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6110 Department of Education

ISSUE 1. Federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) Title Il Grant
Funds — Adult Education and Faily Literacy Act

BACKGROUND : Since the early 2000s, California has annually iveckfederal WIA
Title 1l grant funds to provide instruction in Ergl as a Second Language, Adult Basic
Education, and Adult Secondary Education to adultseeds of these literacy services.
The 2009 Budget Act stated legislative intent taHer evaluate changes that may be
necessary to improve the implementation of accduiitiabased funding under the WIA
Title Il. In program year 2010 (the most recentitable data), these federals funds
serviced 697,000 students and funded 254 agende&r 25,000 students obtained a
high school diploma or General Education Developneamtificate and 47 percent of
students advanced one or more federal reportirgdevn 2011-12, California received
roughly $78 million in WIA Title Il grant funds.

The CDE is currently working to revise the RequestApplications (RFA) for the 2013-
14 WIA Title Il grant cycle. CDE indicates thatetlcurrent WIA California State Plan
and the CDE adult education planning documeéirking Adults to Opportunity, will
serve as source documents in the generation afigheRFA for 2013-14. In addition,
these revisions will include incorporating coredeal performance metrics into the RFA
and making transition to postsecondary educatiah teaining or to employment with
career opportunities central goals of the program.new RFA will also open the
application process to new applicants.

STAFF COMMENT: CDE'’s work to date to revise the WIA Title 1| RFAr the 2013-
14 grant cycle is consistent with legislative irteand overall legislative efforts to
improve the state’s education and training infiagre to better address the long-term
economic needs of the state. To provide furthppstt for the Department’s efforts, and
ensure that this work is completed in advance df32ZD4 WIA Title 1l grant cycle, the
Subcommittee may wish to consider the adoptiorro¥ipional budget bill language.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends that the Subcommiteopt
placeholder provisional budget bill language reiggithe CDE to revise the WIA Title Il
RFA for the 2013-14 grant cycle. These revisiohallsinclude incorporating core
federal performance metrics into the RFA and makiransition to postsecondary
education and training or to employment with car@gportunities central goals of the
program.

OUTCOME: Approved staff recommendation. (Vote: 30)
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6110 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ISSUE 2. DOF April Letter -- State Special Schosl-- Capital Outlay
(Vote Only)

DESCRIPTION: The Department of Finance (DOF) April Letter respseadditional
lease-revenue funding in 2012-13 for two capitalayuprojects at the State School for
the Deaf in Riverside. More specifically, DOF regts an addition&6.1 million to add
construction phase lease-revenue bond appropratienbeyond levels originally
approved — to enable the projects to be completed.

DOF APRIL LETTER REQUEST.

Addition of Budget Bill Item 6110-301-0660, Capital Outlay, Department of
Education.

It is requested to add Item 6610-301-0660 to theégbuin order to add construction
phase lease- revenue bond appropriation for twegioat the State School for the Deaf
in Riverside to enable the projects to be completed

Both of these projects have had cost increasedtirgsfrom their stoppage due to the
Pooled Money Investment Board’s decision to suspgbadAB 55 loans used to provide
interim financing for these types of projects. dAgesult, both projects were stopped until
funding was identified to complete the design. Seherojects are finishing design and
expect to be ready to go to bid in the fall in tifioe the fall bond sales, which will
provide funding for the construction phase.

The DOF April Letter requests additional constroictifunding in order to meet the
specific needs of the two current capital outlagjgets, as follows:

1. California State Special Schools, Riverside School for the Deaf: Academic,
Support Cores, Bus Loop and Renovation Project will construct: six support cores
for academic areas (early childhood education, efgary, and high schools); three
additional classrooms; a bus loop; will renovaticefspace and educational areas;
and install efficient boilers.

This project began in 2007 with the appropriatidrapproximately$10.4 million in
lease revenue bonds for preliminary plans, workiltgwings, construction, and
equipment.

As a result of the temporary stoppaga additional $1,510,000 is needeth
construction to address cost increases from newerdédaccessibility code
requirements, and compliance with California Deparit of Education’s Program
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for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Students—GuidelinegsQaoality Standards that have
since been updated.

2. California State Special Schools, Riverside School for the Deaf: New Gymnasium
and Pool Center Project will demolish the existing gym and pool centectmstruct
a new 45,000 square foot gymnasium and 23,000 edoat pool center. The project
will include modifying existing utilities as necesyg, complete telephone systems
including teletypewriters, closed-circuit televisjcommunity access television, fire
alarm systems, parking and road realignment.

