities could
preclude such modification or require rehabilitation before modification
could be done.
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FOOTNOTES

Information on expenditures provided by the Office of the State
Architect, January, 1978.

California State Department of Education, California School
Facilities Equalization Survey, April.1, 1977.

See appendix C, "Bibliography"
See appendix A, "Survey Methodology"

See appendix B, "Persons Interviewed or Consulted in Conjunction
with School Facilities Utilization Study"

These hearings were held April 24, 1978 in Sacramento and

June 15, 1978 in Los Angeles. Transcripts of these hearings

are available from the Commission upon request.

From testimony of Ronald Rescigno, Director of Personnel and
Staff Development, Campbell Union Elementary School District;
Sacramento public hearing of April 24, 1978; page 27 of transcript.
From testimony of Leland Newcomer, Superintendent, Grossmont
Union High School District; Los Angeles public hearing of June 15,
1978; page 17 of transcript.

Newcomer, ibid.,page 21

Rescigno; op. cit., page 29.

Newcomer, op. cit., page 22.

One of the other areas of district responsibility affected by
these mandates is facility maintenance. For a discussion of

this, see pages 30-32 in Part IV of this report.

Newcomer, op. cit., pages 19-20.

Newcomer, op. cit., page 20.

Rescigno, op. cit., page 28.

From testimony of Milton Reiterman, Associate Superintendent for

Management Services, San Francisco Unified School District;
Sacramento public hearing of April 24, 1978, page of transcript.
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23/

24/

In discussing the possibility of school districts leasing surplus
property to either public or private entities, it is not the

intent of the Commission to encourage districts to speculate in

real estate or to seek permanent revenue sources through the

leasing out of district property. Rather, the Commission's intent
is simply to outline the feasibility of utilizing surplus school
facilities in an efficient way in those cases where there is some
reasonable question regarding the viability or efficacy of the
district permanently disposing of the property. As pointed out
earlier, a general upswing in enrollment, accented in some areas

by new construction or urban renewal, may make holding onto
currently surplus facilities a prudent management decision on the
part of some districts. In the interim, however, such districts
should find cost-efficient uses for those facilities as alternatives
to either operating them at significantly below capacity or mothballing
them.

From testimony of Elmer Cameron, Deputy Superintendent, Escondido
Union Elementary School District; Los Angeles public hearing June 15,
1978; page 8 of transcript.

Office of the Auditor General, State of California. Fiscal Impact
of California's Year-Round School Programs, a Report to the
California Legislature. September, 1977; page 20.

Statistics developed by Richard Wales, Specia1%§ervices Coordinator,
Office of the Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools.

California State Department of Education, California School Facilities
Equalization Survey; April 1, 1977.

This estimate was developed from the square footages reported in the
School Facilities Equalization Survey of April, 1977 and the Office
of Local Assistance "Base Schedule of Allowable Unit Costs for School
Construction" as adjusted on September 13, 1977. The OLA schedule
represents building construction costs only. It does not include
other costs such as architect's fees or site preparation.

Testimony of Phillip Bardos, Trustee, Los Angeles City Board of
Education; Los Angeles public hearing of June 15, 1978; pages 35-36.
of transcript. (emphasis added)

Bardos, ibid., pages 37, 39.
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Appendix A

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

To determine what is being .or has been done at the district level in response
to declining enrollment and its impact on the utilization of facilities, a selected
sample of districts was surveyed. Fifteen districts in nine counties were

included in the sample:

Alameda County
Oakland Unified
Castro Valley Unified

Contra Costa County
Mt. Diablo Unified

Fresno County
Fresno Unified

Los Angeles County
Norwalk-1La Mirada Unified

Orange County
Anaheim Union High
Garden Grove Unified

Sacramento County
San Juan Unified

San Diego County
Grossmont Union High
La Mesa-Spring Valley Elementary
San Diego Unified

San Mateo County
San Mateo City Elementary
San Mateo Union High

Santa Clara County

Campbell Union Elementary
Campbell Union High
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Appendix A

Each district was selected for one or more of the following reasons:

*Department of Education projections indicated enrollment
changes significant enough to seriously affect the utilization
of facilities.

*Evidence suggested that the district would illustrate particular
aspects of facilities utilizat ion.

*The district would contribute to a varied sampling which would
include elementary, high school and unified districts from

throughout the state.

