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FUNDING CALIFORNIA’S SCHOOLS: PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE?



Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s proposed budget for the 2006-07 fiscal year includes almost $63 billion in funding for K-12 education from all sources.1 According to the Legislative Analyst (2006), this amounts to $10,417 for each student in Average Daily Attendance (ADA) across the state. Without Federal resources, the Governor is seeking more than $48 billion in Proposition 98 funding – the primary mechanism for distributing revenues to local school districts. The magnitude of both the total commitment and the per pupil level of resources devoted to the education of our State’s school children is substantial. Despite this, there is a general feeling across the state that funding levels for K-12 education are too low, and regardless of the level of funding, there is growing concern that California’s system of school finance is increasingly complex and disjointed. And this in an environment that includes the largest and most diverse student population among the fifty states. Because California has over six million school age children attending public schools, any decisions about the level or type of funding for schools has major implications for the funding of other governmental services as well as for the level of taxation needed to fund schools for those children. Before making these hard choices, it is helpful to consider how California compares to the rest of the nation in school funding, to review how our state found itself in the current funding predicament, and consider what options are available to policy makers wrestling with this issue. To accomplish that, this chapter is divided into three sections. The first describes how California compares to other states in funding its schools focusing both on the fiscal resources available to schools, and on the resources those dollars are able to purchase in the California economy. The second section traces briefly the history of California school finance in recent years, focusing on issues of equity, productivity and adequacy. Finally, the third section of this chapter discusses the major policy issues facing the state today as it struggles to balance its budget, provide services to all deserving California residents and meet the future educational needs of our school children. CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FINANCE: HOW DO WE COMPARE? Comparing school finance systems across states is a complex undertaking. Under our Federal system of government, each state is responsible for education, and each has developed its own, unique approach to funding public schools. The result is that it is hard to get direct comparisons across the fifty states. There are three ways to approach the question: 1) how much do we spend?; 2) what resources do the dollars buy? And 3) how hard are we trying? Each is considered below.
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This figure includes local, state and Federal funds for public K-12 schools.



How much to we spend? When considering school funding issues, it his helpful to understand the relative size of the public education sector in the United States. Table 1 compares K-12 pubic education revenues for 2004-05 with some of the Fortune 500 companies to help put this into perspective. As the table shows, total K-12 revenues for that year amounted to $408 billion or approximately 42 percent more than $288.2 billion in revenue the number one company on the Fortune 500 list, Wal Mart. Moreover, the nearly $60 billion in revenues that year for California’s K-12 schools were more than the revenues of State Farm Insurance, Company, the 19th largest company on the Fortune 500. Table 1 also includes as estimate of the revenues received in 2004-05 by the Los Angeles Unified School District – the largest in California and the second largest school district in the United States. It shows that district alone to be approximately as big as Unocal, which would rank it number 268 among the Fortune 500.



Table 1 Education and the Fortune 500



Rank 1 19 268



Organization U.S. Public K-12 Ed. Wal-Mart Calif. Public K-12 Ed. State Farm Insurance LAUSD Unocal



2004-05 Revenue ($ Billion) 408.0 288.2 59.6* 58.8 8.2* 8.2



*All Funds



In terms of total dollars allocated to K-12 Education, California ranks top in the United States, not because of our tremendous efforts, but simply as a result of our size – more than six million of the nation’s 48 million plus school children reside in California. On a per pupil basis, our spending is somewhat below average. In 2003-04, according the NEA (2005), California’s per pupil spending was $7,584 per pupil, approximately 92 percent of the national average of $8,248. That year our spending was the 29th highest in the nation. Although this is important information and places our state’s spending in context, perhaps more important is what we purchase with those dollars. What do we Buy? The single largest expenditure for any school system is for people, and the largest single expenditure for people is for teachers. In fact, according to the NEA (2005) the average salary of California teachers in 2003-04 was $56,444, the second highest in the nation.
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Even when adjusted for California’s relatively high cost of living, California teacher pay still ranked near the top of the states. While this effort represents recognition of the importance of teachers to educational achievement, and the need to pay them well, because our overall per pupil spending is relatively low, the result is the third highest pupil-teacher ratio in the nation. Only Utah and Arizona had higher pupil teacher ratios in 2003-04. Another way to look at what we buy in California is to compare staffing patterns to those in other states. Table 2 displays the number of staff per 1,000 pupils by staffing category to average staffing patterns for the entire country. The table clearly shows that for all categories of staff, California’s school children receive substantially less support. There are only 90.0 total staff per 1,000 students in California compared to the United States average of 123.0 staff per 1,000 students. The number of teachers per 1,000 students at 48.3 is only 77 percent of the national average of 63.1, and our ratio of counselors and librarians per 1,000 students is a fraction of the national average. Regardless of the staffing category considered, California’s children have access to fewer adults each day at school than do children in almost every other state in the nation.



