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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Schools on a Six-Year Plan

California needs more classrooms to serve a growing student population. But despite abun-

dant resources, know-how, and a skilled workforce, the state finds it difficult to build schools.

They take six years or longer to complete, a delay that leaves students without the facilities

they need.

The lengthy time span adds to the already considerable expense of schools, from one third

to one half higher than building costs in the private sector. California is also home to the

most expensive high school in history, costing more than $200 million, but which has yet to

serve a single student.

The reasons for the lethargy and expense lie in the state’s complicated approval process for

building schools.

A Bureaucratic Quagmire

The Field Act, which has governed school construction since the 1930s, accounts for two to 75

percent of the cost for a given project. As currently applied, the Act subjects school projects to

five major state agencies. In addition, seven other state agencies operate 40 programs that may

become involved in school construction. This bureaucratic maze creates lengthy delays and

boosts costs. 

Despite current regulations, as many as two million children attend school in non-Field Act

facilities. Portable classrooms have proliferated in recent years and are subject to a slow and

complicated process of their own.

Prevailing-Wage Costs

Discriminatory prevailing-wage laws that mandate union labor on school construction account

for additional expenses of 10 to 25 percent. Project labor agreements also add to costs and lock

out non-union builders whose taxes fund the projects in which they cannot participate. The cur-

rent legislative push is to require schools to monitor prevailing-wage policy for items built off

the school site. This will add an estimated six percent to already sky-high construction costs. 

Conflicts of Interest

California’s bureaucratic gauntlet for school construction has spawned a lucrative industry of

consultants, much in evidence in the Belmont Learning Center fiasco. The $200 million school
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showcases the prodigious waste, irresponsibility, corruption, and incompetence of the current

system. So does the Los Angeles Unified School District, California’s largest, which has failed to

deal with both declining and increasing enrollments and, in the words of a state commission, has

“doomed another generation of children to overcrowded, uninspiring and unhealthy schools. ”

The same could be said of the system statewide, which is unacceptable for a high-tech, eco-

nomically powerful state with a legacy of building. The need for reform is urgent.

A Plan for Reform

• Exemptions from the Field Act.

With building codes now much stronger, districts should be given exemptions from the

Field Act, as legislators debate whether to retain the 70-year-old measure.

• A single-payersystem.

Replace costly categorical problems with grants to school districts and empower these dis-

tricts to approve and construct their own facilities.

• Reduce bureaucracy and conflict of interest.

The Field Act was not intended as a sinecure system or jobs program for state workers.

Money slated for the needs of schoolchildren should not be absorbed by multiple layers of

bureaucratic sediment nor paid to consultants.

• Convert administrative facilities.

Districts should make the best use of available space for classrooms and, if necessary, rent 

office facilities. 

• Eliminate class-size reduction. 

This costly categorical program blocks the best use of classroom space and has failed to

promote increased student achievement. 

• Year-round schooling. 

Facilities are best used on a year-round basis, with a longer school year, instead of standing

empty for months. 

• No universal pre-school.

Such a program, whose educational merits are dubious, would require expensive new con-

struction and staff.
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• Encourage developer-built schools. 

Even under the current system, developers can build schools on time and under budget. The

state should encourage districts to let developers build schools.

• Eliminate prevailing-wage laws. 

Originally intended to bar African-Americans from public-works projects, these measures

remain discriminatory and drive up costs.

• Encourage home schooling.

When parents teach children at home, a growing national movement, it frees up 

classroom space.

• Mor e charter schools. 

These deregulated schools are delivering strong performance despite lower funding and

are not subject to the Field Act. The law should be changed to allow easier creation and

renewal of charter schools.

• Establish parental choice in education. 

The dearth of facilities is caused by California’s government education monopoly, which

provides mediocre service at high prices and needlessly confines students in crowded

schools. Parents should be empowered to choose the schools their children attend, public

or private, as a matter of basic civil rights. This will alleviate the facilities crisis, promote

reform and accountability, and increase student achievement.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The Impossible Schoolhouse

In the spring of 2003, just off the Harbor Freeway not far from Dodger Stadium, commuters in

Los Angeles could see the hulk of a building, partly wrapped in plastic and plywood. It is the

Belmont Learning Center, the most expensive high school in history and a monumental misnomer.

The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), the biggest district in the state and one

of the most overcrowded, broke ground on the project in 1997. Six years later, despite the

spending of nearly $200 million, the school had yet to serve a single student and no learning

had taken place there. The site was above an old oil field and the district abandoned the project

in 2000. But on May 22, 2003, the Los Angeles Board of Education voted to plow another $111

million into Belmont, bringing the total cost to $286 million, more than a quarter billion dollars.

Los Angeles Superintendent Roy Romer, the former governor of Colorado, says the project will

be finished in four years, more than a decade after construction started and more than 20 years

after the original project, a new middle-school near downtown, was first discussed.

The Belmont Learning Center, whose story will be told in more detail later in this paper, is

not the typical tale of school construction in California. It does, however, showcase many of

the problems that drive up costs and deprive the state’s children of a place to learn. Belmont

also illustrates that the way California builds schools is out of character for a state with a lega-

cy of building.

We Can Build Bridges, But Not Schools

California gained worldwide fame for the Golden Gate Bridge, which took just four years to

build. The Bay Bridge in San Francisco and Coronado Bridge in San Diego are also marvelous

accomplishments. And California rebuilds earthquake-damaged bridges and freeways with near

miraculous rapidity. But with all its expertise and eager, highly trained workforce, the Golden

State finds it difficult to build new schools. This is surprising for rather simple structures that pose

no special design or construction problems. 

“Even when you’ve got competent public school districts, there’s nothing more difficult to

build than a school,” said civil-rights attorney Constance Rice. She was a member of a commis-

sion that found the process to build a school required no fewer than 117 steps.1 Given the

process, to be explored in detail in this study, that number might be an underestimate. 

There are, of course, many incompetent school districts. Consider Oakland, which the state

recently bailed out to the tune of $100 million.2 But even in competent school districts the two
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axioms of school construction in California apply—it will be expensive and slow. In recent

years the process has gotten slower, not faster, and more complicated rather than simpler.

“It takes about five to six years to construct a new school,” says the January 2003 Strategic

Execution Plan of the Los Angeles Unified School District, Facilities Services Division.3 The plan

aims to deliver more than 110,000 classroom seats through 158 new school construction projects. 

Some school construction officials say that six years to build a school is a “fast track” and

that longer times are more typical statewide.4 For example, a 712-seat elementary school next

to the California Science Center was conceived in 1990 and will not be finished until 2004.5

The 14-year span from conception to completion exceeds by two years the time span for a stu-

dent’s entire elementary and secondary education.

Even using the six-year standard, a child ready to start grade one will never attend the ele-

mentary school that takes six years to build. Six years is also two years longer than the four

years a student spends in high school. A student who is 14 years old and ready for ninth grade

will be a sophomore in college, or in the work force, by the time six years have elapsed. And

six years, let alone the full decade or more of the Belmont Learning Center, is a long time for

construction not only by today’s standards but also those of yesterday.

Construction of the Empire State Building in New York City was completed in just one year

and 45 days, and that with the construction technology of the 1930s. The CN Tower in Toronto,

the highest building in the world at more than 1,815 feet, took three years and four months to

build. Hoover Dam, one of the largest construction projects in history, took five years and fin-

ished ahead of schedule and under budget. 

The 31-mile Channel Tunnel or “Chunnel” linking England and France was a project of two

nations with two languages and involved 10 major contractors, a quarter of a million engineer-

ing drawings, and 220 banks. Yet this project began in 1987 and opened for rail travel in 1993,

a span of only six years. 

That is the same amount of time the Los Angeles Unified School District says it takes to build a

single new school, assuming all goes as planned and there are no environmental or other problems. 

This study will examine why the cost of new schools is so high and construction time so

lengthy. It will outline reforms that would lower costs, reduce building times, and better serve

the students of California, for whom the state’s educational system exists. 

The Costs of Serving the State’s Education Customers

There are now more than six million students in California and their numbers are on the

increase. In 2002, California gained 600,000 new residents and the state may see an influx of

15 million in coming decades. 
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The need for additional school facilities has been exacerbated by the state’s class-size

reduction program. From 1996–97 to 2002–03, California spent more than $10 billion to

reduce class size to 20 students per classroom in grades K–3. These needs have fueled various

bond issues of record proportions.

Prior to 2001, local bonds required a two-thirds majority to pass but California now has a

55-percent majority requirement. In November 2002 voters passed $13 billion in bonds for

school facilities; $11.4 billion is designated for K–12 construction, $6.3 billion for new con-

struction, $3.3 billion for modernization projects, and $1.7 billion for overcrowded schools.

The November 2002 bond, however, was just the first of a two-part strategy. A $12.3-billion

school construction bond is scheduled to appear on the March 2004 ballot. If passed,

Californians will have approved $34.5 billion in state school bonds in six years.6

Governor Gray Davis wanted to spend $21 billion in bond money, more than $11 billion on

new schools. The hope is that the construction would create jobs and ease classroom over-

crowding. While that outcome is desirable, some points of caution should be raised. 

Smaller classes do not necessarily increase student achievement, even though programs of

class-size reduction are popular with

politicians and parents.7 Buildings,

however spacious and advanced, do

not teach students, and spending guar-

antees neither quality nor performance. 