This project began in 2006 with the appropriatidrapproximately$25 million in
lease revenue bonds for preliminary plans, workilrgwings, construction, and
equipment.

As a result of the temporary stoppaga additional $4,591,000 is needeth
construction to address cost increases from newerdédaccessibility code
requirements, abatement costs to remove chlordaunedfduring site investigation
work, and compliance with California DepartmentEafucation’s Program for Deaf
and Hard of Hearing Students—Guidelines for QuaBtyandards that have been
updated.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION (VOTE ONLY). Staff recommends approval of the
DOF April Letter requests to authorize additioredde-revenue funding for two projects
at the State School for the Deaf in Riverside. sehewo capital outlay projects were
originally approved in previous state budgets gitéite lease-revenue bonds, but due to
new construction conditions and new state and &geogram requirements, the costs of
completing these projects has increased. No idsasbeen raised for these two issues.

OUTCOME: Approved staff recommendation. (Vote: 30)
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ISSUE 3. DOF April Letter — Federal Migrant Education Program
Audit

DESCRIPTION: The Department of Finance (DOF) April Letter resfgethat funding
authority for the State Board of Education be iasexl by$800,000in the 2012-13
Budget Act to reflect the appropriation of one-tifegleral funds to contract for an
independent audit of the federally-funded MigradtiEation Program.

BACKGROUND: The federally-funded Migrant Education ProgramE®) provides
migratory students with additional supplemental tringtion, English language
development, and instructional materials. The psepof the federal Migrant Education
Program is to assist states to:

1. Support high-quality and comprehensive educatiprajrams for migratory children
to help reduce the educational disruptions andrgifablems that result from
repeated moves;

2. Ensure that migratory children who move among ttaéeS are not penalized in any
manner by disparities among the States in curnoulyraduation requirements, and
State academic content and student academic aomeewetandards;

3. Ensure that migratory children are provided witbrapriate educational services
(including supportive services) that address theécial needs in a coordinated and
efficient manner;

4. Ensure that migratory children receive full andrappiate opportunities to meet the
same challenging State academic content and stadademic achievement
standards that all children are expected to meet;

5. Design programs to help migratory children overc@decational disruption,
cultural and language barriers, social isolati@rjous health-related problems, and
other factors that inhibit the ability of migraritildren to do well in school, and to
prepare them to make a successful transition tbgezondary education or
employment; and

6. Ensure migratory children benefit from State armhlsystemic reforms.

Additionally, state statute requires the State #uopendent of Public Instruction to
identify and recruit parents of identified migratostudents for local parent advisory
councils to participate in local-level MEP plannirogeration, and evaluation.

Migrant Students. California has the largest MEP enrollment intlagon with 176,001
migratory children reported for the most recent0@2010) category 1 child count. This
is a 15 percent decrease from the 2008-2009 cbudtq36,713 fewer students).
According to the California Department of Educat{@DE), the reasons for the decrease
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in MEP enrollment include the overall economic dawvn with high unemployment and
high cost of living in the State; reduced agricrdtactivity due to drought and land
development; and enhanced border control. CDEdthtat 56 percent of MEP students
make intrastate qualifying moves; 28 percent matevben California and Mexico; and
16 percent move to or from other states.

Migrant Education Funding. The 2010-11 budget appropriat&k35.0 millionfor the
federal Migrant Education Program grant. AccordiagCDE, the state sets asifi.3
million (one percent) of the total grant for State Admmaison; $115.1 million (85
percent) for Local Assistance to the Migrant EdiacatProgram regions; an§i18.6
million (14 percent) for State-Level Activities.

The $18.6 million for State-Level Activities incled various statewide service contracts,
including $7.1 million for Mini-Corp (services famdergraduate students); $6.0 million
for MEES (migrant education student tracking systeand $5.5 million for other
statewide programs (ranging from school readinessit-of-school youth).

Program and Service Delivery. California’s Migrant Education Program is organized
as a regional service system comprised of 23 regibat include 14 county offices of
education and 9 direct funded districts (LEAS). e3& 23 regions serve migratory
children enrolled in approximately one-half of thimte’s public schools in 568 of the
1,059 LEAs in the State. CDE uses four servicerdl models under this system:

1. Centralized Region Model. Region is responsible for all funds and providés al
services to several districts;

2. Direct Funded Districts Model. Region is a single district (LEA);

3. District Reimbursement Model. Region funds districts (LEAS), which provide
services through district service agreements (DSdis)rict is responsible for
funds and for providing services;

4. Mixed Model. Region provides services to some districts (asant@lized
Region Model) and reimburses other districts usf\s. (Under this model, a
region may also fund a consortium of small dis¢ritiat elect one district to serve
as their fiscal agent and provide services thrabhglconsortium.) The Mixed
Model is the most common model for the 14 regiogeded by county offices of
education.

