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6360 CGOMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING

Item 1. Commission on Teacher Credentialing BudgeProposals

Panel:

* Dr. Mary Sandy, Executive Director, Commission @ad¢her Credentialing
* Dan Kaplan, Legislative Analyst's Office
* Kimberly Leahy, Department of Finance

Background:

Major Responsibilities. The CTC is responsible for the following major stajperations activities,
which are supported by special funds:

» Issuing credentials, permits, certificates, andvesa to qualified educators.
* Enforcing standards of practice and conduct fariged educators.

* Developing standards and procedures for the preparand licensure of school teachers and
school service providers.

» Evaluating and approving teacher and school sepnoeder preparation programs.
» Developing and administering competency exams anidipnance assessments.

Major Activities. In 2016-17the CTC processed approximately 16,516 new teaatregentials, a
6.8 percent increase over the prior year. The CIEQ processes other types of teacher authorizations
including short term teaching permits, internshgunpits, and teaching waivers. In addition, the CTC
currently administers, largely through contractptal of six different educator exams annually. The
CTC also monitors the assignments of educatorsegputts the findings to the Legislature.

The CTC is also responsible for misconduct casesving credential holders and applicants resulting
from criminal charges, reports of misconduct byaloeducational agencies, and misconduct disclosed
on applications. This workload will be examined méully in Item 2 of this agenda.

Lastly, the CTC is responsible for accrediting 2&dproved sponsors of educator preparation
programs, including public and private institutiayfshigher education and, local educational agencie
in California. (Of this total, there are 23 Caiifta State University campuses; eight University of
California campuses; 56 private colleges and usities; 166 local educational agencies; and one
other sponsor.)

Revenues.The CTC is a “special fund” agency whose stateatmns are largely supported by two
special funds — the Test Development and AdmirtistnaAccount and the Teacher Credentials Fund.
Of the CTC’s $30 million state operations budgeipmsed for 2018-19, about $24.8 million is from
credential and accreditation fees, which are regesnwrces for the Teacher Credentials Fund and $5.7
million is from educator exam fees, which fund thest Development and Administration Account.
The CTC also received one-time General Fund (babpdaition 98 and non-Proposition 98) in 2015-
16 and 2016-17 for some one-time activities andtgreograms.
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Teacher Credentials Fund (Credential Fees).The Teacher Credentials Fund is generated by
fees for issuance of new and renewed credential®trer documents. Current law requires, as
a part of the annual budget review process, theabeent of Finance to recommend to the
Legislature an appropriate credential fee suffici®ngenerate revenues necessary to support
the operating budget of the CTC, plus a prudergruesof not more than 10 percent. In the
2015-16 budget trailer bill, AB 104 (Committee ondget and Fiscal Review), Chapter 13,
Statutes of 2015, the credential fee, paid evesy Yiears, was increased from $70 to $100 per
applicant, with the additional revenue generataenided to support processing of teacher
misconduct caseload. In addition to credential iappbn fees, the CTC assesses fees on
teacher preparation programs to cover the costcofediting these programs. As of the
Governor’s budget, it is projected that the TeadBezdentials fund will have a balance of
$15.7 million at the end of 2018-19.

Test Development and Administration Account (Exam Ees). The Test Development
Administration Account is generated by various feEsexams administered by the CTC, such
as the California Basic Educational Skills Test EH), the Reading Instruction Competence
Assessment (RICA), the California Subject Examoradi for Teachers (CSET), the California
Teachers of English Learners (CTEL), and the Caldifo Preliminary Administrative
Credential Examination (CPACE). The CTC has stayutauthority for reviewing and
approving the examination fee structure, as neeteensure that the examination program is
self-supporting. As of the Governor’s budget, ipi®jected that the Test Development fund
will have a balance of $4.8 million at the end 61.8-19.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing Expenditures ath Positions
(Dollars in thousands)

Fund Source 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
Proposed

General Fund (non- $12,346 $100 $0

Proposition 98)

General Fund 0 125,000 0

(Proposition 98) *

Teacher Credentials 18,527 26,996 24,752

Fund

Test Development 3,715 4,786 5,710

and Administration

Account

Reimbursements 458 11,635 308

Total Expenditures $35,046 $168,517 $30,770

(All Funds)

Positions 145.1 141.6 143.6

*Proposition 98 General Fund of $100 million in Z018 is proposed in the 2018-19 Governor's Budgdéte
remaining $25 million was adopted as part of thda28udget Act for the Classified School Employeeadrer
Credentialing Program.

Source: Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Governor’s Proposal:

In addition to technical workload adjustments, @evernor’s budget proposes to fund four state
operations proposals in 2018-19:
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$1.3 million in one-time Test Development and Adretration Account funds to provide an
Administrator Performance Assessment (APA) fieldttéo all administrator candidates
enrolled in credential programs in 2018-19. The GBGmates about 3,000 candidates would
take the assessment. For candidates taking the iARRA18-19, the Administration proposes
that (1) the APA be offered at no cost and (2) sssful passage nbe required to obtain a
credential. Beginning in 2019-20, candidates waugport the administration of the APA on
an ongoing basis through exam fees. The Administrahdicates that another year of field
testing is justified because: (1) field tests cartdd thus far are inadequate to develop accurate
passing scores for the APA, and (2) credential ©anmg are insufficiently prepared to
implement the APA in 2018-19.