Kansas City, for example, spent $2

billion on 15 new schools and fabu-

lous resources including a planetari-

um, Olympic-size pool, an eight-lane

indoor track, a Greek theatre, fencing

coaches, and generous raises for

teachers. Yet the schools failed all 

11 of Missouri’s standards for aca-

demic performance.8

Students, however, need a place to

learn and school buildings are not

optional equipment. If we are to pro-

vide California’s students with the edu-

cational facilities they need, it is essen-

tial to understand the current process. 
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II.  THE SCHOOL FACILITIES QUAGMIRE 

Policymakers, educators, and general readers baffled by seemingly endless process should

not feel alone. “It makes your brain hurt,” said civil-rights attorney Constance Rice.9 The

Commission on which she served examined the 1989 site-acquisition flow chart for the Los

Angeles Unified School District, which attempts to trace no fewer than 123 steps (see

Exhibit 2, page 8).

This is just one of the many examples of how convoluted the process has become. The fol-

lowing overview examines the key aspects of the school facilities quagmire.

A. The Field Act

Background

In March of 1933, the Long Beach Earthquake, measuring 6.3 on the Richter scale, damaged

many schools and other structures. California Assemblyman C. Don Field of Glendale, who was

also a building contractor, witnessed the collapse of many buildings and quickly introduced leg-

islation, AB 2342, that would govern the way schools are built in California. 

The Field Act, Sections 1 and 2 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, requires

plans for K–12 schools through community colleges to be prepared by a structural engineer and

checked by an independent state agency. School construction projects require continuous inspec-

tion by a person in the employ of a school board, that an architect and or engineer observe the

work, and that a variety of parties must file reports. The Field legislation also created an army of

regulators who owe their livelihoods to the Act. The growth of this regulatory regime has length-

ened construction times, though some legislators seemed unable to see the linkage.

Costs of Implementing the Field Act

“Why, under the best of circumstances, is it taking between six and eight years to build a 

new school?”10

That was the query of State Senator Leroy Greene, a Sacramento Democrat and chairman of

the Joint Committee on School Facilities of the California Legislature. Sen. Greene, who ran an

engineering firm while he served in the Assembly, posed the question 14 years ago, in 1989. As

a longtime veteran of education issues, including more than 20 years on the powerful State

Allocation Board, he surely knew why it does indeed take six to eight years, or longer, to build

a school. 
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Costs deriving from the Field Act are estimated

to range from two to 75 percent of a given project,

a remarkably broad range.11 While the State

Architect has estimated the costs at about four per-

cent, it should be kept in mind that this office, like

other contractors, engineers, and administrators

involved in the study, as a state oversight commit-

tee pointed out, “to some extent, derive their liveli-

hoods from Field Act-related work.”12 Those in

that position are not likely to overestimate the costs

the Act imposes, but even four percent amounts to

huge overall costs. 

By one estimate, the cost of school construc-

tion from 1992–1997 was $340 million higher

because of Field Act requirements.13 It should be

kept in mind that the costs of public-sector 

building is generally from one third to one half

more expensive than private-

sector costs.14

Private-Sector Comparisons

In contrast, private-sector projects are governed by

the Uniform Building Code (UBC), which does

not mandate preparation of plans by a structural

engineer, allows local building officials to check

plans, and does not require continuous inspection.

The designer does not have to observe the con-

struction, and the code does not mandate the filing

of reports. 

After the Sylmar earthquake of 1971, the UBC

was updated to reflect higher seismic standards.

The primary difference between the Field Act and

the UBS is not in the construction standards but

the process of inspection and reporting. Type 1

UBC buildings, such as high-rise structures,
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require high-quality materials and continuous inspection of welding. Some observers argue that

Type 1 buildings are of comparable quality to Field Act buildings.

In the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, buildings built under both the Field Act and UBC fared

well. While the facilities establishment argues that the Field Act provides better quality assur-

ance and safety, many California students are not housed in Field Act buildings. The Little

Hoover Commission estimated that tens of thousands of students, “perhaps as many as two mil-

lion,” attend class every day in non-Field Act space. The commission concluded that it was,

therefore, not out of line to recognize “valid reasons to have both temporary and permanent

exceptions to the Field Act.”15

Private Alternatives

The Field Act prevents districts from considering existing vacant buildings as alternatives to

expensive, lengthy new construction. But the legislature has provided exemptions for leased

buildings used for a regional occupational center, structures not considered “school buildings,”

structures for county community schools, adult education, independent study programs, and

trailers less than 24 feet wide for special education or driver’s training. 

Charter schools, partly deregulated public schools, are also exempt from the Field Act and,

therefore, able to pursue alternative arrangements for facilities, sometimes in collaboration with

the private sector. Private schools and universities are not subject to the Field Act bureaucracy. 

B. The Little Hoover Commission’s Indictment

“Schools throughout the state are threadbare and bursting at the seams. Crowded districts bus

students long distances, sometimes right past vacant facilities owned by other school districts. . .

California is struggling with a school facilities crisis.”16

That was the judgment of the Little Hoover Commission, California’s non-partisan watchdog

agency, in the 1992 report No Room For Johnny: A New Approach to the School Facilities

Crisis. The Commission noted such familiar indictments of California education as “Johnny

can’t read, he can’t write, and he can’t speak English.” However, another issue is working its

way to the top of the list of school woes: “Johnny can’t find a classroom that he can squeeze

into. Or if he can, the ceiling may be leaking and the paint may be peeling.”17

The Commission cited a 1989 federal study which said that 55 percent of California’s 7,125

school buildings were inadequate, 25 percent were adequate, and only 20 percent, a scant 1,425

schools, were good. The inadequacy of existing schools was matched by the need for new ones.

But “The overall school facilities picture is a gloomy one.” 
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“The birth of a new school facility” the report said, “comes about only after an elephantine

gestation that involves the participation of the local school district, the Department of

Education, the Office of Local Assistance (an office within the Department of General

Services), the State Allocation board, and the Office of the State Architect.”18 The Commission

attempted to illustrate the elephantine process in the flow chart below.

The Commission concluded that “the state has created a cumbersome program that micro-

manages school construction projects, thus delaying the completion of and driving up the cost of

school facilities.” The delays, said the Commission, “add to the cost of projects both in rising

land values and in higher prices for construction costs. In addition, costly temporary measures to

house students—such as busing them long distances—may occur because of process delays.”19

A Bureaucratic Nightmare

A handbook from the Office of Local Assistance outlines 63 steps, interactions with four

state entities, and 82 documents required in the course of the school construction process.

The various offices were in different locations and the forms and documents not at one loca-

tion. The Hoover Commission found that “there is no single manager that is aware of a con-

struction project’s status at any one time.”20 Officials in various school districts considered

the Office of Local Assistance to be misnamed because, in their view, it did not provide

much assistance.21

If every step were to be performed correctly, it would still take about six years to open

the schoolhouse doors to students. In that same period, five Empire State Buildings could

have been constructed, along with the Anglo-French “chunnel.” 
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Regulatory Overload

Besides multiple agencies and mountains of bureaucracy, factors that prevent efficient con-

struction include regulations that prevent private entrepreneurs from building a school from

scratch and selling to a district.22

The Commission also cited the Naylor Act, which requires districts that wish to sell sur-

plus property to offer up to 30 percent to cities, parks, and counties at no less than 25 percent

of market value. This regulation, the report said, put school districts at an economic disad-

vantage when they attempted to sell unused assets. “It is not sensible public policy,” the

report said, “to put the desire to preserve open space above the need to provide adequate

housing for school children.”23 A 1988 Department of Education survey of 219 districts in

nine southern California counties found that 55 percent had surplus sites for a total of 200

sites with 3,263 acres for a total value of about $1 billion.

The prevailing wage law, also to be explained in more detail, adds to the expense, a full

10 to 25 percent by some counts. The Board of Allocation had also awarded contracts to the

higher bidder, rather than lower bidder, on a project because high-bid firms were owned by

minorities and women.

A Strategy for Reform

To build schools more economically and efficiently, the Little Hoover Commission recommend-

ed contracting out for plan checking services, or using retired employees. The Commission

noted that buildings constructed under the Field Act and the Uniform Building Code (UBC)

both withstood earthquakes well and, therefore, it recommended a 10-year waiver for districts

to use UBC type 1 buildings when necessary. The Naylor Act, the report said, should be modi-

fied to abolish unused-site penalties.

The Commission urged legislators to find the true cost of prevailing wage provisions.

Districts should have “one-stop shopping” with the state, which should give responsibility 

for fundraising to local districts. The number of votes for passage of bonds should be

changed, the report said, and urban districts should be able to use vacant office buildings for

classroom space.

If schools were too crowded, the Commission recommended, students should be allowed to

attend any school in any district. Such a system, the report noted, already operated in the

Community Colleges system. “Any qualified student may attend any community college,

regardless of boundaries and residence,” the report said.24

The suggestions of the Commission were well founded and based on extensive investiga-

tion. They were not followed, however, and the bureaucratic quagmire has only worsened.
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C.  The Impact of the Prevailing Wage

One reason new schools are so expensive is because often the construction is not performed by

the lowest bidder. This is due to a federal measure which, as Sacramento Beecolumnist Daniel

Weintraub notes, is “tinged with a hint of racism.”25 It is actually much more than a hint. The

measure was openly racist and its effect remains discriminatory.

School construction, like all public-works projects, is governed by the labor arrangements of

the Davis-Bacon Act, a 1931 federal measure designed to restrict African-Americans from gov-

ernment public-works projects. The debate surrounding the measure is replete with complaints

about “negro labor,” as a threat to whites-only unions. Blacks were then barred from most

unions, or segregated in all-black locals. This act violates the constitutional guarantee of equal

treatment under the law. Openly anti-black, it still restricts the access of black workers to the

public works projects their taxes subsidize. It favors predominantly white union workers and

remains discriminatory.26 Its consequences are higher costs. 