CDE subgrants MEP funds to its regions throughréiggonal application review process.
Regions distribute DSAs to districts with migraopplations and approve DSAs (using a
checklist provided by CDE) in time for the regiandubmit its regional application and
DSAs (including budgets) to CDE by May 31 each y&abE uses this process to
provide administrative oversight and monitoringpibnation, and technical assistance
to its 23 regions. Regional directors coordinatd aallaborate with one another (and
with CDE) through the Regional Directors Council.

Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee Page 6



Subcommittee No. 1 May 3, 2012

Recent Federal Audits.

In 2005 the U.S. Department of Education, Office Migrant Education (OME)
conducted a Federal Program Review (audit) of @ali&’s Migrant Education Program.
This review resulted in a number of corrective @wsi CDE’s response to these
corrective actions is still underway. Most notab@ME found that CDE had not
adequately responded to three substantive conedrmst its operation of the Migrant
Education Program and placed special conditiontherstate’s 2011-12 federal grant.

In July 2011, the U.S. Department of Education cateld a Targeted Desk Review
(audit), whereby OME visited CDE to conduct a feediseview of “program operations”
for the Migrant Education Program. The TargetedlDReview was initiated, in part,
because CDE had not completed responses to theP20gEam Review.

CDE recently received the findings of the OME TaedeDesk Review in 2011, which
also reflect corrective actions 2005 Program Revieccording to CDE, the OME
review identified: deficiencies in analysis, ®@wi and reporting by the State Parent
Advisory Council (SPAC); identification and recmignt of migrant students and
families; and fiscal oversight of the 23 regionsccording to CDE, some of the federal
findings “were egregious and required additionakstigation.”

In response to the OME findings, CDE prepared aective action plan, which was
transmitted to the federal government in Januard220 According to CDE, the OME
findings require the department to address alheffollowing as a part of the corrective
action plan:

1. State Parent Advisory Council The OME findings require the CDE to perform
additional duties which are to include: developiogntracts and coordinating with
outside vendors, setting up and implementing webjnive streaming of all SPAC
meeting in English and Spanish, negotiate and imeid interpreters and hotel contracts
for parents, and provide support to take meetingutes, monitor elections, and verify
parent eligibility status for SPAC.

2. Professional Development:The OME findings require the CDE to provide
professional development activities to enable megjigtaff to provide targeted instruction
that helps migrant students meet state contentpanidrmance standards. The OME
determined that guidance and training is neededsgst migrant education regional
personnel in the use of assessment data to e#éctplan programs and supplement
classroom instruction.

3. Fiscal Audit Activities: The OME findings require more detailed fiscal mugint of

all fiscal and programmatic contracted activiti@scluding the review of itemized
expenditure categories for each of the migrantoregias necessary. In some instances,
the OME found regions with excessive administratogsts that not only exceeded
California administrative cost standards, but redine funds available for direct services
to migrant students.
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DOF APRIL LETTER REQUEST:

Items 6110-009-0001 and 6110-009-0890, State Oparas (Support), State Board of
Education (Board) (Issue 081).1t is requested that Item 6110-009-0890 be addekean
amount of $800,000 and that Item 6110-009-0001ebesed to provides800,0000ne-

time federal Title I, Part C carryover funds foetBoard to contract for andependent

audit or review of the federally funded Migrant Education Progravie).

Given the recent federal report on the MEP, ther8aad the Department of Education
has expressed a desire for additional examinationthe MEP to ensure program
compliance and to identify areas of improvement.

It is further requested that Item 6110-009-0890alided as follows to conform to this
action:

6110-009-0890—For support of the Department of Btan, for payment to Item
6110-009-0001, payable from the Federal Trust Fund........................ $800,000

Provisions:
1. The funds appropriated in this item are for 8tate Board of Education to
contract for an independent audit or review of federally-funded Migrant
Education Program.

