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6870CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES (VOTE ONLY)

| Issue 1: Spring Finance Letter — Capital Outlay |

The Governor submitted a spring finance letter estjng to reappropriate funds from the 2015-16
fiscal year (FY) to 2016-17 FY due to various dsl&y the following projects:

El Camino Community College District, EI Camino Colege Compton Center:
Instructional Building Replacement: This project consists of demolishing one permanent
building and parts of two other permanent buildjngsmoving two portable instructional
buildings; and constructing a new, two-story instianal building on the site of the
demolished structures. The new building will repl&2,117 assignable square feet (asf) in the
current structures with 17,180 asf (26,500 grossas feet). Assignable square feet is the
space in a building that is usable for programmatigoses. The new building will consist of
9,575 asf classroom space, 4,175 asf laboratorges3a180 asf office space, and 250 other
asf. Construction for this project was delayed beeathe California Environmental Quality
Act review process took longer than anticipatedultesy in a several month delay in the
project schedule. This project is now estimated bt&o completed in July 2019. The
reappropriation of $13.4 million in constructionnfis will allow this project to continue
without further delay.

Last year, the Legislature approved a spring fiealetter which requested to reappropriate
funds for the project’'s working drawings from th@12-15 FY to the 2015-16 FY. The
preliminary plans were delayed due to legal coreerith the original procurement document
for an architect. This delay in the developmenthaf preliminary plans resulted in the entire
project schedule being revised including delayhmgdonstruction phase.

Redwoods Community College District, College of th&edwoods: Utility Infrastructure
Replacement: This project will replace or rebuild utility infrasicture at the College of the
Redwoods Eureka campus to mitigate seismic risks. Scope for the entire project includes
(a) seismic mitigation for campus utility infrastture and (b) ensuring environmentally
sensitive areas are protected from the consequaiceseismic event. The project will not
change existing asf. The working drawings phasedhef project was delayed because of
necessary geotechnical studies requiring geotexdiitiorings and a ground motion study,
which took longer than planned to complete. Theugdoborings and ground motion study
were finalized on February 2, 2016. The projechasv estimated to be completed by July
2018. The reappropriation of $33.15 million in cwwastion funds will allow this project to
continue without further delay.

Staff Recommendation: Approve spring finance letter to reappropriate ¢amgsion funds for El
Camino College Compton Center instructional butgdirand College of the Redwoods utility
infrastructure replacement.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 2
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6870CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES (VOTE ONLY)

| Issue 2: Spring Finance Letter — Facilities Plannig Unit Support

The Governor’s spring finance letter requests tift $acilities planning unit support between bond
funds to reflect available bond fund authority. Tpw®posed changes are summarized in the table

below.
Support for CCC Facilities Planning Unit from Capital Outlay Bond Funds
January Budgel April Finance Letter
Proposed

Bond Fund Amount Amount Change
0574 (Chapter 407, 1998) 577,000 374,000 (203,000)
0785 (Proposition 78, 1988) 549,000 (549,000)
6028 (Proposition 47, 2002) 492,000 (492,000)
0705 (Proposition 153, 1992 436,000 (436,000)
6049 (Proposition 1D, 2006) 137,000 137,000
0658 (Proposition 203, 1996 - 1,336,000 1,336,000
6041 (Chapter 33, 2002) - 344,000 344,000
Totals 2,191,000 2,191,000

Background:

The Facilities Planning Unit (FPU) provides assista and support to the California Community
Colleges’ 72 districts encompassing 113 colleg@sapproved off-campus centers, and 23 separately
reported district offices. The Facilities Plannibgit reviews and approves the districts’ Five-Year

Capital Outlay Plans as part of the annual Catatlay Grant Application Process. Assistar@cel

support is provided for the construction and reniadeof new buildings and centers.

Staff Recommendation: Approve spring finance letter to shift authoritgtiveen bond funds to

support the facilities planning unit.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (VOTE ONLY)

| Issue 3: Spring Finance Letters

Description:

The Administration proposes the following techniealjustments to various K-12 state operations
(support) and local assistance items in the 2016tdget. These revisions are proposed in an April 1
finance Letter. These issues are considered temhadjustments, mostly to update federal budget
appropriation levels so they match the latest edBs) and utilize funds consistent with current
programs and policies.

Federal Funds Adjustments

1. Enhanced Assessment Grant (6100-001-0890)is requested that Schedule (1) of this item be
increased by $1,574,000 for the federal Enhancesgssnent Grant (EAG). The EAG is a three-
year grant for states to enhance their assessmsintiments and accountability systems used to
measure academic achievement. Specifically, tmslihg supports the development of new test
items, digital resources, tools and methodologieadsess how results on the Smarter Balanced
high school assessments can be used to make ioésratout college and career readiness. The
total amount of EAG funds awarded to Californig691,000 for fiscal years 2015-16 through
2017-18.

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:

24. Of the amount appropriated in this item, $4,8@0 is for the development of enhanced
career and college readiness indices for the Smalanced high school assessments.

2. Special Education Dispute Resolution Services (61@D1-0890)— is requested that Schedule
(1) of this item be increased by $2,653,000 fedérdlviduals with Disabilities Education Act
funds to support increased costs associated wiciapeducation dispute resolution services,
which are required by state and federal law. Tladif@nia Department of Education (CDE)
contracts with the Office of Administrative Heartngo provide these services, which include
hearings, mediations, and related due processitagiv The number of claims filed and the cost
per case have increased over the past few yeahng. 2015 Budget Act included $1,890,000 in
additional one-time funding to support these cosike additional federal funds will support the
CDE'’s higher contract costs.

It is further requested that provisional languagaimended as follows to conform to this action:

“5. Of the funds appropriated in this item—$10;88D $13,514,000 is for dispute resolution
services, including mediation and fair hearing &y, provided through contract for the special
education programs. The State Department of Educatiall ensure the quarterly reports that the
contractor submits on the results of its dispuselgion services include the same information as
required by Provision 9 of Item 6110-001-0890 ad Budget Act of 2006 (Chs. 47 and 48, Stats.
2006) and Section 56504.5 of the Education Coderefhelct year-to-date data and final year-end
data.”

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 4
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3. Support and Local Assistance, Transfer of the Comnuity Supplemental Food Program
(6100-001-0890 and 6100-201-0890}t is requested that Schedule (2) of Iltem 6100-0820 be
decreased by $108,000 Federal Trust Fund and tiegpasition be eliminated, and that Schedule
(1) of Item 6100-201-0890 be decreased by $4,501F@@leral Trust Fund to reflect the permanent
transfer of the Commodity Supplemental Food Progiram the CDE to the Department of Social
Services (DSS). This program originally served-ioaome women, children, and seniors. Given
that federal law was changed to limit eligibility low-income seniors, the DSS is better suited to
administer the program. Conforming augmentatioiisbe proposed for the DSS budget to allow
for the administration of the program.

4. Local Assistance, Project Advancing Wellness and R#éience in Education (AWARE) Grant
(6100-104-0890)— is requested that Schedule (1) of this itemrm@dased by $975,000 Federal
Trust Fund to reflect the availability of one-timarryover funds. Project AWARE is a five-year
grant program that provides funding for the CDE ludl educational agencies (LEAS) to increase
awareness of mental health issues among schoolzyét, provide Mental Health First Aid
training to teachers and other school personnel emsure students with signs of mental illness are
referred to appropriate services.