“For decades the cost of public projects has been driven by prevailing wage law,” writes

Daniel Weintraub. “This edict prevents the bidders from offering their lowest possible price.”27

By some estimates, prevailing-wage laws increase the cost of schools from 10 to 25 per-

cent.28 If the Field Act’s four-percent cost increase over five years amounts to $340 million, the

10 percent increase due prevailing wage would come to $850 million. If those who estimate

that prevailing wage provisions increase costs 25 percent are correct, the figure would be more

than $2.1 billion. 

This discriminatory act mandates the “prevailing wage” on government construction proj-

ects. The prevailing wage is always interpreted as the union wage. There is no practical rea-

son, however, why this should be so. According to the federal Bureau of Labor Statistics

unions represent only 13.2 percent of wage and salary workers,29 down from more than 30

percent in the 1950s, and growing only in the public sector.

By mandating union labor, the edict ensures high labor costs and locks out non-union

builders. Project Labor Agreements or PLAs also mandate union-only firms, prevent builders

from offering their lowest price, and result in higher construction costs. 

Legislators at the state and federal levels have ignored the discrimination, elitism, and high

costs of prevailing-wage edicts. A recent law manages to make the situation worse at the very

time California is attempting much needed school construction on a wide scale.

Assembly Bill 1506, a 2002 measure by speaker Herb Wesson, requires school districts to

monitor the wages of firms working on school projects. In practice, this means that a school

district, whose primary business is education, must hire a team of people to examine the payroll

records of contractors. Districts have had to hire additional staff for this function even as they

laid off other support personnel. This deplorable situation may soon be made worse.
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There is now a push to expand regulations and force districts to monitor not only on-site

projects but those off the construction site as well.30 This could affect modular classrooms that

are assembled in factories, and even heating ducts, electrical parts, bricks, tiles, moldings, win-

dows, and many other items. By some estimates, this measure, which Daniel Weintraub called

“madness,” could drive up the already high costs of schools yet another six percent.31

Prevailing-wage law, project labor agreements, and mandates that school districts monitor

wages serve very well a small group of bureaucrats and well-connected private firms. 

D.  Caught in a Complex Web of Agencies

In the multiple state agencies, according to a Senate Office of Research study, “there seems to

be no resolve on the part of management to decrease control.”32 The name of the Office of

Local Assistance had been changed to the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) but this

agency, researchers found, “is a major source of friction rather than assistance for school dis-

tricts,” unable to keep up with its workload and giving “misinformation” to school districts. A

Price Waterhouse study commissioned by the state recommended reforms for the OPSC but

most were not implemented.33

The complex system, the Senate Office of Research found, not only increased costs in terms

of staff hours, frustration, and delay, but it also created an “uneven playing field.” Large school

districts that build frequently, and those with sufficient resources to hire specialized staff and

consultants, hold a great advantage in advancing their projects. Districts with the least ability to

finance their own projects are given lower funding priority. “Thus the state program gives the

most financial assistance to those with the least financial need.” 

Year-round schooling (YRE) increases capacity by 20 percent but the OPSC and Department

of Education, the report observed, must certify a district’s YRE status before a funding applica-

tion can even move forward. 

“The state is not well equipped to manage local building,” the Senate Office of Research

concluded. “There are 1,100 school districts with 7,800 schools. The state cannot easily know

which projects are most deserving or which expenditures are excessive. . . Regulations become

rigid, incapable of taking into account unique local needs . . . In the end, school districts build,

not according to needs, but according to predetermined state categories.”34

The Division of Labor—Local Districts vs. State Entities

The Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) is something of a misnomer since this

agency does not construct public schools. The OPSC website, however, purports to lay out the

Public School Construction Process (PSCP) “in a logical and understandable way.”
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The OPSC notes that “Faced with increased enrollments and spurred by State efforts to

reduce class size, public school districts across California need to build new schools and expand

or renovate existing school facilities. The primary responsibility for these activities rests with

local school districts.” They must, therefore: 

• Analyze enrollment trends

• Assess their facilities needs

• Plan for new facilities

• Provide local financing

• Carry out their own construction projects

It quickly becomes apparent that the last point is not entirely accurate. While the responsibility

for building a school may rest with local districts, these cannot, in the current system, “carry

out their own construction projects.” In the current system, everything is a joint venture.

The OPSC notes that projects “must comply with many different State and Federal laws and

regulations.” More specifically, five state entities play major roles in approving and funding

local school construction. These are:

• The Office of Public School Construction, which operates within the Department of

General Services

• The School Facilities Planning Division (SFPD) of the California Department of

Education (CDE)

• The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), within the California Environmental

Protection Agency

• The Division of the State Architect (DSA), within the Department of General Services 

• The State Allocation Board (SAB)

In addition to these five agencies, says the OPSC, “Seven other State agencies operate approxi-

mately 40 programs that also may become involved under certain conditions.” These include:

The Air Resources Board (ARB)

Cal/OSHA

California Coastal Commission

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

California Energy Commission (CEC)

California Highway Patrol (CHP)

California Indoor Air Quality (IAQ) Program
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California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB)

Caltrans Aeronautics Program

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Branch (CLPPB)

Contractors State License Board (CSLB) 

Delta Protection Commission (DPC)

Department of Conservation (DOC)

Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

Department of Health Services (DHS)

Department of Industrial Relations (DIR)

Department of Parks and Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)

Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR)

Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams

Division of Aeronautics

Division of Apprenticeship Standards (DAS)

Division of Labor Standards Enforcement (DLSE)

Division of Land Resource Protection (DLRP)

Division of Mines and Geology (DMG)

Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR)

Division of Transportation Planning (DOTP)

Drinking Water Program 

Industrial Welfare Commission (IWC) 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

Occupational Safety and Health Appeals Board (OSHAB)

Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board (OSHSB)

Office of Advanced System Planning (OASP)

Office of Emergency Services (OES)

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)

Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)

Office of Self Insurance Plans (OSIP)

Office of the State Fire Marshal

OPR State Clearinghouse (SCH) 

Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) Program 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC)

State and Consumer Services Agency

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 

Transportation Planning Program35
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As an example of a prospective school having to deal with one of these agencies, an OPSC offi -

cial cites a project in San Luis Obispo, near the coast, which had to contend with the California

Coastal Commission.36As the OPSC website notes, “The number of entities involved can make

the process of building or remodeling a school extremely complex and time-consuming.” 

E.  Navigating the Cumbersome Process—Approval, Planning, 
and Construction

Dealing with each of these entities requires multiple steps on the part of a district. According to

the Los Angeles Unified School District, there are 22 “functional steps” for each phase of the

project schedule. The functional steps would, of course, themselves include multiple operations,

forms, approvals, analyses, and the like.

The long march begins with district analysis of enrollment trends and assessment of its own

facilities needs. If the district decides it needs new facilities, it must establish eligibility for

funding, a difficult process in itself. Eligibility for funding, however, must be secured before

the site-approval process can begin. Districts that seek state funds must complete the entire

process. The process for funding eligibility is separate from the actual funding application. 

Here is a breakdown from the website of the state’s Office of Public School Construction. To

file an application for funding, the district needs to assemble the following documents: 

• Form SAB 50-04, which sets out the basic information needed to process and approve the

appropriate funding.

• The Division of the State Architect project plans and specifications. 

• Certification of compliance with all applicable laws, specifically the professional services

requirements discussed in Funding Eligibility.

• Establishment of a Restricted Maintenance Account. To ensure that a State-funded project is

kept in good repair, all school districts with average daily attendance above 1,200 (unified),

900 (elementary), or 300 (high school) must establish and maintain a restricted account with-

in its general funds for the exclusive purpose of ongoing and major maintenance. This fund

must amount to an annual encumbrance of at least three percent of the district’s general fund.

Smaller districts may certify that they require less maintenance or a smaller annual deposit.

• Cost estimates or a certification from the district’s architect that project costs amount to at

least 60 percent of the total available funding (from both state and local sources).

• An appraisal, escrow closing statement, and SFPD final site approval letter, if the applica-

tion includes site purchase.

• A final plan approval letter from the SFPD (SFPD Form 4.09).
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The district then submits the application to the OPSC, which schedules a site visit, reviews the

plans, and examines the documentation. If required information is missing, the OPSC sends a

letter to the district. If there is no response within 15 calendar days, the application may be

returned unprocessed.

If the application is complete, OPSC staff “assign a date to the application putting it in line

for further OPSC processing.” The OPSC “must verify information provided in the application

package and ancillary documents, and review the school district’s calculations to determine

funding amounts.” 

When review of an application is complete, the OPSC schedules the project for approval at

the State Allocation Board (SAB) meeting. This board allocates funds “on a first-come, first-

served basis” and may vote immediately to approve or disapprove the request.

The SAB, a California Research Bureau study found, is subject to influence by board mem-

bers, developers, other state agencies, and consultants. Many of the consultants have offices in

the same building as the OPSC, whose proceedings they also influence. School districts that do

not contract with such advocates, the study found, were often at a competitive disadvantage.37

When available funding reaches certain minimum levels, new construction projects awaiting

funding shall be prioritized or ranked using a priority point system, and that funding shall be

made based on this prioritization. When this occurs, the SAB will rank and fund new construc-

tion projects on a quarterly basis. New projects that are not funded will be placed on an unfund-

ed list and resubmitted to compete with new applications for the next funding quarter.