$380,000 in one-time funds from the Teacher CradisnFund reserve account to automate
teacher assignment monitoring activities. TBEC biennially reports to the Governor and

Legislature the result of assignment monitoring ¢ertificated employees in California as

submitted by the County Offices of Education. Undee current monitoring system, 30

percent of schools are monitored annually, whike rdmaining 70 percent are monitored once
every four years. The additional funds would alltow automated monitoring through the

CTC'’s accountability system and allow for annuahiaring of all schools.

$1.5 million in one-time funds from the Teacher d@&stials Fund reserve account to convert
the portion of existing teacher credential recotiolst are currently stored on a microfiche
system to a digital format and create a searchddil@base. The CTC estimates there are 1.3
million records on microfiche.

In addition, the Administration submitted the fellmg Spring Finance Letter request:

Increase Item 6360-001-0407 by $160,000 to refeecgrant from the San Diego State
University Foundation. These funds will supporé tbonvening of field experts that will
review the outcomes of the California Administra®@arformance Assessment field trial.

It is further requested that provisional languageatided as follows to conform to this actions;
“10. Of the funds appropriated in Schedule (1), %260 is for the Commission to convene

field experts to review the outcomes of the CafifarAdministrator Performance Assessment
field trial.”

Legislative Analyst’s Office Analysis:

The LAO has no concerns with the Governor’s profsosa provide additional funds to update the
assignment monitoring system.

The LAO does note concerns with the additional ilmgdor the APA field test. The LAO notes that
the original budget act appropriation for this mge was $2 million in 2015-16, and reflected a
completed test by the end of 2016-17. This origpraposal included field testing and setting ofreso
as well as the initial administration of the exdarhey also note that credential programs have had fo
years to prepare for the exam. The LAO recommehdstlte Legislature require CTC to report at
spring budget hearings as to why the APA is ovelget (by $1.3 million or 65 percent more than the
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original estimate of APA development and implemgatacosts) and behind schedule. The LAO also
recommends that CTC discuss options for usingiegistata sets to set scores or rely on a sample of
candidates.

Suggested Questions:

 The LAO notes that the APA was originally supposede developed by the end of 2016-17
within resources budgeted at the time. Can the @dd@ess the reasons for the delay and cost
increases?

* Why does the CTC need a full field test of the AREer than a sample test to complete score
setting?

* How often does the CTC have a request to pull dsctsrom the microfiche system?

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 5



Subcommittee No. 1 May 3, 2018

Iltem 2: Teacher Misconduct Workload

Panel:

* Dr. Mary Sandy, Executive Director, Commission @ad¢her Credentialing

* Linda Schneider, Senior Assistant Attorney Genéd#fice of the Attorney General
* Dan Kaplan, Legislative Analyst's Office

* Kimberly Leahy, Department of Finance

Background:

Role of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CT). The CTC is charged with monitoring the
moral fitness and professional conduct of teachedlential holders and applicants. The CTC may take
disciplinary action based on immoral or unprofesalcconduct, evident unfitness for service, refusal
to obey laws regulating certified duties, unjustifirefusal to perform under an employment contract,
addiction to intoxicating beverages or controlledstances, commission of any act of moral turpitude
or intentional fraud or deceit in an application.

Under the direction of the CTC, the Committee ofdamtials (COC) meets monthly to review
misconduct cases. The COC is made up of seven memd@esentative alementary teachers, school
board members, school administrators, and secontiaghers Within the CTC, the Division of
Professional Practices investigates alleged misatingind presents the information to the COC. The
COC may close an investigation based on the evalencecommend disciplinary action. Actions by
the COC are subject to final approval by the CT@rédential holder or applicant may challenge and
appeal any disciplinary action. Generally the psscéegins when the Division of Professional
Practices receives a report from an employing dctiistrict, complaint from knowledgeable source,
report of criminal conviction from the Departmentt dustice, or self-disclosure on a credential
application.

As a result of CTC changes in procedure, the nurabepen cases has remained fairly consistent in
recent years, at about 2,300 — 2,600 at any gives, down from a high of 3,374 in October of 2011.
The Division of Professional Practices has incréabe number of cases it moves to the COC, and is
now stable at around 90 per month. In addition,divesion was able to increase the number of cases
placed on the COC'’s consent calendar due to CTiCypcthanges.

Role of the Attorney General.A credential holder or applicant may challenge scigiinary action
and request an administrative hearing. The AttoiGeperal’'s Office then represents the CTC before
an administrative law judge, who issues a propassision to the CTC. The CTC can then adopt the
decision, reduce the penalty, or reject the progpakerision, review the transcript and issue a CTC
decision.