It is further requested that provisional languageatided as follows to conform to this action:

1. Of the funds appropriated in this item, $975,00(iievided in one-time federal carryover
funds to support the existing program.

5. Local Assistance, Neglected and Delinquent ChildrerProgram (6100-119-0896)-It is
requested that Schedule (1) of this item be deecebyg $353,000 federal Title | funds to align to
the federal grant award. This program providespgipental instruction, including math and
literacy activities, to children and youth in statstitutions for juveniles and in adult correctbn
institutions to ensure that these youth make sgéakisansitions to school or employment.

6. Local Assistance, Migrant Education Program, Migrart Education State-Level Activities,
and English Language Acquisition Program (6100-128890)—1t is requested that Schedule (1)
of this item be increased by $14,301,000 federdkeTj Part C funds, to reflect a $7,301,000
increase to the federal grant award and $7 millioone-time carryover. This program provides
educational support services to meet the needgblyhmobile children.

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:

2. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (1), $7,00@,8 provided in one-time federal Title |,
Part C carryover funds, to support the existinggpam.

It is also requested that Schedule (2) of this ilentdecreased by $7,020,000 federal Title |, Part C
funds, to align to the federal grant award. Thetesadministered Migrant Education programs

include the Binational Migrant Education Programinidorps Program, and the Migrant Student

Information Network.

It is also requested that Schedule (3) of this ibemincreased by $5,112,000 federal Title Il funds
to reflect a $2,612,000 increase to the federattgaavard and $2.5 million in one-time carryover

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 5



Subcommittee No. 1 May 5, 2016

funds. This program provides services to helpettglattain English proficiency and meet grade
level academic standards.

It is further requested that provisional languageatided as follows to conform to this action:

3. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (3), $2,500,8 provided in one-time federal Title IlI
carryover funds to support the existing program.

7. Local Assistance, Basic Elementary and Secondary Hdation Act Program, School
Improvement Grant Program, and Federal Title | Set Aside for the Local Educational
Agency Corrective Action Program (6100-134-0890)+is requested that Schedule (2) of this
item be decreased by $28 million federal Titlerida to reflect a decrease in the amount that must
be set aside for purposes of corrective action.e TBA Corrective Action Program provides
funding for technical assistance to LEAs enteriedgfral corrective action, and the grant allows the
CDE to set aside up to four percent for this pugepos

It is also requested that Schedule (3) of this itenincreased by $1,630,000 federal Title | furmds t
reflect the availability of $1,480,000 in one-tirarryover funds and a $150,000 increase to the
available federal grant award. The CDE awards alchoprovement grants to LEAs with the
persistently lowest-achieving Title | schools tgpiement evidence-based strategies for improving
student achievement.

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:

7. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (3), 1,d00 is provided in one-time carryover
funds to support the existing program.

It is also requested that Schedule (4) of this ibenincreased by $138,855,000 federal Title | funds
to reflect a $109,755,000 increase to the federahtgaward and $29.1 million in one-time
carryover funds. LEAs use these funds to supperntices that assist low-achieving students
enrolled in the highest poverty schools.

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:

8. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (4), $29,000 is provided in one-time carryover
funds to support the existing program.

8. Local Assistance, McKinney-Vento Homeless ChildrenEducation Program (6100-136-
0890)—It is requested that Schedule (1) of this itenmroeeased by $810,000 federal Title X, Part
C funds, to reflect a $617,000 increase to the riddgrant award and $193,000 in one-time
carryover funds. This program provides a liaisonehsure homeless students have access to
education, support services, and transportation.

It is further requested that provisional languageatided as follows to conform to this action:

1. Of the funds appropriated in this item, $198,80provided in one-time federal Title X, Part C
carryover funds, to support the existing program.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 6
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9. Local Assistance, Rural and Low-Income Schools Progm (6100-137-089G)-It is requested
that Schedule (1) of this item be increased by iElfederal Title VI funds to align to the federal
grant award. This program provides financial daarse to rural districts to help them meet federal
accountability requirements and to conduct acesitof the federal Elementary and Secondary
Education Act program.

10.Local Assistance, Adult Education Program (6100-156890)—t is requested that this item be
increased by $8,790,000 federal Title Il fundseflect $6.5 million in one-time carryover funds
and a $2,290,000 increase to the federal grantcaw@he Adult Education Program supports the
Adult Basic Education, English as a Second Languaige Adult Secondary Education programs.

It is further requested that provisional languageatided as follows to conform to this action:

6. Of the funds appropriated in this item, $6,800, is provided in one-time carryover funds to
support the existing program.

11.Local Assistance, Special Education (6100-161-0890l is requested that Schedule (1) of this
item be increased by $41,368,000 federal Indivisiwath Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funds
to reflect a $36,368,000 increase to the federahtgaward and $5 million in one-time carryover
funds. LEAs receive these entitlements to prowsgecial education services for students with
disabilities.

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:

11. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (1)0@3,000 is provided in one-time federal
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act carryewvfunds to support the existing program.

It is also requested that Schedule (3) of this ibenincreased by $1,832,000 federal IDEA funds to
reflect an increase to the federal grant awards plogram provides special education and related
services for children aged three, four, and fivepware not in kindergarten.

It is also requested that Schedule (4) of this ibmnincreased by $415,000 federal IDEA funds to
reflect the availability of one-time carryover fusd This program, also known as Project Read,
funds efforts to increase reading and English LiegrArts outcomes for students with disabilities

at a selected group of low-performing Californiaddie schools.

It is further requested that provisional languageimended as follows to conform to this action:
“7. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (4);-$2,800_$2,605,000 is provided for scientifically

based professional development as part of the Bexwonnel Development grant. Of this amount,
$415,000 is one-time carryover funds.”

It is also requested that Schedule (6) of this itmmincreased by $25,000 federal Public Health
Services Act funds to reflect the availability aiestime carryover funds. The CDE uses these
funds to provide outreach to families about newbscreening counseling, testing, follow-up,
treatment, and educational services that are dlailto families of newborns with hearing
disabilities.

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 7
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

12. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (6)tie@ Newborn Hearing Screening Program,
$25,000 is provided in one-time federal Public kre&ervices Act carryover funds to support the
existing program.

Local Assistance, Vocational Education Program (613166-0890)— is requested that this

item be increased by $10,977,000 federal Titlend&ito reflect the availability of $14,535,000 in
one-time carryover funds and a $3,558,000 decreatiee federal grant award. The Vocational
Education Program develops the academic, vocati@ra technical skill of students in high
school, community colleges, and regional occupatiocenters and programs. It is further
requested that provisional language be added lasvioto conform to this action:

4. Of the funds appropriated in this item, $14,888 is provided in one-time carryover funds to
support the existing program.

Local Assistance, Mathematics and Science Partnergh Program (6100-193-0890)- is
requested that this item be increased by $3 milfemteral Title Il, Part B funds, to reflect the
availability of one-time carryover. The Mathematiand Science Partnership Program provides
competitive grants to three-year partnerships ofp@rforming schools and institutions of higher
education to provide staff development and curdgulsupport to mathematics and science
teachers. It is further requested that provisidaauage be added as follows to conform to this
action:

1. Of the funds appropriated in this item, $3,000, is provided in one-time carryover funds to
support the existing program.