Once a district receives funding approval from the SAB, it must submit Form SAB 50-05,

a “Fund Release Authorization,” before the OPSC can release funds to the district’s county

treasurer. If not submitted within 18 months of SAB approval, the entire grant will be auto-

matically rescinded. 

After receiving funds, the district must submit Form SAB 50-06 to report all project expendi-

tures to the OPSC. If the OPSC determines that substantial progress is not being made, or if the

district does not submit a progress report, the OPSC can recommend that the SAB revoke the

portion of funding not committed by contract. 

Financing questions aside, from this point the process follows a rough timeline:

First Year

The district establishes a team to review prospective sites (see Exhibit 4, page 18). The sites, in

turn, come up for discussion at local board meetings, with community input. No actual designs

or buildings are in play at this point.
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Exhibit 4: Approval Process for School Sites
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Second Year

The site selection team requests that the local board of education approve the site and author-

ize acquisition. If the board should approve of the site and be willing to acquire it, the board is

not yet ready to take any action. While the local district performs environmental and geotech-

nical surveys, state agencies must do likewise before the project may proceed. 

Both the California Department of Education and the Department of Toxic Substance Control

(DTSC) must clear the proposed site as acceptable for use as a public school before a local

school board can make any determination about the site’s acceptability. These two steps can

easily add six months, or more, to a lengthy process. 

A site with potentially hazardous materials, a frequent reality in urban districts, requires an

especially convoluted process that begins with a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)

(see Appendix A).

Third Year

The district selects a design team which completes plans for the new school. Though first

approved by the local school board, these plans, like the site itself, must be submitted to state

agencies such as the Division of the State Architect (DSA) for approval. The state agencies, in

turn, review and revise the design. 

The district that has determined need, qualified for funds, applied for funds, completed site

approval and plan approval by the Department of Education and the DSA, and received funds

disbursed by the State Board of Allocation, may now put the project out to bid. That completed,

contracts are awarded and the district sends out a notice to proceed.

Years Four–Six

According to the Los Angeles six-year plan, during years four, five, and six, “the project is con-

structed. Workers clear the site and begin the process of building. The district provides full-time

inspection to ensure that the new school is built as it was designed.”

As California’s Office of Public School Construction notes, “When your district is ready to

begin actual construction, State oversight does not end. Not only must your district account

for State money, but you must also continue to meet State building, labor, environmental, and

other standards.” 
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F.  The Final Steps—Certification and Audit

As the Office of Public School Construction notes, “The Division of the State Architect can

close projects either by issuing the Final Certificate of Construction or by closing the project

without certification. Without certification, the State will not assume liability for the facility and

the district’s school board members remain liable in any litigation related to construction.”

Within two years of project completion, the Office of Public School Construction perform a

financial audit of the project expenditures. If the district was required to prepare a Response

Action in regard to the school site, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC) may need to monitor “long-term operations and maintenance at the school site.”

Plan submitted, not yet "accepted" 2-3 weeks

Accepted, but review not yet started 4-5 weeks

Technical Review 4-5 weeks

Correction time 12-14 weeks

File (certified as approved) 20-23 weeks

Total 42-50 weeks

Exhibit 5: Plan Check Process



No Place to Learn: California’s School Facilities Crisis| 21

III.  THE PORTABLE ALTERNATIVE

The most casual observer of California school districts cannot help but notice the number of

portable classrooms, structures resembling a double-wide construction trailer and usually paint-

ed the color of a UPS truck. In 1991, California’s Auditor General reported that more than 70

percent of the state’s school districts have portables, which then totaled approximately 48,000

units, housing about 27 percent of the students in the state.38At the time, the Auditor General

noted the costs of portables ranging from $2,000 to more than $170,000. 

The use of portables dates from 1934 and expanded rapidly during the 1960s. By the 1990s

California laws required that all new school facilities be designed so that at least 30 percent of

the classrooms are relocatable. Indeed, some entire schools are made up of these portable units,

leased or owned by a district. By the accounting of the Auditor General, districts procure 23

percent of portables with state resources and 77 percent with their own. 

There have been safety concerns with portables but the Loma Prieta Earthquake of October

1989 caused only minor damage, with no structural problems, to portables in 16 school dis-

tricts.39 Though easily produced and readily available, in a single day in some cases, portable

classrooms are subject to the same lengthy delays as permanent construction. 

When districts fund portables through their own resources it can take 14 months, more than

one year, before students are using the portable classroom. When a district funds portables

through state programs, it may take five years from the time the district applies to first use of

the classroom by students. For practical purposes, that is the same time it takes to build a per-

manent school in California.

State agencies overseeing the construction of portables include the Department of General

Services, Office of State Architect, which reviews plans for safety under the Field Act and

requires in-plant inspections and site installation inspections. The OSAhas been responsible for

school safety since 1933.

The Office of Local Assistance (now the Office of Public School Construction), which

administers the Emergency Portable Classroom Program and the Leroy F. Greene State

School building Lease-Purchase Program. The OLA/OPSC also provides administrative 

support to the State Allocation Board, which controls apportionment of funds for all school

construction projects. The state’s Auditor General, however, found numerous deficiencies in

its performance.

The OLAlost at least $169,000 in discounts from portable classroom manufactures simply

because the agency failed to pay invoices promptly. The OLAfailed to recover at least $2 million

in construction funds, improperly reimbursed 40 districts for $3.9 million in asbestos abatement,
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overpaid management fees for seven asbestos projects, and disbursed $227,000 to 18 projects with-

out documentation from districts.40 Changing the agency’s name did not improve performance.

According to a 1996 memorandum on public school construction by the Senate Office of

Research, “the OPSC is a major source of friction rather than assistance for school districts.”41

The California Department of Education reviews new sites and additions to those sites. The

Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) has primary responsibility for

manufactured housing, some of which is used for classrooms. The DHCD requires in-plant

inspections (see Exhibit 6 below). For a timeline of state-funded lease-purchase projects, see

Exhibit 7, page 23.

A district, or several districts, can finance portable classrooms through special taxes levied

through a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, based on the Mello-Roos Community

Facilities Act of 1982 (see Exhibit 8, page 24). The process requires a written request of voter

petition to the body establishing the district; and a resolution of intention to establish the district;

a public hearing; a “resolution of formation” document declaring the determination to proceed.

An election with two-thirds voter approval is also required. The district may then receive bids for

Exhibit 6: Organization Chart of S tate Agencies Overseeing Port able Classrooms
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sale of bonds, which are sold and the proceeds deposited with the county treasurer. The entire

process may take 17 months or longer.

A school district cannot apply for state construction funds until it can show that in the next

school year it will have growing enrollment or inadequate facilities to handle current enroll-

ment. That is why some districts, having completed their lease of portable facilities, renew the

lease instead of opting to own the structure. This process contributes to the proliferation of

portables statewide.

The facilities crisis described by the Little Hoover Commission in 1992 continues. The ele-

phantine gestation process it identified is now even more complicated and time consuming, as

the Office of Public School Construction confirms. 

Exhibit 7: T imeline for S tate-Funded Lease-Purchase Project s
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Source: The Office of Local Assistance

Note: The timelines can vary with a project’s size, scope, and individual complexities.
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Exhibit 8: Process for Creating a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District
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IV.  CASE STUDIES OF THE SYSTEM’S FAILURE

A. The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)

In 2001, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) spent $6.5 billion, a full 15 percent

of California’s total K–12 spending. The budget of the mammoth district is now more than $7.5

billion, larger than that of the city of Los Angeles. The LAUSD operates nearly 700 schools and

more than 200 specialized learning centers, serving approximately one in eight of California’s

K–12 students. 

Because of its size, the district can hardly be typical. But it does showcase the problems of

building schools in California. The LAUSD is currently on a building binge to meet exploding

needs. But such was not always the case.

During the 1970s, the problem was declining enrollments. Many districts, including Los

Angeles, had a problem coping with fewer students. The Little Hoover Commission found that

the “LAUSD stood out among school districts for failing to economically deal with declining

enrollments. While asking the Legislature for additional funds for new schools, the district

refused to reduce operating expenses and generate revenue by using existing schools more effi -

ciently.”42A 1980 report took the LAUSD to task for those problems. The following year, the

Commission’s A Report on the Los Angeles Unified School Districtconcluded that the district

was mismanaging public funds.

During the 1980s, enrollments began to increase, especially in southern California. The dis-

trict’s attempts to cope with a facilities problem could have been described by paraphrasing a

line from a popular movie: If they come, you will not build it. And this led to a monumental

example of failure. 

B.  Belmonster—the Most Expensive High School in History

One response to increasing enrollments in Los Angeles was the Belmont Learning Complex,

also known as the Belmont Learning Center, a 35-acre high-school campus with state-of-the art,

internet-wired “academies” for 5,000 students, a shopping mall with nearly 80,000 square feet

of retail space to boost commercial development in the area, and 120 low-rent apartments. The

grandiose project proved unique in another way—a price tag of $200 million. Problems were

evident from the beginning but ignored.

The site was over a former oilfield but, in 1992, the Los Angeles School Board authorized

the purchase of the Belmont property without extensive environmental testing. In March of
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1998, a state agency told the Belmont developer that pockets of methane gas permeated the

Belmont site. The prospect of poisonous gasses rendered the site unsuitable for a school, now

dubbed “Oil Field High” by some journalists, and “Belmonster” by one union official.

