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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The present study represents an investigation of

the administration of the statutory provisions in Califors

nia's Rducation Gode which allow pupils resident 1ln one
~sehool district to attend school in another. |

During the Bummer of 1949, the work of the Califore
nia Commisslon on Sohool Distriots was being finally edited
for publication, and the Commission's "“Findings and Recome
mendations" were much publicized. Attention was belng
called, both by scholars and by sdministrators in the field,
to the inadeguacies of the existing distriet organizabtion.
These discussions frequently led to some consideration of
possible misuse of .the statutory provisions allowing lnter-
district school attendances I was being unofficially re-
ported that certain small school distriets had perpetuated
thenselves wrongly through the use of interdistrict attend
ance agreements.

In July, 1949, a pilot stuly of interdistrict at-
tendance problems was underteken, leading evenbually to
the preéant investigation. 'This ﬁilot gtudy was extremely
Limited, bub the findings seemed significant enough to
Justify further effort, and the present study resulted.

—
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The problem. What are the financisl and eduscatiion
al implications resulting from the sdministration of Calif-
orniats Statutary'previsﬁans allowihg pupils resident in
one sgchool distriot to atténd school in asnother? This
guestion ﬁnmé up the problem. | |

The purposes of bthis stully were, therefore, as fol-
lows: (1) To determine the effect of interdistrict school
attenlance upon the spportionment of State moneys to school

aistriots; (2) ©o determine the effeot of interdistwiot
 school atbeniance upon the life and program of the sghoolj
(8) To determine the txuelinﬁenﬁ of thé statutexy law per
mitting‘interﬁiatriat atbtendance of school pupils; (4)'To
determine whether departures from the true intent of the
law éxist; (5) TQ organize the ava;lgble information and
raw data into a usable fdrm; and (8) to assist in develop=-
ing a methgd‘ef'aquaiiziﬁg eaunational opportunities in
aliforaia in terms of fisoal support,

findtion of terms. 4n interdistriot attendance

agreement is a contract between the governing boaris of
tW0 sahoo1 digtricts gtipulating the terms and conditions
undexr which pupils resident in the one school district may

attend school in the other.




. In oprder to elawify abﬁfﬁVA&tiDnu, legal te:ms,\an&
legal cltations necessavy for a study of this type, defini«

tiana.af'aertain terms used in the study are given belows

1« Uhe expras&iﬂn, "as Q. é.“ is an abbreviation
referring to average aaily attendance of school guymla in
California Schools.

R iha expression, "a. v" ls an abhreviation
stending for mssessed valuation (taxsble wealth).

3« The expression, "a. v ve/a, do a." refers to the )
quotienﬁ obtained by dividing the tetal aggessed leuation
of a»éehaol ﬁistriét by the average dalily attan&amqe Q-
ereditaé to that particular distrietb.

4. The symbol, "K = aﬂland similar axyresaiénaT are
uged to indicate grade epan~»im this eaaa, grades kindep-
garten throuvgh ei&htha

6, Apportionment is used to indicate school moneys

allecated to school districte by the State of valifoxnia.
6. The words approximated and esbimated are used,
not to indicate inaccuraecy, but rather to inaiqmte-that the
gum -of money involved was not actually paid in full ab the
tlme of this sbtudy. | |
T gﬂg;ggﬁg refers to the rate, in dollars and
gents, paid on eaah one hundyed aoilars ($100.00}) of the

- agsessed valuation,




-
© 8y The expression, fa. g. 0" iz an abbraviaﬁinn
for Attorney General's Oplnione-for the purpoabs of thig:

study , 0uliiuznia A%torn&y hanwral'a Qpini@n.

@alimiﬁaﬁiwn gﬁ,&g&,ﬁﬁyﬁxs This study of inter«
distriet sehool &t%enaﬂnag ag#aementa was delimited as
follows: | ;

Lo Exeept as noted, this study was limité& to the
slghty sotive elementary school districts in Calaveras,
'Méraaﬁ , 8nd Solane Counties. 'The eighty aativa elementary
sah&al distrlota atudieﬁ sontalned fifty~f&ve subwais%rmaﬁa*

The exceptions bto thig gpeaific delimitation were
in the h&stoézaal development af‘ﬁha‘ealifornia Interdis~
trict Aﬁten&ah&e Agreement Law (Chapter II of this study)
and in the discussion of the legal ‘bases f@r interﬁisﬁriat
_ attemﬁaaea agreements (Chapter IIx).

ﬁ; In the case of legal in%erpretationa‘ana legal
bases for interdistriet abttendance of school pupils, the
study was limlted to the United States, and includes thab
period of time from L1787 to 1950.

Foar types of law were considered in the portion
of the study dealing with this legal hackground: namely,
(a) constitutional law; (b) statutory law; (¢) court de

cisions and precedents; and (4) the rules and orders of

educatlional officers and governing boards.
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. The only eftective wey to interpret consbtitutlonal
end statutory lew is through the eyes of eourt declisions
and precedent, For this reason such court decisions and
opiniong of learned men in the law were consulbed as a
part Qf’thiﬁ_éﬁuay¢ Legal int@rﬁretmtiaﬂs and baseé’héﬁe
limitatinna'baﬁéd upch the stuﬁutearwhieh they inﬁerpret,
tat thaj gannot be strietly bounded by geographlcal limits,
v}ﬁbr by those of narrow period&‘of time. | |
., 3;' The historical aevalnpmant of ﬁivision By Chapter
" 8, Article 1, Sections 1605 - 150B.5, of the Hlusation Gode

of Gélifornia, relating to interdisbrict attendance agree-
ments, wasg limibed to the State of California, end includes
that period of time from 1849 to 1950,
4. The effect of 1ﬂ$6raxatriat agreements upon

State apportionments was limited to the elementary school
@iﬂtriaﬁa of Galaveras, ierced, and Solang qunﬁiem,»far
the fiseal year, 1950-51,

B The.stuay itegelkf was fuprther limited to the
interdistriet attendance contracts, elementary level, of
| regord foxr the l?&?wﬁ& fiscal yea? in the Counties of
Calaveras, Merced, and Solang.
_* The raw data secured were limited to the effest of
interdistrict attendance upon the computations of State

foundation, basic ald, and egualization allowances.
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Justification for the study. The Justificatlon for

this study wag found in the nesd for investigation of the
adninlstration of the statutes relating to interdistriet
abtendance of school pupils, in the objectives of research,
&n& in the gquestion as to whether interdiastrict atiendance
agresments are heilng sbused in practice,

Forther justification for theée study was found in the
':aeaisian of a Qalifornia Pistriet Court of Appeal. The pule
-~ ing of the Court follows: _

« » » that 8 school distriet has a valuable interest
in the attendance of pupile vesiding within it. The
Constitution of the State of California has mendated
the establishment of the system of primary and secondw
ary schools; the finaneisl support of such schools is

“to & great extent provided from Gounty and State funds
-on the basis of average daily attendance. It must
necessarily follow, then, that the school district of
regidense has a valuable interest in the attendance

of pupils residing in 1t + . + &nd the right to a
gourt hearing in the matiter.

Method of approash. TIwo primary methods of approach
have been employed in this study. The historicel method
was Tirst employed in order to provide: (1) a review of the
development of the prinsiples governing interdistrict ate
tanaande agreements together with attendant methods of pupll
agoounting in Qaliforniay (2) a veview of the development

Of the e@ualization pringiples for finsncing public

Yaton Joint Union High Scheol District v. Armstead,
Maxch 38, 1933, 130 Cal. Apl- 628, -




v
edusation in California; and (3) a review and snalysis of
oourt decisions and opinions relating to interdistrict atw
tendance of school pupils. Subsequently, the normative-
sﬁrvey method, of research was employed in order to provide:
(1) a survey of eurrent practices relating to the adminis-
Cbtration of the ilnterdistriet attendance agreement law, ana.
(2) an snalysis of curréﬁt practices of school districts

in tabulay form.

Sourges of data. Duta for this study may be clagsi-

fied as primary and secondary.

Erimapy Sources were: (1) public records of the
Galifornia State Depprtment of Eﬁu@ati@ﬂ; (2) publia regords
of selected gounty offices; (&) pﬁhlia reco ris of seleated
sohool districts; (4) statutes and amendments to the Calif-
ornia eflusetion and politigal 60&&&; gnd (5) primery sourses
of the law, such as Staﬁévanﬁ Pederal Constitutions, acts of
the Galiforﬂia Leglelature, and court decisions.

Secondary sources were: (L) State-financed studies
of publio education in Californiai (2) California State
Legislature Interim Committee weporis; (&) unpublished
reports relating to the interdistrict attendance of school
pupils; end (4) eriticel litersture in the fieiﬁ wnder

1nvaatigation,




QH&BTER I

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE INTEEDISYRICT ATTENDANCE,
SOHOOL LW IN CATIFORNIA-

In Artiele IX, Section 3, of the Californle Shate
Congtitution, adopted 1849, thers was made Llyst reference
o 8 school district. This Soctlon provided that & school
"shalL he kept up and ﬂu@partaa in sach dla%wlet ot leagt
three months in every year', * Theve was no attempt on the
par% of the 1849 Consbtitutional Convention te define a
sohool distriab. - In 1855, the Califoinis Legislature became
nmore spenific lo reference fo & sehool digtricts "An Aot to
‘Establish, Support, and Hegulaie Common 3¢h001$;.aﬂ& té Rﬁ*,‘
peal Former Acte Concewning the Same”, approved May 3, 1855,
pfavi&e& that "onless ptherwise detemmined and esbablished
by the proper subtborities, each city and each bown or bown=
ship in this state shall constitube one school distriotn.”
Thisg Aetv&laﬁ provided for the fommation of new seheol,&is*

Y

tricte by patitian o the CGounty Board of Suparvisersgé

lGaor ¢ Ce Mann and Brnest B+ Certel, "Study of -

Looal sehool nits galifornia®., (A Summaxry of %% State
ﬁepa t on The Looal Unit 1or Senool Adminisbration in Oaln
ifornia). Los Angeles: Western Xithegraph 00uy 1987, pabe

R3tatutes of Oulifornia, 1855, Ghapter GLXAXV,
Section ¥0, D. L85s

3xb1a., Chapber OLXXLV, Seation 21, pe 286.




The esbablishment of school districts oreated the
problem of interdistrict atteniance of school pupils, Ale
though the problem was thus created by statute in 1865, it
was not recognized by stetute, as a problem, until 1860,
The récugnitioﬁ of the problem 0£ inter&istriat atﬁen&aﬁde
wag indicated by the passége of "An,Aot‘Amenaatbry of , and
Supplementary to, 'An Aot to Bstablish, Suppors, end Regu-
late Common aahaalﬁ,'and to‘Répeal Formeruﬁeta Qoﬁaerning
the Same + » o ! " whiah was approved April 28, 1860, and
" which pﬁavi&e& as fullawa:

Phe Trustees of two. aontiguaus districts in the
pame eounty or in adjoining counties, shall have the
right to establish and support, oub of the funds bee
longing to thelr respective &1aﬁriata, & public school,
open to the children of both districts. & school thus
egtablished, shall be governed by a jeint boaxd , gomm
posad of theé trugtees of the combining districts.

. his garly approaah toWarﬁ the formation of uﬂion
sehool aistriats indicated that prahlems relative to pupil
atten&anae mainten&noa eosta et cetera, existed in
California schools and were known to the Lagialature a8
early as 1860,

The fivst attamptfta'malve the problem of interdis-
trich éﬁten&amaa of pu@ilé’in Californis schools ceme in

the yeaf, 1863« In this yoeayr the California Legiglature

45404 utes of Unlifornia, 1860, Ghapter CCCXXIX
bactaanhﬁ“" 2% ‘




passed an Act giving Boards of Trustees the power:

« » & o make arrangements with the Trustees of any

adjoining distriet for the atteniange of such children

in the school of either distriet as may be best agoome
by Gpportiohmont to sudh ohiilgren fo the distrio 1n
whieh they may attend sohool. :

fhig law of 1863 on interdistriot attendance of
gochool pupils remained stébm& guo during the x865~666 and
1869«?0? Sessions of the California Legislature.

The Californie Leglslabure adopted the Political
gggg'af the State of California on Mareh 12, 1872.%  mmis
Qode contained the same lnberdistrlict attendance law ag
wag found in the Statubes @f 1865,”
| The State Legislature of 187776 smended the section
of law dealing with interdistriot sohool atten&anaa to read

- asg fallawaé ' |
v » « 1o make arrvangempnte with the Trustees of any

adjoining distriet for the attendence of any such ohile
dyen in the school of either dlstriot as may be best

B L S o Y
, dbatutes of Californis, LB63, Chapter OLIX, Seow
tion 81, Bub-Division S6G0RA, s 202+ P

 %1p14,, 1865-66, Chepter OCUXKLII, Seetion 52, Sube
Division Segond, p, 397,

"ibid., 186970, Ghapter DLVI, Seotion 52, Sub-
Division Seoond, p. 838.

4 Bureed Haymond, John ¢. Burch, aund John H. MeKune,
(Commissioners To Revise the Laws), Thé Political Code of

The State of California. Sacramento: Te As DPTANEET, STAte
Priater, 1678, Vol. L, D+ L. ’

Ibid., {(drtiele VII, Seotion 1617, Sub-Division
Fifveenth), Vol, I, p. £52.

10




- 1L
accommodated thevein, and o transfer the school moneys
due by apportionment to sush children to the &iatxiet

in which they mey attend school; end in case the
mrusteea £ail o agres, the parents 35 ¢hila

ea ?ﬁé Sty Suyeritondsnt, who
slal (ﬁhﬁaxaisra i
Logls laﬁura 0 lﬂ??u?%);

This change in the inx@r&istxigt attendance lew was

significant, The eddition, providing for e reforee in case
of a Gispube, indlosted that problems inmoident to interdis-
triet attendance of pupils in the public schools of Califors
nié were causlng concern very early in the history of the
Calif ornia ayﬁtam of school distriets. |

In 1903, definite power was granted o Boards of
Saheoi Trus tees "or Uity Boavds of E&nﬁat#gn o admit adulits
‘and ghildren not vesiding in the sohool &1@%3&@%, Whenever

11

£00d reasons existed thexefox. This Aot was an addition

to the lawe welating to wchool atlendsnce agreements as
hiﬁ%criéally developed Ln this chapter bhus far,

Aotually, there was no change in the law from 1877 to
1911, In the latber year, the California Legislature ve
wrote the law on int@rﬁiatriet‘att@nﬁange 6f achool pupils.
The Aet of 1911 resd} | |

1o, |
Galifarnia Amendments to the Codes, 1877=78,
Ohap bex DIXII, ﬁeetiam 1617, Sub~Division Fifteenth, D 29

11
T California, Btetubes and
1903, Ghapter LAXVII, Seotion 1665,

endments to the Codes,
p. 1




: : : 1z

v+« bo permit ohildren from other districts to
attend the schools of their disitriots only upon the
sonsent of the trustees of the district im which sueh
ghildren reside; provided, that should the trustees
of the dlstriet in which ochildyen, whose parents oy
guardiang desire them to attend in other distriets,
reside, refuse to grant thelr conmsent, the parents
or guardiang of such children mey appeal to the
eouniylgmperlntenaent and his decislon shell be
Tinal»% ' : :

In 1929 Vierling Xexwey, State Superintendent of Pub-
lig Tastruotion, said: "Gaiifsrﬁia hag taken a step fore
ward in recognizing the dignity of edugation by giving it a

Gode devoted entirely 1o mehool mattar&a?léz The newly

adopted School Code besaue effective August 14, 1929,

This firet Jehool Code provided the following, rela=
tive to interdistriet attendance of pupils; ‘

poards of trustees and ¢ibty boards of education .
shall have power, and 1t shall be thelr Quby vo permit,
ehildren from other dlstriots to attend the gehools of
thelr district. Should they refuse to grant such per-
mission, the parents or guardisns of the children may
gppeal to the county superintenient of schoold and his
deoision gshall be final and binding on both boards of
trusteen 14 :

Phis eéaﬁian_af law was amended in 1933 to read ag

follows:

lgxfi&qg 911, Chapter 708, Section L1617, Sube
division Fiffeenth, p. 1865 Seatia:

Yyieriing Kersey, (State Superintendent of Publia
Ingtruotion), Sehool Gode of California. Suoramento: State

Printing Office, 1929, preface.

Yrpia., Article III, Section 3.174, p. 127,
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Bnaras of trugtees and aity boards of education
shall have power to permit children from other districts
to attend the sahﬁols of their distriet. No pupil shall
0l sehood in a dlstriet other than thﬁ?*in’W{5e he
 Yesides Withoub firs: obla ‘nite bhe _aox;sen Z;{:; ‘ﬁg;_% '

connty guperinbendent 0 Behools DAY ng iion
over %he dist¥iet in which SuGh pup |
(Un&eraeered text was added by Stabu&ea of 19é3),

Thia amen&menx making tha cenaant af the waunty
- guperiniendent of sshool& having‘aumiﬁdiaﬁien ovey bhﬁ ai$u
triét of raaia&na@vmaﬂaatyry, was intended to safeguard the
intérasﬁ'aﬁ the distrietvaf residence, In the cese of Mo=
Glexkin v. San Mateo Sohool District, September 26, 1986,%°
it wa affirmed that Sootion 2,20 and 2.21 of this Sehool
'gggg had, no negessary 1mpli@ﬂ ralation@hip o Seation 3.174.
Julia MeGlerkin Lived in Baywood, a Qart af the San
Mateo Sehool Distriot, but atiended the alamantary sghool
_Qx‘ﬁillsbaraugh Sehool Distriet. The brustees of Hillse
bbrough.éﬁma&ntgﬁ to this attendance, but San Mateo did
not. Action was brought against San Mateo 3ahoal‘Diatriet,
Hillabovough School Distriect, and the Counbty Superintendent
Por & decluration of rights and duties of all parties conw
aermé&'wmth the child's attendance.

16, gmuteg of galiromia, 1935, p. 577,

“’Mcclerkin v. San Mateo Sohool District, 4 Cal,
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Among other decisions of the Geuxt ib wag wulea

that Seotion 2420 am& 2481 of the ﬂahﬂol ueae, aﬁaﬁing |

with contracts for services hatween sehools, haa 0 neg
sssary implied relationship to Section B.174, ns Quctaﬁ
ab@vé, and that interdistrict attendance of school pupils
under this Seetion wap not on a contractual basis,

The Mellerkin cape answered two quostionst Lirst,
whethex the'dqnsanﬁ'af the trustees of San Mawbeo School
Pistrict was & veguirement before the ehildren residing -
in that distriet could attend & school in enother district,
“aﬁa, secondly, whether th@ sehool dietrict of atbtendance
aauld meeeiva and retain mnoneys p&yable out of the Stata
sehool fund baged u@on the attendance of such non*re&iaant
| fyu@ils« w7 -
| The Court declded that under thﬂ existing mtatutea
of 1935, the consent of the trustees of the distriet of
residence wes not a requirement, snd that the district of
atbeniance could receive and retain moneys yaid from the
State sohool fund on aaéount of the attendange of nonw
regldent pupliloe | |

The dourt’a'agaiaiqu in the MeUlerkin case caused

80 much concern ﬁy governing'hoaras of trustees in all
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parts of the State thet the fifty-second mession of the
Oalitomis Legislature, 1937, passed Senate Bill No. 56618
in an attempt to elarify all past legislation reterring to
iuteraistrict attendanse of mchool pupils. Afaetailaa -
history of Senate Bill No. 860 will give a complete picture
of the interdistrict attendanee sohool law as enacted fol~-
lowing the MeClerkin declsion.