In each district the superintendent and/or other district personnel responsible
for facility use matters were interviewed utilizing the open-ended survey
questionnaire below as a framework for discussion. However, the detail
-in which each'topic of the questionnaire was discussed varied, depending upon

its relevance to each district.
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Appendix A
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Has the district formally assessed the adequacy of its
facilities with respect to the district's enrollment and
the district's educational program policies? Does the
district have a facilities Master Plan?

*Has the Master Plan been useful as -an aid to guiding
facilities planning?

*Has the district formally assigned someone ongoing
responsibilities for facilities planning?
To what extent are the district's schools experiencing
excesses or deficiencies in facilities capacity?
¥How is ''capacity" determined?
What actions are being taken or are being planned to reduce

such facilities capacity imbalances?

*portables *ordinance requiring fee from

builders in impacted areas; SB 201
*busing

*new facilities

*redrawing attendance boundaries
*closing schools

?restruéturing grade grouping
*interdistrict agreement

*voluntary attendance center attendance choices, e.g.
voluntary participation in a "basic school"

*year round schools
What is the status of these actions or plans?

How has the community responded to these actions or plans?
What has been the general community attitude toward them?

*Especially regarding:

boundary changes

closing schools

busing.to relieve overcrowding
interdistrict agreements
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Appendix A -

Does the dist;ict currently have any unused (closed) schoo;s?

What is planned for these schools?
- *Location |
¥*Community of administrative relucfance to selling?
*Appraised value -- tax base?
*Interagency agreement?
*Adult Ed. program?
Has the district established per unit costs for operating its
facilities? :
*per square foot
*per pupil
.- *salaries for administrators and classified employees,
utilities, insurance, security, etc.

Has the district established per unit costs for grounds upkeep?

To what extent has the district incurred vandalism costs?
*More at underutilized facilities?

Has the district established a specific listing of major
facilities maintenance needs?

Does the district currently have a backlog of major
maintenance which should be performed? What is the
estimated cost of performing this backlogged maintenance?

Does the district have a major maintenance schedule?

Does the district earmark a specific portion of its
budget for exclusive application to major maintenace work?

*As a percentage of replacement cost

*As a percentage of total budget
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*Intensity of reaction: those opposed; those supporting
*How involved is the community generally?
¥Community Schools
Has fhe district projected.its enrollment over some span of
the future?
. *Time span?

*Schobl-by-schqol?

What methodology was employed to make these projections?

*Cohort survival?

*District canvassing and census leading to the development
of student yield factors?

*Assistance or guidance from SDE people or publications?

*Assistance from other sources?

What do these projections indicate? What effects will future

enrollment levels have upon the current facilities needs
situation of the district?

Is it anticipated that the district will need one or more.
additional attendance centers to handle future enrollment

levels? How will the construction of such centers be
financed?

Is it anticipated that the district will be able to close
schools as a result of declining enrollment?

*Have dollar savings and costs of closure been calculated
(salaries, utilities, insurance, maintenance, etc.)?

*Has the property been appraised?
#Potential tax base and revenue generation.

*Community attitude toward closing.
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Appendix B

Persons Interviewed or Consulted in Conjunction with the School Facilities
Utilization Study.

Dixon Arnett
Assemblyman, 20th District
Redwood City

Alden Badal
Associate Superintendent, Support Services
Oakland Unified School District

Roy Bagley
Chairman, School Finance Committee
California Taxpayers'! Association

Phillip Bardos
Trustee
Los Angeles City Board of Education

Samuel L. Barrett
Director of Vocational Education
State Department of Education

Arthur 0. Bachelor
Business Manager
San Ramon Valley Unified School District

Kyle Berkey
Director of Maintenance, Operations and Construction
Fresno Unified School District

John Boice
Educational Facilities Laboratories
Menlo Park, California

Tom Burns
Budget Analyst
State Department of Finance

Bruce Butler
Business Manager
Norwalk = La Mirada Unified School District

Philip Cali
Director, Facility Planning
San Francisco Unified School District

Elmer Cameron
Deputy Superintendent, Supplemental Educational Services
Escondido Union Elementary School District

Davis Campbell
Associate Superintendent, Special Programs
State Department of Education
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Vern Chang
Facilities Planner
San Juan Unified School District

Peter Chiang
Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports
State Department of Education

Keith Chun
Board Member
Fresno Unified School District

Lew Clingan
Chief, Buildings and Grounds Division
State Department of General Services