Remaining Backlog.Despite continuing efforts by the CTC, there camtim to be a backlog of cases,
however this backlog is in open cases at the Ofifabe Attorney General. The CTC has been seeing
an increase in caseload due to high profile indslémat have increased district vigilance in rejpgrt
The LAO also notes that the number of appealedsaasee than doubled from 2011-12 to 2014-15.

In order to address this backlog, the 2015-16 buageincluded an increase in credentialing féEse
revenue generated by this is used to support additilegal staff, with approximately $5.4 million
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budgeted annually for the commission’s costs foe tttorney General and the Office of
Administrative Hearing. In addition to the annuahdling, $2.4 million was carried over in 2016-17
and $4.5 million 2017-18 in unspent funds for thpaeposes. In addition in September of 2016, the
CTC submitted a budget revision request that wazomed by the Department of Finance, and
provided to the Joint Legislative Budget Committisat requested $650,000 in funding designated for
the Office of the Attorney General, be insteadinetd at the CTC for purposes of investigation and
completion of files to a higher standard before/thee provided to the Office of the Attorney Gethera
With additional “front end” work, the CTC is helgino prevent the backlog at the Office of the
Attorney General from increasing, however signfficarogress has yet to be made.

Open Cases Assigned to the Attorney General

FY JUL | AUG | SEP| OCT | NOV | DEC | JAN | FEB | MAR |APR | MAY |JUN

2011-12| 114 | 110 | 107 106 106 110 102 100 95 90 86 39
2012-13| 82 81 82 82 85 87 91 97 97 o7 104  1p7
2013-14 | 126 | 134 | 141} 145 147 147 151 1% 139 166 169 179
2014-15| 182 | 185 | 194 215 210 223 215 230 228 219 228 229
2015-16 | 238 | 238 | 244] 249 250 254 266 265 280 281 279 P78
2016-17 | 282 | 283 | 283] 287 290 286 297 292 306 307 289 294

Source: Commission on Teacher Credentialing

As part of the 2017 Budget Act, the Attorney Gelier®ffice was required to provide quarterly
reporting on their legal services for the CTC. Tiest recent report was completed in February 2018
and covers the period of September 1 through Deee®b of 2017. The report shows some small
progress in reducing the backlog over the priorignaThe report also addresses the staff timbet t
Attorney General’'s Office devoted to this workloathting that it is still below the funded level
equivalent to 14 Attorney General positions. ThéoAtey General notes that hiring and training of
new staff for this effort continued through the inegng of December 2017 and staff time should
increase moving forward. The report also noteswakload for the Attorney General is impacted by
the work of the CTC, patrticularly the CTC investma. When staff determine a case needs additional
evidence, they may submit it back to the CTC fathfer investigation. In 2016, the CTC increased
their investigative staff, however based on theorgpinvestigative workload is still a barrier to
clearing the misconduct backlog.

Legislative Analyst’'s Office Analysis:

The LAO recently released an analysis on their welms the CTC’s teacher misconduct backlog. In
their report, they comment that the backlog of sastethe Attorney General originally began to grow
in the early 2010s. The state was slow to respatidadditional resources, allowing a notable bagklo

to develop. The state increased funding for thipgse in 2015-16 but the Attorney General’s Office
has been slow to ramp up staff and expend theiadditresources.

The LAO notes that the Attorney General is slowlgreasing staff time spent on these types of cases,
but still estimates that in 2017-18, only $3 mifliout of the $10 million available will be spenthe

LAO also noted that based on the recent reportbtuklog has been reduced by ten percent since
September of 2017, but some of that is due to arease in settlements, which in some instances can
be based on the dismissal of cases where evideasd¢ow old. Finally the LAO notes that even if the
Attorney General’'s office were able to meet its Igof processing appeal cases within 365 days
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(currently at 631 days on average), the procestlidengthy given that the investigative stagets
CTC took 414 days on average in 2016-17. This tmeebf over two years in the best case scenario
seems overly long.

The LAO recommends that, given that only two quérteeports are available, the Legislature should
carefully monitor the situation as more data becomeilable. If the Attorney General’s Office fails
to make significant progress over the 2018-19 yder,LAO recommends the Legislature impose a
statutory timeframe for the Attorney General tongria case before an administrative law judge,
allowing for some exceptions.

Staff Comments:

The CTC and the Office of the Attorney General hssen increasing teacher misconduct caseload for
multiple years and continue to struggle to ensases are closed in a timely manner. The monitoring
of teacher misconduct is vitally important to emsgrstudents have competent, appropriate staff in
their classrooms. The Legislature and Governor Heeen monitoring this important function of the
CTC for several years, resulting in a BSA audi2bill. The Legislature may wish to continue to
consider whether additional positions at the CTE€ rageded and monitor the ability of the CTC and
the Office of the Attorney General to prioritizeetllosure of these cases over the next year as they
consider the LAO'’s timeline recommendations.

Suggested Questions:
* When does the Attorney General’'s Office estimas tbacher misconduct caseload will return
to a “normal” level? What can the subcommittee expe see in terms of progress at this time

next year?