In February 1999, the state partially halted construction at Belmont while the district agreed to

conduct additional environmental tests. In September 1999, Don Mullinax, inspector general for

the Los Angeles Unified School district, blamed nine senior district officials, the developer, and

the participating law firm for allowing construction to proceed without adequate assessment. 

In November, 1999, the Los Angeles school board voted to padlock Belmont. In December, a

second audit revealed widespread financial abuse and confirmed that the district never had a

budget for Belmont and had spent at least $175 million on the school, which had yet to serve a

single student.43

In January, 2000, the newly elected Los Angeles school board voted to kill Belmont. In

February 2000, the Little Hoover Commission released To Build a Better School, which found

that “Another generation of children in Los Angeles has been doomed to overcrowded, unin-

spiring and unhealthy schools because of persistent incompetence by the Los Angeles Unified

School District.” 

Meanwhile, Roy Romer, former governor of Colorado, became the Los Angeles superinten-

dent of education. Romer advanced the idea that Belmont could be made viable by spending

another $60 to $80 million for a venting system. This would push the total cost well beyond

$200 million. On May 13, 2003, the Los Angeles City Council unanimously passed a resolution

supporting the completion of Belmont and an adjoining park. 

On May 22, the Los Angeles Board of Education voted 4-3 to plow another $111 million

into the Belmont Learning Center, now suitable for only 2,600 students. The total projected

cost for this one new school now soars to $286 million, more than a quarter billion dollars. It

is enough, by the standards of the district, to build two other high schools and a middle school. 

The new $286 million price tag works out to more than $100,000 per student, more than

enough to have sent each one to a private college for four years and, depending on the final

plan adopted, as much as $800 per square foot. By contrast, the massive Staples Center, home

to the Los Angeles Lakers, Kings, and Clippers, cost $400 million—$125 per square foot—

and construction was completed in 18 months.

Superintendent Romer has confidently pegged completion to four years. But based on past

experience, the four-year estimate may be overly optimistic. 

Largely as a result of Belmont, both the California Department of Education and the

Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) must now clear any proposed site as accept-

able for use as a public school before the school board can make any determination about the

acceptability of the site. Officials in the Fullerton Unified School District in southern
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California estimate that this could add six months, or more, to the already lengthy time it

takes to build a school.44

For a more thorough chronicle of the Belmont debacle, see Appendix B.

C.  The LAUSD Master Plan 

The Los Angeles Unified School District remains overcrowded but explains that this condi-

tion is caused by increased enrollment, class-size reduction, and “lack of funding to expand

capacity prior to this effort.”45 There is no reference to the Little Hoover Commission reports

which showed that the district had been funded in abundance but squandered multiple mil-

lions through incompetence. There is no reference to the nearly $200 million already spent on

Belmont, but there is a confession that “We’re aware that LAUSD has not had a reputation

within the construction industry as a good client and are actively working to change that per-

ception.” Contractors have declined to bid LAUSD work, the district report says, “because of

payment issues, lack of timely decisions, and poor contract documents.”46

The district has embarked on a “strategic execution plan,” spending more than $5 billion.

The district has a citizens’oversight committee that reviews expenditure of the $2.4 billion

Proposition BB bond passed by voters in 1997 and the $3.35 billion Measure K bond passed in

2002. The strategic building plan aims to deliver more than 110,000 classroom seats and 158

new school construction projects. The goal is to return all schools to the traditional 180-day,

two-semester calendar, and to allow all students to attend a neighborhood school.

The district claims that Phase I of its plan will deliver 78,000 new classroom seats by 2008,

five years from the outset of the plan. Among the project is a new high school for central Los

Angeles, with a budget of $114,318,00.00, to be completed in the third quarter of 2005. 

Phase II is slated to bring 35,000 new seats, and 940 early childhood seats, by 2010, a full

seven years from the launch of the plan.

As part of the process, the district has announced the “guiding principles” of the plan: 

• Individual accountability—at all levels of the organization

• Build schools where the demonstrated need is greatest

• Sustainable school designs driven by educational objectives

• Schools designed to become centers of their community

• Community engagement at all steps in the process

• Transparent, timely, and accurate information solutions orientation with measurable results

• Quality assurance and quality control at all project states

• Continuous improvement
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These are all fine, high-minded goals, but

operating within the current bureaucracy

and regulatory nightmare, it is difficult to

see how they will produce results that are

any better than those in the past. Without

systemic change, school construction will

remain a costly, lengthy, inefficient under-

taking which is inadequate in serving the

needs of California’s children. 

D.  LAUSD’s Continuing
Failures

The district says that as of January 28,

2003, the LAUSD had purchased 325 acres

of real estate for new schools, helped 72

families to achieve first-time home owner-

ship, and abated more than 2,550 tons of

contaminants. How helping families buy

homes fits with the educational role of the

district is not explained. Both the contami-

nants and the acquisition of real estate

show familiar patterns. 

Though not short of employees for every

function, the LAUSD has long relied on

expensive consultants. In 2002, it spent $71

million on 660 consultants for tasks ranging

from field supervision to the acquisition of

real estate. According to a report by

Inspector General Don Mullinax, who

investigated the Belmont disaster, the dis-

trict is paying millions of dollars in

“absurd” rates to real-estate consults, some

of them unqualified, for what appears to be

little work and with no competitive bidding.

The LA Way

It takes about five to six years to construct a
new school depending on the location and type.

Breakdown:

Year 1: Team reviews sites, board and
community meetings discuss sites,
environmental studies conducted,
team decides, and documents pre-
pared according to state law

Year 2: Team asks board of education to
approve selected site and author-
ize acquisition; additional envi -
ronmental and geotechnical sur-
veys conducted; DTSC reviews
and gives approval; design team
selected and begins working 
on plans

Year 3: Design team completes plans and
submits to state for review; after
series of reviews and revisions,
state issues approvals allowing
project to proceed; design team
awards contracts in accordance
with state law

Years 4–6: Construction; district provides
full-time inspection to ensure
that the new school is built as it
was designed

The 22 functional steps of each project sched-
ule, each with an appropriate timeline, include:

Master planning and demographic research
Preliminary site selection and evaluation
Feasibility analysis
Preliminary design
Project approvals by board
Real estate acquisition and vacation
Final design
Project approval
Bid and award
Notice to proceed
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One consultant billed the district nearly $1

million for a two-year period. Another

charged $3,600 for 12 hours spent at a

“Chamber” meeting, an average of $300 an

hour, two to three times the industry stan-

dard. A board meeting of 4.8 hours drew a

charge of $1440. On a single day, one con-

sultant submitted more than $478,000 in

invoices to cover a period of two years.

Though the district billed them as

experts, two of the consultants lacked

licenses as real-estate brokers, a basic

requirement for the job. One of these was

Rick Rodriguez, the consultant who billed

the LAUSD for nearly $1 million.

Another consultant covered in the inspector

general’s report was Ron Bagel, who in

fact serves as the acting director of real

estate for the LAUSD. In addition to his salary, in the range of $142,407 - $150,501, the dis-

trict paid Mr. Bagel $430,800, nearly half a million dollars, for work in 2000 and 2001.

Unions covering employees in the facilities division were quick to point out that the work

could have been done by regular district employees at a lower rate. 

“These guys are feeding at the trough of  taxpayer dollars,” said Connie Moreno, 

representative for the California School Employees Association (CSEE). “It’s a theft of pub-

lic funds.”47

The guiding principles of the LAUSD’s $5 billion building plan include “transparent, time-

ly, and accurate information.” However, district officials refused to release Inspector General

Mullinax’s report on consultants, which is public information. 

The LA Way (continued)

Construction
Final inspection
School opening

Standard milestones:

Preferred site selected
Notice to proceed for design
Department of State Architect (DSA) approval
School board approval
School board approval of environmental impact
report 
Negotiated purchase or condemnation
Property vacated
Notice to proceed
Construction complete

Source: January 2003 Strategic Execution Plan, Los Angeles Unified
School District
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V.  A 12-STEP BLUEPRINT FOR REFORM

Contrary to what officials claim, lack of money is not the problem. Funding has been abundant,

but in the current system money for facilities must trickle down through multiple layers of

bureaucracy. As the Little Hoover Commission has noted, that process has become more com-

plex and centralized in recent years, and it shows every sign of worsening.  At best, the system

delivers facilities sometimes barely adequate and always at unacceptably high prices. At worst,

as best demonstrated in Los Angeles, the system is institutionalized looting, a means of redis-

tributing wealth from low- and middle-income taxpayers to high-salaried educational bureau-

crats and their cronies. In this role, the system can only be described as an enormous success,

based on a model that equates spending with educational quality and whose first resort when

faced with a problem is to spend more. 

This creates an incentive for grandiose schemes such as Belmont. When such projects falter,

the cure is to spend more money, lots of it. And we are still left with a facilities shortage, which

means that students spend hours on busses, continue in crowded facilities, or are crammed into

portable classrooms. 

If the current facilities system is not a blatant exploitation of children, it is hard to imagine

what might be. The Little Hoover Commission was not indulging in hyperbole when it charged

that Los Angeles had doomed another generation of children to overcrowded, inadequate

schools. The same charge applies on a different scale statewide. So does the Commission’s

judgment that it could not imagine the district fixing itself. 

The entire facilities system supplies scant basis for any belief that it can fix itself. It has not

only failed to do so, despite repeated investigations, scandals, and debacles, but has become

worse. Indeed, the system has too much at stake in its own preservation to fix itself. 