Table 2 Staff per 1,000 Pupils: 2003-04



Staff Total Staff Total District Staff Officials and Admin. School Staff Certified School Staff Principals and APs Teachers Guidance Counselors Librarians Source: EdSource (2005)



U.S. Avg. 123.0 5.9 1.3 89.9 69.7 3.4 63.1 2.1 1.1



CA 90.9 5.2 0.4 68.4 51.7 2.1 48.3 1.1 0.2



CA Rank 48 31 48 50 49 50 49 50 51



% of U.S. Avg. 74% 88% 31% 76% 74% 62% 77% 52% 18%



How Hard to We Try? The third way to compare California school spending to the rest of the United States is to look at the level of effort in terms of public expenditures we focus on K-12 education. California’s personal income per capita (a measure of our overall wealth) was $32,845 in 2002, some 6.6 percent above the national average. That suggests we have the capacity to spend more than average for public services in our state. And in fact we do. According to the NEA’s analysis of Census data and data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, California’s state and local government expenditures per $1,000 of personal income in 2001-02 (the most recent year for which data are available) amounted to $205, 3



or $10 more per 1,000 of personal income than the United States average of $195. Looked at another way, California spent $6,732 per capita for state and local governments in 2001-02 compared to the national average of $6,010 – some 12 percent more than the national average. But, despite the fact that we make a greater than average effort, combined with the fact that a higher proportion of California residents are school age children – 27 percent compared to the national average of 25.3 percent (EdSource, 2005) – our effort for K-12 education is slightly below the national average at $40 per $1,000 of personal income compared to $41 nationally. All of this is compounded by the characteristics of our school children, 48 percent of whom qualify for free and reduced price lunches and 25 percent of whom are English Language Learners, often requiring additional educational services to insure they are able to meet our state’s standards. THE HISTORY OF SCHOOL FINANCE: FOCUS ON CALIFORNIA National Trends The history of school finance in the United States during the 20th century can be thought of as having three distinct foci. The first, which represents most of the century, is equity, the second productivity and the third and most recent adequacy. In discussing each in turn below, the focus is on how these factors have played out in California. Equity The history of California school finance follows that of the country generally. For the bulk of the 20th century, the primary school finance goal was equity which requires the design of state funding systems that mitigate the impact of differential property wealth per pupil across school districts. Designing school finance mechanisms that provide state aid in inverse relationship to the property wealth of school districts helped level the playing field and enabled property poor districts to have more money than would otherwise be available. In California, the Serrano2 lawsuit, filed in 1968 and litigated into the 1970s, was the first step in transforming the school finance structure. Serrano required that all wealth related spending differences between school districts be eliminated, or reduced to no more than $100 per pupil.3 Today, approximately 97 percent of all California public school children reside in school districts that fall within this narrow spending band when the size and
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Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 487 P.2d 1241, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601 (1971) (Serrano I); Serrano v. Priest, 18 Cal. 3d 728, 557 P.2d 929, 135 Cal. Rptr. 345, (Serrano II) (1976), reh. denied, Jan. 27, 1977; as modified Feb. 1, 1977 cert. denied, 432 U.S. 907 (1977). 3 This figure has been adjusted for inflation and today is over $300 per pupil.
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type of district are considered.4 However, in the three decades since this system was put in place, a growing proportion of state funding for education has been provided through categorical programs which are outside of the Serrano requirement to reduce wealth related spending differences. Today, something on the order of one-third of state revenues for schools is distributed through these categorical programs. There is considerable evidence that this approach has led to a different, but equally detrimental, set of spending differences. Sonstelie, Brunner and Ardon (2000) showed that this funding system has resulted in substantial inequities in the level of resources available to children across school districts. Betts, Ruben and Danenberg (2000) further show there are considerable variations in the resources (e.g. teachers, instructional materials, etc.) available to children across the state. The result today is a confusing system where there is often little relationship between identified student needs and the targeting of revenues. While it is becoming clear that alternatives to the current system are needed, to date, little has happened in California. Productivity In the 1990s considerable emphasis was placed on understanding the relationship between money and student performance. Unfortunately, economists and statisticians have not been able to consistently identify the nature of that relationship and quantify it that make it possible for policy makers to appropriate funds in ways that will insure improved student learning. The reasons for this are as complex as the equations used to estimate the relationship, but boil down to a lack of clarity about the goals of education and insufficient precision in the data and tools available. While today most would agree that the goals of school are to improve student performance, measuring that solely through standardized tests is controversial. Today’s tests don’t always do a good job of measuring student reasoning and problem solving skills, and the multiple choice nature of most tests makes it difficult to asses how well children can communicate. Attempts to quantify these more complex schooling outcomes have not been very successful. Moreover, measures of self esteem and good citizenship (also potentially important outcomes of schooling) are harder to measure at the individual student level. Moreover, 28 states (California included) only collect finance data at the school district level. While the other 21 collect school level finance data, I have argued elsewhere that until we are able to sort out expenditures on an individual student basis, it is unlikely that we will be able to measure the impact of additional resources on student performance (Picus and Robillard, 2000). Even then the ability to make accurate estimates of the effect of money on performance may be limited by the fact that we generally spend more money on those children with the greatest educational need. Careful controls for previous ability and for the characteristics of individual children will be needed to 4