Local Assistance, Federal Z1 Century Community Learning Centers (6100-197-0890}It is
requested that this item be decreased by $20,105¢®ral Title IV, Part B funds, to reflect a
decrease of $28,491,000 in one-time carryover fuamtban increase of $8,376,000 to the federal
grant award to support existing activities. It igther requested that provisional language be
amended as follows to conform to this action:

“2. Of the funds appropriated in this item-$3%200 $2,750,000 is available on a one-time basis
from federal 21st Century Community Learning Ceritards appropriated prior to the 2016-17
federal fiscal year to support the existing progfam

Local Assistance, Advanced Placement (AP) Fee Waiv®rogram (6100-240-0890)-It is
requested that Schedule (1) of this item be ineetdy $1,563,000 Federal Trust Fund to align to
the federal grant award. The AP Fee Waiver programmburses school districts for specified
costs of AP and International Baccalaureate test feaid on behalf of eligible students. These
programs allow students to pursue college-levetssowork while still in secondary school.

Local Assistance, Remove Early Head Start—Child Ca Partnership Grant Provisional
Reporting Language (6100-294-0890)4#-is requested that Provision (3) of this item,ieth
requires an annual report to the Legislature on fédderal Early Head Start—Child Care
Partnership program, be eliminated. While Calif@wvas awarded a federal grant for this program
in January 2015, the CDE has indicated that thelleb& limited information to report in fiscal
year 2016-17 because the program is currenthsistért-up phase.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 8
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General Fund

17.Support, State Department of Education, Transfer Edcator Effectiveness Support Between
Schedules (6100-001-0001)k—is requested that $54,000 General Fund be teamrsf from
Schedule (3), Special Program Support, to Schg@)eCurriculum Services, to accurately reflect
support funding for Educator Effectiveness. Thiguest is a technical issue that has no funding
impact and will allow accurate recording of CDE ergitures.

Staff Comments:

Staff notes that Spring letter issues 1-17 arenieehadjustments and are unaware of any opposition

Staff Recommendation:

Approve Spring letter issues 1-17 with conformirigcgholder budget bill language as listed in this
item.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 9
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6600HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW

Issue 4: Spring Finance Letter — Capital Outlay

Panel:
» Sally Lukenbill, Principal Program Budget AnalyBgpartment of Finance
» Paul Golaszewski, Principal Fiscal & Policy Analyistgislative Analyst’s Office
» David SewardChief Financial Officer, Hastings College of Law

The Governor submitted a spring finance letter estjng an additional $18.75 million in lease-
revenue bond financing for the academic buildinglaeement project. This brings the total project
cost to $55.6 million lease-revenue bond financiBtarting in 2018-19, overall debt service will
increase by $1 million annually, for a total of B3nillion General Fund annually. The Department of
Finance (DOF) notes that the additional funds aeded to incorporate necessary design elements
identified during initial programming, additionateswork not previously identified, and to reflabe
increase in current market rate conditions.

Background:

The 2015-16 budget approved the academic buildepjacement project at a total project cost of
$36.8 million lease-revenue bond financing ($2 ionll for the performance criteria phase, $34.8
million for the design-build phase). The facilityould replace Hastings’ primary academic building,

which was constructed in 1953, and has severalateddsystems including electrical and heating
ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC), and elepet are non-compliant with the Americans with

Disabilities Act. The new facility will be a 57,00juare foot building (25 percent smaller than the
1953 structure) on a vacant lot owned by Hastiige project, as approved in the 2015-16 budget,
estimated debt service cost of $2.7 million aniydléginning 2018-19.

The 2015-16 budget also included provisional laggu#éo (1) allow Hastings to accept private
donations and institutional funds for building enbements; (2) provide the Legislature with a prbjec
update and 30-day review period prior to the conuaerent of construction activities; and (3)
establish appropriation availability until June 2018.

In 2014, Hastings conducted a preliminary pre-desitgdy and initial cost analysis for the Academic
Building Replacement project. The initial estimaigs based upon high level space program data and
market conditions in place in San Francisco. Inddager 2015, the Department of General Services
completed a final analysis of program documentsraadket research, which revealed that the initial
estimate of $36.8 million was insufficient to delivthe required program. The review revealed that i
order to construct the building to meet programmagiquirements for tiered classrooms as well as
align the structure to two distinct and varyingdgs, the building needs to include subterraneagidev
DOF notes that additional costs related to excamatshoring, foundation, and underpinning totaled
$2.75 million.

Additionally, the program data further defined athpecific facility requirements, such as the nied
increased ceiling heights in large classrooms,irequnfrastructure for building operational sys&m
technical support, the need for more robust compatioin systems and a clear span structural system
to avoid sightline impairments in classrooms. Hadi also argues that construction market rate
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conditions have significantly increased. Hastingses that their original estimate was around five
percent in 2015 and four percent in 2016. Howewsy mformation from Hastings indicates that the
market increased by 12 percent to 15 percent id 2&1d nine percent to 10 percent in 2015. Hasting
notes that construction costs are also projectex$¢alate by an additional five to six percentGi&
DOF reports that since the original estimates, lcargstruction costs for the project have incredsed
over $200 per square foot. Additionally, the tesanmproved related to communications
infrastructure, ceiling heights, building glaziramd heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HOA
have increased by approximately $50 per square festilting increased construction costs of over
$15 million. As a result of the increased costedabove, there are corresponding increases ot abou
$1 million in design, testing, and construction igement costs.

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 11
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

| Issue 5: State Operations

Description:

The Governor's budget proposed a number of adjugsnéor the CDE headquarters staff and
expenses that have not already been heard by boersunittee. These proposed adjustments include
staffing increases in 2016-17 to implement sev&altes enacted in 2015.

Panel:

* Melissa Ng, Department of Finance
* Debra Brown, Department of Education
* Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Background:

Funding and authorized positions for the CDE armamaarized by the table below:

California Department of Education
Authorized Positions and State Operations Funding
Proposed

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Authorized Positions
Headquarters 1,505.80 1,507.80 1,501.30
State Special Schools 948.10 947.10 947.10
Total 2,453.90 2,454.90 2,448.40
Funding
CDE Headquarters
General Fund 55,813,000 59,079,000 54,259,000
Federal Funds 170,340,000168,866,000 160,463,000
Other Funds (Restricted) 32,840,00032,144,000 28,067,000
Total 258,993,000 260,089,000 242,789,000
Percent General Fund 220 23% 22%
Percent Federal Funds 66% 65% 66%
CDE State Special Schools
Proposition 98 GF 52,530,000 54,162,000 54,307,000
Non-Proposition 98 GF 45,462,000 48,608,000 50,280,000
Federal Funds 0 0 0
Other Funds 10,495,000 10,550,000 10,554,000
Total 108,487,000 113,320,000 115,141,000
CDE Headquarters & State Special Schools

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review
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General Fund 153,805,000161,849,00Q 158,846,000
Federal Funds 170,340,000168,866,00Q0 160,463,000
Other Funds 43,335,000 42,694,000 38,621,000
Total 367,480,000 373,409,000 357,930,000

Source: Department of Education, Except for 2016dhfa are current-year estimates (middle columum the
Governor's budget.

Governor’s Budget Proposals:

Additional Workload and Funding for the California Department of Education

2016-17 Governor's Budget (In Thousands)

New Workload Funding | LAO Recommendation and Rationale

1 | Ensure schools understand the 318 Recommend Approvallhis appropriation
importance of providing helps CDE comply with a 2015 court
appropriate services to all English settlement. Recommend re-evaluating
Learners, pursuant @J v. funding in future years, as further
California settlement. Limited- developments to the state's accountability

=

term (2 years) state General Fund. system may render these efforts redundant.