Howard Miller, the former board member who became chief operating officer for the

LAUSD at the nadir of the Belmont disaster, said that “Our intention is to drive a stake through

the heart of the culture that produced these results.”48 That intention is a noble one but must be

carried out. There are a number of ways it can be accomplished.

To provide the students of California with the facilities they need, while respecting taxpayers

and maintaining accountability, the Pacific Research Institute provides 12 key recommendations

for reform. 

1. Exemptions from the Field Act 

Assemblyman C. Don Field sought to protect schoolchildren from earthquakes but did not

intend his legislation to be an ever-expanding, expensive, and counterproductive jobs program
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for regulators. Nor was his intention to stretch construction time for a new school to six years

and beyond. 

Since the 1930s the gap between Field Act and Uniform Building Code has narrowed.

Structures built under both have performed well in recent earthquakes. 

As noted, perhaps as many as two million children, with full approval of the state, attend

school in portable classrooms and other structures not built under the Field Act. Neither are the

private residences of children, where they spend more time than in school, built to that code.

However, no legislator has urged that homes and apartments be razed and rebuilt according to

the Field Act, nor that new residential construction conform to that Act, whose primary feature is

not building standards but more inspections. 

Given those realities, the state should allow wide use of waivers from the Field Act, as the

Little Hoover Commission has recommended. An independent non-governmental organization

should conduct research on how much the Field Act increases costs. The Legislature should con-

duct a thorough debate on whether the Field Act, now more than 70 years old, is needed at all

under current conditions. And the state should grant the exemptions from the Field Act called for

by the Little Hoover Commission. 

2. A Single-Payer System: Replace Categorical Funding with Block Grants 

As PRI noted in its recent California Education Report Card, the system of funding for categori-

cal programs is wasteful on a scale of multi-billions. In some cases even those overseeing the

system don’t know where the money goes. 

Money for categorical programs should be changed to block grants for school districts to be

used as they see fit, including for facilities. This would streamline the process by allowing dis-

tricts to be the “single payer” of the facilities they need, rather than relying on the state. Local

funding should be promoted, along with local responsibility. 

Conversion of categorical programs, and the elimination of many, would also provide incen-

tives to reduce bureaucracy at state and local levels. 

3. Reduce Bureaucracy and Conflict of Interest

As the Senate Office of Research noted, with more than 1,000 school districts the state is not

well equipped to manage local building and understand local needs. As much as possible, the

state should be taken out of the school funding and building business. 

Reduction of bureaucracy would eliminate the need for expensive outside consultants. Just as

legislators, once they leave office, cannot immediately become lobbyists, regulators should not

be able to approve projects and then move to the other side of the table to profit from them as
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private consultants. This is part of the culture that, as Howard Miller observed, needs to have a

stake driven through its heart.

4. Convert Administrative Facilities

While schools are overcrowded, many administrative facilities are both elaborate and under-

utilized. Where possible, these should be converted for classroom use. Los Angeles, for

example could have relieved overcrowding by converting its administrative complex on

Grand Avenue, which began as a school in the first place. 

Office space for administration is easily and cheaply procured. The conversion would provide

added incentives to cut bureaucracy at the local level. County offices of education offer other

possibilities for classroom use.

5. Eliminate Class-Size Reduction

Class-size reduction is a popular program with parents and politicians but there is no evidence it

has increased student achievement. As noted in PRI’s California Education Report Card: Index

of Leading Education Indicators, Third Edition, the program is also costly. Elimination of this

expensive categorical program would allow principals to make better use of classroom space and

teaching staff.

6. Year-Round Schooling

California’s 180-day school year, less than half the calendar year, is a relic from a bygone age

when many children had to work on the family farm. In current times, with increasing student

populations and complaints of overcrowding, it makes little sense to have school facilities sitting

idle for months at a time. Obstacles to year-round schooling should be eliminated.

The school year should be increased to more than 200 days and classes should continued dur-

ing summer. This would ease overcrowding and make better use of existing facilities. The longer

school year would also help increase student achievement. In nations such as Germany and

Japan, which routinely outperform the United States in student achievement, students attend

class more than 200 days.

7. No Mandatory Pre-School

Despite claims to the contrary, there is no evidence that mandatory pre-school improves chil-

dren’s readiness for learning. Many parents, however, already send their children to pre-school

without a state mandate. The decision should remain with the parents alone. 
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The type of universal, state-mandated pre-school program currently being touted in

Sacramento would require massive new facilities and staff. Costs would run into the multi-bil-

lions, without a corresponding gain in student achievement. Abandoning the quest for mandatory

universal pre-school, which California cannot afford, will allow for more prudent use of funds in

the procurement of facilities. 

8. Sensible Structures: Developer-Built Schools

As the Little Hoover Commission noted, nothing in the California constitution mandates that

education take place in spacious facilities surrounded by elaborate landscaping. On the local

level, officials should discard requirements, such as those in Los Angeles, that new high schools

must be built on a 40-acre site. 

Local officials should incorporate simple, inexpensive, and proven modular designs that lower

costs. School districts should build only school facilities. They should not attempt, in the style of

Los Angeles, to build shopping

malls or apartments.  

As the Coyote Creek school in

the San Ramon Valley district

shows, developers can build first-

rate schools at a lower cost and in

shorter time periods than the usual

bureaucratic route. The process of

developers building and donating

schools, in lieu of developer and

other fees, should be encouraged. 

9. Eliminate Prevailing-Wage Laws 

One reason new schools are always as expensive as possible is the labor arrangements of the

Davis-Bacon Act, a 1931 federal measure designed to restrict African-Americans from gov-

ernment public-works projects. This discriminatory act mandates the “prevailing wage” on

government construction projects, always interpreted as the union wage. This ensures high

labor costs and locks out non-union builders whose taxes fund the very projects in which they

cannot participate.

In the interest of diversity, Davis-Bacon should be repealed and bidding on school facilities

open to all. Construction contracts should be awarded to the lowest bidder only. State attorneys

should maintain careful oversight for conflict of interest and, when appropriate, press charges.

Districts can also play an enforcement role by learning the lesson of Belmont.

Coyote Creek, a Developer-Built School
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Project Labor Agreements, or PLAs, should also be rejected since they mandate union-only

firms and result in higher construction costs. Policymakers should keep in mind that unions rep-

resent 13.2 percent of workers. PLAs are, therefore, elitist, expensive arrangements which should

be abandoned. Any school construction must respect the taxpayers who fund it. 

10. Encourage Home Schooling

Home schooling has been growing by leaps and bounds in America and is not simply the

province of religious conservatives. It has become more popular among all groups, including lib-

erals, since the 1983 A Nation At Risk revealed the failures of government education.49 With

crime on the rise in California schools50 and levels of achievement abysmally low despite high

spending, parents cannot be blamed for wanting to do the job themselves. Materials and support

networks abound.51

There is no evidence that children schooled at home lack “socialization” and much evidence

that they excel academically. Indeed, this year’s winner of the National Geographic champi-

onship, defeating 54 other students for a prize of $25,000, was James Williams, a 14-year-old

from Washington state taught at home by his mother.52

Every child schooled at home obviously frees up classroom space and reduces the need for

new facilities. Even so, the government education monopoly sees home schooling not as a boon

but as a threat. 

California is currently making things more difficult by demanding that parents who home

school their children hold a teaching credential. This makes little sense since a paper credential

does not guarantee a good teacher. The credentialing test that California teachers must pass is

only on a tenth-grade level, about the same as the high-school exit exam. 

Many parents are, in fact, superbly qualified to teach their own children. California should

stop the crusade against home schooling and facilitate it through independent study programs.

This will ease the crunch on facilities, help increase achievement, and promote diversity.

11. More Charter Schools

Charter schools are deregulated schools in the government system that gain full funding and

freedom from most regulations in return for meeting the goals of their founding “charter.”

Despite opposition from administrators and teacher unions, the charter movement has grown

nationwide, and it remains popular with students, teachers, and parents alike, with good reason.

Charter School Operations and Performance: Evidence from California, a Rand study released

on June 30, 2003, confirms that charter schools are keeping pace or slightly outperforming their

peers in conventional public schools despite less funding and teachers with less experience.
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Charter schools are exempt from the Field Act and the facilities laws that apply to school dis-

tricts. That latitude enables charter schools to network with business and higher education to find

alternative facilities. Every such alternative arrangement lowers the demands on existing facilities. 

California can improve this trend by making it easier for parents, teachers, and other groups to

start and maintain charter schools. With only about 470 charters schools serving 170,000 chil-

dren, there is ample room to expand this innovative movement. Practically speaking, there is no

reason why every school in California cannot be a charter school.

12. Establish Parental Choice in Education

As the Little Hoover Commission recommended, students in crowded districts, especially those

that fail to provide facilities despite massive spending, should be free to attend any public school

in any district. This is the pattern of the community college system. A stronger case can be made

for extending choice beyond the government K–12 system, which like all monopolies provides

bad products at high prices.

Private schools consistently outperform government schools and achieve these results for

much less money. The current system, however, punishes parents who enroll their child in a pri-

vate school. They must pay for this themselves while their tax money remains with the govern-

ment system. This stands in contrast to higher education in which the dollar follows the scholar,

and the students and parents make the choice of school. 

It should be noted that California’s higher education, based on choice, is highly successful,

while the state’s K–12 system is noted for failure, mediocrity, and irresponsibility. Witness the

recent state bailout of the Oakland school district.

The current system is also at odds with successful and popular programs such as the G.I. Bill,

which funded the individual, not an institution or system, and let the individual choose the

school. This practice should now be extended to K–12, as a matter of basic civil rights, and this

would not be a departure from practice in other areas.