California school districts are organized into elementary (K-8), high school (9-12) and unified (K-12 districts, and further divided into small (less than 101 students for elementary, less than 301 for high school and less than 1,501 students for unified districts) and large districts. The assessment of Serrano compliance is determined in these six groups of districts.
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understand the productivity issue. However, with the emergence of adequacy, alternative approaches to determining how much money is needed have been developed. Adequacy Another school finance strategy emerged in the 1990s. School finance adequacy became the most effective approach for challenging state school funding systems following the Kentucky Supreme Court’s ruling in 1989 that the Kentucky funding system (and the entire education system) was unconstitutional.5 The Kentucky court ruled that all children should be able to meet certain minimum standards, and that inadequate resources were available to ensure that was possible. In response, the State Legislature appropriated an additional one billion dollars a year for education and established one of the nation’s most extensive testing systems. Widely studied, results suggest that the work in Kentucky has led to improved student performance in the last decade. The adequacy movement asks a simple question – how much money is needed to ensure that all children – or almost all children – can meet a state’s performance standards? The problem is in determining what that amount of money is. Today, there are four approaches for estimating school finance adequacy. They are: Successful districts: This approach finds school districts that currently meet state standards and uses their costs as an estimate of adequacy. Cost Functions: Using advanced statistical techniques, analysts estimate the resources required for students to reach a given performance level on a standardized test, controlling for student characteristics such as family income and home language. Professional Judgment: Panels of educators are brought together to describe the resources they would need in a school to have some assurance that all children could meet the state’s performance standards. Once specified, the costs of these resources are estimated to arrive at an estimate of the costs of adequacy. Evidence Based: This approach relies on current educational research on what works in schools to estimate the resources needed to reach state performance standards and then estimates the costs of those resources. A fifth approach is currently being tried in California. As part of an extensive school finance research project across the state, economists are using what might best be called a constrained optimization model to estimate adequacy. This approach asks school officials to design schools that they think will enable students to meet California student performance standards within varying fiscal constraints, and then asks them to assess the probability that students will attain the standards under that funding model. Although the results of this study were not complete as this was written, a pilot study found that educational professionals organized schools differently as the per pupil funding levels increased. Not surprisingly, the studies also found that the estimated probability of 5



Rose v. Council for Better Education, 790 S.W. 2d 186 (Kent. 1989)