2 | Establish an advisory committee to 254 Recommend Approvallhis appropriation
help CDE select language helps CDE to implement recent legislation.
development assessments for depf
and hard of hearing children agec
birth to 5. Provide ongoing
technical assistance to local
education agencies (LEAS) in
implementing these assessments.
Pursuant to Chapter 652 of 2015
(SB 210, Galgiani). State Genera
Fund, $194,000 one time and

$60,000 ongoing.
3 | Develop program guidelines to 207 Recommend Approvalhis appropriation
assist teachers and parents in helps CDE to implement recent legislation.

supporting students with dyslexia
Provide ongoing technical
assistance to LEAs in
implementing these guidelines.
Pursuant to AB 1369, (Frazier)
Chapter 647, Statutes of 2015.
State General Fund, $140,000
ongoing and $67,000 one time.

4 | Undertake additional technical 194 Recommend ApprovaDepartment
assistance and monitoring, as mare indicates that participation in program is 23
agencies are participating in the at- percent higher in 2015-16 compared to
risk afterschool meals component 2014-15. It anticipates further growth of 20
of Child and Adult Care Food percent between 2015-16 and 2016-17.

Program. Ongoing federal funding.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review
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5 | Provide training and assistance to 100 Recommend Approvabome agencies still

agencies that are operating Child are undertaking required program changes
and Adult Care Food Programs and and likely would benefit from additional
still implementing changes CDE support during transition.

required by the federal Healthy and
Hunger Free Kids Act (2010).
Provides limited-term federal
funding of $100,000 in 2016-17
and $100,000 in 2017-18.

6 | Collect educator effectiveness 54 Recommend Approvallhis appropriation
block grant expenditure data from helps CDE to implement recent legislation.
local education agencies by July
2018 and submit a report to the
Legislature by January 1, 2019.
Pursuant to AB 104 (Weber)
Chapter 13, Statutes of 2015.
Provide limited-term state General
Fund of $54,000 in 2016-17 and
$81,000 in 2017-18.

=

7 | Establish best practices for 30 Recommend Approvallhis appropriation
preventing child abuse and post helps CDE to implement recent legislation.
related resources online. Pursuant
to AB 1058, (Baker) Chapter 748
Statutes of 2015. One-time state
General Fund.

8 | Administer fee waiver program for 25 Recommend Approvalhis appropriation
homeless youth who take high helps CDE to implement recent legislation.
school equivalency exams.
Pursuant to SB 252 (Leno),
Chapter 384, Statutes of 2015.
State General Fund, $21,000
ongoing and $4,000 one time.

Total $1,182

Other State Operations:

The subcommittee may wish to consider the followstgte operations request not included in the
Governor’s budget proposal:

e $133,000 in non-Proposition 98 General Fund for @2E workload to support district re-
organization. Currently, the CDE has one positiedicated to providing support, analysis,
and recommendations to the State Board of Educagtated to approval of district re-
organizations.

The subcommittee may also wish to ask the CDE rion@date on additional state operations requests
that are pending for the May Revision.
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Staff Comments:

The Governor's budget provides $318,000 in onghinding provided to meet the terms of thé v.
California settlement agreement, a lawsuit filed against the gor 1) violating state and federal law
regarding the collection, interpretation and useEnflish learner data, and 2) for English Learner
program monitoring implementation. The court fouB®E negligent in their monitoring of local
educational agencies (LEAs) that submitted data skavices were not being provided to English
learners. The settlement agreement reached amergatties required that the CDE ensure that data is
collected accurately and increase monitoring actrieal assistance for those LEAs that report that
no services are being provided to English learners.

The CDE requested additional funds for three cdastilpositions to train LEA personnel on data
entry and program requirements, conduct monitorexpand the current collections system and
provide these LEAs with technical assistance ireotd resolve issues raised by the lawsuit. However
the Governor’s proposal instead funds three aswogavernmental program analyst positions at a
lower cost. Restoring the positions to the origiegjuest would cost an additional $105,000. The CDE
notes that education program consultants are nededsure workload related to the settlement is
completed.

Staff Recommendations:
1) Approve items 2-8 as budgeted.
2) Amend and approve item 1, with the addition of $008, for a total of $423,000 for three
education program consultants for workload reldatetheDJ v. Californiasettlement for the

2016-17 and 2017-18.

3) Approve an additional $133,000 in non-Propositidh General Fund and one position for
district re-organization workload.
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 6: After School Education and Safety Program

Panel:

Virginia Early, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Sandra McBrayer, CEO, The Children’s Initiative
Debra Brown, Department of Education

Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

Background:

The After School Education and Safety (ASES) Pnogra the result of the 2002 voter-approved

initiative, Proposition 49. This proposition ameddealifornia Education Code (EC) 8482 to expand
and rename the former Before and After School Liegrrand Safe Neighborhood Partnerships
Program. The ASES Program funds the establishnfelocal after school education and enrichment
programs. These programs are created through psiitpe between schools and the local community
to provide resources to support literacy, acadeemcichment and activities for students in

kindergarten through ninth grade. Funding is desiigio: (1) maintain existing before and after sthoo
program funding; and (2) provide eligibility to alementary and middle schools that submit quality
applications throughout California.

ASES programs must include:

* An educational and literacy element: tutoring andiomework assistance designed to help
students meet state standards in one or more offall@ving core academic subjects:
reading/language arts, mathematics, history anidisstadies, or science.

* An educational enrichment elemenhay include but is not limited to, positive youth
development strategies, recreation and preventitimitees. Such activities might involve the
visual and performing arts, music, physical aggivitealth/nutrition promotion, and general
recreation; career awareness and work preparatiiviti@s; community service-learning; and
other youth development activities based on studeatls and interests.

Operationally, the programs must maintain a studerdgtaff ratio of 20:1 andtaff members who
directly supervise pupils must meet the minimumlifjoations, hiring requirements, and procedures
for an instructional aide in the school districtoffams must operate at least 15 hours per week and
from the end of the regular school day until aste& p.m. and every school day during the regular
school year. A nutritional snack is also provided.

The ASES program supports over 4,000 elementarynaigidle schools offering after-school and
summer programs to more than 400,000 students. ddigse programs operate at the highest poverty
schools—those with an average of over 80 percesstuafents participating in the free and reduced-
price meals program.
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Funding. As outlined in Proposition 49, the ASES program aaguaranteed funding level of $550
million annually. The ASES program has not receige@OLA or other funding increase since the
program was established, however, the ASES progasm did not share in cuts made to K-12
education programs during years of recession.

The ASES program requires a local match (cash -tinid services) of one-third of the state grant
amount. This match can come from the school distmicother community partners and can include
facilities for up to 25 percent of the required amat

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The Governor’s budget does not include any incieésethe ASES program and continues ongoing
funding for ASES of $550 million (state operatiaml local assistance) in 2016-17.

Other Proposals:

Related legislation, AB 2663 (Cooper), currentlytive Assembly Appropriations Committee, would
provide $73.3 million in ongoing Proposition 98 éimg, beginning in the 2016-17 fiscal year. The
bill would also apply a COLA in each year that @@LA would result in a funding increase.

The California After School Coalition (CASC) andetiCalifornia Afterschool Advocacy Alliance
(CAAA) support AB 2663 and an augmentation of $78ilion in ongoing Proposition 98 General
Fund for the ASES program. They note that thisaase would cover the cost of implementing the
new statutory minimum wage obligations ($1 increaffective July 1, 2014 and the second $1
increase effective January 1, 2016). The augmentagiflects an increase in the ASES ADA rate from
$7.50 to $8.50, a 13.33 percent increase. The atlv®argue that this funding increase will enalde t
ASES program to continue to provide high qualitteaschool programs, which primarily serve low-
income students and families.