The atewaraship of @&uﬁatinnal legiﬁlatian in the
fiftyéﬁecond Calirornia Senate was antrusted to the uommit~
tee onlﬁaﬁcatidn and Lahar. The mast aetive membar of this
. Gommittee wos Sen&tor John Phillips (R), B7th District _
(Riverside Gounty), Bamning, Californie, During the 1987
session of the Legisiatﬁre, Sanatar Phillips introauoéa
elght ﬁenate'billsvrefafring ﬁofe&ueafién.> senate Biily .
No. 660 was among the bills introduced hy Senstor Phillips
and was ena@bed imta.law along with the other saven¢lg

Mable I shows the composition of the Senate Commite

tee which approved this law.

T
Joseph A, Beek anl James C. Smy th (compilera),

Final Lalenﬁar of iﬁlativa Buginess, SJacramento: tate
Frinting Office, I@"%, D B0

:wlbid. ¥ P 42 .
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TABLE 1

SENATE COMMITTES ON BDUCATION, 1937*

NAME PARTY © COUNTY RUPRESENTED
Tiakla,'ﬁa* He Regubliaan Monterey
Demooratic
{Ohajrmen)
Biggaxr, Geo. H,. kepublican Mendooino -~ Iake
Deusl, Chase H. Democratlo ‘uBuﬁte .
Garrison, J. U ‘Damcaﬁétic | Stanislaus
Heyes, Ray W. Republican _ Fresno
Jesperson, Chris. Republican " San Luis Obispo
' Demooratic
Knowland Wme Ho B@pﬂblicaa l Alameda
Phillips, John  Republican Riverside
Blétar, Herbert -  Republican ~ Sonoma |

*%he date fer thi& Table have been taken frem
Joseph A Beck and James O. Smyth (Qompilers), Final
,Galenaar of Le ialative Buglness. Sacramanto State Printe
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Semte Bill No. 560 was an "Ast to repeal an Act
entitleds 'An Aot relabing to the Attendance of pupils
attending school in & distriot other than the district in
which they reside, spproved April 6, 1929,'n20 |
" Senate Bill No. 560 repealed Seotions 2,21, 3.174,
a;aol, 82802, 34803, B.804, 3,805, 3.306, 3.307, 3.308,
54809, 3.415, and 3.416 of the Sehool Jode and rewenaoted
Seotions 2421 and 3,301, It also added a new section to
be numbered Z.22. ALL of thaée Sectlons related to the
attendance of pupils residing in one distriet upon the
sahools of another district. An analysis of the School
Oode sections repenled by Senate »Bill No, 569 olearly
indicated that the interdistrict atfem&ame problem needed
| alarifications School Oode Section No; B+80),; re-ensotef by
s'lenaise Bill No. 560, appertained to the attendance of non
resident pupils in high schools) henoe it has not been cone
gidered in this papewr. ,
Seotion 2,21 of the Sehool Gode, Stete of California,
1937, as added by Statubes of 1937, Chapter 612, pages 1708,
fnlléwaz

“0rpid., pe 220,
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The governing board of any school dlstriet may,

in its discrstion, admit to the schools oy classes
mainteined in sich distriet any pupils who reside
in another school district which maintaing schools
or glasses of the grade level which such puplls dew
glre bto atbtend, whenever an agreement ls entered
into between said governing board and the governing
hoard of sald distriet of residence stipulating the
terms upon which guch interdistriet attendence shall

- be permitted, or, in the event thet such agreement

- ean not he affcoted, whenever the county superintend-
ent of schools having Jurisdlotion over said dlistriet
of residence gives wribtten authorizstion permitting
suech- interdistrict attendance on such terms as may

be sgreed upon by the county superintendent of schools
and the governing board of the distriet of proposed
attendance. ' .

: Enpilaiadmitte& under the provisions of this gece
tion may be admitted provisionally for & peried of
not to exeeed two schiool months, pending descision
by the governing hoards of the school districts con-
~eeprned, or by the county superintendent of sehools,
relative to their permanent admittance, (Repesled oy
- and added by Statutes, 1937, Chapter 612, ppe 1717)7
This law gave the arrangements and sgreements for
interdlstrict atbendance af"ﬁupils in the public schools
of California a vontractual status in that both districts,
as parties, had to agree and stipulate terms relative to
the interdistrict attendanse of pupils. It gave a definite
. _ : . w6y
snswer o the gquestion raised in the MeCleriin aa&a,d
namely, whether the cénaﬂnt of the frustees of the dis-

triet of residence was neocesgary for the atbendance of

zlﬁﬁate‘ef‘califarnia, Sahool Code, 1987, Sacra-

mento: State Printing Ofrice, 1087, DDe BO=3L.
28
SUpYa ¢
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pupils in another district. The 1937 Act definitely made
this consent & reguirvement of such attendance. |

The second gquestion raiged by the MeClerkln case,
namely, whether the school distriet of attendance could
recelive and retain moneya‘payable out qf[ﬁhelStatevsehoal
Fund baaed;upan the attendance of non-resident pupils, was
definitely snswered in Senate Bill No. 560, by the addition
of Section 2.82 Yo the Sohool Code. %This Section read:

The average daily atteniance of all purpile, exe

~aepting pupils attending the seventh aund. eigh%h
grades of a Junlor High School, who reside in one
sohool digtrict and attend sahael in another disw
briet shell be gredited to the district attended
for apportioament purposes, é&&ea by Statutes,
1987, Chapter 612, pp. 1708).
Table IX &h@Wﬁ the entire calendar and progress of

the significant Senate Bill No, 560.

2$Stata of Galiforn&a, Op+ 8its, po Bl.

i T T TR AT P TR
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TABLE 11X

LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR, SENATE BILL NO. 860, 1937

P

DATE

nxsyészwxam;

ls

0o
]

S

4:4‘

B

[: P
7.
Be

9
10,

Jan. 21, 1937

March 1, 1957
March 19, 1937

Mavoh 28, 1937

Mexrch 24, 1937

Mareh 26, 1987

April 83, 1987

April 86, 1937

Appil 28, 1937

Raad firqt time. Mo printer.

: From yrinter. Sent to Committee.

‘From Gommittee with recommendae

tion: Do pass as amended.

‘Raad seoond time. Amended. SJent

to printer for engrossment, and

 third reading.

Reported correctly engrossed.
Road the third time , paﬁsed and’

bitle approved. Senm to 1o Agw

senbly .

In Asgenblys Read firet time and
referred to the bommittee on Hdw

'uﬂaﬁionw

Rﬁmd aeaona time 1n Aasembly.
Amended and sent to printer.

From printer.

Rewreoferyed to Asaambly Committeos
L on h&unatienn

(This Yable continued on next page)




TABLE 1T (Coneluded)

LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR, SENATE BILL NO. 660, 1937

STEP DATH DISPOSITION

11 May 4, 1937  Referred from Committee with
recommendation: Qo pass,

12 Moy 25, 1987 Read third time, passed the
_ Asgembly with title approved. .
Sent to Senates In Senate and
gr%era& to wufinished buslpess
ile.

13 iay 26, 1937 Henste conenrred in Assembly
ameniment. To enrollment,

L4 May 28, 1937 Reported correatly enrolled and
_ ' » Bent to Governor. '

18 June 89, 1937  Approved by Governor. Made a
pagt of ahapzexg6l§ﬁ tatutes
and Amendments to the Codes,
aﬁm& oTniE, 1057, Dps 1707-1708.

iy )
ey s

*The date for this Table have been taken from Joseph
A+ Beok and Jumes G. Smyth (Compilews), Final Calendar of
Le ielativaobuainﬁss~ Saeramente: State Printing OIfi6e,
5 ¥ 9132 &
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The county superintendents of California were Buc~

oeasful in securing an amendment to Seation 4s2), State of

Oalifornia, School Oode, in 1959. This amendment welieved

the eounty superintendent of his duty to reach an ag raemenx
with the propossd district of attendance, and made it»the
duty of the county board of sducation havxﬁg Jumisdiatian
over the distrliet of residence to aiiaet “n agreament Wlth
_'the aiatriab of prepose&‘atbenﬂamee. @his ectiau, as
amende& in 1939, read: | - |

b 'fﬁ .to§ iﬁ the avigt thatﬁsngh a re;megi G%? not
e effeoted, whenever the coun pard of education
having Juriaﬁi&ﬁion over said Emaﬁricﬁ of Tesidence
gives written authorization permitting such interdige
triet attendance on such terms as may be agreed upon
by the county nosrd of education and the governing
voard of the district of vroposed attend&nae.24

The ﬁmea&menﬁ to the second paragraph wvead:

« » o pending aeaiaion by the governing Tboards of
© the schopl districts concernel,; or by the gounty board
of e&uaat%on, rela tive to their permanent BLTORAGNGS.ED
ltelics in these guotations have been added far the
purpasaa of this study.) ,

On April 7, 1945, the Hducation fode, State of Cale

’ifornia was adoyted. This new Code repealed and replaced

the &aliromnia deliool Gode. Section &.21 of the School

 Gode became Sectlon 1503 of thejxﬂuaatiqn Code, and Seation

240alifarnia, Statutes and Amendments Yo the Codes,

1939, Chapter 851, Section 3:”; D 6411,
51:0(3‘-. Qit‘ |
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2.22 of the Sghool Code became Seotlon 1504 of the Hauoa- |

| bion Code. These two Sectlons were enacted withoub major
shange frﬁm-their-l@ﬁ%‘stahus;zﬁ | |
In 1945, three sections were added to the Bducation

fode relative to interdisiriot attendance of sghool pupils,
nemely: 1803.1, 1608:2, and 1608,8.° |
| Seotion 1503.1 made it yermissible for eounﬁy_ﬁaarda
af a&uﬁaﬁiqn of two counties to agr@e‘uﬁan ﬁhe‘intardism
triet attendanee of school pupils residing in one eounty
end atiendling iﬂ ancthaw ;48

~ Seotion lﬁﬁéhﬁ set the maximum amount te be paid by
the govaxn&ng board of the ﬁiatriet of rasiﬁence; The dis-
trict of attendance, under this Section, wes forbidden to
golleot any amount Lu exvess of the acbtual cost %o the dis~
trict fox the edusation of such pu@il less State and Pedw
sxral funds appertlonﬁd or allogated to the di&tricﬁ on

account of the attenﬁam&e uf the pu@il‘ &9

=
James H. ﬁeerxn& (Bdttor), b&u&atien Gode of the

State of Ualifornia, 1943. San Frangise6T DAncort~Thlthey
Company , 4944, De é

’ 27
Gote of ﬁgamgg %. Dgeriggf(h&%tcr)s lement o ﬁaueatian
Code © 1.6 ate of Oan ornia . an TANGLEBOT | Banar

ney Company, 1949, DD» OL=B8

28
Galifornia, Statubtes and ﬁmenﬁments %o the bq&ea
1945, Chapter 468, éaaﬁian T, De 960, '

39m9a, aits
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| Section 18503,8 made it permissible for three-fourbths
of the electows vesiding in an elementary school district
to petition the governing board of the dlstriet to contrast
with another distriot for the sducation of all elementaxry
gohool pupils residing in the petitvioning districti: The
approval of all the members of the éaﬂnty board éf educa~
tion was xequixg& to make such a gontyact legalszo Thig
Sgetion, as apgravé@ in the 19486 Stakutea;vcarriea a'tima
or duration clause, which was erased by Stabubory Amendment

. 4
in 1947.%%
These three Seotions, as desoribed above; were in
« Porce atb the time of this study.
In 1947, the California Legislatuve amended Section
1603 to yeadj |
. ihe governing board of any school district mey
admit to the wchools or clesses mainbalned in the
distriot any pupils who vreside in another school
distriot which maintalns schools or classes of the
grade levels which the pupile desire to atitend,
whenever an egreemsnt iz entered into between the
governing bourd and the governing board of the dis-
trict of resldence stipulating the texms wpon which
the intexdistrict attenlance shall be pormitieds In
the event the governing board of elither dlstrict neg-
leots or vefuses to enter into such agreement within
30 days after the person having the ocustody of any

pupil has reguested the board so to fo, such person
may appeal Lo the county board of education having

20 |
Galifornia, Statutes and Amendments to the
Godos, 1945, Ohaptes TAT, Seotlon T o 1062, —

8lipia,, 1947, Chapter 76, Seetion 1, p. 1863,
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Jurisdiction over the digtrict of residense which
ghall, within 30 days after the filing of such ap-

- peal, determine whether the pupil showld be permitted
to a%tan& in the distriet in which he desirves to at-
bend and for what period of time. If the county hoard

of efducation determines that the pupil should be perw
mitted to attend in the distrioet in whioh he desires
to attend, the pupil shall be admitted to school in
aai&.diatrieh without delay snd the govemning board

of the digtriet shall pay to the district of atitend-
ance at the olose of eseh school’year in which the
pupll attends in the distriot of attendance the actual
eost to the district of attendance of the education of
sash pupil, less all gtate spd federal funds apporw
tioned to the distriot of atten&an&e on acceunt of the
attendence of the pupils

A pupil may be admitted provisionally to the aahoela
of & aisﬁriat other than that in which he resgides by
the goveming board of such district for a period of
rot exceeding two school monthe, pending decl sion by
the governing boards of the aahoal districis. consernsd,
eﬁtgy the eounty board of education relative to his ad~
n a.1ae « .

The provisions of thisg seotion do not apply to the
attendance of pupils in the aaventh and eighth grades
. of & jonlon high aehaol. 0B

Seotion 1503, Hdueation Oode, as given here, was in

full force and effeot during the time of this study, 1950.

‘Seotions 1603.4 and 1503.56 were added to the Jduca-

tien Uode, State of California, by the Statubes of 1949

and. represent the latest legislation velative to interdise

triet attendance of elementayy school pupils in the public

gohools of California.

%%0p. oit., 1947, Chapter 217, Seetion 1, p. 783,
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Seation 1503.4 made it permissible for governing
boards to admit kindergarten ehildren residing in a dis-
triet not maintaining kindergarten under the terms and
conditiong of int@raiaﬁrlet'attanﬁéﬁae agreements.gg

Seation 1b0&,6 mede it m&ﬁﬁatory that the county
superintendent of séhools having Jurisdliction over the
distriot of residence pay any smounts due the dlstrict of
attendance under terms of an inter&istéiét attendanse agraém
ment, provided the distriet of residence refused to pay the
amounts due. The aaunty’superintenﬁenb, paying the claim,
would draw 8 requisition ageinst the funds of the district
of wesg&@nce'54

Table III summarizes this chapter, showing the
¢hronologleal development of Division 2, Chapter &, Seo~
tion 1503, of the Californie Bduestion Code.

33@almfornia, Statu»eﬁlggg,&menﬁmenta bo the Codes,
1949, Chapter BL7, Section 1, p. 98b. o ’

941bid., 1949, Uhepter 518, Seotion L, p. 925,




TABLE IIX

PHE CHRONOLOGICAL DEVELOBMENT OF DIVISION 2, CHAPUER 3,

DATE

SHOTION 1503, CALIFORNIA EDUCATION CODE

e

o

DEVELOPMERT

sy 5

i

1849
1856
1860
1865
1865~
1866

1869
1870

- ULXERV, Seetion 807 pe 200,

3

Pirst refervence was made to a sahool distriet
in Galifornia. (California Stete Constitubion,
1849, Avticle IX, Section 3) - -

Galitornis Legislature defined a school dis-~
trict. (Btatutes of Califowmnia, 1856, Chapter

First legislative act allowing the formetion
of union school diseiricts., (Bbtatutes of Uale
ifornin, 1860, Chapter GCOXXIX] Section 14,
Ds 986) '

First legislotive act wvelating to interdistrict
attendance of school pupllss (Statubes of Galw-

fornia, 1865, Chapter (LIX, Sedtion 31, Sub=
Jivision Second, p. 208)

No change in the interdigirict albtendance
sohool law, (Statutes of @alégenniaé 1865-66 ,
Chapter OOUXLIT, Seation &, Sub-DIvision Segw
ond., pe 397} o

Wo shange in the interdistrict attendance
sehool law. (Statutes of Oalifornia, 1869470,
Ghagggf DILVI, Sectlon B2, Sub-~Division Second,
Pe . .

(This Table continued on next page)
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PABLE ITII (Continued)

PHE CHRONOLOGIUAL DEVELOPMENY OF DIVISION &, CHAPTER o,

SHCTION 1603, CALIFORNIA EDUCATION CODE

Interdistyiot attendance sehool law made & pard
of the Politleal Code of Oalifornia without
shanges (0ne political Code of the State of

0alif ornia’, Vol, rticle VII, Seetion 1617,

1877

1878

1911

1929

1933

Sub-Division Fifteéuth, p. £52)

Interdistrict attendance school law amended,
meking the county superintendent a referee in

gase of dis%umihhetwgen aigggigga»Ah;G%lifs§n%?,
Amendments to the Codeg, 1877 Chapter DLXIIL,
Beotion I@l??'ﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁivfaion Eiftaénth, Ps 29) N

Interdistrict attendance school law revised.
?gnﬁagt of disgr%az of residence m%ﬁatneggaeary.
{Callfornisa, Statutes and Amendments bto the
Godes, 1911, Thapter 703, cection 107, oube
Fieteton Fifteenth, p. 1365)

éggerﬁmatr%at aggengaﬁéelachgal %aw {igisegc
lade & part of the Jehool Oode of Californla.
ghe aogégnﬁ 0ﬁhth§ Eisﬁ?gbg c? gegi&é%eﬁ gig
droppod Lrom the law. Jahool Gode of Califors
nla, 1929, aArtiole III, Section 2.174, p. 127)

Interdistrict atbtendsnces school law amended,
making the gonsent of the county superintendent
of sohoole having Jurisdiotion over the district
of residence mandatory. (Statutes of California,
1983, pe B77) | ’

{This Table oonbilnued on next page)
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PABLE III (Continued)

THE GHRONOLOGICAL BlVLLO?M&NT OF DIVISION % CHAPTER ﬁ,
SECTION 1503, CALIFORNIA EDUCATION CODE

DATE , - DEVELOPMENT

1936 Interdistriet attendance. school laW’intarpretea
by the California Supreme Court. (MeClexkin v,
San Mateo Bohool Digtrict, 4 bal., 24, 363)

1937 Intar&istriat attendanse school law repealed
and added anew. (Statubtes of Oalifornis, 1987,
Chapter 612, g s L707-1708, and State of Cal»
ifernia Sahao dode, 1937 pp; Sﬁnﬁl)

1989 Xnter&lstriet atﬁen&anae school law amended,
making the county board of education the referee
in liew of the county superintendent of schools.
{California, Statutes §§g Amendments %o the |
gaﬂes, :w:se, apter Chapter 8 Eon I ;g,. 24 1

1943 Bdugation Code adopted, replacing the qehool
CGolle, interdistrict at%eﬂaanae law enaote
Without ohange, as Seotlon 1503, (4, H. Deer-
ing (Bditox), fdvcation Code of the State of
California, 1943, aeaj,o n L8038, D 40

1945 Three sections added to B ucation-ﬁaﬁa on ine
Tamely ;

terdistriat attendance, 1509.1,
1508.2, and 1503,3. (J. H, Deering (hﬁitar)
1949 5u'*1emeat Yo Bdusation ﬁa&a Qf the 5 %a
QT §ayi itornie, VD BL=Ba]

{This Table continued on next paga)‘ |




PABLE III (Conecluded)

THE CHRONOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF DIVISION 2, CHAPTER 3,

o

SHCTION 1803, CALIFORNIA BDUCATION CODE

DATH

DEVELOPMENTD

1947

1949

1950

Intardistrict attendance 1aw, %dneation Gode
aestwn 1503, Amended, {Calif ornia, Statutes
: : t o the Codes, 1947,  Chap ter
“’ma‘f“""“‘,

saati@ns 160844, and 1503, 5, Bducation Code,
California, relative 1o interaisﬁri 5. af%&nda
anae added. (California, Stetutes and Amend -~

8 to the Codes, 1949, Thapters 517 and 518,
aa ens T, pe 955)

Bections 1503, lﬁeﬁ,l, 1505;2 15034+3, 1b03.4,
and 1603.5, L& eation 5alifarn1a all
relating te Mn‘erc.sfr atﬁendanaa of sahaal
pupile, in full force an@ effeots (Js He Doer-
ing (&&itor 1949 Supplement to Bducation Uode

of the Etate af 3 alifornia, Dpe e SLwd2)




CHAPTER IIX

LRGAL INTERPRETATION AND BASES FOR INTURDISTRICT
APTENDANCY AGREEMENTS

Thé public sehool system of California is a oreatbure
of the law. Four types of law govern this system, namely:
constitutional law, statutory law, the rules and orders of
aﬁuﬁatlnnal foiaera and governing boards which have the
foree of 1&w, ana the body of legal precedent. These four
types of law comprise the legal bases for inter&fétrict ate
tendance agreoments between school districts in California.