6



students meeting the standards also increased with funding (Rose, Sonstiele & Richardson, 2004). Estimates of how much is needed to provide the children of a state with an adequate education are estimated through so called adequacy studies. Studies of this type have been conducted in thirty states, and are summarized in the January 2005 Quality Counts issue of Education Week (Education Week, 2005). In every instance, the studies have found that current funding levels are inadequate to enable all children to meet the state’s educational standards. Adequacy has been used as the basis for legal challenges to the school funding system in many states, and in all instances has been successful in getting the courts to rule that current funding levels are inadequate. California has its own adequacy law suit, Williams v. California. The suit in California was unique in that it seemed to focus mostly on the lack of decent school facilities for many school children, and sought more state oversight into the management of school districts.6 The Williams suit was settled in 2004, with an agreement by the state to spend something on the order of one billion dollars to improve school facilities in the districts with the most severe facility problems, and to provide additional funding in some settings. While this appears on the surface to be a great deal of money, it compares poorly to New York where adequacy studies have recommended spending increases of six to nine billion dollars. These increases are recommended for a state with half as many children as California and one that currently spends nearly 50 percent more per pupil. In reality, the settlement agreed to in the Williams case is nothing short of selling out our children. Adequacy studies in other states have recommended funding increases from ten percent to over 35 percent, making the one billion dollars in additional funds that Williams will provide for California schools (less than two percent of the more than 60 billion in the Governor’s 2006-07 budget) seem paltry. California’s School Funding Story As the discussion above implies, there is substantial evidence that current funding levels for California’s K-12 education system are inadequate. This section provides a brief history of California school finance and outlines why it has become so complex and unwieldy. It also provides a sense of why changing the system has been – and likely will continue to be – so hard to do. There are three major events that shape the current structure of California school finance, the Serrano decision, Proposition 13 and Proposition 98. The options facing state policy makers today are limited substantially by these past events. How each affects today’s school finance environment is described below.
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California is also the only state where the defendants (the state) counter sued claiming that the problem was not inadequate funding, but rather mismanagement by local district management who had access to the same level of funding as other, more successful school districts.
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California was one of the first states to have a court ruling that held the state’s school funding system to be unconstitutional. In Serrano, the court rules that all wealth related spending differences had to be reduced to no more than $100 per ADA. While this figure has been allowed to change with inflation, the current level of over $300 per pupil is still in place. The results of our efforts to meet the Serrano requirements have been two fold. The first has been considerable reduction in the general revenues per pupil across school districts. The second has been the movement of greater levels of funding out of the general revenue stream and into a complex system of categorical programs. Today over 97 percent of the students in California attend school in schools districts whose revenues are within the established Serrano revenue bands. The key is the $300 bands are not one uniform requirement, but instead there are six, one each for small and large elementary, high school and unified school districts. The average revenue per ADA for small high school districts is substantially different from that for large unified districts, but in each of these six categories, the $300 revenue band includes virtually all of the students in the districts in each category. However, something on the order of one-third of the state appropriation for education (nearly $12 billion in the 2006-07 budget request) is in the form of categorical programs and thus outside of the Serrano equalization requirements. Categorical grants are not a bad thing. They are often used to insure that funds are directed to students with special needs to insure that the required services are provided. However, California has developed a system of over 100 categorical programs, many of them small, and highly focused on narrow student populations – or often specific sets of school districts with little regard to student needs. In many instances, qualification for funding is simply having received funds from that program in the past. Other programs don’t give districts or schools a revenue projection until well into the school year and then require the funds to be expended in that year, forcing districts to make poorly thought out and poorly planned expenditures in order to not lose the money. While there have been a number of efforts to simplify the categorical programs, most of the so-called block grants that have been established have come with their own sets of complex rules and regulations, and have done little to impact the general view in schools that the rules are burdensome and overly complex. This high level of state control over funding is largely the result of Proposition 13. Proposition 13 Passed in 1978 by an overwhelming majority of voters, Proposition 13 dramatically changed the fiscal relationship between schools and the state. By limiting property taxes to one percent of assessed value, and by defining what assessed value is and how much it can grow, Proposition 13 not only reduced the state’s revenue capacity for governmental services, it also places control of all property taxes squarely with the Legislature. As a result, local school districts today have no revenue raising authority to speak of, and any
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additional revenue generated by property taxes becomes an offset to the state’s general funding of schools – know as revenue limit funding.7 The funding system that was developed in response to Proposition 13 remains the basis for school funding today. California uses what is generally thought of as a foundation program. Each district has a revenue limit, an historically figure that has been adjusted upward over time based on cost of living adjustments and the number of students in a district. The revenue limit is funded by a combination of property taxes and state funds which make up the difference between the revenue limit guarantee and the property tax collections. Categorical programs, as described above make up the balance of a school district’s state resources. Proposition 98 In 1988, the voters passed an initiative designed to guarantee that schools receive a minimum share of the state’s budget each year. Known by its ballot designation of Proposition 98, that measure continues to impact California fiscal policy today. While it guarantees approximately 40 percent of the state’s general fund budget to K-14 schools (K-12 and community colleges), it has a number of complex requirements that impact how new state resources can be spent, and establishes floors in funding that can make it harder to made reductions in education spending when revenues are low. It was even suspended once in 2003-04 due to the poor fiscal condition of the state. Although Proposition 98 provides a theoretical floor for education spending, it also has limited Legislative flexibility in budget decisions and as a result has in some instances also served as a ceiling in terms of how much money education receives. What is clear, is that when all of the many factors that impact funding for schools in California today are combined, there appears to be much confusion, and a general agreement that to meet our current performance standards, schools need more money. In the section that follows, an attempt is made to discuss the major policy issues facing the state today and how they are impacted by the past, and the adequacy options available today. CALIFORNIA SCHOOL FINANCE TODAY Resources for Schools The heart of the problem for California school finance today is we don’t have a clear picture of how much money we need. While the Governor and other policy makers are understandably reluctant to determine what the number is – since it is undoubtedly considerably more than we currently spend – absent a target to strive for, the level of school funding will continue to be determined through political compromises emerging 7