Suggested Questions:

1. How do changes in state laws regarding the mininuage, sick leave, and other employment-
related requirements impact the ASES program?

2. What types of partnerships are typical of schoslirdits and the local community in supporting
after school programs?

3. Are LEAs utilizing LCFF funds to provide for aftechool activities?

Staff Recommendation:Hold issue open pending the May Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 7: California Association of Student Councils

Panel:

Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Shawn Ahdout, California Association of Student Gcils
Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

The California Associated Student Councils (CASE€)ai student-led, non-profit organization that
supports leadership development of elementary, Imidohd high school students through a variety of
programs. The CASC provides statewide and regitesdership-related conferences, student and
advisor training, leadership experience through2a-tegion structure throughout the state, and
opportunities for student to serve on advisory dsdhat present to the State Board of Education and
the Legislature.

The CASC does not currently receive state fundimayyever in the past, funding has been provided
from both Proposition 98 and non-Proposition 98 &ahFund, in amounts ranging from $26,000 to
$90,000.

Budget Request:

The CASC requests $150,000 in ongoing Proposit®fuiding to support outreach efforts for low-
income youth. Specifically, the proposal would pdevfunding for students on the free and reduced
lunch program to attend two summer leadership ecentes, the Staff Development Program to
become trainers, the Student Advisory Board on Btloic and Student Advisory Board on Legislation
in Education, the Youth Action Summit of Califorraad the one-day elementary and middle school
workshops. Additional funds would be used for eath to schools, parents, and students.
Suggested Questions:

1. What percentage of students participating in CA8€ently are eligible for free and reduced
price lunch?

2. What efforts has CASC made to ensure participagsorepresentative of students throughout
the state?

3. What fund sources does CASC rely on currently?

Staff Recommendation:Hold issue open pending the May Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 8: Proposition 47 — Education Funding

Panel:

Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance
Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

Proposition 47, passed by voters in November 2@idde changes to the state’s criminal justice
system. Specifically, it reduces some non-seriqus on-violent property and drug offences from

felonies or crimes that may be charged as a fetonypisdemeanors. This results in state savings in
three areas:

* The California Department of Corrections and Relitabon (CDCR) has savings resulting
from a reduction in inmate population as less aftgs are sentenced to state prisons, and some
existing state prisoners are eligible for resentenc In the short term, there is an increase in
parole costs as resentenced inmates generallyhas®&ie parole for one year.

e State courts have savings from the conversion lies to misdemeanors as the latter
generally take less court time. In the short tdimere is increased workload for the court due
to resentencing and reclassifying of convictionseiasting offenders.

» The Department of State Hospitals (DSH) has saviedmted to reducing the number of
offenders charged with felonies who previously rhaye been committed to state hospitals.

The proposition specified that the DOF annuallyneste the savings due to Proposition 47 from the
prior fiscal year and the State Controller depthgg amount into a newly created Safe Neighborhoods
and Schools Fund (SNSF). These funds are contihuapgropriated with 65 percent going to the
Board of State and Community Corrections to suppseidivism reduction, 25 percent going to the
California Department of Education to support tmammnd dropout prevention programs, and 10
percent for the Victim Compensation and Governn@aims Board for grants to trauma recovery
centers. Of these amounts, up to five percent neaysled for administration.

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The Governor’s budget includes the DOF estimate$B8.3 million from the General fund would be

deposited into the SNSF on July 31, 2016. The @umr&s budget includes proposed trailer bill

language specifying legislative intent that the akéhe portion available to the CDE ($7.3 millias

of the current estimate) would be governed by latim supporting programs aimed at improving
outcomes for K-12 students by reducing truancy suqgporting students who are at risk of dropping
out or are victims of crime.
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Impact on the Proposition 98 Guarantee.Proposition 47 does not generate additional seatenue,
instead it reduces ongoing costs for the statde@lto criminal justice and redirects the savings f
specific purposes. As a result, the level of Prajmrs 98 funding for schools is not impacted by
Proposition 47. The expenditures from the SNSFHKeat2 schools are considered Proposition 98
expenditures under the Governor’s proposal.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

In their recent reporfThe 2016-17 Budget: Fiscal Impacts of Propositigh the LAO notes concern
with the estimate for funding the SNSF for the 2Q¥6 year. They believe the DOF has
underestimated savings and overestimated costlimgstrom Proposition 47. Specifically the LAO
believes the SNSF deposit for expenditure in 200&duld be as much as $100 million more than the
Governor’s initial estimate, resulting in signifidly more funds for schools from the SNSF than
currently proposed.

Specifically on the K-12 education funds, the LA€ommends the Legislature allocate the SNSF
amount to schools with the highest concentrationabfisk students and then give the schools
flexibility in deciding how best to address themopout and truancy issues. The LAO also notes that
the state’s new statewide accountability systemreatly under development, should be used to
monitor student outcomes based on strategies stgopwith this funding.

Staff Comments

Legislative staff, the CDE, the DOF, the LAO anteteducation and Proposition 47 stakeholders are
engaged in continuing discussions about the usieeoProposition 47 K-12 education funds. Potential,
related legislation includes SB 527 (Liu) and ABLA(qThurmond). While details of how the funds are
to be spent may ultimately rely on guiding legislat the design and effectiveness of any progralin wi
be impacted by how much in funding is available.e TBenate Budget and Fiscal Review
Subcommittee No. #5 on Corrections, Public Safaty the Judiciary reviewed the methodology used
by the Department of Finance to determine theahistimate for deposit in the SNSF at their Apfil
hearing. The subcommittee held the item open ahekcted the LAO to work with DOF and the
Judicial Council to provided updated costs and rggriestimates taking into account the LAO’s
findings.

Suggested Questions:
1. Does the DOF anticipate releasing new funding eg@siat the May Revision?
2. What recommendations do the LAO, DOF, or CDE hawelfe use of these funds?

Staff Recommendation:Hold open pending updated estimates of the SN8tedlay Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 9: Charter School Start-up Funding

Panel:

Cheryl Ide, Department of Finance
Debra Brown, Department of Education
Kenneth Kapphahn, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Background:

As of 2014-15, there were 1,179 charter school<atifornia that serve approximately 545,000
students. When a new charter school opens, it veseisimilar to school districts, an advance
apportionment before the start of the school ybased on, among other things, anticipated school
attendance. This is a portion of the funds thetehachool will receive during the school year ethi
may be adjusted to reflect actual attendance addtag calculations. However, new charter schools,
like any new school, face up-front costs includistaffing, facilities, supplies, and establishing a
instructional program. And unlike a new districtheol, many charter schools do not have
organizational support to help bear these costsosiing to the LAO, the following are ways that new
charter schools cover their startup costs:

* Federal Startup Grants. The state has participatédds federal grant program for the past 20
years and provided funding to approximately hallbhew charter schools in recent years.

* Revolving Loan Fund. This fund is administeredlig state, and provides new charter schools
with low-interest loans of up to $250,000 to beaidpover five years. Approximately $10
million in loans are provided each year. In 20¥3-dne-third of charter schools received these
loans.

» Charter Management Organizations (CMOs) operateipteicharter schools and may provide
grants or loans to their new schools. About omettbf charter schools belong to a CMO.