* Canthe CTC and the Attorney General’s Office comino® the lengthiness of the process? Is
it feasible to reduce that timeline now or onceliheklog has cleared?

* Can the CTC and the Attorney General’'s Office dsscthe process for investigating cases and
how this impacts the closure of a case?

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open.
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[tem 3:

Teacher Workforce Proposals

Panel:

Dr. Mary Sandy, Executive Director, Commission aadher Credentialing
Kimberly Leahy, Department of Finance
Dan Kaplan, Legislative Analyst's Office

Background:

California currently has approximately 305,000 teas, about half in elementary schools, 40 percent
in middle and high schools, and almost 10 percanglternative schools, adult schools or other
education settings. Many of California’s teachease been in the classroom a long time, on average
they have 12 years of experience.

There
obtain

are a variety of paths to becoming a tearh&alifornia, however, most new teachers first
a preliminary credential, which is issued @p to a five year period, and then meet the

requirements for a clear credential. The generplirements are as follows:

For a preliminary credential, applicants must $§aad of the following:

Complete a baccalaureate or higher degree frontemedited college or university. Degrees in
professional education may only be used to applgfmultiple subject credential.

Satisfy the basic skills requirement.

Complete a teacher preparation program includirggesssful student teaching, and obtain a
formal recommendation for the credential by theifGalia college or university where the
program was completed. The Teaching Performansesssnent (TPA) is a required indicator
of recommendation for a general education teactiadential.

Verify subject matter competence through achiewdmassing score on the appropriate subject
matter examination(s) or completing an approvedestilmatter program.

For multiple subject and special education credés)ti pass the Reading Instruction
Competence Assessment (RICA), or satisfy this requent through a teacher preparation
program.

Satisfy the Developing English Language Skills rezuent.

Complete a course on the U.S. Constitution or pes&xamination given by an accredited
college or university.

Complete basic computer technology course work theludes the use of technology in
educational settings.

For a clear credential, new teachers generally roosiplete a CTC-approved General Education (or
other area, including Special Education) InductProgram. Induction programs are most often
sponsored by, or in partnership with, the schostrigit or county office of education employing the
teacher; however, colleges and universities, ahdratchool districts and county offices of eduagtio
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may also provide these programs. The induction raragis intended to provide support to a new
teacher and should be tailored to his or her naadghe needs of the employer.

Teachers may also hold internship credentialsdvali two years, or one-year permits under certain
circumstances.

Teacher Supply and Demand DataAccording to the LAO, the supply of, and demand, foew
teachers is driven by a variety of factors, inahgdchanges in credentialing requirements, Propositi
98 school funding, state policies regarding clagsss and teacher pay among other things. Thera are
variety of data sources that may be considered vdet@rmining whether the supply of teachers is
adequate to meet demand. New teacher credentalsnar indicator, but generally lag behind hiring
trends. The teacher workforce is also made up rofiéo teachers re-entering the profession, and some
new credential holders do not enter the profession.

Teacher Shortage LEA’s have experienced an influx of funding as #tate has recovered from the
last recession, teacher hiring and compensationntasased, and policies have been put in place to
ensure small class sizes and the posting of avaitebcher jobs on EdJoin (the statewide educalor |
portal).

During the economic recession, LEA'’s laid-off siggant numbers of teachers, deferred providing
raises, and often left teachers uncertain, for moat a time, of having a job the following yeaheT
effects of the economic recession contribute towéte enrollment trends in teacher preparation
programs, restricting the future pipeline of teashe

The LAO notes that statewide trends in credenggind teacher preparation programs only provide
some of the data on what is happening statewide .LRO finds that the statewide market for teachers
appears to be in the process of correcting itsletfugh persistent shortage areas remain. The more
common shortage areas in California are sciendmgbal education, special education, and math.
Low-income and urban schools often face highersrateturnover and difficulty filling positions,
although some rural areas may also face difficailfiing positions for a variety of reasondso with

the passage of Proposition 58, which repealed gfigbronly immersion requirement, California will
likely see an increase in bilingual education pangs and a growing demand for bilingual education
teachers.

Another area of concern related to the currentiteashortage is the number of underprepared temcher
in the classroom. In 2016-17, California issued entban 12,346 substandard credentials and permits.
The greatest growth has been in emergency permawik as Provisional Intern Permits (PIPs) and
Short-Term Staff Permits (STSPs). Other factors #fect the teacher workforce include: teacher
turnover rates, class size reduction efforts, areding requirements, the overall desirability tbk
teaching profession, and the availability of stateding, among other factors.

Reducing the Teacher ShortageEfforts have been made by the state in the pasiears to increase
the quality and availability of teachers in thestancluding the following:

» Educator Effectiveness.The 2015 Budget Act provided $500 million in onexi Proposition
98 funding to enhance educator effectiveness. @fdmount, $490 million was provided to
school districts, county offices of education arwarter schools in an equal amount, per
certificated staff. The funding could be used fo tollowing purposes:

0 Beginning teacher and administrator support andtonieg.
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o Professional development, coaching, and suppovicesr for teachers who have been
identified as needing improvement or additionalpsrp

o Professional development for teachers and admanist that is aligned to the state
academic content standards.

o Promote educator quality and effectiveness, inagdbut not limited to, training on
mentoring and coaching certificated staff and trancertificated staff to support
effective teaching and learning.