The only effeetive way to intarpﬁeﬁ constitutional
and statutory law is through the interpretations of the
courts. JFor this reaéon, the dlscussions in the present
ghapteyr were doocumented with court decislons and other
npinians of learned men in thﬁ law,

' Bducation end the vatted States Jonstitwbion. The

mmm

Gonstitution of the United States does not mention any form
of eQueation. A seareh of the debates of the Constitutions
al Convention revealed that only once was anythlng yelating
to eduoation brought before that body. Hven then it was
but & question, answered by the chairman, and related to
the power under the Constitublon to aaﬁahliah 8 national

university at the seat of govermment. The ehair ruled that
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the new govermment would have sush power under the proﬁoaed
United States Gpnaﬁitutianql

Regardless of this omlsslon of education in the Con-
stitution under the "general welfave olause", found in the
Preamble to the Federal Constitution, the Amariaan‘peaple
seem detewmined that all youth, regerdless of race, creed,
or economic sbtatus, shall be entitled o the advantages of
eGuoation., Undey bthis "general welfare clause", the people
aweeaediaaﬁea to & belief in an enlightened public, an ed-
ueated and a.free people. Suppression, slavery, and msse
lgnorance have no premise In the eanstitutian,vwheraaa edw
‘ueation does. i

 Hven though edusation was not mentioned gpecifically.
in the Federal Congtitution, the Amerigan people have als
most always regarded edugation and the acquisition of knowl
edge as matters of supreme importance whioch ah@uld.bé
diligently promoted., The Ordinance of 1787 declared: "Re-
ligion, morality, and knewl@age belng necessary to_gaaa
government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the

means of edueation shall forever be gn&onragaagﬂg

o ;Ellwaad P+ Cubberley, Publie lducation in the
United States. San Franceisoo: Houghton MAfTiin compeny,
m&. P 8L, ,

‘ 3m6yer v. State of Nebraska, Supreme Court o the
United States, 1923, 262 U. 8. 390, '
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By the Senth Amendment to the Feleral Constitution,
ratif led 1n’l?91;1whiah p&avidea that "powers not aelégaﬁad
to the United States by the Ganstitutiuh,inor prnhihitgﬁ by
it to the states, are reserved to the states vespectively,
or to the people", the control of schools and education
passed, as one of the wimentioned powers thus reserved, to
the peaﬁls of the different states to handle in any manné?
whiéh they saw £it. This péwer hag remained with the
states throughout the Nation's history. Uhe Federal Govw
ernment hag continuvally encouraged education without
usurping the power deleogabed by the Tenth Amendment.

The philosophy of the Tenth Amendment to the Federal
Gonstitution has been supporied by gourt interpretations
apperbaining to the right to attend school as a funiamental
privilege. "The privilege of receiving an edusation at the
~expense of the ataﬁa ig not one belonging to those upon
whqm it is conferred am oitlzens of the United States."?
The Federal Uonstitution does not provide for any general
systen of education to be condusted and conbtrolled by the
national Govermment. If the privilege of attending school
is %o be meintained, it must be supported by the state since
edusation is dimtinetly a sbabe affair.?

5Piper ve Blg Pine School Distriot. 198 Cal. 664,
%93 gal. Jur, 141,
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Staies comprising the Federal Union have, without -
ex§epti0n; established public school systems free to all
who become eligible to attend. This hae been done under
tnefauthgrity contained in the Tenth Anendment and with a
sincere desire to "promote the genéral waltare." '

'Bdueatlon and the Censtitution of California.  With

only these broad‘aenstitu%ienal';myliaations_relating to
education, the framevs of the first Californis Constitue
tion set about the task of establishing a system of free
sohools . | | )
The first Constitutional Convention for California
conglsted of forty-elght delegates who met in Colton Hall
in Monterey, Saturday, September 1, 1849, These delegates
deliberated until October 10, when the final product of
their efforts, the first Constitutlon of the State of Cale
ifornia, was adoﬁteai 'That'ﬁanstituxicn was pratified byl
the people of the State on November 13, 1849, and pro=.
claimed On'?aaemﬁer 20, the saméAyearaﬁ @hﬁvacnatitution
of 1849 was the basic law. of Californis for thirty mars,
In 1876 the Teglslature submitted to the people &
proposition calling for a convention to fyame & new 6ony

stitution. On June 19, 1878, the people of the Statbe

6. . e » , i
Fredrle P, Woellner, How We Govern. Sacramento;
Galifornis State ?r;nting\ﬁéfiﬁa;"i@ﬁ?j*ﬁ?'66.
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elected 152 delegates to the Seoond Constitutional Conven-

‘tion, who met in the Assembly Chamber of the State Capitol
at Sacramento on Sapurday, September 28, 1878, The Con-
vention adjourned Mawch 3; 1879, The Constitution that
_wag fremed by this Oonvention was ratified by the people,
- My 7, 1&?9,6 The present California Congbitution la fivs
times the length of the firet one, It contained, by 1927,
- over forty thousand words. Gn&& Oklahoma and Alabama have
Longex ataﬁa aonatituﬁiena;?v There seems $0 be an ever-
"@régant tanﬁehey toward lengthening the California Gore ti-
tution, and Article IX appertaining o edueation, 1s no

- exmaptian’to this trend,

wh@'intent of the people of Californies regariing ede
weation was made olear in the Ualifomis State Constitu-
tion, Article IX, SBection 1, 1849, which read:
A general diffusion of knowledge and intelligence
belng egsential to the preservation of the rights and
liberties of the people, the Legislature shall encolurs
age by all sultable means the promotion of intelleotu~
al, seclentific, moral, and agrioultural improvement.
Article IX, Secbtion 4, Californis Constitutlon, 1879,

established a pexpeitual State Jahool Fund. The interest to

‘valbiﬁ;, Pe Tls
"Tvide, pe 72,
“Californis lawe and Statutes, Ddu

sacramento: Btate Printing O0ffice, 1949,

e s et <t e g e S = Ll
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acorue from this State School Fund, together with all the
vents of the unsold publie lapds plus statubory appropiria-
tione, was mandated to the support of common schools
throughout California by this seme Section of the Constitu-
%ianﬁg

Article IX, Section 6, California Uonstitution, as
amended November B, 1%6, provides a minimﬁm amount to be
appropriated in each fisoaml year by the Legislature for the .
'suppcrt of the California public school 3ystem.lo

Agting under the yeserved powers granted b} the
- Tenth Anendment to the United States Constitution, Califor-
nia hes specified in her Constitubion that the "leglslature
shall provide for s system of common schools by which a
free school shall be kept up and supported in eaoch diaw'
ﬁriet."ll

The Supreme Court of Oalifornia ruled thab the Con-
gtitution of the State established & public school system
to be mainbained for the benefit of the youth of the State

Ibid., p. 769,
Wintra,

llcqn$tituti_n.gg Galifornia, Article IX, Seotion

£ )
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who weve entitled ﬁnéér the laws, tefbé_éauaate& at the
publie expense

- Upon the constitutionality of achaal atten&&ﬁae, it
‘has been rufed by the courts that education is aiatinetly '
& state affairal3 The right to be admitied to a publiec
sohool is & valuable right which may be enforced in an
appropriate proceeding; it ie a privilege grantei'by the
Staﬁe.ﬁenaiitutiqn.'an&iﬁ’a'legai right ag mﬁaﬁ aéfie a
vested right in praperty.lé

it ie Gélifcrnia*s plan, that the public achool ayse
tem'sgall be .open to éll persons residing in the State who
otherwise yualify as to age, et cetera. This plan furbther
'aontemplates, a8 %o schools maintaihea by'lceai districts,
that ail eligible paﬁaams fasiaing in a diatriat’ahalllbe
enﬁiﬁieﬁ to attend the schools. In order to carry out the
intent of the Qalifornia Ganatitution. statutory provision
has been made for pupils residing in one distriet to attend
& school located in anather‘lﬁ

The aourts hﬁva not insisted that school residence
be determined by the yesidence of the parents where to do

80 would unr@asenably deprive a child of school privileges.

1825 Gal. Jurs 141,

'1%Miller v. Dailey, 186 Cal. 218.

151&;, G Qn; NS 563@3 4 OLQS‘Q' Qﬁlu'.ﬁttyn Gen. 181,
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hus, where it plainly appears that a ohild's residencs in
s sehool. district is primarily for the purpose of having a
home and not merely for the purpose of enjoying the school
privileges of the &iatr&at he will be considered ag having
realdence in the diatriat, even though his pavents do n@t.l
Gourt decislions in Califoynia; as well as Attorney General's
Opinions, have not always been consistent, however.

The history of eduoational legialation in California
shows thaﬁ the provigions of Article IX, the eduecational -
article of the California Constitution, have never been pe~
garded as liﬁitatibm& by implication on the ganﬂral'pewar
of the Legi&laﬁuﬁ@ to pass laws upon the aubjeet of educa-
tions This artiele discloses & well-considered pumpaae.cﬁ
the part of those who framed it, to bring about the estab-
lighment and malntensnce of a comprehenmsive system of
public education, consisting of avgenaral publie free
school gystem and a sysbem of higher education. Upon this
premise, the courts will xot interfere with the exeroise
of the disaretion vested in the governing bhoard of a school
digtrict to enter lnto a contract with enother district for
an lnterchange of puplls unless suoch action is unreasonable

or tainted with fraud, corruption, or bad faith, and the

lﬁFangmaa ve Moyers, {Colo.) 8 Paaific (2&) 762,
and As G. 0., NS 2322, Ops, Cal. Atty. Gen., May 9 1946.
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terms of the contraet agreed upon axe presumed. o be
reasonable and falr in the absence of proof to the gone
trazy.’ |
Supportea by - the Gaastitumiau, by preoed@nt, and by
" gourt decisions and prior»existing statutes, the California
_m$gislatura hag enacted statutery laws far the aola purpmae

of carrying out the people's intent as expressaa in Artiala
IX of the Ga&ifarnia Stata Ganatltu%ion relative 40 educa=
'bion.

Staﬁuter- 1@&. The Ualiforunia Lagialature passed

the first &tatuxory law relating to ﬁhe interdisbrict at«l
tendance of school pu@ils in 1863, as has been dmscusaeﬁ
in Ghapter IInm This legislative act bas romained a pard
of California ﬁtatutary_iawvsinea ite firs£ inception, It
hag been changed many ﬁimea, in é&tle as well as content.
In 1950, it was in foree &8 Sections 1502 to 15&5 inglu-
stve, Ainoation Gode, State of Galifornta, 1949,

These siatutory provieions have been interpreted
Lrom time‘to time ﬁhraugh the eyes of the gourts, and a

- search of the opinions of learned men in the law has up~

1%
Butler v acmptcn Junior College Distriet of
Los Angeles County, 1947, 77 Cals App. (24) 719.

18$tatu$e$ Sf California, 186%, Chapter a&sx,
eetion 31, Bul vision “eean » D» 362

A9 28
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held the right of the law-meking body to enuol laws yew

lating to schoold attendances. An excellent example of the
interpretation of statutes relating to school attendance

was found in the case of Bissell v, Davidson, Supreme Courd

. 20 ‘

of Gonneatiant¢3, The Court, in disoussing the miter of
who could or sould not attend the Connecticut schools,
fuled that the guestion was solely one for the na@iﬂlature;'
and not for the courtgs. It was further stated that suoch
privileges as school attendance:

« « » 8re to be enjoyed upon saeh reasonable cone
ditions and reatrictions as the law making power, -
within constitutlonal Limits, may see L£it to imposej

.and, within these limits, the guestion, what terms
and rastriaticna will best subserve the end sought
in the establishment and msintenance of the publie
sehooly, i8 a question sglely for the legislature
and not far the courts.e

The courts of ualifernia have rulﬁa aau&ietenﬁly

that the legislature has full power to enasst laws relating
tu‘interaiaﬁridt attondance of sehool puyils;gg A senrch,
of court &a@isigna,an@ pregedents in Celifornie courts

indioated that all sectioms of the CUalifornia Sghool Code

2"39 Lo Re As 2651,

31Harry Raymond Trusler, Bssenbials of Sehool Iew
Milzﬁukea Wisconsini The Bruce o 1INy COmpany , Egﬁﬁ,
P »

23%00& Ve chnﬁy of Calaveras, December 26, 1912,
164 Cals 398,
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relating to interdistrict school attendance sgreements
5y
were conatitutianal—

Rules and regulatlanﬁ cf Soverning boards of sduga-

Jbion and sehool trustees. According to school laws, the

board of education, ar_af sghéol’trﬁataea, is the legal
awthority repxeaenting the state. It is éﬁ artificial
body createa.by & general or specifio law to maintain a
system of public edusation in a certain berritory. "4
school board is o body politic and corporates It is pﬁxé«'
iyva éﬂsatura of the statute, Its power may be enlarged,
diminishea. modified, ox :@V@kaafby %ha.legialatuxeg"a%
| In Califorpia, the governing board of any school
diatriet has been granted tha power to agree upon the inw

terdistrict attendance of sahoel pupilﬁ.aﬁ

Governing boards, when entering into agreements rela

tive to interdistriot attendance of school puplls are acting

*Bp4limore Union High Sohool District v. Cobh,
Deocember 30, 1935, § Cal., %3&) 264 '

aéahris A, DeYoung, odus tion o Awe rican Publie

Lﬁunaggan, New York~ M@&r&w~ i1l Book

“gtate of California, Bivcation Code, 1949(Divi-

sion 2, Sections 16503 to 1563;5 Inclusive, pp. 1«53).
Sacraménto: State Printing Oiiice, 1949,
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under powers delegated to them by the legislature and th@iﬂ'
performance in this matter has been upheld by the aaurﬁspza

“ma preaeribe anﬁ enfarce rules nob iﬁaonsiatent
with law or with those presarih@a by the state baard ef
eduaatiani for their own govermment, and for the gevernment
of tna schools under thelr Jurisdietion + + w®7 hag been
interpreted by the courts as clearly siating the intent of
the constitutional law and of the statubes, -
| Salifornia state mothod of sehool fund epportion-
ments The California State Sohool Fund was first estabs

lished by the California Constitution of 1849, and was en-

aobed with graéter clarity by the Constitution of 18?9388
but the legal basis for apporbtiomment of the State School
Fuyid is found in the Californla Constitubtlon, as amended
Novempber 6, 1946, and in Assembly Bill No. 65, ensoted by
the 1960 Pirst Extraordinary Session of the California Legw
islature, April 16, 1950329

%00ps. Cal. Atty. Gen,, No. NS 697, November 6,

%oy woK, Digs 61 (6), "Schools"; 2% Cal. Jur,
91=9%% 12 4. L. R, 536; and st_ Tal. Attys Gen, NS 5868,
Qatober BT, 1941.

28 | *
WGellnar, 10@& aig.

29
Galifomnia Yeachers' Assoaiatian: Regearch Bulle-
tins San Franciseo; Oalifornia Teachers' ASscciation,

Way 6, 1950, ppes 1«9,
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fhe California Gomsbitutinn, as smended November
éa, 1946, provides the following: |
i+ That the State School Fund shall conaist of an
amount not less than‘$130@00 ﬁer yayillin average daily - |
| attendance in the kinﬁergarhen.aehoels, elementary schools,
secondary sehaﬁls, and techniceal schools in the public |
gehool gystenm during tha'neXt'pr@eeﬁing fisgoal years 1%
is man@atary'u@en the legislature to add sush other means
from the yevenues of the State as ara’nsceé&aiy if the ins
terast; land rentals, et cetera, ascrued fyrom the yermaﬁﬁnﬁ
School Fund fall short of the required §$120,00 péx pupil in
average daily attendence during the next preceding fisoal
year, | |
2. That the entire State Sohool Fund shall be &pe
portioned in each fiscel years , | |
3+ That the minimmm amounts apportiore d to each
sohool district shall be not less than $90.,00 per pupil
in average daily attendance during the next preceding fis=
¢al year, nor less than $2,400.00 to any-schmol‘aiatgiat«go
4, Thet out of the .evenues of the Ftate, thwé
shall first be set apart the maneys to be applied by the
Btate to the gupport of the puhlia aahool systam before

-~ 3gg1ifornia Stata Canat&tution Article IX, Secw
tion 6, a8 amend.ed NOVerm b ovem T B, 1946,

o e e T T T T
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‘the payment of othey State obligations. This annatitnﬁes,

in reality, s first lien upon the State's revenues by the
8l

public sahool systems

”xggggﬁg“ provigions of the State School Fund Appope
tionment Iaw. The statutory lews governing the financial

gupport of the California school system are found in Seow
tlons 7000 to 161, inclusive, and in Sections 7201 to 7839,
inalusive, of the Californis Rdupetion Gode, as amended by

the Acts of the 1960 First Extraordinary Sassian of the

| California Iegislature, April 1b6, l%ﬁﬂnﬁa

To discuss all of the statutory provisions separvately

would net be within the seope of this study. However, be~
cause of the effect of interdistrioct agreemeéents wupon school
funde and the integral complexity of +the pregent sysitem of '
school accounting and apportiowmments, it was felt that a
rather complete understanding of the Apportionment Law was
vital to an understending of interdistrict attendance
~ problems. .