* Private Funding. Additional funding may be avaitaldrom private foundations or other
organizations for certain types of charters, algtothese grants are usually small. Charter
schools may also obtain loans from private lendess)g their future state apportionments as
collateral, however borrowing costs may be high.

Of these sources, the federal startup grants haeded the large source of support. While Califarn
has participated in the program and received grasthey were available since 1995, the state last
five-year grant allocation was for $232.4 milliam 2010. Under the state’s program charter schools
may receive both planning and implementation grémas total $575,000 or less. The state has been
spending down existing carryover from the 2010 grdn 2015-16, the state identified $45 million in
carryover and has allocated a portion of it in ¢tierent year. The CDE is currently calculating the
amount carryover remaining. In order to spend dawwy remaining portion, the CDE would need to
seek an extension of the grant term from the fédgraernment and ensure that the state is able to
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continue to administer the grant within any admmatsve allowance (capped at five percent of the
award). An independent evaluation is underway antitipated to be completed this summer.

The state again applied for a grant in 2015 but nasselected based on federal concerns over charte
school data and state oversight. In addition, ttentgcriterion was focused on states that had not
received funding previously.

Governor’s Budget:

The Governor proposes trailer bill language thatrapriates $20 million in one-time Proposition 98
funding to the Superintendent of Public Instructtornprovide charter school start-up grants of up to
$575,000. Priority for grants would be given taxthr schools in low-income areas and areas with
few charter schools. Funds could be used for amytiome start-up costs and would be available up to
six months before the school opens through thengkgear of operations.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

The LAO notes that without federal funds, therd W limited fund sources available for new charter
schools to tap into for start-up costs, particyléor those schools that do not belong to a CM@Qaore
other private support. However, the state has ali¢ated information or completed an assessment of
the two state-administered programs, the fedemattugt grant and the revolving loan fund) and
therefore does not know how cost effective theycaraparatively. The state has the added difficulty
of not knowing whether or not it will receive addital federal funding in the future.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature ask foritemtal information on the Administration’s
proposal with regards to how grant award amountsladvbe determined, how cash flow over the term
of the grant would be determined, the allowablesudfethe grant, and how the costs of administration
would be covered (the CDE has submitted a BCPtéde ©perations costs). The LAO also notes that
additional information is needed from the CDE retato plans for spending down any remaining grant
funds and timing of the independent evaluation.e TIAO recommends the Legislature take this
additional information into account before makingdacision. Finally, the LAO notes that the
Governor’s proposal would potentially provide a Hierm solution; however; in the long-term, the
state may need to assess the likelihood of additif@deral funding and how it would support charter
schools in future years.

Suggested Questions:
* How many charter schools typically need start-uplfng in a given year?
 Can the CDE provide information on the most recalhbcation of federal grant funds,
estimated remaining federal grant funding and thhegpfor expenditure? Why has there been

so much federal carryover

* When is the next federal grant award cycle, whattba state do to ensure it is competitive in
seeking this funding?

* Does the Administration have a long-term plan fgumorting new charter schools?
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* What is the need for state operations for the Gi&diminister the proposed grants?

 Does the LAO have concerns/recommendations relaiethe flexibility provided in the
Governor’s proposal for the use of the funds?

Staff Recommendation:Hold open pending updates at the May Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 10: Student Friendly Services

Panel:

Brianna Bruns, Department of Finance
Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

The Student Friendly Services funding providesaf@ollege planning website, californiacolleges.edu,
that is managed by a nonprofit, California Collé€geidance Initiative (CCGI). The website offers a
variety of free services to students including pea accounts to track their academic plans and
progress, as well as manage their financial aidcatidge admissions applications. Additional sexsic
are also available for school districts on an ahri@@ subscription basis. These services include
individual accounts for all the district’s studenit&t help to house and share transcript informatio
with specific universities, and student level répahat help counselors in advising students omsesu
and college admissions.

Prior to 2015-16, the funding was provided to ttaifGrnia Community College Chancellor’s Office
who provided administrative services. In the 2085abvernor’s budget, the $500,000 Proposition 98
appropriation was transferred to the Riverside @pu®ffice of Education who took over
administration of the program. The final 2015-16dBet package included both the originally
proposed $500,000 in ongoing support for the pmgend an additional $500,000 in one- time
funding to support the program.

In 2015-16, fifteen school districts paid a comblirietal of $250,000 for the enhanced subscription-
based service access to the website and tool2016-17, an additional nine school districts have
applied for services.

Califomia College Guidance Initiative Funding

2015-16 2016-17
State Funds* 1,000,000 1,500,000
California State University Funds 100,0p0 250,000
K-12 District Fees 250,00p 750,000
Philanthropic Funds 1,600,0001,500,000
Totals 2,950,000 4,000,000

*2016-17 State Fund includes the Governor’'s Budgeposal
Source: CCGI
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Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The Governor’s Budget proposes $1 million in addiéil one-time Proposition 98 funding for Student
Friendly Services in the 2016-17 year. These fuardsin addition to the ongoing $500,000 provided
for this program, making total state support fa gimogram $1.5 million in 2016-17.

The proposed one-time funds are not directed tospegific purposes, however, the CCGI reports that
the additional funding would be used for upgradamgl expanding both the free services offered and
the subscription-based services for districts.

LAQO’s Analysis and Recommendation:

The LAO notes that the CCGI website serves a stdeepurpose through the free services it provides
to schools and students. The LAO notes that sigigxr services are also valuable for districts asd

a model for how high schools, colleges, and statantial aid institutions can better coordinate
information to allow students to smoothly transitim post-secondary education. However, the LAO
notes that details on the use of the funds ardrig¢ckhere is no information in a long-term plam fo
funding these services, or a discussion of whagrathmilar services are available and recommengls th
Legislature ask for follow-up information in theseeas.

The LAO specifically recommends the Legislatureursgjthe administration to specifically determine
how much funding would be used for the free andsihiescription portion of the website, and what
enhancements will be provided with the funds.

Suggested Questions:

1. How does the Administration envision the long-teptan for this program? What services
should the state support and which should be psethhy school districts?

2. In the 2015-16 budget, additional one-time fundsen@ovided for student friendly services to
support the program and help prevent a structweftitl Is the program still operating with a
budget deficit?

Staff Recommendation:Hold item open pending the May Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 11: Multi-Tiered Systems of Support

Panel:

Mollie Quasebarth, Department of Finance

Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Debra Brown, Department of Education

Christine Olmstead, Associate Superintendent, Gr&uaunty Department of Education

Background:

According to the CDE, the Multi-Tiered Systems afpfort (MTSS) is an integrated, comprehensive
framework that focuses on common core state stdedaore instruction, differentiated learning,
student-centered learning, individualized studex@ds, and the alignment of systems necessarylfor al
students’ academic, behavioral, and social success.

The CDE goes on to describe key aspects of MTSfefnarks as:

1. High-quality, differentiated classroom instructidkl students receive high-quality, standards-
based (with a focus on common core state standacdiyrally-and linguistically-relevant
instruction in their general education classrooftirsgs by highly qualified teachers, who have
high academic and behavioral expectations.

2. Systemic and sustainable change. MTSS principl@spte continuous improvement processes
at all levels of the system (district, school sited grade/course levels).

3. Integrated data system. District and site staffatalrate to create an integrated data collection
system that includes assessments such as stateuleisersal screening, diagnostics, progress
monitoring, and teacher observations at the sitentorm decisions about tiered support
placement, as well as data collection methods ascparent surveys for continuous systemic
improvement.