As a condition of receiving funds, local educaticmgencies must develop and adopt a plan for
expenditure of funds. Funds may be expended thraingh 2017-18 fiscal year. Local
educational agencies must also report to the CDBaw the funds were used on, or before
July 1, 2018, and the CDE must submit a reporhéoltegislature detailing these expenditures
by January 1, 2019.

» California Classified School Employee Teacher Credwialing Program. The 2016 Budget
Act provided $20 million and the 2017 Budget Acbyided an additional $25 million in
Proposition 98 funding (to be used over five yeansyreate the California Classified School
Employee Teacher Credentialing Program. Schooticlist county offices of education and
charter schools are eligible to apply for fundimgréecruit classified employees to become
credentialed teachers in their district. The fugdallocated provides 2,250 grants (1,000 in
2016-17 and 1,250 in 2018-19) over five years, pfta $4,000 per year for applicants that
meet certain criteria. In December 2017, the CUGnsdtted a report detailing the program
progress thus far and noted that, although most pEggrams are still in early phases, LEAs
are using the program to fill local teacher shatageds, the program is serving racially and
ethnically diverse classified school employees #rad a majority of LEAs have established
collaborative arrangements with postsecondarytuigins.

* Integrated Teacher Preparation Program Grant The 2016 Budget Act provided $10
million in one-time non-Proposition 98 General Fund the CTC to award one or two year
grants of up to $250,000 to postsecondary institistito create or improve existing four-year
integrated teacher preparation programs. In Decgntiibe CTC awarded a total of 41 grants,
18 for the California State University system, ti@o the University of California system, and
thirteen are private colleges or universities.itngbns are expected to enroll their first cohort
of integrated program students in to the new optathintegrated programs in fall 2018.

» California Center on Teaching Careers.The 2016 Budget Act provided $5 million in one-
time Proposition 98 funding for the CTC to awartbeal educational agency to establish and
implement the California Center on Teaching Care@r®rder to recruit individuals into the
teaching profession. The CTC awarded this grarthéoTulare County Office of Education
(COE), which will also work with six collaboratinggional centers at COEs across the state
(Los Angeles, Riverside, Shasta, San Diego, SonanthVentura), as well as through an
online presencenww.californiateach.ory

» California Educator Development Program.The 2017 Budget Act approved $9.2 million to
establish the California Educator Development (@alEompetitive grant program to promote
principal and other school leader preparation anafegsional development efforts. The
California Center on Teaching Careers in collaboratwith the CTC will administer the
program and provide 30 one —time grants to LEA% §lant competition was completed in
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early 2018 and funds are in the proves of beingsfeared to the Center on Teaching Careers
for disbursement to grantees.

Governor’s Proposal:

The Governor’s budget includes two proposals taga100 million in one-time Proposition 98 funds
to address need for teachers in the area of spetughtion.

» Teacher Residency Grant Program. The Administrafiooposes providing $50 million to
support locally sponsored one-year intensive medtoclinical teacher preparation programs
aimed at preparing and retaining special educagachers. The CTC would administer the
program and provide competitive grants to LEAs pfta $20,000 per teacher, LEAs would
provide a 1:1 local match. The program would regulup to 2,500 new special education
teachers. Funds could be used for a variety ofgaap, including stipends for new teachers,
mentor teachers, or tuition at a partner university

» Local Solutions Grant Program. The Administratisogmses providing $50 million to provide
one-time competitive grants to local educationareges to develop and implement new, or
expand existing, locally identified solutions theddress a local need for special education
teachers. The CTC would administer the program @mogide competitive grants of $20,000
per teacher with a 1:1 local match. LEAs would hbre@ad discretion over the use of the funds.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

The LAO included an analysis of the proposals ieirtiecent publicationThe 2018-19 Budget:
Proposition 98 Analysis. The LAO notes that teacher shortages have loeg beute in the area of
special education and agree that the Governorgsfen the area has merit. However, the LAO has
concerns that the proposals overlook the core sanfsthe special education teacher shortage, notabl
salary concerns, and restrictive credentialing addcation requirements. The LAO notes that the
proposals also fail to address the shortage and f&e speech and language pathologists and
occupational therapists, as well as teachers. liginhe LAO notes that the residency program iglgos
per teacher and those LEAs that wish to start alairprogram could do so with their one-time
discretionary funds, while the local solutions driaas overly broad objectives.

The LAO recommends rejecting both of the Governprigposals and instead focusing on reform to
address the root causes of the problems. The LA@mwmends providing a pay differential to special
education teachers to reflect the unique roles pafitisl education teachers and recommends the
Legislature consider repealing a statutory requaminfor an LEA to have a uniform salary schedule.