There are a few districts that are an exception to this. Known as basic aid districts, they are able to generate more property tax revenues than their revenue limit calls for – and they are allowed to keep the difference. While an important issue, it has relatively little bearing on the general discussion that is the focus of this chapter.
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from an increasingly unstable and under funded state revenue system. This problem can only be solved by determining how much we need to adequately fund California’s schools. Clearly that figure will be substantially higher than the $66.23 billion for all funds ($13 billion of this is in Federal and local miscellaneous funding) proposed in the 2006-07 budget. The question is how do we get there? NCLB recognized that states needed a dozen or more years to establish systems to enable all children to meet performance standards, there is no reason to expect we can find all the money we need in one year. But it is essential to know what we need and have a plan to get there. Even with that, it is likely that state revenues will fluctuate over time, so the plan for funding needs to accommodate the long term growth and provide for dips and spikes in revenues overtime. Figure 1 provides a simplified “cash flow” analysis of how the state could manage its resources toward the goal of adequate funding. In years when revenues exceed needs, it would be wise to bank funds for future years when state revenues are below identified needs. Similar to many state’s “rainy day funds,” this concept probably requires substantially more restraint on the part of the Legislature to not spend or return tax receipts to taxpayers in good years than they have exhibited in the past, and requires the education community to similarly allow the funds to be banked, rather than divert them to uses not part of a long term strategic plan. It requires a dramatically different approach to the allocation and use of tax revenues than we have seen in California in recent history. But where does that money come from? California is one of the wealthiest states in the nation. Our average per capita income exceeds the nation’s by nearly 7 percent and ranks 12th among the states. Yet our spending on education is similar to states near the bottom of the income rankings. The question is who should pay for our schools. There are two options, neither popular, but both with the potential to resolve this funding issue. 1000
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Figure 1: Managing the Flow of Resources over Time