4. Positive behavioral support. District and schodaffstollaboratively select and implement
schoolwide, classroom, and research-based posiieeavioral supports for achieving
important social and learning outcomes.

In the 2015-16 Budget Act, $10 million in one-tinfeoposition 98 funding was provided to the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to contractrmone or two county offices of education, applying
jointly, to provide technical assistance and to aliey and disseminate statewide resources to
encourage and assist LEA’s establishing data-dreyetems of learning and behavioral supports to
meet the needs of all students. Pursuant to direéh statute, the SPI put out a request for
applications for a grant for Developing, Aligniragyd Improving Systems of Academic and Behavioral
Supports for statewide development and scaling fup MITSS framework. In April, 2016, the SPI,
with the concurrence of the executive directorhsd State Board of Education, awarded the grant to
the Orange County Department of Education (OCDE).
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Under the OCDE, the project has been named thdoGal Scale Up MTSS Statewide Initiative
(SUMS). OCDE is also partnering with the Schoolwidéegrated Framework for Transformation
Center (SWIFT Center), a technical assistance c¢tnsobased at the University of Kansas, and Butte
County Office of Education (COE) to develop a sbkdanodel that integrates evidence-based support
within a MTSS framework, focusing on student’s amadt, behavioral, and social-emotional needs.
The SWIFT center has experience establishing MTS#eé states and their program will provide the
basis for the SUMS initiative professional learningrk. Butte COE will support the design,
management, and editing of the SUMS initiative viteband provide insight on the unique needs of
small, and rural LEAs.

Under the SUMS initiative, the OCDE will providdiared, trainer-of-trainers infrastructure, based o
the SWIFT framework that includes:

» A state leadership team of experts from the CDEDBButte COE, and the SWIFT Center.

* Eleven regional transformation teams based on tldifothia County Superintendents
Educational Services Association (CCSESA) regioBach team will contain a regional lead
supported by a team of regional trainers who valhplete the professional learning series and
bring expertise back to their region.

* Within each of the 57 counties, will be a coungnsformation team led by a COE trainer and
LEA leads (from subgrantees).

* LEA implementation teams that include LEA leadepsémd stakeholders.

Support of the teams will be provided by OCDE and SWIFT center. OCDE will provide $2.5
million (of the $10 million grant) in subgrants k&cAs to develop, align, or enhance evidence-based
supports within an MTSS framework

On an annual basis, until all grant funds are edpdnthe grantee, OCDE, is required to submit a
report by September 30, detailing the use of thel$un each year.

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The Governor proposes to provide $30 million in-tinee Proposition 98 funding to support MTSS, in
addition to the funding provided last year.

Suggested Questions:

1) How will the additional funding be integrated witie 2015-16 funds provided? Does the state
have sufficient information from the 2015-16 adies funded to justify the provision of
additional resources?

2) How will the work of LEAs under the MTSS framewaakgn with the strategies LEAS are
implementing under their LCAPS, related to the egghte priorities? How does the work of
OCDE support LCAPs?
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Staff Recommendation:Hold issue open pending updated information aMhg Revision.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review

28



Subcommittee No. 1 May 5, 2016

6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

| Issue 12: State Special Schools |

Description:
Although most students with disabilities receive@pl education services from their school distict
county office of education, the state also opertite=e residential schools for deaf and blind stiste

The California Schools for the Deaf (CSDs) in Rerde and Fremont together serve about six
percent of the state’s deaf and hard-of-hearindesits (approximately 763 students), between
the ages of three and 22 years. These schoolddprantensive, specialized services to
students, with or without additional disabiliti@dose primary educational needs are related to
a hearing loss. Services provided at the CSDs dieclinstruction in American Sign Language
(ASL), written English, and spoken English when rappate; audiological services;
assessment and intervention services; school-bamatseling services; social work services;
adapted physical education; occupational therapy; family sign language classes.

The California School for the Blind in Fremont sesvabout two percent of the state’s visually
impaired students (approximately 75 students), betwthe ages of five and 22. The school
provides intensive, disability-specific educatiorsdrvices to students who have primary
learning needs related to their visual impairmertt serves as a statewide resource to provide
expertise to LEASs.

The state special schools in Fremont and Riversifite both day and residential programs. Student
attendance is determined by parents and individdatation program (IEP) teams. The state special
schools are funded through a direct appropriattomfthe state. Additionally, the state operatesehr
diagnostic centers (located in Fremont, Fresno,LaxsdAngeles) that identify students’ disabilitesd
offer trainings to families and school districtsidathese are included when the term “state special
schools” is used in this agenda. According to ti®l the state special schools have had a support
budget of about $90 million annually (generally abbalf from Proposition 98 funds and half from
non-Proposition 98 General Fund).

The Governor’s budget includes two facilities-rethproposals for state special schools, as disgdusse
in the issues below:

ltem 1:

Deferred Maintenance

Panel:

Mollie Quasebarth, Department of Finance
Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

The state special schools are administered by Bie, @hich is responsible for determining how much
to set aside for maintenance projects from theatpey funding provided for the schools. Historigall

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 29



Subcommittee No. 1 May 5, 2016

maintenance projects have been underfunded anteaete maintenance backlog has grown. In 2002,
the CDE took action to begin reducing this backdogl since then has budgeted around $2.4 million
annually, with larger appropriations in recent weg#4.7 million in 2012-13 and $2.8 million in 2013
14). According to the CDE, in 2014-15, the statecgd schools used $1.8 million for deferred
maintenance.

In the 2015-16, $3 million in non-Proposition 9&ding was provided to the state special schools to
address a maintenance backlog and five projects identified as the priorities for use of thesedtin
Language was also included in the budget to speleit/the state special schools spend $1.8 million
for deferred maintenance projects in 2015-16 frbeirtoperations funds, in addition to the $3 miilio
provided. After the investments made in 2015-h6, €DE has identified a remaining list of projects
that have a total cost of $17 million.
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Maintanence Backlog at State Special Schools®
In Thousands
Funded Under Governor’s 2016-17 Proposal
Theater roof replacement CSDF $204
School master clock CSDF 150
Existing data lines evaluation CSDF 190
Middle school roof replacement CSDF 600
Interior painting CSB 265
Electrical maintenance CSDF 40
Carpet replacement CSDR a0
Flooring replacement CSDF 620
HVAC controls replacement CSDF 66
Emergency communication system CSDF 1,010
Modular building repair CSDR 50
Exterior painting DCSC 50
Door and lock replacement CSDR 150
Digital controls replacement CSDR 20
Vehicle charging stations CSDR 30
Boiler and asbestos abatement DCCC 100
HVAC duct replacement DCCC 250
Subtotal ($3,975)
Remaining Backlog
Recirculation system for pipes CSDF $600
Track resurfacing CSDR 200
Sidewalk repairs CSDR 300
Replace social hall flooring CSDR 700
Sidewalk repairs CSDF 200
Dormitory kitchenettes/restrooms CSDF 8,000
Cedar siding replacemeant CSDF 3,000
Vehicle charging stations DCSC 10
Vehicle charging stations DCCC 10
Vehicle charging stations CSDF 10
Vehicle charging stations CSB 10
Subtotal ($13,040)
Total 517,015
2 Az of March 2016, Projacts listed in pricrity ordar. List and prioritization may change, for instance to
respond to emergency repair neaeds.
5B = California School for the Blind; CSDF = California School for the Deaf, Fremont;
CEDR = California School for the Deaf, Rivarside; DCCC = Diagnostic Cantar, Central California
and DCSC = Diagnostic Canter, Southarn California.