The LAO also recommends the state consolidate tpecial education credentials into one —
mild/moderate and moderate/severe - in order tatera more streamlined special education credential
for teachers and eliminate two rarely used credentt the physical and health impairment credential
and the language and academic development credentia

Similar to the Integrated Teacher Preparation RrmogGrant, the LAO recommends providing some
funding to create four-year programs at institugesigher education for students to obtain a degree
and a special education teaching credential. Th® bhotes that each program could receive funding
of $250,000 to establish the program and that aestothvestment of $10 million could fund 40
programs.
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Finally the LAO recommends the Legislature fundyéded enroliment growth at the California State
Universities (CSUs) for graduate specialist proggaoccupational therapy and speech and language
pathology. The LAO recommends increasing theserprog by five percent per year (45 students and
$675,000 in 2018-19). The state could increaseetipgegrams until the critical shortage of these
specialists is reduced.

Staff Comments:

Staff notes that the Governor’'s local solutionsngrproposal would not necessarily result in new
special education teachers joining the field. LEésuld use the grant to improve recruitment
processes, or offer additional incentives whembiand some of these practices may just shift apeci
education teachers from one LEA to another. Wikse efforts may be helpful for LEAs that have
had a particularly difficult time hiring and retaag teachers, this may not result in a benefiestate

or address long term structural teacher needseddttte.

Suggested Questions:

» Can the Administration provide some examples of h&fs might use a local solutions grant?

» Can the CTC provide some insight into the exisspgcial education credentialing structure
and how current teachers are choosing a credeaiaP

* Are any of the programs under the existing Integtateacher Preparation Program targeted at
special education?

» Are there waiting lists at the CSUs for entering tbccupational therapy and speech and
language pathology graduate programs? Does tteemtavide targeted enrollment at the CSU
for other programs?

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open
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6120CALIFORNIA STATE LIBRARY

The California State Library, established in 1860llects, preserves, generates, and disseminates
information. The State Library administers progrdorgded by state and federal funds to support local
public libraries and statewide library programseBtate Librarian is appointed by the Governor.

The California Library Services Board (the staterdd consists of 13 members; nine members are
appointed by the Governor, two members are appmbibtethe Senate Rules Committee, and two
members are appointed by the Speaker of the Asgeml@mbers serve four-year terms. The state
board determines policy for and authorizes alloaratf funds for the California Library Services Act
The state board also functions as the State Advi€wuncil on Libraries for the federal Library
Services and Technology Act. The State Librariameseas chief executive officer of the state board.

The State Library’s main functions are (1) servagythe central library for state government; (2)
collecting, preserving, and publicizing literatuaad historical items; and (3) providing specialized
research services to the Legislature and the Govern

In addition, the State Library passes through stateé federal funds to local public libraries for
specified purposes and provides related oversiglt tachnical assistance. These local assistance
programs fund literacy programs, internet servias] resource sharing, among other things. In
addition, the state has funded various one-tinteatinies in recent years, including the Civil Libes
program and an online high school program.

The State Library’s total budget in 2017-18 is $6@illion. The majority of funding (61 percent) is
state General Fund ($32.5 million) with the remaintargely coming from federal funds. About 55
percent of total State Library funding goes towdodal library assistance programs, with the
remainder going toward state operations. The LA@rtdbelow displays the State Library’s budget.

California State Library Budget
(Dallarsin Millions)

Change From
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2017-18
Actual Revised Proposed
Amount Percent
Local Assistance
Library Services and
Technology Act $11.3 $11.3 $11.3 — —
Statewide Library
Broadband Services 2.5 2.5 7.5 $5.0 202%
Program
Library Literacy and
English Acquisition 4.8 7.8 7.3 -0.5 -6.4
Progrant
California Library Services 6.6 3.6 5.1 15 39.9
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Act
Tglephomc Reading for the 06 06 06 . .
Blind
S@ate Qovernment Oral . . 03 03 N/A
Histories Program
Civil Llpertles Public 10 3.0 . 30 -100
Education Program
California Historical
. 1.0 — — — —

Society

Subtotals ($27.7) ($28.7) ($31.9) ($3.2) (11.1%)
State Operations
State Library Services $21.5 $19.1 $19.0 -$0.1 %0.4
;‘br"".ry Development 3.1 3.2 3.7 $0.5 15.7

ervices
Informatlon Technology 20 24 29 02 88
Services

Subtotals ($26.6) ($24.7) ($24.9) ($0.2) (0.8%)
Totals $54.3 $53.5 $56.9 $3.4 6.4%
Funding
General Fund ongoing $28.5 $26.3 $29.4 $3.2 12.2
General Fund one-time 5.0 6.2 6.5 0.2 3.8
Federal Trust Fund 18.2 18.3 18.4 o 0.1
Othef 2.6 2.6 2.6 mk -1.8

%Consists of the California Library Literacy Sengcand Career Online High School programs.

b ess than $50,000.

‘Includes California State Law Library Special AcoguCentral Service Cost Recovery Fund, and
the Deaf and Disabled Telecommunications ProgramiAigtrative Committee Fund.