Donald Cruce
Director, Capital Planning
Oakland Unified School District

Harold Culver
Director, Land and Facilities Planning
San Diego City Unified School District

Xavier Delbuono
Associate Superintendent, Adult and Community Education
State Department pf Education

Janet Denton
Associate Consultant
California State Senate Education Committee

Jack Downing
Business Manager, National Association of Independent Schools
Boston, Massachusetts

Francis Ebert
Superintendent
Castro Valley Unified School District

Harold Fielding
Administrative Assistant
Corona-Norco Unified School District

Nick Floratos
Superintendent
Rio Linda Union Elementary School District

Rudy R. Gatti
Superintendent
Santa Clara Unified School District

-42-



Appendix B

Vern Chang
Facilities Planner
San Juan Unified School District

Peter Chiang
Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports
State Department of Education

Keith Chun
Board Member
Fresno Unified School District

Lew Clingan
Chief, Buildings and Grounds Division
State Department of General Services

Donald Cruce
Director, Capital Planning
Oakland Unified School District

Harold Culver
Director, Land and Facilities Planning
San Diego City Unified School District

Xavier Delbuono
Associatek§uperintendent, Adult and Community Education
State Department of Education

Janet Denton
Associate Consultant
California State Senate Education Committee

Jack Downing -
Business Manager, National Association of Independent Schools
Boston, Massachusetts

Francis Ebert
Superintendent
Castro Valley Unified School District

Harold Fielding
Administrative Assistant
Corona-Norco Unified School District

Nick Floratos
Superintendent
Rio Linda Union Elementary School District

Rudy R. Gatti
Superintendent
Santa Clara Unified School District
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Charles E. Gocke
Deputy Director
State Department of Finance

Henry Grauten
Assistant to the Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
Long Beach Unified School District

Walter Hauss
Superintendent
Campbell Union Elementary School District

Basil Hick
Chief, Bureau of Educational Plant Planning
New York State Education Department

Donald E. Hills
Demographic Research
State Department of Finance

John Hills
_Acting Associate Superintendent, Business Services
Oakland Unified School District

Dale Hobson
Assistant Superintendent, Business Services
La Mesa - Spring Valley Elementary School District

Darlyne Houck
Legislative Analyst
California Association of Realtors

Walter Houston
Office of Engineering
Kansas City Public Schools
Kansas City, Missouri

David Howard
Director, Buildings and Grounds
Oakland Unified School District

Melvin J. Isenberger

Business Manager
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
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Ralph Johnston
Director, Maintenance Branch
Los Angeles Unified School Pistrict

James Kennedy
Director, Taxation Department
California Chamber of Commerce

Ferd Kiesel
Deputy Executive Director
California School Boards Association

Ted Kimbrough
Director of School Facilities Planning
Los Angeles Unified School District

Gordon King
Stafford and King, Architects
Sacramento, California

John L. Krieg
School District Management Assistance Team
State Department of Education

Walt Lee
Consultant, Administrative Research
Oakland Unified School District

Ernest Lehr
Chief, Consolidated Application and Resource Management
State Department of Education

Jack Liebermann
Chief, Bureau of Management Services
State Department of Education

Elmer Longcor
Assistant Executive Officer
State Allocation Board

Ralph Lopez
Administrative Assistant, Administrative Services
Mt. Diablo Unified School District

Virginia Macey

President
California State Parent-Teacher Association
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Richard Maxfield
Director, Operations Branch
Los Angeles Unified School District

William May
Director, Curriculum Services
State Department of Education

Nicholas Montesano
Superintendent
Campbell Union High School District

Alton Morse
Associate Superintendent, Facility Planning
Garden Grove Unified School District

James Murdoch
Consultant to the Education Committee
California State Assembly

Leland B. Newcomer
Superintendent
Grossmont Union High School District

James H. Orsburn
Chief, Bureau of School Facilities Planning
State Department of Education

Robert C. Otto
Assistant Superintendent, Planning Data and Instructional
Support Program
Grossmont Union High School District

John H. Parker
Program Review Analyst
State Department of Finance

Bonnie Parks
Legislative Analyst
California Taxpayers Association

Thomas Paton

Chairman, Education Committee
California Chamber of Commerce
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Herman Pede
A ssistant Superintendent, Business Services
Sacramento City Unified School District

Merryl Powell
Assistant Bureau Chief and Coordinator of School District

Management Assistance Team, Bureau of Management Services
State Department of Education

Wayne Preston
Assistant Superintendent, Operations
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