Food stamps are vouchers but do not include a mandate that recipients spend them only at

government commissaries. Likewise, housing vouchers do not carry a demand that the bearer

live in government housing. In similar style, parents should be given a voucher that empowers

them to select the school their children attend, government or private.

As it has demonstrated everywhere it has been allowed, a policy of choice would spur

reforms in the government system and also free up more classroom space. With court rulings

that vouchers do not violate the First Amendment, there is no legal, practical, or educational

reason to oppose school choice. There are only political reasons, the root cause of

California’s educational problems, even in facilities. Therein lies the challenge.
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VI.  TOWARD A BRIGHTER FUTURE

State-of-the-art buildings and equipment provide no guarantee of high student achievement or

accountability. Student achievement requires sound pedagogy, high standards, high expectations,

and hard work on behalf of students, teachers, and parents. But California does need new facilities. 

It is not acceptable that the leading high-tech state finds it difficult to build schools. The prob-

lem is not with Californians but the current system, which guarantees that these facilities will be

expensive, slow to develop, and in many cases inadequate. It is a system that serves the greed of

adults better than the needs of children. They deserve better than bottomless fiascos such as the

Belmont Learning Center. 

Students, parents, and taxpayers have every right to be angry. They should refuse to accept the

status quo and demand change. Legislators and policymakers will need to summon the courage

to take on the special interests that feed off the current system. To aid them in that cause, they

should keep in mind that education policy should serve the needs of California’s children. Their

future, and that of the state, cannot be separated.
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APPENDIX A

Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)

If a school site is determined to have potentially hazardous materials, it must embark upon the

PEAprocess. First, the district submits a Phase 1 report to the School Facilities Planning

Division (SFPD) then enters an agreement with the Department of Toxic Substance Control

(DTSC) to oversee the PEAin a Voluntary Cleanup Program. The district contracts with an

environmental assessor to prepare the PEA, submitted to the DTSC for a review. If the DTSC

approves the PEAand determines that no further action is necessary, it notifies the SFPD,

which can move on to final site approval. If, however, the DTSC rules that further investigation

is necessary, then a Response Action is required.

The district contracts for a Removal Action Workplan or studies leading to a Remedial

Action plan for DTSC approval. The district obtains from the DTSC a Contingent Site

Approval and the district and the DTSC comply with the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA), a measure dating from 1970 regulating projects undertaken by public agencies.

CEQAis a permitting process that requires Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) that include

a listing of significant effects a project would have on the environment along with measures

that could lessen the effects, and with possible alternatives to the project. The 1996 CEQA

Deskbook contains a work page that lists 40 local, state, and federal agencies that a district

must consider contacting when contemplating the construction of a building.53 The CEQAper-

mitting process is composed of three phases (see Exhibit 9, Page 38).

In the pre-application phase, the developer completes all the necessary studies and designs

for the project, identifies all the permits that will be needed, and finds out which agency will

take the lead for the project. 

In the application phase, permits are filed and reviewed for accuracy and completeness. The

lead agency has six months to approve or disapprove the project. 

In the review phase, the lead agency conducts analyses and produces a Draft

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for public review. After a 45-day comment period, the

lead agency must produce a Final Environmental Impact Report. After the FEIR, the agency

has six months to approve or deny the CEQAaction. CEQAprovisions are enforced by litiga-

tion and the threat thereof.

The CEQAsecure, the district, under DTSC oversight, implements the Response Action.

When the DTSC certifies that the Response Action is complete, the district may apply for final

site approval from the SFPD. The California Department of Education grants final approval and

the OPSC forwards the funding request to the State Allocation Board. Funding approved, the

“Plan Approval” process can advance (see Exhibit 10, page 39). 
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Exhibit 9: CEQA Process Flow Chart
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Exhibit 10: Approval Process for School Plans



Appendix B

The Belmont Learning Center: A Lesson for Legislators, Taxpayers, and Parents

After a period of decline, enrollments began to increase in Los Angeles during the mid-

1980s. In 1985, the district began to consider plans for a new a middle school near down-

town. By the mid-1990s the need for classroom space remained but the district found itself

strapped for cash. It sought to alleviate both with a special unit, the Office of Planning and

Development, to pursue construction projects that would generate profits, an enterprise at

which the LAUSD had no experience.

Then-superintendent Bill Anton placed in charge kindergarten superintendent Dominic

Shambra, a longtime bureaucrat who lacked experience in property development. Shambra’s

position was maintained by Sid Thompson, Anton’s successor as superintendent. Both superin-

tendents allowed Shambra to operate his planning unit outside of the district’s checks and bal-

ances. In one case, Shambra kept the district’s own environmental office out of a land deal.54

The special unit’s efforts centered on the Belmont Learning Complex, also known as the

Belmont Learning Center, a 35-acre high-school campus with state-of-the art, internet-wired

“academies” for a full 5,000 students, a shopping mall with nearly 80,000 square feet of retail

space to boost commercial development in the area, and 120 low-rent apartments. The grandiose

project proved unique in another way.

The price tag was a stunning $200 million—nearly a quarter billion dollars. This made the

Belmont project the most expensive high school in the history of California, the United States

and likely the entire world. Led by Dominic Shambra, backers raved about the way Belmont

would give minority students a quality education, provide jobs, boost the local economy and

alleviate a shortage of low-cost housing as well. These purported benefits made the project dif-

ficult to oppose and raised expectations among parents and students alike.

By August 1989, the Los Angeles Board of Education had approved land acquisition for

what was still a plan to build a middle school on an eleven-acre parcel bordered by Temple

Street and Beaudry Avenue, not far from Dodger Stadium. The previous year state officials

detailed environmental dangers at that very site, a former oil field dangerous because of explo-

sive methane gas, hydrogen sulfide, acetone, benzene and soil saturated with residual crude

oil. Some in the district knew that the site was over a former oilfield but in 1992 the Los

Angeles School Board authorized the purchase of the Belmont property without extensive

environmental testing.

The district bought an additional 24 acres for $30 million in state money and broke ground

with great fanfare in June of 1997. Later that year the board agreed to spend money from the
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general fund on Belmont. At that point, those who had been ready to start high school in 1985,

when the original project was conceived, were in their mid-20s and out of the education system

entirely. The project, meanwhile, proved a study in conflict of interest and ineptitude.

To evaluate bids, the district hired Ernie Vasquez of the architectural firm McLarand, Vasquez

& Partners. In September of 1995, the Board picked Temple Beaudry Partners/Kajima as the

developer, even though their bid had been the highest. Mr. Vasquez then switched sides to join

the team of the Kajima Corporation. The project evaluator became the project architect, and

architectural fees came in $1.7 million higher than the limit allowed by the state.55 The Kajima

Corporation, interestingly enough, is itself a partner of O’Melveny and Meyers, the real-estate

counsel of the Los Angeles Unified School District. 

In similar style, Betty Hanson worked as a site analyst for the California Department of

Education and in that role approved the Belmont site as suitable for a school. Hanson then

became a consultant and worked with Dominic Shambra on the same Belmont project she had

previously approved. She was paid large amounts for work that could have been performed by

district staff at no additional cost.56 Hanson also approved the 15-acre site of Jefferson Middle

School, also in the Los Angeles Unified School District, which was highly contaminated and

across the street from a federal superfund site.57

As California’s Little Hoover Commission noted, the special unit that boosted Belmont was

isolated from “appropriate accounting and other checks.”58 Some of that laxity came at the

request of attorney partner David Cartwright, at the very time when project accounting should

have been subjected to increased scrutiny.59

In March of 1998, a state agency told the Belmont developer that the pockets of methane gas

were not limited to certain areas but could be found all over the Belmont site. The developer

conveniently buried the report but six months later the district got its hands on the bad news.

The prospect of poisonous gasses rendered the site unsuitable for a school. Belmont, dubbed

“Oil Field High” by some journalists, and “Belmonster” by one union official, never should

have been started in the first place.

In February 1999, the state partially halted construction at Belmont while the district agreed

to conduct additional environmental tests. In July, a reform slate of candidates, largely opposed

to Belmont, took control of the school board. They bought out the contract of superintendent

Ruben Zacarias.

In September 1999, Don Mullinax, inspector general for the Los Angeles Unified School

district, blamed nine senior district officials, the developer and the law firm for allowing con-

struction to proceed without adequate assessment. These included Dominic Shambra and

David W. Cartwright, his consulting attorney. Shambra had conveniently retired in early

1998, after which the responsibility for Belmont shifted back to the facilities division. The

inspector general also faulted:
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The Chief Administrative Officer of the LAUSD, salary $150,287; the

district’s general counsel, salary $141,886; the General Manager,

Facilities, salary $144,242, and who had been reassigned to Director,

Strategic Financial Planning; the Deputy Director of Environmental

Health Services, salary $95,304, who had been reassigned to Deputy

Director of Food Services; the Director of Real Estate and Assets

Management Branch, salary $103,617; the Director of the Project

Management and Construction Branch, salary $103,617; the Director of

the Environmental Health and Safety Branch, salary $103,617 and reas-

signed to Director, Purchasing Branch; the Project Manager II, salary

$86,822; and the Environmental Assessment Coordinator, salary $67,208. 

Inspector general Mullinax asked Olonzo Woodfin, the chief financial officer of the LAUSD,

how much had been spent on Belmont. Mr. Woodfin could provide no definitive answer,

which Mullinax cited as evidence of complete financial breakdown in the district. Mr. Woodfin

was subsequently demoted to controller.