Preliminary Scope of Work for Audit. The CDE has provided a preliminary scope of
work plan for independent audit proposed by the DAl Letter. In summary, the
CDE currently requests that the State Controll&fce conduct limited scope audits in
accordance with Government Auditing Standards. k& Title |, Part C, Migrant
Education programs identified by nine local edwaraagencies (LEAS).

More specifically, the preliminary scope of the LEBAdits will encompass fiscal years
2007-08 through 2010-11. The areas of review ohelunternal controls, allowable
costs, administrative costs, allocation of fundimgipplanting, and parent advisory
council activities, as delineated below:

1. Internal Controls

» Assess the regions’ internal controls over the Bhgiprogram (including
expenditures, funding, and parent advisory coustipkends) and specify
recommendations for improvement.

2. Allowable Costs

» Verify that program funding was utilized on expendes that are reasonable,
necessary, and properly supported in accordanteapplicable state and federal
program requirements. Testing should include, lotitye limited to the following
areas:
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o Travel — Determine the amount, purpose, and redéemass of travel costs
(transportation, hotel, per diem, and stipendsjgddhto the program,
including travel by regional and parent advisorymdl members attending
in-state and out-of-state meetings and conferences.

o Equipment — Verify that equipment is appropriatelychased and utilized
solely for program purposes.

0 Vehicles — Determine if vehicle costs charged soglogram are used only
for program purposes. Document purpose and deterraasonableness of
vehicle usage.

3. Administrative Costs

. Quantify the regions’ administrative costs chargethe program; and identify
the proportional relationship to program fundingeaiged.
. Assess the reasonableness of regional office atdatlistaff compensation

charged to the program.

4. Allocation of Funding
. Assess the reasonableness of the regions’ methmpdtdo allocating program
funding to the sub-recipients.

5. Supplanting

» Determine if the regions utilize Migrant progranméls to provide services, that the
regions previously provided with non-Migrant funds.

» Determine if the regions utilized Migrant progranmdls to provide services that were
already required to be made available under otamral, state, or local laws.

6. Parent Advisory Council Activities:

* Document and assess compliance of the regiongipsland procedures for electing
parent advisory council members.

» Verify that at least two-thirds of the memberslad parent advisory council are
parents of migrant children.

» Verify that parent advisory council stipends ar&pa accordance with program
requirements.

ADDITIONAL CDE BUDGET REQUEST:

Migrant Education Program - Intervention Working Gr oup Team. CDE has
requested authority to expend an additional $4@,P0 federal Migrant Education
carryover funds — beyond the $800,000 proposetiénDtOF April Letter — to contract
for an Intervention Working Group Team. The DOFusrently reviewing this request
for purposes of May Revise.

The proposed Intervention Working Group Team woasgist CDE in addressing the
findings from the U.S. Department of Education; i€dfof Migrant Education (OME)
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Monitoring Report dated June, 2011. CDE has pexvid list of the OME findings it
must address and related activities for the Intetea Working Group Team, as follows:

1. State Parent Advisory Council. The contractor would perform the following
activities:

* Research other state's State Parent Advisory Csun@PAC) bylaws,
regulations, laws, roles, and responsibilities.

* Provide recommendations to the Superintendent dfi¢instruction (SPI) on
possible alternatives to California's SPAC.

* Review all current contracts for SPAC activitiesdadevelop criteria for
reviewing and selecting contracts to support SPA&juirements (e.g.,
interpreters, webinars, live streaming, etc.).

* Review and advise on subcommittee activities aslegt@nd as determined by
CDE.

2. Professional DevelopmentThe contractor would perform the following actiesi
 Review and research alignment between Californ@2snprehensive Needs
Assessment, State Service Delivery Plan, and thate SService Delivery
Application.

» Review current technical assistance provided by @D&ssist migrant education
regional personnel in the use of assessment dafeictively plan programs and
supplement classroom instruction.

* Review current technical assistance provided bytraotors to assist CDE and
migrant regions in processes for data managemerdlaed to applications and
state and federal monitoring requirements.

* Design and Implement a comprehensive professioeakldpment plan and
system to meet the needs of the CDE MEP Staff altigRegions and Districts.

3. Fiscal Audit Activities. The contractor would perform the following actiet

* Review and evaluate current data collection requarts and quarterly reporting
from subgrantees regarding itemized expenditures.

* Review and evaluate sub-grantee administrativesasd direct service costs and
CDE'’s systems to track this data.

* Provide recommendations to the SPI on possiblenateystem improvements to
better assist CDE in tracking this data and premdionsistent and standardized
technical assistance to sub-grantees regarding défaition of direct and
administrative costs and supplemental instruction.