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office
Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The Governor proposes to provide $4 million in ¢inge non-Proposition 98 General Fund to address
deferred maintenance for the state special schoolss is part of the Governor’'s recently released
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2016 Five — Year Infrastructure Plan which pri@aes specific maintenance projects for existingestat
facilities, and proposes $800 million in Generahé&uor projects. The funds are proposed to be
appropriated through Control Section 6.10, andOikpartment of Finance would review and approve
the lists of projects to be funded and provide thertihe Joint Legislative Budget Committee.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Analysis and Recommerations:

The LAO agrees that the state should continue tloesg deferred maintenance projects to protect the
states investment in infrastructure and agreestthatis a good use of available one-time funding.
Also they note that it is fiscally responsible take these investments now because of the potémtial
revenue downturns in future years. The state apschools have a number of important deferred
maintenance projects.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature adopt topgsal to address the identified projects at the
state special schools. The LAO also recommendghieategislature adopt language that requires that
funds provided under this item, whether Proposifi8ror other state General Fund, be in additioa to
specified level of ongoing funding dedicated tdestspecial schools for maintenance in the existing
budget to ensure that these additional funds havepact on reducing the maintenance backlog. The
LAO estimates this current ongoing level of supporbe $1.8 million.

Suggested Questions:

1. What amount of funding is being dedicated for def@maintenance projects for the state
special schools on an annual basis?

2. Do the state special schools have a long-termfpla@liminating the deferred maintenance
backlog?

Staff Recommendation:Hold item open pending the May Revision.
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Iltem 2: Capital Outlay — California School for the Deaf in Fremont

Panel:

* Koreen Hansen, Department of Finance
* Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

According to the LAO, the California School for tBeaf in Fremont enrolls 417 students, of whom
129 are in the elementary program (including infareischool services through 5th grade), 90 are in
middle school (grades 6 through 8), and 198 ar&igh school. Overall, about 40 percent of the
students attend as day students while the othgweBfent live at the school during the week. The
Fremont campus includes three activity centersstadents. Use of the activity center for middle
school students has been discontinued as of Septe2Bth5, as it is in a 40-year old modular building
that is not Field Act compliant. According to th®E, the cost to remove the current building and
make the site safe for children would be approxatya$230,000.

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

The Governor proposes to provide $1.7 million imiRroposition 98 General Fund to construct a new
building for the middle school activity center AetCalifornia School for the Deaf in Fremont. The
project would replace the old modular 1,920 squa building with a new 2,160 square foot
permanent building and would include new walkwdgacing, patio area, accessible parking, manhole
and storm drain inlets, and renovated landscagihg. interior of the building would contain a large
game room, video viewing area, concession snackbadinrooms, storage, refrigerator and freezers,
and data equipment cabinet.

This is the same request that was proposed inQhB-26 Governor’'s Budget and was rejected by the
Legislature.

Legislative Analyst’'s Office Analysis and Recommenrations:

The LAO notes that this request is one of manytaebputlay projects that have been identified bg th
state, many of which represent responses to sehiealsh and safety needs that they believe are of a
higher priority. The LAO also notes that this prtjées not vital to the core instructional prograan f
students at the California School for the Deaf nenkont, although without it, the extracurricular
opportunities of residential students are limited.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature reject agiest and repurpose the funds for other higher
priority maintenance projects at the state specibols.

Staff Comments:

Due to the limited amount of General Fund resoyrtesLegislature should review this request in the
context of health and safety capital outlay prgeas well as other funding priorities.
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Suggested Questions:

1. If this proposal is not funded, what is the impaatthe core instructional activities of the State
Special School at Fremont?

2. Could these funds be instead used for other defenantenance projects?

Staff Recommendation: Hold item open pending the May Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 13: Student Mental Health Services Audit |

This issue provides an overview of the Californiat& Auditor’'s report on the implementation of AB
114 (Committee on Budget), Chapter 43, Statute0afL. which required a transition in responsibility
for mental health services for students from couméntal health to LEAS.

Panel:

* Bob Harris, Senior Audit Supervisor, California tgtauditor’s Office
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

In January 2016, the California State Auditor reéshan audit of Student Mental Health Services.
Pursuant to a request by the Joint Legislative AGdimmittee, the audit looks at the provision of
special education mental health services throudivinualized education programs (IEPs). The audit
was requested after the passage of AB 114, whaststerred the responsibility for providing mental
health services from county mental health departsenLEASs.

For students with disabilities, an LEA must devedoplindividualized Education Program (IEP) which
describes the impact of the student’s disabilitd #ime services the student will receive. After the
passage of AB 114, LEAs were responsible for cotidganental health assessments, recommending
mental health services, and providing mental hesdtlrices to students.

The audit looked at four special education progrant in particular at 60 students. The audit found
that in some cases, students that had been regenamtal health services were no longer receiving
them. However, because of a lack of documentatiaihe student’s IEP, it was unclear why services
were stopped, but it may have been due to theiti@msinder AB 114. The audit also noted that
outcome data collected from key performance indisator the group of students who receive mental
health services through an IEP is not analyzed vatitbut analysis, the state and LEAs cannot fell i
outcomes for this group of students has improvertesiAB 114. Finally, LEAs are lacking in
adequate tracking of fund sources and expenditat@ rlated to the provision of these services as
result, the state and LEAs cannot tell if thereeheen cost savings as a result of the transfer of
responsibility for mental health services to LEAs.

The audit also looked at funding for mental heakhvices through the California Medical Assistance
program (Medi-Cal). One Special Education LocanPArea (SELPA) mentioned in the audit report
contracted with the county mental health departmdmth was able, through Medi-Cal, to receive

funding for federal Early and Periodic Screeningagmostic, and Treatment (EPSDT) services, and
the SELPA funding for these services, serves asraop of the match requirement. LEAs cannot
access EPSDT reimbursements without contractindy whte county and through this type of

arrangement, EPSDT services can be provided fdesta with and without IEPS.

The State Auditor made the following state levebramendations:
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* Amend state law to require the CDE to report arlgiu@i the outcomes for students receiving
mental health services using key indicators.

* Amend state law to require counties to enter igt@@ments with Special Education Local Plan
Areas (SEPLAS) to allow LEAs to access EPSDT fugdor mental health services.

The State Auditor also recommended that SELPAsLdfhds improve their documentation process,
particularly in regard to changes in services, gjpady communicate the reasons for recommending
residential treatment, track student outcomes, @s®l an accounting methodology to better track
expenditures on mental health services.

While the individual SELPAs and LEAs agreed witld&awecommendations, the CDE has provided a
response to the audit that identified some conceiitts the data analysis recommended, noting in
some cases that the recommendations exceed feg@ail education law and may result in state

mandates and in other cases that the data anedgsismmended may be inappropriate for the intended
purpose.

Related legislation, SB 884 (Beall) would requicaaol districts and the CDE to better document the
services and funding provided to students and tb#activeness and report their outcomes to the
Legislature. Also, SB 1113 (Beall) would providenfling through a competitive grant program for

demonstration partnerships between county mentaltth@nd SELPAS/LEAsS to ensure access to
EPSDT funding and services for students.

Suggested Questions:

* What recommendations of the state auditor is thé& @iving forward with implementing?

What are some of the specific concerns that CDE Hstified with the audits
recommendations?

* How many SELPAS/LEAs are already partnering withirdg mental health? Are there any
barriers/disincentives to creating these partnpsshi

Staff Recommendation:Information only.
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