That the California Interdistriet Attendance School
Laws (Bections 1602 to 1506, inclusive, of the Hducation

a1 bid., Article XIII, Seotion 15, as amended
Novemher 946u

| 5?halif ornisa, Statnmes and &men&menta Yo the lodes,
1980, Chapters 6 and ?4‘ ‘ . _
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Qgode) do affect monetaxy allotments to sehool distriots
from the State School Fund has been supporbted by the
sourts. It has been ruled that a’sahval district has a.
valuable interest in the attanﬂanﬁe of pupils residing

within 1%,
| . » «The Congtitution of the State of California
has mandated the establishment of the system of pri-
mary snd seconfary schoolsi the fixancial support of
sueh schools is to a great extent provided from ocounty
and state funds on the basis of average faily attends
anse. It must necessarily follow then that the sshool

district of residence has valusble 1§§erest in the
attentiance of pupils residing in it.

The fellowing is a summary of the prinelpal pravia
slons of the Apportiomment Lew asg 1t affeats the study of
intar&iatriét attendance agxeeménﬁsé _

. 4 fund of $3.00 times all he a; Q. a. in grades
kin&swgawten thraugh feurteenth 1n tha entire Stat@ is set

aside for aounty aarv&aes. Thig fund is called the County

Sohool Sexviee Fun&.34

8g Txanaportation ald is determinea by @2.00 times
the 2, Qe 8 (grades X through feurteenth) plus an addie-

B3 Laton Joint Union High Sohool Disbrich ve Awme
ateaa March 28, 19383, 130 Cal., App. 628,

540&11fornia Statutes and Amsndmanta Yo the Codes,
1850, Chapter 74, ppi"g&émﬁfm
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tional suthorized apportiomment, The total transportation
2id for the entire State cannot exceed %4,7@d,ooo,oovzn
1959*51@35 A . ,
| 8. Approximately $1.26 times the total a, d. a. in
gra&es kindergarten through eighth, was glaeed (1950»51)
in the County Service Fund for aounﬁy-suparviﬁicn.3a |

4s An amount equal to §2,400.00 per county was
taken from the State School Fund for the partial payment of
the county superintendents’ aalarieﬂ.a? |

H¢ Bighty-five per vent of the State apportionment
t0 ench school district must be used foy salariés.ef certi-
ficated persomnel, excelusive of State money apportioned for
tranapértaﬁian.sa

6+ A surplus factor is épplie@ to that part of the
apportionment in excess of $90,00 per a. d. a. in ele~
mentary Hchools .o

a%gggﬁ gib.
86100, glts
3@&39; git.
88100, oit.
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7+ Apportionments to small a;ementarxiaiatrieta ‘
{under 85 as 4. a.) was, for 1950«61, the foundation pro~
grem, veduced by .0045 times ninety per cent of assessed
valuationy or $160,00 %imga;a. &y 84, reduced by - 0070 -
times ninety per cent of ansesaed valua@ivh} or baslc aid,
whichever amount waavlargestﬂﬁgv The basic aid was $2,400.00
fer’aehools‘af one to twenty@aix'aﬁ_a.'a;, or $920.00 per
as Q¢ 84 for twenby~seven ér‘mare@&l
~ Small elementary sohool districte have a speaial
apportiomment formula, This formula is presented as Table
IV

. 4 ' ‘ ‘
Ralph R. Boydeg, Unpublished School Accounts
%gg Recarﬁs. Sacramento: ~Bureat of SOhOOL AGGOURTS and

ris, December 20, 1?50‘» {Single sheets).
41&2.?.* olte
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- TABLE IV

APPORTXONME&T FQRMULAE FOR SMALL BLPMENTARY
DISTRIGT& (Uﬁﬂ&ﬁ 86 Ay Do Ac)

Av De Ae . FOUNDATION PROGRAM

1.6 |  $8,800,00

17 - 26 B 3,800.00, plus $566.00 per

- 4 | ‘ -8« e 8, sbove 16,
26 =~ 37 | 6 ,300,00

38 ~ B0 , 6,800,000, plus $106,00 per

_ v ' ‘ & Qe 8 above 37,

5L - 62 1 9,800,00

63 = 76 "9,309.00, plus $150,00 per
- E: (1& a. Bhove 62
76 - 84 | 12,450 ,00

86 = and over (§$148.00 times a. d. 8.)
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8. Blementary aistg;ct apy@rtienments, for distriots
| of eightysfive a. Gy a, ané over, were figured aaaaxﬁiﬂg’ta
vhg'fallcwing formula, the amount apportiored heing the ‘
Jargest of the thres oomyumaﬁichss v(a)‘$lé8~00 % Gu Qe Gy,
reduced ﬁy ;0045 % 90% of agsessed valuationi (b) %16@¢00 p
s Qo v, reduced by 0070 x 90% of amsessed valuation; (o)
$90.,00 x a. & é.&a |

Faimula "a" was applied to aia%xicts having between
$6,280.,00 and $14,320,60 aﬁaeaéed valuation per pupil in
average dally att@naanae; Foymula "b" was applied to dise
tricts having less than $b6,260,00 ansessed valuatian'per
pupil in average deily attendence., Formula "e" was applied
to districte having $14,381.00 assémseﬁ valuation per pupil
in average daily attendance or lapger. |

9, Hgualization aid is the diffevence between the
computations of "a¥, or "b", and "e", above. State equale
ization aid gquals the foundation progrem, minusg (basic
State aid plus district aid), There was applled, for
this fisoal year, o surplus factor of 1,09718402,&3

Loa. gt
43

A00. oit.
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10, Speoial formulae aye provided for transporta~
blon aid and for State ald for exgess gr@w%h;f These
formalae provide a éliﬁiug goeale by which the bﬁraém of
wesponslbility is borne by the distriet and by the State.
'! AlL of the above factors, as well as aaﬁa’which
bave not been mentioned, figure into the monetary problems
of sach dlstrict, or at least of each distriot to which the
speaific foxmulae are applicable. Interdistrict attendance
agreemanﬁa affeet and are afiaotea by these somputations.

& master,foxmu&a wsed foxr calau&ating state ald at

the elemantamy 1eve1 is presenﬁea as Table V. )




TABLE V

FORMULA FOR COMPUTING STATE ALD, SLEMENTARY LEVEL

Ao

B

G,
D,

4E6

.Remaindér; PO S T SR S T S T S S

Basio State Ald (Small schools have
gpecial formulas. See Table IV)

8+ Ga 8s X @90;00 O I R S
Cost of Foundation Program

as» Ay 2« % Foundation Program for .
o proper distriot level + .+ &

Laas’ea%‘aaseasaa valuatieh x the
mandatory tax for this Foundation
PrOBYOm o o o ¢ o o » 6 % o o 5 & & 5 »

a. s 8e x Albernate Foundation
: Program for the proper
districet level o+ « « 4 & &

Less 90% of apmessed valuation x
the mandatory tex for this Foundatlion
Programe s & « & % % ¢ & & % % % & & ¢ ¥

v b

Remainaerﬁ . ( ; P S % -
Choice of hest aild fommula (As., Be, o

Cu, whichever is largestle + » o v s o » ¢« $_
Add or subtract surplus or deficit factor

applied to Bqualization Ald. ‘

B? or {}ﬁ mi;}:&ﬁ A s v 0 s 3?7 _

A

Add or subiract factor . § ' ‘ &

D e i) ‘“’mmm

'(Thia wablavdonﬁinﬁed ou néit p&ge )
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FARLE V {Conaluded)

PORUULA FOR COMPUDING STATE ALD, RLEMBENTARY LEVEL

Fo 404 excess cost apportlomment for any .
physically handloappéd e G 8o o « o » & & &
®» Add transportetion 8id. s o s 0 s 6 v s e 8 P
He TQQAL,émAmE 41D (exeluding aid for
oxaess growth)e o v v v b 4 v v v v ok we 8§

b o

and Amendments to the Oodes, 1960, Chapter V4, pp. 044-55
Eyemannaﬁ;x,m*Mﬁﬁéﬁﬁgif;ﬁonﬁﬁ%“ﬁ"?{&iﬂtﬁﬁdﬁﬁtfoﬁ Solano
County and reviged by Harold Younghblood. ’

*This formuls preparved fvom California, Statutes




CHAPTEL TV
FINANCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL TMPLICATIONS .
I LHTRODUOTION:  COLUMUAR TABULATTONG

The raw data relubtive to inberdisirict attendance
‘agrecments in Calevervas, Merced, and Solane sounties have
been tabulated on colusnar charts and made a part of this
chapbter. These charbts appeur as wables VI, VIL, and VIII,
reayaativwiﬁab thege data were found to be the bases forx
sertain financisl and eduvcabionsl implications resulting
from interdistrict attendance agreement laws.

Sehaol-&iatriats, in each county, are listed by
name. In the case of uvnlon and walfied districts, the
subwlistriots ave listed (after iﬁaentation} under the
legal district namaal

olumn X: The actual average daily attendance
eaprned by each &istri@t aﬂ&/ur gub=Qigtriaet d&rihg the
fisenl year, l@@?uﬁﬂug

Solumn &:  The assesmed valuation (taxable wealtih)

for the fiseal year, 194950, of each school disbrict

lﬁtate of California, Iducation Gode (Chapter 9,
Article 3, Seotion 2861, p. 88, and Chapler 14, irticle
7, Seotiony 4V11-12, p. 142}s Sacramento: State irinte
ing Ofrice, 1949,

“Ibid., Chapber 14, article 2, Sec. 6911, p. 229.
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and/or sub-district, as determined by the Tax hsgossOTS"
rolls ih gaoch county studied (aollars only). This
asgeased valuation is a one hundred per cent figure and
should not he ?anﬁused with the ninety per cent figure
used for tax purposes.” R

Golumn §: %he mmounts in this aalumnvreyresent
the as sessed valuation (t&x&ble wealth) per pupil in
aﬁar&ge daily atbendance in each ‘gohool aistrieﬁo The
aasessea valuation, as givan in Qolumn 8 aivided by the
average daily attenﬁance as given in Gelumn l, proﬁuee

the amaunts found in Galumn z.

(%lO0.00) af the aaaease& valuation (Oolumn 2) for each

diatriet. ) | |
Solumn B: The apénrtianmant 6f the State Sohool

Fund., 196061, for each éuhnoi district in Calaveras,

| Merced, and Solano euunties. Phe aﬁounts get up in this

column were @a%ima%e& ana do not include any federal funas,

state vecation&l aﬁuﬂation funas, state achoel building

5xbia., Ghapter 15, Article 9, Section 7081, p. 240

Ibid.» Chaptey 1B, Article 10, Seoction 7091, amend-
ed by mtatutea, 19560, Ghapter P44 ,

Ibi&, Chapter 15, Article 10, Seotion 7095, amend~

- el by Stdfﬁteﬂ, 1950, bh&pter T4e

Solumn 4: The tax rate on each one hundved dollaxs .. .-
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aid, or any apportlonment for growth, as enacted April LB,

- &
1960, by the California Legislatures

dolumns 6 and 7: One pupil;véepreaentad by an
interdistriet attendance agreement, does not produce one
whole unit of aversge daily attendances California stat-
utes do not reguire the talking of a school census. fhe
Galifnrnié,gtata nepartment of Hduoubtion requires only
two enrollment reports during emeh fiseal year: the first,
on Ogtober 31, and the sesund, on Mareh 31. In'the absenqé
of a yeayly school danaua; only an approximate percentage
of yield pery pupil could be ¢0m@nted.

This compubation was made by using the following
- formala; Total state eiamentary (K - 8) as ds 8. earned
during 1949-50, divided by the state elementary (X " 8) 
average eurellment during 1949-50 gguals per cent of ap=
proximate as d. a, produced by one p&pil in attendance.
For the yesr 1949-50, the application of this formula pro-
duged the following results: 1,808,842 (a, d. as 1949+50)
vg&x&ggg by 1,887,742 (average enxollment 1949-50)

61%1&, chaptar 15, all appllaabl& Articles and

Sectionsg, Emended by, tatute% 1980, Chapter 74, pp.
:)4:4:*55 & ’ .




_ ; : 66
egual&e& 98.012 (plua pexr aant.?
‘ The entwies made  in Columns b and ? rapraﬂaat the
. estim&taa average daily attendence gainﬁ& ex‘lost:by int@rw'
aistrict attendance agreements. (Che percertege (98.012)
wag applisd to the total pupils involved in each abtendance
agreement and this as 4. &a enterod in the apprapriaﬁ& '
Gclumﬂ;\ | ' | | |
 §3&§mg.§a The effeot upon the average dally attend-
ance of each district resulbing frém interdistriot attend~
anes agreements {(Column 1 1&&& Golumn 6, or'g&“” Column 7,
equals Column 8). -
| wg;gﬂgig‘, The apportiomment for cach district was
estimaﬁe@;wuéing the évarage'ﬁaily attéh&an@ﬂ computation
in Column 8 as the basls, Identical formulae for d@%érmw
ining epportionments weve used in Columns 5 and 9,°
 Golwmn 10: ‘he actual loss ox gain to each district

in State Apportioument was obtained by securing the 4ife-

?Galiferni& State Departument of Hduoation, Bureauw of
Fduwcational Research (Henry W. Magnuson, Chief) Sasramento:
Single Bheel Reports, wmimeographed, Jaauwary 2, 1951, and
daiiforn-a State Department of Lduaabian, Galifornia Sahools
21:3 an& 2116, March and June , 1950, ps 7 BN D 184,

| tat@ of balifcrnia oits, Chapler 16, all
applicable Articles an&.$ec£iens amended by utatuxes,
1960, Chapter ?4.‘pp. D44«Db
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ference between Gelumné 6 and 9. This colunn is signis
ficant in that it shows @dventages and disadvantages to
both distriot and Btate under the gpecific interdistrict

agroements tabulated.




{ O NamMZ 0P DISURICY Golunn -1 golumg 8

- ' ) L Actual A D Al [he V. Lor 194950

i Galaveras Gounty = o 1949ww1950 (In Dollavs)

# - Kindeprs = 8th S :
Altaville ~ ‘ 8b | & 848,798.00
Avery ' ' va 2,860 ,596,00
Burson . R 15 ‘ 139,680,000
Gamanshe ) AT 108 ,135,00
Gampo Seeo R e de 120 ,380,00
Coppexopolis g NEE L 59L ,860.00

__Douvglesg Flat , L7 . B8 535,00

~ Hldowxado Union , ol 548 ,950,.00

. Banney ] . 6 ' )
Cave CLIY . 29

- Bemeyalde - 6 48 ,826,00

: Evorgreen u ' 10 196 ,840,00

i Je}w.&dm@ : 10 4%6 ,970,00

-~ Milton » ' 4 410,025,.00
Hokeluwnne HiLL oo BG - o  BAL 650,00 Ll
Mosguito Guleh L R - 108,780.00 - S
Hother Lode Undon T«lel948$ . = | . = 180 L3877, 750,00 | oyt

Angely : SRS IR X
Cargon HILL - ok 14 :

-~ Robinson Veryy ) ‘{
Murphys : N Y 666,855 .00
Paloms . . Y 249 188,00 -
Reilroad Flat . BB ~ 6156,080,00
San Andreas . 859 1,770,180.00 |
sSheep Ranch - : 28 17% ,045,00...|
Vallealto ‘ : 48 294 ,225,00
Valley Springs g ' I & 4,000 ,885,00
tallaee Joint Union - “ ' 19 296 ,888,00
West Point Union ~ 1. 289 1.,871,850.00

~hipcoln ’ ' 5Y :
West Point 172

. Golumbia - Suolunmne Gounty

 Hellots o« San yosguin Counby
Lode Lo Anador Uounty

i O A TG 1,380 g7 ,884 480,00
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TABLE VI

() TGERNL },X(}% 131'{‘@»1%131 sprice
M”ﬁ}i‘ \fmu\st,}u AGRBEMENTS IN CALAVERAS GOUNTY
S Golunn & Golunn 4 Golumg B Golunn 6 | o
' ‘,w$V/ADﬂ Tax Rate Potel State Appor-|aDA Galn By Lnﬁer~~jf
Gole &8 = ColLe 1 1949 w1960 Llomment-1980-190) | dig. Agreements |
{(In Bollars) {in Genta} (Eebinatbed) L1949 = 19650
_‘@ 9 9% «00 o, A, 57805 ilo
.w$;?90.00 «80 m&?@ﬁ. 25 Ho
6,361,00 +80 % TGT 50 — 4
___194Q§2.00 »80 34552.55A
8@ - 5«5#0(} o459 4 nlﬂ:{)v(}{) 5o,
11,149,00 «80 5,605,569 Ho
11 ,a&@ QOO 80 ¥ 53.65 «BY 8o
) 138 00 .80 5. 170.51 1o
_181684.,00 80 2,612.79 Ho
87,697 .00 oY 2,400,000 v
302 506,060 o508 2 ,400.00 Tio
9 Gaagﬂu + 80 7 27844 2
228140 .80 5460 (5B
W70 ' ? JATTLED
2 80 . 8,400.00 "o
; 80 6,945,686 To
“406..00 290 B 589 67 1
8 Qﬁﬁeea 060 2,968.08 i)
. 58‘12 QQO q?\t} 559;&9 o &
' 1:3 999 .00 o830 9 L2386 - %
~15,622.00 B0 7 400,00 o
. 8,128,00 80 3L, 745,58 i
&
GLS BEb .00 00 . BhD 47 30




: bclumn 7 Golunn 8 Golunn 9 folumn 10
AdDoA,. Toss By |Resident A.D.4. Bsbimated Appor- |(dpporbtiomment Loss
Xnteraia¢ dgrmts | before (nterdis- | tlomment Based on lor CGain Through
l9&§~*19aﬁ tedet dppeements | Hesldent A.D.4,  |Interd.dgreements
885 g 11 ,578.08 Ho Change
L 94 9,999,499 i 148,00
_Agrecnents 18 &,768:85 No Change
5 | 13 2,906,94 ¥ 60,36
R & 19 & 046,21 - 198,66
Agreements 46 @,1@9.69 Ho Change
___Agrecments A7 2,600,869 Ho Ghunge
__hgreenents 31, T (163 059 o Change
o feveopenbs & 8,170,401 Ho Ghan@g
Agveements 10 2.,0618.79 No Change
B 1é 2 5400 .00 Ho Change
—hgreements b 2, 400,00 No Change
R o8 ?.l&&;l& 146,96
8 28 | B5,4060.85 Ho Choyge
L 2 l’?l i W‘& 6&310‘342 -+ 1g?99923~.
68 ‘é‘ &)136(}&3 - 45,58
14 &,.QQ 00 ] ¥o Chenge |
60 6 , 945,86 He Change 1
£38 28,647 48 +  1,742.09
RE 2,062.88 No Change
49 6 887 .97 — 468,00
70 ¥ ,045.49 4+ 2,077.87
‘ 19 @.&QQ 00 o Change
: :"'_ 228 L 02(7n$9 + ?21#16
b L
o
B L,575 L O% DDA 0D o 05,998,568
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TABLE VI