The Belmont wrangling had come to the attention of the Little Hoover Commission, then

preparing a report on the state’s school facilities program. The bungling in the Los Angeles

Unified school district, however, prompted the Commission to write a 14-page letter to

Governor Gray Davis and the entire California Legislature.”The Commission found LAUSD to

be a disturbingly dysfunctional organization—too large to serve its students, staffed by an over-

grown and inbred bureaucracy, and governed by a narrow-minded board.” The district, in the

Commission’s view, was “foundationally ill suited for the business of building schools” and as

evidence the Commission cited a “series of disasters.”

The district failed to acquire the site of the Ambassador hotel, which evolved into the

Belmont “fiasco” and “the district’s current albatross.” During the Commissions investigations,

the chair of the Mayor’s Primary Center Task Force told the Commission that “With respect to

trying to build a mixed-use school, a school that’s a combination of a school, multi-family

housing and retail project, I think that’s totally nutso.”

The district had spent 12 years and $36 million toward a new elementary and high-school

project in South Gate but in 1992, construction had yet to begin. The Jefferson New Middle

School had been built on a toxic site. Jefferson Elementary stood half built, surrounded by

barbed wire, and besieged by lawsuits over who was to blame for faulty design. 

At the same time, the Commission found, other southern California districts had grown as

fast or faster than Los Angeles. These districts had to site schools on previously developed

property and were able to meet the need for facilities. Santa Ana Unified, second only to San
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Francisco in terms of density, built 15 new schools in ten years, renovated 12 and had three

schools under construction. 

The problems in Los Angeles, were not one-time episodes but “endemic to an agency that is

poorly organized, staffed and governed. The victims of this incompetence are 700,000 children

and the taxpayers of California.” The Commission also noted that the reading scores of some

15,000 children who rode busses were significantly lower that those who stay in neighborhood

schools. Overall the district performed poorly, with less than 30 percent reading at grade level

and a dropout rate nearing 50 percent.

The Commission concluded that “the district as it currently exists will never be able to pro-

vide adequate facilities and adequate education for the children in its charge.” (emphasis

added) 11. Besides structural change, the Commission recommended that State Allocation

Board not convey “any additional money to LAUSD until it makes comprehensive reforms.”60

Over Belmont, four employees left the district or retired and the district punished five oth-

ers by placing them on one-year administrative leave but continuing to pay their salaries. As

far as can be discerned, nobody was fired, which itself would have involved a lengthy, expen-

sive court-like process. Firing incompetent officials or teachers is a practical impossibility in

the current system, one reason why incompetent officials remain on their jobs.61 Inspector

General Mullinax referred possible criminal violations to law enforcement agencies but no

prosecutions ensued.

After the report on Belmont, the Los Angeles board hired as a “facilities executive” Howard

Miller, a former board member who had been ousted by voters in a 1979 recall election. Mr.

Miller, hired without a candidate search, was to report directly to the board, not under the

authority of the superintendent. After complaints from a state legislator, the board did place

Mr. Miller under the superintendent’s authority. That changed three weeks later when the

board voted four-to-two to relieve the superintendent of his duties and make Howard Miller

the chief executive officer of the Los Angeles Unified School District. 

In November, 1999, the Los Angeles school board voted to padlock Belmont. In

December, a second audit revealed widespread financial abuse and confirmed that district

never had a budget for Belmont and had spent at least $175 million on the school, which had

yet to serve a single student.62

In January, 2000, the newly elected Los Angeles school board voted to kill Belmont. The

project which had been billed financial and academic savior became a ugly hulk partly wrapped

in plywood and plastic, surrounded by barbed wire, and visible to passers-by on the nearby

Harbor Freeway as a shrine to waste and incompetence. 

In February 2000, the Little Hoover Commission released To Build a Better School, which

found that “Another generation of children in Los Angeles has been doomed to overcrowded,

No Place to Learn: California’s School Facilities Crisis| 43



uninspiring and unhealthy schools because of persistent incompetence by the Los Angeles

Unified School District.” The report recommended, among other reforms, state intervention, an

independent authority to develop facilities, and that the LAUSD be broken up into smaller

school districts. That recommendation, like the earlier caution that the LAUSD not be given

additional funds, has not been followed. That is part of the reason why the story of

“Belmonster” was not to end there.  

The new Los Angeles superintendent was Roy Romer, a high-profile Democrat and former

governor of Colorado. Romer advanced the idea that the Belmont Learning Center could be

made viable by spending another $60 to $80 million for a venting system. This would push

the total cost well above $200 million. Romer wanted to use Ernie Vasquez, who had conve-

niently worked both sides of the table and tendered architects fees nearly $2 million above

the state limit. 

In February 2002 experts hired by the district estimated that it would cost $80 million to mit-

igate gas at the site. The experts advised the LAschool board to select the Alliance for a Better

community, a coalition of Latino civic leaders backed by billionaire Eli Broad, and which pro-

posed to complete Belmont for $98.3 million. Superintendent Romer disqualified the Eastridge

Company, a Washington D.C. firm bidding to complete Belmont but already working for the

LAUSD under a separate contract. In March, the board authorized Romer to begin negotiations

with the Alliance. In December, an earthquake fault was detected under the northeastern portion

of the Belmont site. 

On May 13, 2003, the Los Angeles City counsel unanimously passed a resolution supporting

the completion of Belmont and an adjoining park. On May 22, the Los Angeles Board of

Education voted 4-3 to plow another $111 million into the Belmont Learning Center. 

The new plan would demolish two buildings that stand directly above an earthquake fault

line, retain four partly built structures, and construct two new buildings elsewhere on the prop-

erty. A park with a fish pond would occupy 10-12 acres of the site. The additions include a stu-

dent union building with auditorium, cafeteria and library. There are no longer plans for 120

apartments. The space originally slated for retail stores will be a center for parents. A 500-seat

academy brings the total number of students to 2600, barely more than half of the 5000 in the

original plan. But while the revamped Belmont serviced 1900 fewer students, total costs are

much higher.  

The total projected cost for this one new school now soars to $286 million

($286,000,000.00), more than a quarter billion dollars and enough, by the standards of the dis-

trict, to build two other high schools and a middle school. The new $286 million price tag

works out to more than $100,000 per student, more than enough to have sent each one to a pri-

vate college for four years. Based on past experience, the cost is likely to be even higher, wit-

figure of $300 million entirely possible. 
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On a square-foot basis, using figures from the architects McLarand Vasquez, the school facil-

ity itself would come to more than $800 per square foot. With the parking garage and retail

space, still in the plans but likely to be dropped, the cost is still more than $400 per square foot,

both astronomical figures far beyond the usual one third to half more than private-sector costs.

By contrast, the massive Staples Center, home to the Los Angeles Lakers, Kings, and Clippers,

cost $400 million—$125 per square foot—and construction was completed in 18 months.

Superintendent Roy Romer confidently pegged completion in four years, the same time it

takes a student to complete high school. By 2007, a student who had been ready to enter high

school in 1985, when the project began, would be in her mid-30s, quite possibly with children

in middle school or even high school. A student who had been ready to enter high school in

1997, when construction began on the expanded Belmont project, would be in his mid-20s. By

superintendent Romer’s four-year timetable, students ready to enter high school in 2003, when

the board of education voted to spend another $111 million on Belmont, would be ready to

enter college. Based on past experience the four-year estimate may be too optimistic. Students

in the area are well aware of the time lapse. 

“We won’t even get to go to that school,” Cindy Flores, 15, told reporters. “Go ahead and

build it, but it won’t help me.”63 Flores and many other students would have been better

served by use of existing facilities.

The first school in Los Angeles was built in 1873 at 450 N. Grand. The site was converted to

administrative offices in 1946. This headquarters complex, known as “the hill,” could have been

used for high-school classes, at much less cost that the Belmont project.

Said Genethia Hayes, then president of the board of education: “If they knew they could turn

450 N. Grand into a high school for half the money, why did we bother with Belmont?”64 The

answer would seem evident. 

While it has failed a generation of students, none of whom has learned anything there,

Belmont has been a wild success on another level. The project has been a productive cash cow

for a number of bureaucrats, district officials, consultants, contractors, and construction work-

ers, all adult non-students. Consider also the regulatory fallout.

Largely as a result of Belmont, both the California Department of Education and the

Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) must now clear any proposed site as acceptable

for use as a public school before the school board can make any determination about the accept-

ability of the site. Officials in the Fullerton Unified School District in southern California estimate

that this could add six months, or more, to the already lengthy time it takes to build a school.65
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APPENDIX C

Printable Charts:

Exhibit 1: Los Angeles Unified School District, Real Estate Branch

Site Acquisition Flowchart

Exhibit 2: The State School Building Lease-Purchase Program Application Process

Flow Chart
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Exhibit 2: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Real Estate Branch 

Site Acquisition Flowchart
September 1989

Part 1
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Exhibit 2: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Real Estate Branch 

Site Acquisition Flowchart Part 2
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Part 3

Exhibit 2: Los Angeles Unified School District 
Real Estate Branch 

Site Acquisition Flowchart
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Exhibit 3: The State School Building Lease-Purchase Program Application Process Flow Chart

Part 1
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Part 2

Exhibit 3: The State School Building Lease-Purchase Program Application Process Flow Chart
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Part 3

Exhibit 3: The State School Building Lease-Purchase Program Application Process Flow Chart
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Part 4

Exhibit 3: The State School Building Lease-Purchase Program Application Process Flow Chart
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