10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



The first is to increase income taxes on Californians in the two highest tax brackets. It is estimated that these citizens (with California taxable incomes exceeding $200,000 for individual returns and over $400,000 for joint returns) will receive nearly $12 billion in tax breaks from the Federal tax cuts. Tapping these tax benefits could go a long way toward funding our schools without increasing the total tax payments of our wealthiest citizens. Another option is to review and modify Proposition 13. Although even less popular than the previous suggestion, Proposition 13 has hamstrung state and local government for years reducing the revenue potential of all governments. Moreover it has created substantial inequities, not only between homeowners in similar homes, but across classes of property with more of the tax burden being shifted to residential property. While some argue that Proposition 13 is needed to protect our businesses, in reality it only protects existing business, and makes it hard for new firms to build the production facilities they need and to compete with existing firms. Under those circumstances not only does governmental revenue suffer, but the lack of competition hurts all consumers. Finding a fair and reasonable way to increase the revenue potential of property taxes, while insuring state residents don’t get taxed out of their homes or businesses is possible – if we are willing to make the sacrifices Governor Schwarzenegger has called for. Other Options There are other options for ensuring an adequate education as well. Analyses of adequacy often point out that children have needs that go beyond the public school system’s capabilities and responsibilities. Access to good prenatal care, high quality medical and dental facilities, and good preschools can lead to improved school performance for many children, particularly those from low income homes. A recent analysis of the public, and non-profit services available for children and their families in the area surrounding the University of Southern California discovered that there is as much as $12,500 per child available. Combined with a similar amount through the public schools in that area,8 there is nearly $25,000 per child to provide educational and other social services. It is making sure that these resources reach their intended target, and that the agencies responsible for providing those services coordinate their efforts that is often the problem. While schools have typically been organized from the “bottom-up” and most other social services from the “top-down,” California’s highly state controlled school funding system may be an ideal place to begin breaking down the barriers between agencies toward the creation of coordinated educational and social services for all children. This could be accomplished for little or no additional cost.
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When the total all funds budget of LAUSD is divided by its average daily attendance (ADA), the resulting calculation approaches $12,500 per student.



11



REFERENCES Betts, J.R., Rueben, K.S. and Danenberg, A. (2000). Equal Resources, Equal Outcomes? The Distribution of School Resources and Student Achievement in California. San Francisco, CA: Public Policy Institute of California. EdSource (2005). How California Ranks: A National Perspective. Palo Alto, CA: EdSource. Education Week (2005). Quality Counts: No Small Change, Targeting Money toward Student Performance. Bethesda, MD: Editorial Projects in Education. Legislative Analyst. (2006). 2006-07 Budget Analysis, Education Chapter. Sacramento, CA: Legislative Analyst’s Office. http://www.lao.ca.gov/analysis.aspx?year=2006&chap=0&toc=4 (March 10, 2006) NEA (2005). Rankings and Estimates. Washington DC: National Education Association (June). Picus, L.O. and Robillard, E. (2000). “The Collection and Use of Student Level Data: Implications for School Finance Research.” Educational Considerations. XXVIII(1), Fall 2000. pp. 26-31. Rose, H., Sonstiele, J. and Richardson, P. School Budgets and Student Achievement in California: The Principal's Perspective. San Francisco, CA: Public Policy Institute of California. Sonstelie, J., Brunner, E. and Ardon, K. (2000). For Better or For Worse? School Finance Reform in California. San Francisco, CA: Public Policy Institute of California.



12



























[image: Past, Present and Future Inventions- Vocabulary ... - UsingEnglish.com]
Past, Present and Future Inventions- Vocabulary ... - UsingEnglish.com












[image: Mars: Past, Present, and Future]
Mars: Past, Present, and Future












[image: Mars Exploration: Past, Present and Future]
Mars Exploration: Past, Present and Future












[image: The past, present and future of childhood malaria ...]
The past, present and future of childhood malaria ...












[image: PDF How Global Currencies Work: Past, Present, and Future Full ...]
PDF How Global Currencies Work: Past, Present, and Future Full ...












[image: Weaving the Museum Web: Past, Present and Future]
Weaving the Museum Web: Past, Present and Future












[image: Physical therapy: past, present and future- a paradigm ...]
Physical therapy: past, present and future- a paradigm ...












[image: The Past, Present, and Future of Meridian System ... - Springer Link]
The Past, Present, and Future of Meridian System ... - Springer Link












[image: Past, Present and Future of Indian English Language ...]
Past, Present and Future of Indian English Language ...












[image: The Past, Present, and Future of Software Architecture ...]
The Past, Present, and Future of Software Architecture ...












[image: emotional sketch about past, present and future of ... - GitHub]
emotional sketch about past, present and future of ... - GitHub












[image: Past, Present and Future of Indian English Language ...]
Past, Present and Future of Indian English Language ...