. FINANGIAL TNPLICATIONS CONCHRNING INTRRDISURICT
; ARPERDANCGE AGREMNINTS IN MERCED GOURTY

Jolunn 4 , Goiﬁmn H Golunn 6
Yax Hate Total State Appor< ADA Galn By Intew
1948 w=1950 tlomment-1960-1951 dis. Agreements |
(Lo ﬁeﬂ%g) (ﬁatimatw@) 1949--1950
C}J«OG(} q? :}&; 9&31!13 . :MQ
«B0. R ,840,28 | o
{ R 13,881,110 o
, - 80 8,808, 80 o
10 'ﬂggaﬂg ‘ la‘lo E @aj’@agﬂﬁ l
B 048s00 =90 7 93{»5 08 o
4, 594‘&6 290 1&9J@ 13 .55 o
lé 47 5600 odll ' gj{)a\iwﬂig Ho
10096 .00 1.28 15 ,H96.%2 L3
/ « 98 47 040 .65 2
B,767,00 | 109 202,01
{“ea "Unified) 98 57 4115 .52 16
"(Soo .Unificd) 69 7 25547
{See. Unified) 280 . B B6L .19 1L
aﬁnrti n : & pA00 .00 : o
{8ea ggli%ea} a?G LL,U)QﬁQé 1
17 839 00 o650 8620 8D Ho
T 4,385,00_ 80 18,4604 04 o
8,605 ,00 1.30 . 9 ,208,24 Mo
S 9,009,000 .
{8ee Union) . W90 24,958 18 2
' aee Union) - 280 ! 2 (87 L oY Mo
5,964,00 83 ' 81,855 .84 9
T&a@ ﬁntan) Y D 697 .58 | _No
8,768.00 .90 108,018,287 o




golunn 10

n | o Geln Through
| Interd 4groenents |

. 5,898.04 -

A’m ﬁhange'
e —

By

| Sppoyrtionment Loss

el




Haig OF BIsfaier

Golumn 1
Agtual 4. Dy Ae

Godunn 2

Mewged  County 1940 wml D50 {In 3)011%&:&
: Kindor. + 8bh '

m azm Union m“ T 31,601 .cmmem
APDITERY Vo lelThl SRS acmwa n immm jﬂm $ 4D » 00
Twlw 950 gg_ff 310 ,'m?;: «G0

‘ AL {56 Union)

| hms.»m%“’i: N '

fretouhulbriai=ieiy i L~ . 565, 250,00
.._'Aw ) a zzmxx fm&«a,wm IRAES 14 ,07H ﬁm,w

“TiBRElin

Gon Hoyewd Unlon,

iBRenl SeT STl VLoD,
Horosd {hae HeTgen Union)
Wam 19 700 ,B55.00
¥ i TvE 55398 tw&%.mu
&Wmﬁm Prin
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T Eitonell 8oy
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: mwm %g o
E .1 Jifsm gddib) o QU
E 1314 w E?ﬁﬁ@@
5151 VELTY
48 59 (OE U »
] 1] :P?E&m&ma
: 98 8585 ,040,00
W? tmmm 493 %;&%,%mm
rarminle 483
T HEYned UDlony AEE
FLOneEY B
it Ry AL BE
wmmﬂ Y
w -

K R AT 14

a;&ﬁitt ‘AS .1;
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TABLE VIT iaanamnaaaj

FIEM!@I&L IMPLICATIONS GONOERNING Iﬁﬁ&ﬁblﬁ’mm&*
A@TMﬁAWGL AGREZMENTS m MR@E}ZT OOKIN@Y

COolwm 4 0 | Coluwmnm & 0 | Colwsn 6 j
flax Rate - Total State Appor-lADA Gein By Inbers
 1949ew1960 Hionmen twloB0»1951 &13.¢Agrasmenﬁﬁ |

{In Gents) !Ea%imat@&) 19¢9~~19ﬁ@
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o Go&umn
A ok ;L\GSN} By

Intarﬁla. Agrinbs]

i

Golunn 8

wesidont L.Doda
jefore Interdise

Eatimated Appors

CGolunn 9

tiomment Basped on

Goluan 10
Apportionment Logs
or.Gain Through

1949%#1750 trdet Acyeements | Resident AJD.A. - xnﬁﬁxﬂk_ggx@gm@nxﬁ_
127 ,"#=u 1@ 1?3.5; + 1‘am9.ﬂ9
R 38 @¢é@a@98 ﬁo Chaaga
_Agreemente 61 7,1.68.5% lo_Chang i
28 2,711 BT 150166 = #,665,25
T :
L r IR £ ,400.00 e Chan ﬂgg
89 ¢ 799 114,087 &Y = 4,098,387 ;
15 95 11.,608.82 — _1,670,00
B 405 9,1&;@; [ = 38651
‘ A 54, ﬁﬁ;% B + 16, 6
B 56 £i dﬁ4ﬂﬁ___~__*“___ﬁﬁ_aba&gepﬂ_ﬁ_;
jggg@gmgntﬁ 42, $,906,81 . | B
RS 76 %62 ﬁ.ﬂﬂ + 360,00
gxﬁgantﬁ 3123 1l ‘825 P30 Ho Qhﬂﬁg@ el
o 33 - 491 ﬁéé;z!!«{ig;%% Ho Ghange
L 318 48 057 04 . !
Agreemonts 19 5807 .24 Wo_Change B
186 - 10 600 i d 392,97



HNAME G.l?‘ DIGURICTE Golunn 1 golumn 2
Aetual A Do Ae | e Ve foxr 194950
Solano CGounaty 1949 w1950 {In Dollawvs) |
. ST ‘ ' Tindeves = 8th -
Alowén Unilon 14 G 1,926,676.00
Allendale mé L
_ﬁﬁnidmig Wnifﬁesﬁ LAA8 B8 79 170,00
, : L8 mb@ +HLE OO0
1.:’5 601 0&?5.00
12 641 ,800,00
% #04 ,&&0.90
514 3,845 ,266,00 |
& 3’1nh BAL0O0 1%
B*xﬂvg«.ﬂx’l v a&,rzﬁg_.m__: 3
____ Union 208 "961.,885,00 [
Dixon Unified Bl 16,60? ?00900 R
~Dixon 449 ulﬁﬁ.ﬁgm.mﬁ B
Id bert - 13 , %M&QL
_ Maine Praivie . ¥ 14389,035.00 |
___Silveyville 19 HAE ’?9().9(} R
o Tyemont SL A,527 105.(3(3
__Dovey 18 58?“éOa.ﬂm
__Elmire 40 ]
__Fajrfield 8§17 2.96?'ﬁ1h.ﬂﬂ
__Falls 1H BT ‘
(}nmmv ‘ 1.8 60&; 98..).00
aen’ Yalley Union 166 2,220 ,680.00
Green Valley 69 .
 Roockville 9%
Oukdale 18 Y
Olive - 28 3?0.@&0.00
Emm&ﬁﬁ.&Mn i 188 ,600.00
) 17 . 184 B ) |
R1lo Visba 380 19,196 » 175,00
__Ryer Island 55 1,918 885,00
_ Suisun ‘ 46 83&;?@0*09
__Tﬂlﬁm 88 é()?) OBQ&DQ
Vsga Valley Union 768 5,649 ,9785.00
Alamo ‘ ' _
lagoon %%
¥ilzney 18
Pena 41
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: Golumn 8
‘Re$1&$nﬁ A.ﬂ A.:

Golumn 9

Nabimated Appors
tionment ﬁasaa on
Rsai@_nﬁ A, Dade

ﬁalnmn 10 -
Apporbionment Loss|
gw Ga&nA@hreug&t, '

5

To Ghan@e.

No Qhange
. : o @ nngg
320 & ¢68?.?§ 4— ? 8%%186
118 — ma,mmm%

990,00

B 308,08

90400

2,394 .48
No Change

o Change

68475

— %3.25

Nb Ghange.

"m 8
1,800, ocg.“f
- 460,00

__He Change '

T

- 180,00

-+ 385 480

|+ 17 ,441.466 B
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lano Qounty

Golwrin 1

hotual A. Dy A

1949419560

Golumn &
Ao Vo £OT 1949250
{In Dollars)

Kindop. = 8%h

61; 2
Gity Unified 8 683 4.6 ,250.00

; ‘Jl"igl‘{{‘,ﬂ : 21 1 5 50«?} $ 890,00
55 87019265 ..00
19

6 (8ee Rio
,.
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PABLE VIXLI (Concluded) '

FIRANGIAL TUPLICATIONS CONCERWING INWERDISTRICE
AUTENDANCE AGREEMENUS IH 30LAWG GOUNTY

Column S Goluwon 4 golwan & |  Column 6 !
ﬂ'ﬂf/.&l}.&' : Tax Rate Total Stabte Appor-| ADA Galn by Inteprs”
Gok, 2 00l 1 1949 w1950 Ghonmen t-1880.19561 Gis. Agreements
| (In E‘l&d?ﬁ) {in Cenbs) (Bubimated) 1949-1950

¥ BedD U 1%, 854 090 300
e i T LA U0
Ll 71 060,79 3]
RSN @gﬁaﬂ.aﬂ N0
ovistal

UL ETE B4 0L L)




Golwﬁn-: '

BollsMs Lons By

Coluna 8
hopident Aol

Golunn 9

Batlmated Appore-

soduwsn 10
Apportionmnent Logs

Intexﬁii&z. A%x*ms JBofore Interdis~ plomment Bosed on |or Gain Through.
19 brict Apveements Resldont AsDeh. s:mmﬁ Agresnents. |
8,483 4L, 8p5.180.18 Heg Y0,664,.92
i 2 480,00 = S0 .01
: 4% 'f A88.08 M- 1 622,71
19 £, 600,00 No Ghange

#8586 ,795.45
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II. INTERPRETATION OF- DATA

The raw data for‘ﬁhiﬁ study, presented in Tables VI,
VL, and VIIL, consisted prineipally of &verage aaily 8t
tenﬁanaﬁ aeare&itatians to each district. Spaaial emghasia
wag plaaaﬁ upon the aeuxee of the average &aily'attenamnae
“and the &ﬁate manays alloeabe& ta eaah distrlet on account
of such average dally aﬁt&nﬁan&e. Ingluded were the assesse
ed valuatiana both totai an& pefkaa éu ﬁavar eéah district
atuﬂied* The tcﬁal average aaily attendanca earned , 1949~
60, for all distriots (eighxy) studied was 25 ,081; tmtal
State allocation of funds on account of such attendance,
L9B0-51, was ﬁxaatly $3,518,866.82; %etal appessed valua-
tion 1949-50, was $175,760,966.00, ox $%,007,73 per
s 4y Qs

The elementary schools in Calaveras, Merced, and
dolano e@unties combined, were allocated an spproximated
sum of $3,583,666.82 from the State Sohool Fund for the
fiseal yedr, 1950-81, Qf this total alloecated, $97,186.78
was granted because of interdistriet sattendance of school

pupils., This was an average of $32,895.59 per oounty. If
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these data were'&ppllea to California's fifty-eight |
. oounties, the total financlal impact resulbing from inter<
aiéﬁrie% attendange, l?é%wﬁﬁ; weﬁlﬁ be %@;8V8,944.22u Wi
pressed in peraentaga'figurés, inﬁerdisﬁriat attendance
agreements, 1949-50, accounted for 2.7 of all State moneys
acoruing 0 the elementary schools in Calaveras, Mercel, and
Solano countles from the 1950-61 State School Fund. If
these data wore appllied to California's fiftyweﬁght.@ountiea
this would be 1.3 per cent of the total State elementary
gehool apportionment, 1950-5L, on account of interdistrict )
atbtondance. |

The elementary schools in Calaveras, Meroed, and
Solane eounties combined, earned a total average daily
attendance of 25,081 for the fiscal year; 194980, Of
this total, 613 were 1AvQ1vea in lanterdistriet attendance
ag#eemaata, Thig was an average of 206.5 per oounty. If
these deta weye applied to Gal&foiﬁia'a fiftyméight gounte
ies, the total average daily attendance involved in intey
distriet attendance agreepents at elementary level, would
be 11,9??; dxpressed in‘percenﬁage figures, R4 of the
total elementary a. 4. a.'eérﬂea by Calaveras, Merced,
and Solano sounties, 1949-50, was involved in interdistrict
attendance, 1f theg@ data were epplied to Jalifornia's

Lifty~elight counties, .99 per cent of the btotal alementary
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ae Q4 @y, 1949-50, would be involved ia interdiatviét
attendance. o | | | o

The inferences made by applylng theove datafabﬂtaiheﬁ
in Tebles VI, VII, and VIII to Californials fiftywaighﬁ
counties, were for purposes of summéﬁy and interpretation.
A‘&isputation eontending that the three counties studied
were typiaallaf Galifafni&*a‘fifty»e&ght, was deemed to
be of doubiful validity. | |

Finanelal imglgﬁatiénag Sohool districts received

a major porbtion of their moneys upon the basis of average
daily atteh&anceeg It follows, then, that school dlstricts
were affected finénaially by the interdistrict atteﬁ&anae
of pupils.» Tabl@'xx shows the amounts and ektént of the
added financisl burden o the_yéar,i956«51,'fér the three

eounties of this study.

9 f‘i'&lE Xa s




TABLE IX
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SUMMARY OF INTERDISTRICT AGRUEMENTS BY COUNTY

MR

kA
o

gounNTyY

KAl 0y

WUMBER: OF PUPILS  STATE APPORTION-
ATTENDING, 194950 MINT GAIN
Calaveras 30 & 5,998.88 ot
Merced 159 4,392,97
Solano 437 86,795,438
POLLL 686 $97,186.78

s

NOTE: These date come from a summary of Tables VI,

VII, and VILY, which were teken from the School Records of
Galaveras, Merced, and Solanv countles, Office of Jounty
Superintendent, San Andveas, levced, and Fairfield, Oalif~

ornia, respectively, Attendance Contyacta, 1980,
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Gonsldering the thres counties in Wablé IX aslune
entity, the 626 pupils attending school under interdisw
trict atbtendance agreements have cost the State of Califw
ornis $O7,186,78 in aﬁﬁitional.&uhvamtiansg This is an
average of $1585.20 per pupil asgreement. >

These additional subventions, as shown in Table
1%, were caused by: N |

1. State aubsiaies given to gmall sohool districts.
This fact was substantiated by data from all hhrée sounties
studied, especially Caleveras County. OCalaveras Qounty had
'twenﬁwaaum'aetivﬁ sohool aiatriéﬁé, ranging in a. &, 84
',fxom fpur¢ta,259;1o 'Meréad‘ﬁcﬁnﬁy had & ﬁatai éf fhirty
astive districts, with eighteen comparable in size o
ﬁhasa»in Calaveras ¢ﬁunty.ll Solano County had a total
of twenty-six active distriets, with nineteen comparable

in size to those in Calaveras Qoummy.lﬁ Under the Calif-
ornia plan of schoel apportionments, the small school

distriot contimues its ldentity for State apportionnent

loﬁenry We Magnuson, Bureav of Hducational Rewe
search, State Department of Bducation, NMimeographed Re~
ports, Sacramento: January 2, 1981, o

1l%00; alt

lg&oah dito

°
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puxpﬂﬁeé regardless of its sdministrative or attendance .'
area organization. Becsuge of this plan, the small sehool
apportiomments did affeat.thﬁ disbursement of state moneys
to many . of ‘the distrioets studied. The actual effect was |
included in the swmary amounts entered in Column 10 of
Tableg VI, VII; and VIII of this study.

.&n.éxample,af this first gause foxr the additional
gsubventions (State subsidigs givan to small-ﬁiatr;ots}lwas

‘found in the elementary sehool districts comprising the
Vacaville Union High Sohool Distriot, Solaso County. This
district is comprised of six elementa#y gehool aiatrieta
aﬁa one unioen elemeata&y sohool ddstrioct. -%ﬁé'aix gmell

-elementary schovls entered into interdistrict attendame
agraéméntai geparately, with the union alﬂmentany district
to have the latter e&ueaté,&&ggpu@ila.resi&ingwin the
varieaa smallgaahaal aiaﬁrietaq wnesafyu@ilaywere aghooled

by the large dlstriot during the 1949-50 ferm,

| 'Thisvyear, l950~5l; the Stbate paid the honuses
guaranteed b&'ié@ to the six small schools (§16,226.68),
plus an additional amount of egualization ald for the

116 pupils atitending the large wnion ‘elementary school

($17,441.66) 0 | i

Office of the Solano County Superintendent of
: Sohools, School Regords (19498-50) (interdistriot Attendance
Agrecments). Falriielid, Californla; peeemver L8, 106U,
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_ - Similaw examplea, with less finanolal impaat, ware
founa in the elementary aistrietﬁ gomprising the Gustine .
Union High 3chool Distriet, MGrqedlﬁaunty, and in the
elameﬂtary‘ﬁispriatﬁ comprising the Bret Harte Unlon and
Qalaveraayéiin% Unlon High Sehool ﬁiaﬁriatﬁ,‘aalaveras
ﬂaunty‘l4 | | | | _

&« The eximtence, 1ln the aonntiQS‘étudieﬁ, of
sohool districts with great wealth, such as power pleuts,
| etoetera, which eleat to have their resident school pupils
educated by adjoining dlstricts under interdistriot attend-
anoe agreements ratheyr than to bear their share of fhe exw
pense incldent to such education.