Local Libraries Are Run and Funded Primarily by Local Governments. In California, local
libraries can be operated by counties, cities, igp@dstricts, or joint powers authorities. Usualin
operator designates a central library to help doatd activities among all the library brancheshwnt
the jurisdiction. In 2017-18, 184 central librarigh 1,250 library branches operated in California
Local libraries’ responsibilities include hiring dmanaging staff, conducting branch oversight, and
managing various programs (for example, offeringldcln’s story time and resume-building
workshops). Libraries provide a diverse set of e depending on the needs of their communities,
but most libraries emphasize their role in provida@ommunity members with access to information as
a core part of their mission. More than 95 percehtlocal library funding comes from local

governments, with very small shares coming frontesaad federal sources.
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Issue 4: Literacy Programs

Panel
* Daniel Hanower, Department of Finance
« Jason Constantorous, Legislative Analyst’'s Office
* Greg Lucas, State Librarian

Background

In 2017-18, local libraries are receiving $4.8 raill in ongoing non-Proposition 98 General Fund for
the California Library Literacy Services programhig program focuses on helping interested adults
become literate through one-on-one tutoring pravidg community volunteers. Of the state’s 184
central libraries, 106 participated in the progranm2016, serving roughly 20,000 adults taught by
10,000 volunteers. Participating libraries submit@al program reports to the state that contaia dat
about the number of individuals served, their legmgains, and other outcomes. In addition toditgr

programs for adults, some local libraries use |fd@adling for literacy programs that serve children.

Considerable Amount of Other State Funding SupportsLiteracy. The California Community
Colleges receives hundreds of millions of dollarsapportionment funding annually for basic skills
and English as a second language (ESL) coursedaBynthe Adult Education Block Grant (AEBG)
provides $500 million annually for adult educatian¢luding literacy and ESL courses. State law
currently only encourages, but does not requirdfies receiving adult education funding, such as
local libraries, to coordinate with other regiompabviders. Similarly, state law only encourages, bu
does not require, entities that provide literacggoams for K-12 students to be a part of school
districts’ planning efforts.

Governor’s Budget Proposal

Provides $2.5 Million Ongoing for Literacy Program. The Governor proposes to increase funding
for the California Library Literacy Services progrdrom $4.8 million to $7.3 million, an increase of
52 percent. The Governor proposes to allocateddd@ianal funding in several ways. Specificallyeth
Governor proposes to: (1) increase base fundingdoh participating local library from $18,000 to
$25,000; (2) increase funding for each adult leaseeved from $85 to $120; and (3) provide $20,000
to each participating library that provides litgraservices to children of adult learners (knowrthes
family literacy program — currently 38 jurisdict®rparticipate in this program). Additionally, the
Administration estimates costs would increase dugréater library participation, with the number of
participating libraries projected to increase frdf6 to 125. The Administration notes that statelfun
would be leveraged by $4 to $5 in local and priVatels.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments

The LAO recommends rejecting the Governor’s proptsaugment library literacy services due to
the following concerns: (1) local libraries oftereanot included or participating in adult education
consortia, with the result that all available adiéracy programs are not always well coordinat@q;
state has no policy regarding how to share codis Mcal libraries, some years local libraries aove
virtually all costs with their local literacy effis; and (3) other more pressing state priorities.
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Should the Legislature choose to augment stateirfgntbr the program, the LAO recommends
participating libraries to coordinate their liteyaitinding (from local, state, and federal sourcggh
both other adult education providers in their regend their local school districts. Specifically,
consortia and libraries be required to document timmaries participate in their adult education
regional consortia as a condition of receivingdiyrliteracy funding.

The LAO also recommends that school districts ahbdaidies be required to document that they
collaborate in their literacy efforts, and the staet an adult literacy goal and establish assmtiat
performance measurements. The LAO also recommaeantisipating libraries report three factors: (1)
total funding for their literacy programs, brokeowsh by fund source and broken down for adult and
child programs; (2) other funding being used wittheir region for literacy programs; and (3) the
literacy gains of participating adults and childréhe LAO also recommends the Legislature consider
establishing a cost-sharing agreement with libsameving forward.

Staff Comments

According to a 2016 legislative report on this peog, during the fiscal year ending June 30, 2015,
18,388 adult Californians participating improveeithreading skills with the help of close to 10,000
volunteers. State funding helps support local &fdocal contributions totaled $16.8 million in12B

15, or $4.41 for each state dollar spent.

Over the last several years, the state has sowghbteite a regionalized approach for workforce
development, adult education, and career techredaication through various initiatives. These

initiatives have infused hundreds of millions oflldis into the education and workforce systems,

however it is unclear how much funds libraries ddown from these sources, and whether or not the
Governor’s proposal will supplant existing fundslacal resources. Staff agrees with LAO concerns
that libraries are not active participants in regiloadult education consortia, however it is urnclea

whether this is due to local libraries unwillingeet® be involved, or regional consortia leaving

libraries out. The Subcommittee could considerngjes statutory language that would ensure more
coordination.