[image: The past, present and future of childhood malaria ...]
The past, present and future of childhood malaria ...












[image: present past future tense words list pdf]
present past future tense words list pdf












[image: pdf-1294\american-public-administration-past-present-future-from ...]
pdf-1294\american-public-administration-past-present-future-from ...















funding california's schools: past, present and future?






how California compares to the rest of the nation in school funding, to review how our state found itself ... the public education sector in the United States. Table 1 ... 






 Download PDF 



















 118KB Sizes
 0 Downloads
 200 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





Past, Present and Future Inventions- Vocabulary ... - UsingEnglish.com 

Past, Present and Future Inventions Vocabulary and Speaking. Warmer. Speak and ask each other questions to find which of you is more interested in and knowledgeable about technology. Use the list below to continue your discussion. Inventions used now














[image: alt]





Mars: Past, Present, and Future 

... Sample Return program Future This book presents a comprehensive introduction to Internetware in Computer Science from Nanjing University of Aeronautics ...














[image: alt]





Mars Exploration: Past, Present and Future 

25 km, the largest known in the solar system (Figure 4). Although Mars .... flyby attempt; solar panels did not open. âœ§ Mariner 4 ... the technology being employed when men start making ..... erators. A rover, equipped with a pressurized cabin.














[image: alt]





The past, present and future of childhood malaria ... 

Centre for Geographic. Medicine, Kenya Medical. Research Institute, ..... in Africa: sexual contact patterns and the predicted demographic impact of AIDS. Nature.














[image: alt]





PDF How Global Currencies Work: Past, Present, and Future Full ... 

and Future Full Online By #A#. Books detail. Title : PDF How ... Other People's Money: Masters of the Universe or Servants of the People? The End of Alchemy: ...














[image: alt]





Weaving the Museum Web: Past, Present and Future 

such resource, but commercial pressures are building, and the resource must develop to ... Email: [email protected] URL: http://www.jpbowen.com/ rate since it has ... websites such as educational resources and e-commerce. II. VIRTUAL ...














[image: alt]





Physical therapy: past, present and future- a paradigm ... 

... of Physiotherapy,. Kasturba Medical College (Manipal University), Mangalore, India. .... programs integrate theory, evidence and practice along a continuum of learning. This begins ..... 1984;64:347-350. 7. Wikipedia Online Encyclopedia.














[image: alt]





The Past, Present, and Future of Meridian System ... - Springer Link 

and different forms of acupuncture point stimulation such as electro acupuncture, .... negative membrane potential generated by the mitochondria at a high level of energy ...... (ed),Fundamentals of complementary and alternative medicine.














[image: alt]





Past, Present and Future of Indian English Language ... 

Gazelles Leaping (1949), Cradles of the Clouds (1951), The Vermillion Boat (1953) and ..... than his own; Private Life of an Indian Prince is an example. In R.K. ...














[image: alt]





The Past, Present, and Future of Software Architecture ... 

guest editors' introduction. Philippe Kruchten, University of British Columbia ... Judith Stafford, Tufts University .... tions offer architect training courses, and an ..... heads the architecture research team for software-intensive healthcare syst














[image: alt]





emotional sketch about past, present and future of ... - GitHub 

I saw many coroutines during conference talks. Saturday, April 6, 13 ... hated most, ... almost every time I see a reduce() call with a non-trivial function argument, ...














[image: alt]





Past, Present and Future of Indian English Language ... 

was also decisive in making The New York Times dub the young crop of Indian English novelists, viz. ..... In Sea of Poppies he uses the tonal music of. Bhojpuri ...














[image: alt]





The past, present and future of childhood malaria ... 

established in 1998 to develop a database of all ... database searches (Medline, Embase and Popline) and .... in Africa for which temporal data were available.














[image: alt]





present past future tense words list pdf 

File: Present past future tense words list. pdf. Download now. Click here if your download doesn't start automatically. Page 1 of 1. present past future tense words ...














[image: alt]





pdf-1294\american-public-administration-past-present-future-from ... 

Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. pdf-1294\american-public-administration-past-present-future-from-brand-university-alabama-press.pdf.


























×
Report funding california's schools: past, present and future?





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