~ 4n example of this second fact was found in the

Alawen Unmcu mlememtary cnool miatriet Solane Counbys
mhis diatriet had an asaes&c& valuation, 1949-50, of
$1,926,675g00g his was &l?,ﬁlﬁ;ﬁﬁ aasaﬁsaa valuatien
per wesldent a, d. a, Yet, in order to escape the oost
of eduaatiay ite residwnt aaheel yauxh ninatyunine
'puyils were gent ta the Vaea Valley Union Elamentary
School bistriet (with lesa than $5,000.,00 A, V, per

rasi&ent 8. 4. 84) by interdlsiriet atliendance agreement .,

140f11eea of the Merced and Calaveras Uounty BDupere
intendents of Schools, School Records (1949~b0 Interdis-
triat Atbendance Agrecménts)s Wevoed and san Andreas,

Ti“ornia, Ootober LI,

900, and November 8, 19560
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Although the Alowen Distriot lest §¥,600.00 in Basic State
Aid, 4% escaped a minimum tax of $7,808.08 by use af’inter~
district attendance agreemengﬁ; the State Sohool Fund sut«
fered & loss of approximately $7,800.00 because, on aeedunt
of the ninety-nine pupils educated for Alowen, the Vaca
Valley Union School District received frcm‘the Fand approxie
mately %15,@&6.06;15
In this exsmple, & wealthy sehool distriot has pros
tecsted its tax@ayera at the sxpense of the State, and a
poor disbrict has accepbed pupils under interdistrict ate
tendanse agreements alb the expense of the Biate.
3+ The exisbence, in the counties studied, of
distriets thet require équalimatian aid in order to yrovidé
8 mipimum_a&unatian&l pragram and accept pupils under inters
distriot attendance agfe&mants at the expense of the State.
‘This was found to be a financial impliéa%ien regardless of
the reagon ror interdistrict atteh&anee of the pugilsw
| Yhe example of the Vasa vValley Union Elementary |
sehool Distriot, Solano County, has heen prosented. Other
exemplary distriots are as follows: (a) Comenche, Mokele
umne Hill, Mother Lode Unlon, San Andreas, Valley Springs,

and West Point, for Calaveras Gountyi (b) BL Nido, Gustine

153 rae, Yable VIII, Applicable Columns.
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Union, gilmarzﬁhifiea, MeSwaln Union, gqmero,vand'Winton,
tor ﬁerae& Gounty and (o) GryatalvUnien,,Fairfiei@,
  m9lénas, Vallejo City Unified, and Wo;fakill; for Holano
 Gounty. D . | S ?
| 4y The existence, in the counties studled, of | ‘
Boards of School Trustees who refused to pexmit intere
| distriot attendance agreemanma. These Boards of School
Trustees were susbained in their refusals by County Boards
of Bduweation, It waa.&ignificﬁnﬁ;that the suetaining
Sounty Boardis were aampasea of gibﬁession&l éauuatoraa it
isvpbsaiblé fog amall gohools to avold baing aﬁﬁpenﬁed or
,lapaedla by refusals to pemmit iﬁterd&atriat attendance
agreements

In Calaveras Gounty, 1949«50, there were four

pupils refume&,interﬁistﬁieh attendﬁnae.agxeemanﬁé.5! Two
of ‘these puplls resided in Douglas Flat District and two in
Bsmeralda Dimtrict. If valid reasons had not exisbed fox
such refusals, Esmeralda District would have been suspended
Lfor 1960-8L, thus saving the State $8,170.61. See Column 9,
Table VI, o

} lﬁState of California, Edueation Code, 1949,
Chapter 7, Article 8, Section ZbBL, Ds 804

17 . | S

- Calaveras County Board of Edusation, Charles F.
Schwoerer (ex officio secretary), Minubtes and Proceedings,
Septomber 19, 1949, San Andreas, California, )
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In Meroed Sﬁunty, 1949-50, six pupils were yefused
Linterdiatfiat attendance agreementa in-@lim Union andfﬁairm
view Qiﬁtﬂi&f&;igv @h@sa'ﬁi&tﬁiaté become a Qa&tvéf»the"
Hilmar Unified Sohool District on July 1, 1950; hence the
minor finsncial gains or losses, iuai&enﬁ'ta these refusals,
" no longer existed. .. | |

In Solano Gounty, 1949-50, seven pupils were refused
Cinterdistriot attendance agreeméatag"One'refuaal was 1in
the Blmira District, two were in bthe Browns' Valley Dig-
triet, and four were in the Peaceful &léﬂ,ﬂi&%ﬁiat.lg e
valid reasons had not existed and the four pupils residing
in the Peaceful Glen Dimtrict had been gramﬁad_én inter~
aistrict attendanoe agreement , the,ﬁiﬁtr&éﬁ_Woulﬁ'have,béan
suspended for 1950-5L. his would have been a saving to the
 gtate af'aéz,ﬁag."ﬂaa. See Golumn 9, Table VIIIL.

" In aomneotion with these deta supporting the fourth
cause of State subventlons resulting from inméraishxiét ate
ﬁeﬁaaneehagre®Menta, the policies ef,Oounmy Boards of Hduca~
tion were studied.,

18 |
E lerced County Board of Hduwsation, (Miss) Agnes
Buttle (ex of ficic seoretary), Minutes and Proceedings,
Japuary 15, 1949, Merced, Californiel, R

o lgSoland,Gount¥ Board of Bdusation, T C. MoDdaniel
(ex officlo secretary), Minutes and Proceedings, October é?,
1949, Fairfleld, Californlas T
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Mr. Gharles Fe Senwoarer gounty Sﬁparintendenﬁ of
&ehaol& Caluveras ﬁounty, dietated the Lallowing state-
ment in aonnaatlan wlth this shudy:

Fhe polley adopted by the Calaveras ﬁouﬁty Boara
of Rducation whers two boards of trustees cannot
Cagree upon the terms of an interdistrict attendsnce
i8 that bhe board will consider only tna welfare of
the abildren concerned. :

In other words, if the board, after consldering
all the evidence, feels 1t better for a child to at-
tbend a school in a districet other than the one where  -.
he yesides, the board will so render its decision, If
they feel that it would be for the bhest interest of
the child to remain in hig own aiatriet the deaisions
will be yendered a000rdlngly 20

The peoliocy of Mﬁraed Gounty ig stated as fallowsz

4 special mesting of the Board of Education was
salled by the secretary to consider policy on dnfer
digtriced atbendanoce prohlems whioh will come before
the Board of Rduosation, ,

Present: - Mys. Minerve Secandvett, President; lNiss
%agiga mervell' Mra. Nell Morton; an& Misa Agne%
1+ Su. ,

The fo&luwing progedure was. adopted; When a proe-
blem i& presented, a hearing date will be sets Both
gides (will be) natifi@a and invited to appear If they
80 desires A recommendation from the Supervisor of
Ghild Welfare and Attendance, and Miss Buttle, Gounty
Superintendent, may be prasented. A'deoision will be
nade, and a aoyy of the deaision, Yith reasons , will
be sent to th@ parties concerned.®

Rg&harlaa i $ehwoerer, County Supe rintendent of
Sahocls Calaveras County. Dictated, October 30, 1950,

Elﬁeread Gounty Board of ¥ducation, op. eit.,
October 10, 1946,




' anestibutian 4id ﬁot reveal sy set paliey vy the
Boleno Qeunty Beard of h&uﬂutien regarﬁlng 1nt@raistriat
attenaanaa prabl@ma*

me illustrate how laaal woards of tru&beaa governe
ing smali sehoal aiatriaﬁa feel about parmitting pupils
to attendvsehmal in othexr distriots, a letter concerning

28

the HElmira District case,  Solano Counity, was made a

part of this paper as Figuwe L.

Baauﬁa Ij’,ﬁ:i '
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ﬁlmira ealifornia,
g September 26, 1949.

Mrs o O eoleman, ﬂupt. and ?rinaipal
Dixon Bigh School,
Dixon, Galifornia.

Dear'lr. Coleman:

Your communication of SQ tember 18th was recaived and has
besn aomai&erea hy the B mira Boayd.. ,

in axplanation of their decision not to grant pexmission
to pupils of this distriot to attend sochools outside the
'diatriat let me tell you whail happened.

Last year the A+ D« Ay of the children who weve g&ven pere
mission 1o attend Vacaville Sohool (becsuse the Vacaville
bug came about & half mile in one case and & mile in the
“other from their homes) would have placed ouy district in
a bracket where we would have received $800.00 more State
money. As it was, we logt that amount and had to raise
district taxes as a result, The Board deceded not to
grant permlssion to any one this year. They feel that
they cannot sign this agreement ag they have refused %0
pign others. , .

~ Yours very truly,
(8igned) Gora F. Black, Secretary

Elmiva Sohool B@ard,
. Elmira Qalifornia.

FIGURE 1

REFUSAL OF INTERDISTRICT APPENDANCE AGRUEMENT
BY THE EIMIRA BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTERS

SO —
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%he Blmire rafusal was gonsidered by the Board of
Sahaol Prustecs solely upan a monetary hasis. Reasoning
such as this sppeaved fallacious iu the light of edugas~
tional needs of childven. |
The State apportionment loss of $800,00, as @lagmeﬁ'
in the Blmire lettar,'is not necessarily a faét.- Date oome
pilad far the pilot stu&y aid not support this atatament.zg
 Be The exlstense, in the eountiea atnﬂia&. of small
éahﬂal ddstricts Whiﬁh expenied aomparaﬁivaly‘l&rga anma of
State anavlaaailmanay peY 2e Qs Ao aaéhraahmal-year. ahle -
X shows the California Sﬁéte.aéat per e1amentary-sahaél'
pupil, excluding eapital outley, for the four preceding
fisoal years. These data may.ba,eemyamaa with ‘those in |
'Tabla xx; whieh show the estimeted expendituras of repre-
santatiﬁe districte in the three counties studied for the
fisaal year, 19b0-561, . | |

25$n&wa*
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TABLE X

STALE COST PER RLEMENTARY PUPIL

TmoM  mouNe

- 1946-47 Cost per Elementary Pupil $L35408
1947-48 Cost per Elam@htawy Pupll. 168444
1948~49 Cost per Elementary Pupil 166,65
1949-60 Oost per Blemeataxy Pupil  191.21

NOTE: ‘Paken from Jalifornia Department of Hiucaw
tion, Buresu of Bducsational Research (Henyy W. Magnuson,
Chisf ), Cogts Study. Segramenito: State Depariment of

D (Mimeographed sheets, unpublished work).

saveation, 1950,
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TABLE XI
REPRESENTATIVE SMALL DISTRICT COBTS

GOUNTY - DIBTRICT ~ COST PER A. Do 4
Calaveras Campo Seao $816 .06
Douglas Flat 210.58
Bemeralds 561 .87
Meroed dordan $241..00
Herced Falls 289 + 50
Ganal  238.00
Bolano Genter 587,00
Peageful Glen - 47800
Gomer 270.00
e o e e e -

NOUB: fTaken from Approved Distr

1980-81, Calaveras
Superintendent of

) ot Budgets,
‘ Mevaed, and Solano Offilces of County
Sehoolsy, 1950, -
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When the amounts shown in Tablg XI were oompared
with State averages for per pupil cost aa.given in mable
X, they were found to be too high. Cost studies of the

Galirornia State Depariment of Eduoa tion®

substantiated
the existence of small sehool distriets which exmen&ed
gomparatively large guma Qr-mcney per a"a; &~:ea@h
fisonl year. | | v

- 64 The ab&enee, in tha baay of the aetu&l eontraet
for 1ntaraiﬁtriet atbanﬁana@ af pupils, of any ﬁroviaians
callluog for thﬁ diatwiab Qf rasia$nce to pay to the dise
7 triat of attenﬁanﬁe the ae%nal an&t af aﬁuaatin& yupila
less all he&eral and State fun&s &acruiﬂg on aceannt uf
such, a%en&ane@ o0

In Galavaras Bcunty only one provision was added

te Form ﬁo. Jwge Galmfexn&a btate Bepartment af %ﬂueatian
(state form for use as & centraat between two gohool dis-
triots en%erin@ inta an 1nter&ia$riat at%enﬁamﬁe agreement) .
"mhis was ‘found in the contragt hetwsen Valleoito Distriet,

Galaveras Gounty, and Columbia Biﬁ%xiaﬁ, Tuolumne County.

2&3alifernia State Department of Bduoation, Bureau
of Hducational Research (Houry We Magnuson., Ghi@ff doste
Study. Saorumento: State Depariment of hdunation, *19%0.
(Mineographed sheetn, un@uhlishaﬁ WOLK) » :

~ ®55tate of valifornia, Bduoation Sode, 1949, Chap~
ter &, Article 1, Section lbé&. By Ds DB
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Columbia was the distriet of residence and agreed bto pro-
vide tfaﬂap@rtat&oh<fmr the thyee pupils atﬁenﬁing Vallg@
éito Diatriet; No monebary consideration was mentioned.
This added provision was exeocuted in good faith by the
ﬂalumbia Bistriﬁtggﬁ

"~ In Mereed Gounty, three Forms To, J~90 contained
“additional provisions: (a) Maripbsa Unifiga 3chool Dige
triot, Mariposa Gounty, egreed to pay the motual cost of
etucating one ehilﬁ in the Merced Falls Distrioct, Hersed
County, less Federal snd State apporbtionments alloeated
to Merced Falls on account of the pupil's a. d. a« No
warrant had been drawn in payment of these amounts on
October L1, 1950 (b) Prairie Flower Joint School Dige
triet, Mexced County, agreed to pay the Elim Union Dis-
trict §26.00 per pﬁ@il for two pupils residing inlyrairie
Flower and attending school in Blim, This warrant hed
been drawn and the terms of the contract fulfilled by

both parties on Ostober 11, lgﬁo.d?

. gﬁaalavaraa Gounty, S¢ ool Records (Interdistriot
ﬁgzgn%gncm Agreomente, 19497 s san Andreas, California,
-y ¥ '

87
Meroed Oount{ bcheal Reaarda (Interdistrict Ate
tendance Agreements, é&

9-507, Me¥oed, California, 1948-50,
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. In Solano Gounty only one dontraat'syeaifieaftewﬁa |
in addition to those found on Foum J-90., The American
_Oauyén Elementary School Distrioct, Napa County, agreed to
pay the V&lléga vnified‘Séhool‘niatriﬁt.afﬁum of monsy sufw
£iéiant to cover the actual gost to the Vallejo Distriet. of
e&usatingwﬁﬁé‘pupilﬂ residing in thé Am$rican Canyon Disw
trict, 1ééé'éll.ﬁadar&l and State fundara@prOpriata& to
the Vallejo Distriot on account of the sttendance of the
pupiles. No warrant had been drawn against the American.
Ganyon . Distriet funds in faver of vallejo District on
November 26, 1950,58 |
Eiatfiata that are poor, overorowded, and undeye
staffed err finaneially by aseeptiug pupils under inbers
Aietrict attendance agreement without a olause. in the -
gontract salling for the distrlet éf residence Yo foot the -
aogtbual eogt ofveducating guch pupils, less all_Fed&mallanﬁ
Stute funds a&iaé&ta& on aceount of thelr attendance. The
State does not pay the full cost. of educating pupils. The
lécal éistriat, al least theoreticslly, pays a share of the
costs For bhe flscal year 1948-49, in Californle, the
ravenue,r@aeipta for éurranﬁ sahaol purpﬂse$;wer@

$422 ,742 ,611+40 (all levels of instruction). Local tax

oy |
Solano County, School Records (Interdistrict Ate
tendance Agreements, lé%?@gﬁi, Fairiield, California, 1950.
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sources yielded exactly $2%4,709,215,99 of this total.??

Bduoational Implications., The educational impli-
_ eatiéné résﬁlting from,inte?&;@triat attén@agse agfaemants
were found to be so olosely related o the financial as-
~peets of the problem, that a re-statement of thé @ix points

already discussed under financial implications was deemed

" the best approach.

For Calaveyas, Merced and Solano Gounties, an ade
@itional subvention of $185.85 per pupil agreement was
natgﬁg In other words, interdlistrioct attan&au@a in the
three sounties atuﬂie@ ¢ost Californis an aﬁ&itiap&l o
%97,186¢?8;v Some causes fou this edditional State sub«

ventlon resulting from interdistrict atltendance of pupils

were discussed under fingpeiél Joplications. A re-state-
ment of these causes follows:
ls, State subsgidies given:bﬁ amall sohool districts.
£+ The existence, in the counties studied, of sehool
districts with great wealth, whieh eleet to hava their resie
'd@nt gohool pupils educated hy obher distriots un&éi inter~
distrlet atten&an&e agreemanﬁa, rather‘than‘ta bear the

expense

ggcalifernia\ﬁtate Department of Hduoation, Bureaun
of Sechool Accounts Financiag Dats for 3%@ iggal Year,
1948-49. Sacramento: State Department of LAROBTLON, Dee
cembey l, 1960, ’ ‘




B+ The existence, in the countles studled, of
disgtrioets %hat reguire equaiimation'aia in ordexr ta.praw'
vide a minimum edﬁeational PROLLEM o ' |

@; The existoence, in‘the‘eauntiﬁa studied, of
Boaris pf Yrustees who refused to permit intar&istriat
attendance for rveasous whiah appeared to be failaeioua.

5. The existence, in the counties studied, of
gmall aisﬁxiatﬁ»that expended too much per pupil without
eﬁid@nae of e@ﬁcatian&l value being received in proportion

to such expenditures.

6. The absence, in the hody of the actual contraet

for attendance, of any provisions ealling for the distriet
of rsai&énae to bear a part of the acﬁual'exp&hﬂe incident
to educating pupils named in the contraet.

. Equality of educational opportunities for all of
our yéuth.haa come to be the great educational concensus.
This basie prineiple of equality must come if we are %o
inheriﬁ #aat advahaee toward a new democracy in whieh all
men are free and all men work to meke thelr contribuiion
to the good of soclety .50 | _

the interdistrict attendance agreement law was Lirsd

enaated fo kelp children in their atbempt to abttend school,

Frarora Rugg, foundations far American Bducation.
Wew York: Wold Book Company, 1947, ps 2+
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In 1863, équality of eduoational oppertunity in californie
meant, é;mply; sohool attendance, A veview of bhe critical
iiteratn&a traating this péried inwaalifcrnia*s ednoational
systen, éubstahtia%es this statement. However, for the pur-
poses of this study, é veview cf'auwr@nt‘@&u@atianal'1it@r»
ature deeling with the subjeet of equality of educebiodal
aypertunity in Galifornis was made auﬁ’the conoept of equale
ity which existed in regard to Californie schools during the
period lﬂ&@*laeé, was foﬁn& té heve éxp&re&u From the .
literature it wéa’foﬁn& that sehools, both in physical
structure and ourricular content, have Geveloped great
individual differences, thus eliminating the educational
concept which existed at the time interdistrict abtendance
wes dfferéd ag a method of equalizing aauaatimna% opportun~
1ty . | . ,.
 fhat the interdistrict atbendance agreemént law, as
administered in California, actually contributes to a fur-
theranss of inegqualities of e&u@atibmal appérﬁuniti$a, was
aupparteavby this gtudy« 4o make a physid&l‘an& aurrieulaf
survey of the schools in Gelaveras, Merced, and Solano
Counties was not & part of this sbudy, and such a survey
was not made. ’Rowavew, while studying the interdistrict
attendanse problem, an attempt was made to ascertain some
fapts ahamt tha adudatiana; program of the schools involved

in interdistyict attendance agreements.
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Hethods uaed to obﬁain these faots were a8 follows:
(1) Examination and/ar peview of ceurriculum praotxaea hew '
'ing usea (2) ‘Porsonal eanveraatiwn with any&rvianrs of
instrustion, and teaahewa (8) ﬁéperiencé'gaiﬁea frem two
years of parsonal achaal supervigion in solanc Gounty,
ba.t.i:’c‘arnia »(1947~49 ) '
Some educatlional a@fioi@ncaa noted were:
Ly @h@ aauaatianal prapar&tion of the seventh an&
‘v'eighth grade pupila in the elementary schools with one or
 two teaohexs, compared unfavorably with similar puplls in
Vtha‘largar ﬁiatr&eta.al Wany of\tha»aavantageg of the
larger distrxcts aauxa not he provided economically in
tha Smaller ones. ' |
B Pu&ila in small sahecla {one, two, or thres
teachers) were taught by teachers who had too many classes
anﬁ elags preparatiana to QO‘fuli Justioce to pupile! needs,
eithar saaiaily or academicallys | |
Ge  Well traina& t@aahers were harder to seeura and

moye- Aifficult to retain in the smallest schools studia&.az

51 , . ‘
Co As Sesma, mesti Eractiaea in the Armije Unlon

Jehool Distriet. ﬁarﬁe%ey EliToralaT ﬁhiVQra ty oF

5 %iforn a, ctober 82, 1948, p. 6 (unyublisha& work)s

myron moskawitz Emeygency and Fraviaianall Qre~
&entialed Elementary Sehool Teao ers"fﬁ LI OTRLB s BOTKGw
ey, T University of oaLlitornia, 1960 (uapub-
li&haa daator&l &zaaart&tiﬁn~ abatract)* 4
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4. ?uwila'ﬂpthe smeller sohools reoeived & bare
'=_min1mum of @paai&lizaaveauaationél-serviaes a8 comparea'to
thosa'rgaeivea by pupila'atteﬁding the larger schools. Cur-
riaula'items such as ecun&alln@;_health sérviees. &Qeaial__
"aubjaab instruoblon, veeatlonal training, anﬁ~rameéiél work
were apya%lingiy laéking in the small schools v&%ited during
fuis sbudy. - | | ' |
Sthate subsidles given to small sohool digbricts have
fogtered the four polnts Just discussed., The vrefusals of
‘buaraa of trustees to grant interdistrict attendance agree-
ments beoause of their reluctance to lose this State subsidy

‘ 38, :
were discussed under finsncial implications,  In the case

of Paaaefui &lanﬁnistriat, Salage‘ﬂﬁunty, four pupile were
refused permission to attend a larger elemsnbary sehool
(e ds 8y, 1949«50 768) having an eduoational program
ammparahla with presentnaay aﬁuc&ticnal eonoen&us. .»
ﬁeaaaful Glen Elementary Sehool malntained an a. 4. a,
of seven; 19&@«ﬁﬁi One teacher (emergency coredentialed)
taught grd&ew ‘one to elght (grade four did not have an ene
xollment), The huilﬁin& wag ereated in 1893 from wooden
timberss No sanitary facilities were available charvthan
over»graund:tuileta; ‘ﬁrinking wétﬂr was transported from

Vaaavillé, Galifornia, eight miles away.