4. Leadership Requirement. The contractor would perform the following actiest

* Review and evaluate all current Migrant State Gants:.

* Research other state migrant program service dgliggstems and provide
recommendations to SSPI on a possible alternati@atifornia’s hybrid system.

» Oversee the 8-10 migrant audits being conductedpaodde recommendations
to the SSPI on internal and external infrastrucystem improvements to the
CDE migrant office, the Migrant Regions and affecté&As (subgrantees).

* Oversee the work outlined in items 1, 2 and 3 above
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LAO COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATIONS.

LAO Report on Migrant Education. The LAO will provide the Subcommittee with a
brief description of the Migrant Education programd review recommendations for a
comprehensive set of reforms designed to improwe féderal Migrant Education

Program from a report published in 2006.

The LAO report made recommendations to addressptbgram’s: (1) funding and
service model; (2) data system; and (3) carryouedihg process. The 2006 LAO report
identified four major concerns with the current MERding model, which are outlined
below:

Disconnect between funding and accountability.

Lack of coordination between MEP services and atkerices.
Funding formula does not reflect statutory proggarorities.
Funding formula does not encourage broad participat

In response, the LAO made the following specifitoramendations to the Legislature:

» Revise the MEP funding model to send the majorityjuads directly to school
districts rather than regional centers. Maintaame funds at county offices of
education for certain regional activities and sofueds at CDE for certain
statewide activities.

= Direct CDE to: (1) revise the per-pupil funding farla so that it emphasizes
federal and state program priorities and (2) repadk on revisions once it has
completed its statewide needs assessment.

» Expand the state’s migrant education data systeimctode more data elements.
Provide district and school personnel access toetiteanced system. Use $4
million in carryover funds for the data system.

= Use the remainder of carryover funds to help ttaorsio a district-based system.
Direct CDE to develop a transition plan and asgedigpending plan by October
31, 2006.

= Adopt budget bill language that would allow up tg@ércent of annual migrant
education funding to carryover at the local leweith any additional carryover
designated for specific legislative priorities.

STAFF COMMENTS:

Strength and Timing of Audit. The federal audit has raised serious issues -eattéte
and local level. According to CDE, some of thedied OME findings were “egregious
and required additional investigation.” The U.Spartment of Education also found
that CDE had not adequately responded to threetamtbse concerns from the OME
review about its operation of the Migrant Educati®rogram, and as a result, placed
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special conditions on the state’s 2011-12 fedenahty Given the severity of these issues,
would these state and local issues be better attdsy the Bureau of State Audits,
rather than the independent audit and state iméoreteams proposed by CDE?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Subcommittee hold this
item open until May Revise.

SUGGESTED QUESTIONS:

1. CDE: What are the major findings and recommendatraised by the recent
federal audit of the Migrant Education Program?

2. CDE: According to CDE, some of the federal findirvgere “egregious and
required additional investigation.” Can CDE sumizeithe most serious
findings?

3. CDE: Has the Department complied with the fedawalit? What is the status of
any corrective actions or special conditions tleatfted from the audit?

4. CDE: Are CDE's proposals for an independent saat#it and state intervention
team_required by the federal audit findings andestive actions?

5. CDE: Per the Department, the federal audit fowordesMigrant Education
regional programs “with excessive administrativetsdhat not only exceeded
California administrative cost standards but redhegfunds available for direct
services to migrant students.”

How are these problems being addressed by the Depatr?

How high were administrative rates?

What are the associated dollar amounts?

How much funding is being diverted from direct seeg as a result of

high administrative rates?

6. CDE: Can CDE provide additional details for thegmsed independent state
audit included in the DOF letter?

a. The DOF April Letter request indicates that the&SBoard of Education will
administer the audit? Is that still the case?

b. CDE: Who is likely to conduct the independent &udi

c. CDE: What is the timeframe for the audit?

7. CDE: Can CDE provide additional details for thegmsed Intervention Working

Group Team currently being reviewed by the Depantroé Finance?
a. How will contracted staff work with CDE?
b. How will staff work with regional staff?
c. What is the timeframe for the Intervention Team?

8. CDE: What is the status of the annual reporttierMigrant Education program?

9. CDE: Does the Department see opportunities fdressing some of the current
problems with the Migrant Education Program thropgbgram reforms, such as
those recommended by the LAO’s 2006 report?

apow
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