Sugra »
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The Beard df Prugbees , Peaceful Glen School nigtriat,
| 30&&5@ Gounty, refused permission for fpnf pupils‘tﬁ_attgni
the Vaca Valley Union Elementavy Sehool, Vagaville, Calif-
-@rﬂia.gé C o |
- The wealth so esgentisally necessary to a8 well«planned
edusational pragram w&s found. wnevenly distributed in the
‘gounties studleds OCalaveras County, with twentyﬂfnum elew
mentary districts, had a total assessed valuation, 194950,
of $L7 4284 ,480,00, or $12,5208,00 per a. 4. a. Hosgquito
Guleh Digtrict had $4,281.00 assessed valuation per a. d. a.
1949-50, while Milton Distriet had §$102,506.00 assessed
valuation per a. 4. a, 1949-50,°0 |
L poe? aistrista ééeept yupi&a by interdistrict
atbendange agreswent, 1t oubs the number.af tax dollare
avail&bleiper fe Qo B for an adequate edugational prégramg
Examples of this were found in all three connties.
‘In-ﬁa;averaﬂ ﬁauaty,'éﬁman@he and iother Lada Union Dig~
tric%é were examples. In Merced County, Hilmar Unified
and Livingston Union were exemples. In Holano G@ﬁnty,-'

Failrfleld and Veoa Valley Union were examples.

*go1an0 County Sohool Regcords, lo¢«‘ait,, 1949-50.

o Eﬁﬁalifornialﬁﬁata Department of E&ua&tian, Bureau
of Sehool Accounts (Ralph Boydem, Chief), log. git.
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 fThese distriots assess taxes o help pay for the

.a&ucat&anfﬂf_thase eligible to atﬁeﬂﬁ'aahaai;_ The amount
raméaﬁ by local tax was determined prior to the acceptance
of pupils through interdistrict attendance agreement; hence
there was a'aeereaaa in the smount of money evailable per
¢hild fox educational purposes. See Tables VI, VIL, and
VIIL B | | -

Interdistriot attendance of school @upiis in dise
~tricte that'afa ﬂveraroW@ea-ana’undera%affﬁﬁ’ﬁaly'té
'waakaﬁ the educational program of such éisﬁﬁiets;

,Ei&mpleﬁ of thia.@rinqipla‘were‘nqtea in Selanb
Countys nﬂmaly,‘ih Pairfield, éryﬁtal Union, and Vaca Valley
Pnion Eiatria%ég These dlutriots were situate& neayr large
military installations and were found to have a -shortage of
classrooms , yet were acsepting pupils from obher districts
under interdistriet attendance agreements.

mha7qlassic example of districtes that required a
- great amount of eguslization aid in oxder to provide a wells
plapned and sound educational program was found in the cuse
of the Vallejo City Unifiled Distriot. The egqualizmation aid
for Vellejo Distriet, as estimated for 1550-51, was
$484 ,767 445, Yeb, this &igﬁrimt;“lgégﬁﬁﬂﬁ’&Qaapteé 204
pupils Yo educate under the btemms of interdistrict attendw

ange sgreementa, Vallejo way another district loscated
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within a military‘areﬁ; vefy poor (@3,654.0Q‘avarage'pex
av Lo a.),'avérarbwaed and WnAerEtarsed, |
It was noted that Merced County had fower e&u@aticn&l
impliaationﬂ af an uniavarahle scrt resulting fram inter&ism
trict a%tan&anaa agreem&nta than 414 the @ther two vounties
stuﬁia&, Although Meroed aounty had tha graa%est nnmher of
sehool ﬁiabx&aha, 1t had fewer achools with en as d. a. of
less thaﬁ £itbye mabla ZI1 shows saheel Distriet &ba%us o

as ar July i, 1956, fox the three eeunties atudled.
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TABLE XII

SCHOOL DIBYRICT STATUS, JULY 1, 1960

NAME OF  TOTAL  NUMBER OF DISe NUMBER OF DISw
GOUNTY  AGPIVE ©  TRIODS WITH IESS ORICTS WITH
| " DISTRIONS  QHAN 5O A.DeAs  OVER 80 A.Dehs

Meroed 30 3 27

_ Solamo 26 16 10

TOTALS 80 - &3 47
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Throvghout this study, it QQntinue&_tc ba apgérant
that the administration of the interdistrict atteoniance
agrecment law was taking up an walue smount of a&ministﬁaw
tive bime ln most cases. In Meyced County alone, more
“than thirty hours wers spent considering interdistrict
-attanﬁanae problems during the Fall months of 1949,%"

It was noted that supervisors of ingbruction often
were culled upon to help solve these Gistinctly administra~
tive problems in all three counties. This involves Just
one further educational implication in that the time used
:waé at the ezpense of aurriaulﬁm planning and other educa-
tional matters. There was also s Finanoial implié&tinn to
‘be found in the cost of the time consumed on a matter which

sould be solved best by gensral law,

67Mﬁree& County Boar& of Bducatien, Minutes and
Praaee&zmgg,»lBéguﬁv. Merced , balirarnia, L9OU.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
I. SUMMARY

By way of summary, & statement will be presented
on each point vaised by the original statement of the
‘prablém in Ghapber I. : , | |

_?iaanaial 1m;l&éat&ens. The interdistrict atteni-
énae agraemenﬁﬁ’batwaen elementary school districts in
Galaveraa,‘mérae&, and Solano Uounties caused financial
@ialoeations¢ Eighty elementary sahool &iatricta (inelud=
ving fifty~five sub-dlestriets) were sbuﬁiéa‘anﬁ aﬁaté 3ehool,
apportionments té forty~one such a&striata were directly
effected by intexdlistriet atteniance. This 4id not inoclude
the disbriots that refused interdistriot agreements bo
resident pupils (%4wo of whioh escaped ﬁuﬁpansian)gv Stata
school apportionments were inoressed &n'twenty»cﬁe dige
tricts, and ﬁgaréaaaa in twenty districts on account of

interdistriet attendanoe agreements.

Educationsl implications. fThe interdistrict ate
temﬁgn&e agxeemanta between elementary sochool districts in
- Calaveras, Mereed, and Solano Counties caused edusational
dislocations., Hdusational programs and/or equallity of

educational opportunities regulre the expenditures of
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moneys 1t followed, then, aaﬂa_eonqlus;on xnaiaant t6‘,
ﬁhis,gtuay,,that the seheol dilstricts affested :inanqialxy
by interdlstrioct atbendance, were affected a&ugatmenally ag
welle Measured by any valld yardstick, all aah@slg musﬁ‘ba
finanolally, physically, and morally aﬁeqnata,ifthay;mﬁa o
provide equal educational opportunities for all youth. Re-
fusals by_baéx&s of school trustees to permit wgai&aﬂtit
pupils to attend eﬁher sochools were néhe& in this study, and
in a@ma;inatgncaﬁ, thﬁae.refuaala were legal #nstruments
| uaeafﬁg‘pemyetuate;smal; aeh@bim with weak aanaétlanal Qxa~
grems. Some gah@aié éaoa@taa pupils to educate under inter-
distriet attendance agreem@nﬁé at‘th@‘expenﬁaof the educa~
tional progran already in ﬁperaiian for vesident pu@i}ﬁ.
éaﬁdola in tpié category were enwgiled‘té gapacity sasud were
understaffed prior to the scceptance of outside pupils.,

Ihe intent of the law. The interdistrict attendance

agra&mﬁnm 1aw wéa.paaﬁeﬁ Tor the sole purpese of enabling

children wesident in one sohool aigtwigt to aﬁtand;achael
in ano they alatriét whﬁn_t%'ac #o would be Lor the hest
interest of the ehilﬁgeniﬁ tatal‘Welfaxeg The Aot of Mey 3,
18658, relating to thahéraat;en of scheol disbricts, paved
the wey for the establishment of fxoﬂtigy sehool districts
in California, and set the machinery in motion that aoén

‘Tbrought about 1neguhlity of edusational opportunity; nemely,
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the inability of many ohildren to abtend schonl. For ex-
ample, a large frontier school district often established
Lta aﬁhomlan‘m site which was inaccesaivle to meny pupils
resident in the vast aves, Politiclans, wealthy lands-
owners, and;othamé‘influsnge&»the establishnent of many;_‘
sehools without regard to s@araaly populated aveasn, long
ﬂiatanéeé to travel, natural barriers, eteeters, as fasctors
relative to attendance. | | |

It was soovn evident that many ehilar@n weye unable to
&%ﬁan& the dilatrict schoole Inatead of aorweeti&g $he existe
ing inequality of educational oppertunity by reergﬁniging
the frontiex aiatriata the Lu%ar&ibﬁrist atten&amaa agraeu
mﬁnt law wag anacte& by the GalifOrnla Legislature, 1863 ag

8 pabagesas The latent of this aet, to praviﬁa @gual e&uaa*

tional opportun&ty, was alearly peinteﬁ up in the law. itself.,

This firet interdistricet abtendance law was very simple,
 merely steting that bhoards &f trustees were granted the
-ybwer Ta s o o make arﬁang@memma'with th@iwruata&a of any
2djoining aistriet for the atbendance of suoh children in
the mohool of either dlstriot us may be. beat accomnodated -

- therein, and to fransfer the sohool moaﬁys duw by agpar%ionm
'» ment to such an&l&ren,to the aistriat in which thay,may
attend school M |
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In 1980, the interdistriet attendance law was intend-

ed, a8 in 1865, to be a medium for providing equal educa-
tional opportunities tc,yeuth.un&bla to attend school in
the district of their residence.

Depertures fvom bthe intent of the law. Departures
from thsvintent afvtha intaraiet?iaﬁ‘éfieﬁdanae agreement
law were noted in this atuﬁy»}»Franﬁ,lccrru@tian,‘ana.malw
practice in the administration of the law were not dis-
eovered in any of the countles investigated. It followed,
then, that the departures Lfrom the iﬁt@nt of ‘the law were
present due to other facbors, such as: (a) the over-sub-
sldization of small andinaﬁfieieat sshool distriets by the
 gtate in terms of fimeal suppaﬁt; and, (b} the false pride
éxhibitad by boarxds of school tru&teaé and lay groups in
their small, wéak, and. oub~moded sochools. |

This stuﬂy’was veinrpécaﬂ by eaneiusiqma of other
studies, namely, that the heavy State subsidies given to
small school districts, with 1ibtle or no regard £or their
lossal capacity to suypdrt an a&aqnﬁtaﬂaehaoi program, has
been a major faotor in the relnaﬁanee these ﬁiatriaté have
ﬁhc&n to abandon their schools as attenience centers. These
departures from the intent of the lew wewe found in the re-
‘fuﬂalﬁ of b@arda of trustees to permit pu@ila to att@nﬁ'
sochools outside the distrlet of residence. It followed,

alao, that schools could wse the interdistrict attﬁndanea'
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law to perpetuate their existence hy aeaaytiﬁ@ non-resident
pupils, thus raieing the avarag@.aaily_attan&amae ahove the
minimam requirements (P pupils in a. (.« @.) necessary to ese
~oape suspension.

The organization and velue of the raw date provided

gg_§g§§‘§§ggg,. The raw data for this study consisbed prine
olpally of aversge daily attendance ascreditations to éaah
digtriet, with apeaial_emph&aiafuﬁnn the source of the
aversge daily attendsnce, and the Stete monéys allogated
to each district on account of such average dally attende
ance. These raw data were babulated and made a part of

this study, as Tables VI, vxx, and VIII.

; edusational opportunity in teyms of g&ggg“
- Bup orts This study indicated thet educational oppartunity,
in terms of fiscal support, was lmpossible under statutory
provisions governing the apportionment of the State Sohool
Fund in Califoruiams UYhe interdistrict attendance agreement
law was congidered as one of the many statubory provisions
governing the apporbionment of the Ytate ﬁdheol Fond for the
purpoeses of this stuldy, snd was so considered by tha‘State
of CGalif ornia in its actual ap;ortiammenta»

The matber of equalizming edusational apportunitiea B
in Valifornia in beyms of fiscal suppert, has been polnted
up by the Findings snd Recommendations of the Committee on
School Districts, State of Californias It was found by
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the Comnission that districis receiving the leapt State aid
were relabtively well~organized, so far as attendance centers
and administrative units were concerned, compared to those .
veceiving the most State aid, Uhis study has brought out
facts in sccord with the Commission's findings.

II, CONCLUSIONS

- The followlng points are to be donpldered as impori-
ant conclusions reached ss a result of this study:

ld».mhat the nssessed valuation or taxable wealth pex
pupil in averegs daily attendanace was unsvanly-&ia%rmbuﬁea_
among the eighty elementary sehool distriete in Calaveras, |
Heroed, sud Solano Gaun%ies, Alowen Union ﬁiatwi@ﬁi_Solanu
,Gaumgy,‘ha& an assessed valuatlon per a. 4 84, l@é@aﬁé,gof,
$148,206,00, while winton Distriet, Meroed Oounty, hed an
sgsessed valuation per a, d. a., iﬁé@*ﬁ@, of $2,432.00.
 These two digtriots ésyréﬁ@nted the highest and the lﬁwéat,
in berms of A. Ve per as Qe 8., for this study.

B« That there wers 100 many pupile of elemsntary
sohool age 1iving,in digtrlots which d4id not malntain
sehools with educatlonal programs adapted to the needs of
these pupils. In Solano County, only seven of the twenty-
8lx elementary scehool districts yro&i&ed'kin&ergarten ine

strustion, Parents of kindergarien-sge children were foreed
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to use the inhar&istriét attendance agreement law velating
to the admission of kindergarben children Lrom &iatri&tal
not mmintaining'a kindergarten, in order 1o provide educa~
tion for their children. Some districts meintaining kinder-
garten 4id not agsept pupils of this grade level under
interdistriet atteniance mgréamenta, The lask of educatlion~
al programs sulted to the resident youth's needs was not |
Jimited to any one gra&e levels Buoh condlitions were preve
alent through all grade levels, kindergarten through eighth.

3. That the interdistrict attendance agreement law,
as administered, 4id not help all ¢hildran to attend a»
gehool adepted to their individual needs, Distriots used
the interdistriet attan&anﬁa law to kéap c¢hildren raﬁiamnt
in one district from atbending school in other districts.
The logal boards of school trustees i@fused resident pupils
ﬁermission to attend other schools becsuse of fallaclous
reasonss These looal boards were, in gome cases, susbained
in thelr deolsions by county boards of education. It was
slgnificant that county voards were aoﬁpcae& of professional
eauaatars.

4, That some distriots studied were unwige %o acoept
pupils under interdistriot atiendance agreements. Some dls-
tricts were very poor (reguiring large amounts of equalizae

tion aid), overcrowded, and understaffed. Districts in
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this category, whioh accepbed pupils undew interdistfiat

attendance agreements, cost the State a great deal more on
acecount of such agrveementss These sanme distrlets weakened
.?heir eflugational program by adding more puyila t0 an overs

erowiled and understafied school. In terms of good eduea~

tional progrems, the monetary gain from the State on account

of interdistriot atteniance was very aostiy to these ims
poverished distrieta. |

B+ That small sohools with a multi*gradea system had
many interdistrict attendance problems, These problems aid’
no't always result in an agreement for interdisitriet attend-
ance of a pupil although the pleds, both pro and con, were
found in the public records consulted for this study. The
interested persﬁns-were'nat always helpiul in the attempts.
to settle the lnterdistrict problems. Here agaln, false
pridse and falge reasoning were fsuﬁa fn he major absﬁaélag
in the way of & settlement of the prablemé for the benefit -
of the school pupils concerned. Furthermore, of the eighty
elementary school districts studied, a disproportionately
large number of sueh districts were of the small, multi-
graded typee |

6., "That too mueh time was heing spent in the admin
istration of the interdiatriot atbtendance asgreement law,

Logcal boards of school fruateea, local teachers, loosl
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school administrators, county boamis of e@uaatian, atetl's
ol ihe gounty superiniendents of schools, and interested
lay groups were found to be spending & great deal of time
in atbempting to solve problems arising Lrom the interdis«
triet attendance law. Uontracis for interdistriet attend-
ance are operative for one year only, and the amount of
tima‘eﬁnsum@a in atbempting to bring ébeut egquality of
éaunational opportunity on such a temporary basis geecmed
uaﬁise. A somparable amount of time spent on matters of
- ourriculuwn and on the re-organization of atitenience areas
for gehools ln general, would be better spent than in the
temperary solution of éeme gpecifie problem dealing Wiﬁh
only one school year éf attendance and eoftentimes limited
to o single pupil. .

7+ Uhat problems incident to the interdistrict at-
tendance of gsehool pupils had besome 6 numerous in some
areas that permanent messures had been initlated and passed
to correct the exisbent conditions. OSome of these measures
were: (&) unification of school districts; (b) unienization
of smohool districts; (o) ennexation of scheol districts; and
{d) suspensilon or lapsation of school distriects. By these
measures, abtendance areas and adminlsivative units of
schools were strengthened and the need for an interdistrict

attendance agreement law in thelr cmse virtually eliminated.
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8, ‘hat permanent gorrecbive action toward the
elimination of the need foy interdistriet attendance &greee
ments was in a retarded state. It wse’ﬁraa that some areas
had made signifieant progress, but a generally retarded con-
aitian wag ﬂﬁfiﬂiﬁ?ly noted.

Mable XIII shows the pragresa of éiatriat raorganiza»-
tion in the three couwntiles comprising this study. It was
donelufed that sehool dietriet rgmrganimatiqn.has made
pregr@ss during the past fthiity yesre in ﬁhéae'aauntias.‘
Euanar, thisg progress has #mt been sufficlent te eliminaste
the need far an axtenaiva use of interdistrict attEndaﬂee

ﬁ@?ﬂﬁmamtﬁi
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PABLE XIII

SCHOOL DISTRICY REORGANIZATION, 1919 to 1950

QOUNTY  NUMBER OF SOHOOLS ~ NUMBER OF SOHOOLS .
WITH ONB TBACHER* WITH FIVE OR MORE*

191820 1980-51  1919-80  1960-51

Calaveras 37 12 1 13
Herced 8 1 8 36
Solano 40 13 : 4 20
TOTALS 116 38 13 79

*Inoludes High Schools

NOTHE: The data for this Table are taken fgam He Qo
Jones, ebte 8ls ﬁegort 0] ﬁhe Special Legislative dommlttee
on maudmfian. ‘oaeraman 0: Btbte Print -y 5??1@@ , N
TD+ Bé=b, and ¢alifornia State Depmrtment “of bdugatian,
?uxeau of School Accoumxst{Ralp% %eyden, ﬂhieé). Unpube

ished btudies. Saoramentor State Depariment of LduGs-
tion, 1950, (Single sheets).
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-9 That Merced Gounty h&&lfawer glueationsl Qis-
- looations and é sualler cost ﬁﬁfthg State resuliing from
interdistrict abttendance agr&é&énﬁé.than aid'ﬁﬁa other two
sounties studled, Although Meraed County had the greatest
munber of aetive gsehool. districts, 19560-6), of all three
counties, it hed fewer districts with less than fiftyvyupila
in average daily sttendence. It waa.tharéfara,canclnﬁaa |
that geographicsl areas, such as gounties having meny émallL
gehools cost the State wmore menéy beocnuge of interﬁistriét
attendanse than do the aress that were organlzed Lnﬁa laxger
abbentance~center grouplugs . | | |

The following statement illustrates the above conw

clusion as regards lMerced County's spproagh to the problem
of interdistrict attendance: |

s+ « » The Board atvitempted earxly to define its posiw
tion and set wp procedure Lor gonsidering such cases
(interdistriet atiendance)s Recognizing the problems
were merely symptoms (gig,)e-that adeguate education
often is not svailable to all the children in & dis-
triot when parents request transfer--the Boapd ate
tempted to promote action on the part of the district
songerned to overcoms the difficulties and assure the
best education to alle ,

A majority of the cases soncerned small sohools,
where a teacher had several grades to the room. Dure
ing these years of teacher shortage, it was too often
those sohools' misforbtune that only inexperienced and
untralned teacher applicants would consider their
positions, This often resulted in meetings with Board
of Trustbtees following an analysis of the needs of all
the children in that distriets These meetings, plus
the survey infoymstion, frequently indicated action
towards district reorganization., In most of the oases,
Boards of Trustees were assisted in condueting distriot-

PV S,
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wide meetings and action cowpletsd in unlonization

and sanexation so that larger schools, transportation,
and other facllitles were possible. Durling the past
four years, eleven digtricts have combined with others;
in most cases the stinmulation comlng from an interdisw
triot attendance problem.

An conduoting hearings the Bosrd invited both the
Board of residence and the family wrequesting permission,
to present the arguments and opinions involved. A rew
port of the Bupervisor of Welfare and Attendance sand .
the sobivities of the County Superintendent wexe given
- to the Boards The resuliting action of the Board of Hdw
woation has elways been made in light ¢f the needs of
the ¢hild invelved, and the needs of all childven withe
in the school dlstrict. '

In several cases the parenbs of the child 4did net
wish to assigt in the ftotal problems, but only to se-
sure the permission from the Board. Freguently stormy
gesslons~~in one distriet repeated for three yeargw-
saused no small disturbance to the Board, intent on a
golution to the distriet probvlems, rether than that of
& family or group of Temilles. Delegates visited the
individuel Board members and in many oasses were dlows
‘agresable in public as well as during Board meetinge.
Mnally the area under dlscusslon became unifled, therew
by exasing all distriet lines. The Board of Hducation

experiensed great reliefe-not only from pressure of hose

tile groups intent on their own desires, bub in khowing
the eduoation level of all the shildren had been waited,

It ie significant that the problems, pleag, and srgu-
ments given are not contined to any particular distr.ci
or type of digtrioct other than the sohool where a ful.
program of edugation such as one grade Ho a teacher,
full vocational and industrial gecondary courses, hoi
lunches, musie, art, and adeguate play supervision la
not available. . o : '

One can gonclule that while a parent wishes the best
for his ohild, no provision of education can be acoepted
ag adequate in Californie wiless all children, regarfie
less of place of vemidence, have these faaili%igﬁ avall~
- able. This cextainly r@qu{ras continuous support and
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agbtivity on the part of the County Committee on Hehool
Distriot Organization, Boards of Lﬁucation, and logal
Boaras of Trustees.t

After comparing the abave gbatement with the findings
of this study, it was goncluded that the procedures ana_ |
practices of the s¢hool aaministr&ticﬁ in Merced County,
apperiaining to problems of intexrdistrict atitendance, were
~ commendable and worthy of emulation,

A summery of the conclusions incident to this study
was found in the following quotationt

The distriot wauit is too small an area in whiceh to
provide mofern educational facilities, and the 4Aiffi~
oulty of mecuring co-operative setion by the trustees
of a nunber of adjacent districts to fomm a larger and
better school is a difficulty that ls almost insuper-
able. Hven with the best of intentiouns on the part of
the locel boards of school trustees, they carry on
their work with so little wnity of purpose and so lite
tle ooneepbtion of the real meaning and importance of
effective educationsl service, that the schools they
oversee too often arxe limited in seope and outlook,

- poorly adapbed to modern eduveational needs, poorly
taught and still more poorly esupervised, and far more
¢oatly than there is any reason for their being.

Bxzperience everywhere has olearly demonstrated that
the digtriet system is expensive, inefiicient, shorte
sighted, and unprogressive; that 1L leads to an i
negessary multiplication of small and inefficlent
gehools, ubterly unable to minigster to the larger
ruralelife needs of the present; that under it country

“boys and girls 4o not hmve eqaivalent advantages with
the boys and girls who live in the oitles; and that it
stands today as the most seriouns obstacle in the way

Lagnes Bﬁttle Board of iducation Gonsiders Inter-
District Atbendance brobLemss  1561101ted Statement, 1er=
Ged County Beard of Ldusabion), Merced, Galifornia, * No vem
ber 16, 1950,
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cf 8 needed consolidation and imyravement of Qur rural
schools, With the growth of modern educationdl needs,
the shrinkage of the rural families and the introduc-
tion of much machinery, and the coming (to Gslifornia)
of many people who need o be cayed for in goed schools
« + » bthe old distriet form of sohool administration
has broken down and oan no longer provide schools
sulted to the néeds of country children and the des
mand.g of modern life.

The in%ax&iatriat att@mﬁaﬁbe agreemaﬁtylaw is & proQw
uet of the distriet system, described above, and as such has
not been able to solve the gomplex problems breught about by
inoreased educational needs. It has not conbtributed as much
to our efuoational). wellebelng ns its "intent and purpose™
might geem to indicate that it would,

It was eaﬁclu&éa Jhat the fundsmental solutbtion of the
interdistrioct atten&aneﬁ nroblem was to be found in the

f£ield of distriet reorganimation.
IIT« RECOMMENDATIONS

Ihe recommendations resulling from this study of
interdistriot attendance agreements in Calaveras, Merced,
and Solane Uounties are ag follows: _

e It 1 reoommended that the State of California be
remaiaﬁriete& in order to establish betiter educational opw

pertunities fox all youth, andbmere esonomical and efflicient

gﬁarbart Ge Jones, ot als, Report of the Special
Logiglative Committee on Mduoation., sacramento: Gallifornia
State Prinbing OfTice, L1920, Dps B4~ ,
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sehool edministration. This would minimize the use of the
interdistricet atteniance law. A thorough study of school
distriot organization in Californis was made by the Comm B
mission on 8chool Districts, State of California, 1945749.
andl thils study on interdistriet attendance has braught out
fasgts in éaeer& with the Tindinga and reaemménﬁationa made
by the Commission. %his first recommendation, then, is a
restatement of similar raabmmen&atiéna made by the Commig-
sion on Sohool Districts, 194549 . |

Everyone familiay with the variety of loucal school
distriets in California, has recognized the need forx redis«
tiiating, but very ilittle has been done to solve the problem.,
It is recommended that this redigtrioting be accomplished by
lay and professional bhoards established for'the exXpress pur~
pose of redistricting the State. This should be done with-
eut the regquirement of é vote by individual dlstricts.

2. It is recommended that Chapter 7, Article 8, Secw
 tions 2681 o 2693, Hducation Code, 1949, entitled "Suspen-

sion and Lapsation of Distriots" be amended to make suspen~
sion mendatory when a district maintains an average dail&
attendance of less then twenty-five, and to make lapsation

nmandatory atter opne year iustead of the present two yaaxa¢3

(74
“4 Ops. Atty. Gen. 54.
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A necessity formule should bhe included in the amend-
ments This would remove many of the present o&er#amhsiaiaﬁ
granted to small school distriete in California, memdve the
temptation to misuse bthe iﬁ$ar&istriet attendsnce agreement
law to meintein an a, 4. a. of five; and, finally, it would
hasten the formation of larger aund stronger units of admine
istrétiana | -

8s» It 1l recommended that the average dally atbtend-
ance earned under interdistrict attendance sgreements be
oredited 1o the distriot of residence for apportionment
purposes snd that the payment of the total cost of educating
such pupils be pald by the district of residence. This paye-
‘ment should be mandatory -and/or sutomatic to the district of

attendance., This recommendation would necessitate the amende

ing of Section 1808 to 1805, imclusive, Hiucation Code, 1949,
These changes would make 1nﬁér@istriet attendance an
expense ageinst the diatriat 88 well aa'against the State.
4. It i8 recommended, finally, that furbher akud&
be done in the areas of school finance aé‘relatea to attend-
ange., Financisl "leaks" sre present in the California
school system. fhe interdistrict abtendsnce drain wpon
the State School Fund way be only one of many su@h “leaksﬁn

On Degember 10, 1950, there appeared an article in

. .the Sap Franolsgo Examiney entitled, "Ruval School Hes One
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Pupille the text of this article follows:

Lincoln, Nebragka, Mea.mhar 10 (Int@rnatianal
News Jerviee): L Nebravks Sohool district is hold-
ing classes this year for & single pupil, aaeerﬁing
to btat@ Superintendent 0btto G. Ruft.

Ruff , wh@ nade the gstatement at a meetling of
county school superintendents in Lincoln, did not
identify the digtrict, but said the school was maine
teined because of preuaura from an "influential
'farmer"

He eited the case as sn 6xamplw of tha ﬁlfiiculties
involved in redistricbing the State's 86hﬂﬁlﬂ.ﬁ -

By ohanging the words "Lineoln, Nebraska" to "Sacra-
mento, Oalifornia™, and "a gingle pupil” Yo "six or seven
pupils", with a correspouding ohsnge in the nowes of the
state superintendents in the two cases, bthis news item
could well apply to valifornla. It is, indeed, olosely in
‘line with the findings of this atudy, and excellently
serves to illustrate a mitﬁati&n‘whieh could easily go
from bad to worse unless further atudy and action is forithe
:egmiﬁg; |
Further research ie needed, but above all, corrective
actlon must come 10 alleviate the ills incident to the pres-

ent inbterdistriot attendance prohlems,

QXnﬁernational News Sexvice, The San Franeisco
(Galifornia) B Examiner, becember L0, 19507

T S e e
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APPENDIX €
FACSTMILE OF 974135 FORM J-90 .

Form No. J»90 was initisted by the Galiférnia State

- Departmaﬁt of ﬂﬂuaatlon on August 27, lﬁé?‘l ﬁlthough this
form is no longer being printed and distributed hy the &tate'
Department of Haucation, 1% is the prineipal form being used

by the counties studied, 4 facsimile of Form J-90 follows:

Form No, J*@Q | %&uoation Oo&e $eation 1508
Galifornla State Dept. ol Hiueation
IN%&R*?I%TRK&T ATVENDANCGE AGRIE MLﬂT

Oalifarnia
_ 19
The governing boards of the | o distriet
of __Oounty, herohy BEree Lo permit the
within named pupiis, while residing in the first named dise
triat, to attend . Sshool in the

ggaog% named aistriet ﬁurmmg The BORO0L Jear anaing, June
)
mﬁwﬁ: The average daily atten&ance of all pupils who re&iaa
-~ in one sehool dlistrioet and atbend school in another
sohool distriot upon permit shall be credited to the
digtrict attended for appmrtﬁonm@nﬁ PUYpOSes . -

Neie s of Tuplis = Nams and Address of TATentS oF UUATIisns

Membors 6T Governing Doard 6F  Nemners of governing Board of
Biﬁtriet o A Distriet

_Residenge

“S. He Swift (Semi-Senior Lesountant, Buvesu of
Bghool acoounts and Raaax&m) "State ﬁegartmanﬁ of Eduga~
tion Forxms", Jtate Bepnrtm@n of Edueatlon, 1950, Files.




APPEHDIX D
ERVRAGTS FROM CHE woUCANION CODE OF CALIFORNIA, 1949

the following extyaets from the Bducation Code repre-
pent those sections denling most dirvestly with the problems
of intexdistricel atlendunce:

L50%s  One school districed muy perform sehool sere
vices for another school Gistriet, and veselve pay from
the obher school digtriet Lor the performance of the

school seprvice, whenever o contract approved by the
gounty superintendent of schools govering the perform-.
snce of and the paymeant for school sérvice has been enw
tered into by snd between the governing boards of the
seneol dlstricts concerned. dotming conbtalned in this
section shall be construed to aulthorize the establishe
ment of epmrxta sehools Lor pupils for any reason other
than those set Lorth in this cole.

1503, he governing bhoard of any school district may
adnit to the schools oy clagses mailntained in the dise
briet any pupile who reside in another sohool distriot
which maintaing scheols oy clusses of the grade levels
which the pupils desire to atbend, whenever an agreement
is entered into betbween the gavarmiﬁg board and Lhe OV
erning board of the district of regidence stipulating
the terms upon which the intexdistrict attendance shall
he permitied. In the event the governing board of
either digstrict negleots or wefuses to entey into such
an agresment wzﬁhiﬂ 50 days after bthe person having the
cugtody of any pupll hes wveguested the voarxd to do so,
gush person may sppeal bo tho gounty board of sducation
having Jurisdiction over the district of regidence which
shall, within 30 days after the fillng of such appeal,
determine whether the pupil should be permitied to atu
fend in the district in which he desires to attend and
for what period of tine, If the county board of educsa
tion determines that the pupil should be permitted to
atbtend in the disterict in which he desires to atbend,
the pupil shall be admitted to séhool in said diatrict
without delsy aud the governing hoard of the districet of
residence shall pay to the district of attendance at the
glose of each sehiool year in which the pupil attends in
the distriet of att@ndamuu the asetual cost to the dis~
triet of atbendance of the education of such pupil, less




a2

all Htate and Fedepral funds é?pﬁrtion&ﬁ~t0'the disterict
of attendance on aceount of the attendance of the pupll.

A pupil may be admitted provisionally to the schools
of & district obther than that in which he resides by
the governing hoard of sueh distriet for a period of not
exoeeding two school months, pending decision by the
governing hoards of the sehool districts concerned, or
2y'th& gounty hoaxd of education pelative to his admite
BILBE .

The provislons of this segtlon do net apply to the
attendance of pupils in the seventh and eighth grades of
a junlor high schools (imended by Statss 1947, Gh. 217)

16081, theve the county boards of eduestion of the
two sounties congerned agree that it is for the best el
uoational and health interest of the child, a school low
gated in one county shall admit to the schools or classe
ses maintained by it any pupil who resides in a school
distriet lecated in another county.  (484ed by 3tate.
1945, Ghne 462) .

1508.8. The governing board of the distiict in wbich

a pupil wesides shall not pay, or be reguired Ho pay, to
anothey disteict in which such pupil may be lawfully ate

tending under this article, any amount in excess of the
actusl cost Lo the district of attendance for the educaw
tion of sueh pupil, less Jtate snd Federal funds appor-
tloned oxr allogated to the disbriet on aecount of the
attendance of the pupil. (Added by Stats. 1945, Ch.462)

1603.5¢ Uhenever three-fourths of the electors rew
siding in an elenenisxy wchool dlgtriet and heving chil-
dren attending in the schools of the distriet petition
the governing hoard of the district to do so, the gove
erning board of such dlstrict with the approval of all
the members of the couvnty homxd of eduwoation may provide

for the edusation of all elementary school pupils in the

distriot By another clementary school district subjeet
to such terms and confitions as the governing boards of
the two dlstricts may agree upon. (Added by Stats.
19485, Che 749; amended by Stats. 1947, Ch. 776).

160344 The governlng hoard of an elementary sehool
Gistrict or unified school districet may admit to the
kindergartens maintainel by the district ohildren
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liginl@ for admission to kinaer@arten classes whc '
veside in an elementary school disteriet or uailfied
sohool district rot maintaining & kindergarten when-
ever an sgrooment is enlersd into between the govern
ing boaxd Of the distriot of attendance and the
governing hoard of the distriet of residence stipulat-
ing the terms upon which the inferdistrict attendance
ghall be permitied. (Added by Stdts¢ 1949, Chs HLY ),

180554  If the governing board of & schaol district
in whioh pupils reside who are lawfully attending in
another 4istrict fails or velfuses to pay, when due, the
amount reguired 1o be pald the district af attendame
For the educstion of such pupils under wny provigion of
thig code, the, aeunty superintendent of sohools having
Jurisdiction over the distriet of residenge shall draw
& reyulsition against the funds of the distriet of res-
idence in favor of the distrlet of attendance in payment
of such amount snd transmit the yequisition to the gove
ernanﬁ board ol the distriot of - atbondance. (A@&&@ by

ﬁats. 19&% Che 818).

1604, The average dally attendance of all pupils,
expepting pupils aahsnﬁing the seventh and eighth grades
of & Junioy high sechool, who reside in one sohool dige
triet and attcnﬂ pehool in anothey school distriot
shall be credited Yo the distried atten&e& for APP O L
tiomment PUXpOREH . .

. 1805« The attendance of a pupil residing in & Hus-
pended. elementary. sehool distriet iucluded within &’
union or jolot union c&emantnry sehool distrioet and
atiending school in the unlon oy jolnt union elementary
gchool distriet, shall be oredibed Lo the elementary
gsoehool district wmbhin the walon or Joint union eles
mentary sehool disliricet in whieh the school attended

by the Qupil is located.

OB, Qmauatian above sye taken divectly from the
unucntiwn Gode, State of Califoinia, 1949 edition, Saora-
mento, Lnliﬁwrmia, Pra Hled, ’
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