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.
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Issue 5: Internet Connectivity Proposals

Panel
* Daniel Hanower, Department of Finance
» Jason Constantouros, Legislative Analyst’'s Office
* Greg Lucas, State Librarian

Background

State Contracts With Nonprofit Entity to Provide Internet Backbone to Education Segments.
The state pays for schools, the California Comnyu@iblleges, the California State University, the
University of California, and local libraries toasss a high-speed Internet backbone managed by a
nonprofit entity, the Corporation for Education Wetk Initiatives in California (CENIC). The
ongoing annual cost for each educational segmentidoess the CENIC-managed backbone
traditionally has been $4.5 million. Local libresiare treated as one segment for CENIC billing
purposes. The libraries’ portion of the backbonst ¢® covered equally by state General Fund and the
California Teleconnect Fund (each pay $2.25 mi)lidrhe $4.5 million annual charge does not cover
the ongoing service costs for internet connectibigyween library sites and the backbone, nor does i
cover one-time infrastructure costs of connectibaty sites to the backbone.

State Still in Process of Connecting Local Libraris to Internet Backbone.In 2014-15, local
libraries began the process of connecting to thdlICEmanaged backbone. Central libraries function
as “hubs,” generally connecting to the backborst,fthen branches connect to their hubs. As of Marc
2018, 120 of the state’s 184 central libraries wawanected to the backbone, and as many as 14
central libraries are considering connecting in&Q@9. Of the state’s 1,125 library branches, 5@ ar
connected to the backbone, 232 are in the prodessnoecting, and 90 are considering connecting in
2018-19. The remaining 303 sites use other Intgrmtiders. To assist local libraries in connecting

the CENIC-managed backbone, the state has prov@erhillion in one-time grant funding since
2014-15. The $6 million has been distributed todliles with several stipulations. Specifically, ttah
libraries could receive up to $30,000 each, andvdires associated with the central library could
receive $15,000 each for up to four branches {tmahaximum funding for a central library and its
branches of $90,000). In addition, libraries witloren resources have been required to match state
funding. The Administration indicates that to dalcal libraries have contributed a $7.6 million
match to connect to the backbone.

Local Libraries Receive Other Internet Discounts.In addition to state funding for infrastructure
costs to connect to the CENIC-managed backbonal liicaries are eligible for certain discounts to
help them pay their monthly Internet service chargidost notably, the federal E-Rate program covers
up to 90 percent of libraries’ service costs, delram on the number of students receiving federally
subsidized free and reduced-priced meals in themeghe state’s California Teleconnect Fund covers
50 percent of remaining costs after accountinggdRate discounts. For schools and libraries that do
not apply for E-Rate, the CTF covers 50 percertasts after assuming the average E-Rate coverage
of 70 percent.

State Provides Funding to Library Group to Help Coadinate Internet Procurement and
Payments.Beginning in 2015-16, the state began providingStee Library with $225,000 annually
to contract with the nonprofit library consortiunalfa—a group working on behalf of more than 220
libraries (including school libraries and local trahlibraries). The State Library contracts withlia

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 18



Subcommittee No. 1 May 3, 2018

to coordinate various tasks related to CENIC. Spatly, Califa (1) serves as the billing agent for
libraries connecting to the CENIC-managed backb{®ehelps prepare bundled requests for Internet
service discounts, and (3) helps process E-Rateresements.

Governor's Proposals

Provides $3 Million One-Time to Increase Internet @pacity at Local Library Hubs. The
Governor provides funding to replace or upgradeastfucture at local library Internet hubs to allow
them to handle more library branch users. Spediicthe funding could be used for infrastructure
upgrades (typically additional fiber with greatetdrnet speeds), equipment that can accommodate
more users at higher speeds, and other costs atsbevith the upgrades (for example, new internet
routers). The Governor indicates that librariesnpla begin a process in July 2018 to determine
whether they will upgrade from one gigabyte of sphee10 gigabytes of speed. Any funding not used
to increase Internet capacity and speeds at hullsl @ used to help connect libraries not already
connected to the backbone. Funding would be pidedtfor local libraries in areas of the state with
the highest concentrations of students receivimgraly subsidized free and reduced-priced meals.
Local libraries with greater resources would beunegl to provide a match. The Governor was unable
to provide an estimate of how many hubs or branahegxpected to benefit from the proposal.

Provides $2 Million One-Time for Internet Equipment Grants. The Governor provides an
additional $2 million for Internet Equipment Graméshelp local libraries cover the one-time codts o
initially connecting their infrastructure to the REC backbone. The Governor indicates that the new
funding would be used to connect library brancies tid not connect previously because of the four
library branch cap, as well as provide funding tieeo jurisdictions and branches that wish to cohnec
Califa’s preliminary estimate is that 14 centrérdiries and 90 branches are interested in conmgectin
their infrastructure to the CENIC backbone in 2QB8-It expects to have final estimates later this

spring.

Provides $350,000 Ongoing for Increases in CENIC Gts. The Administration indicates that
CENIC “inadvertently misquoted” the costs of that8tLibrary’s contract beginning in 2014-15 (the
first year of the contract). This resulted in argaing shortfall in the State Library’'s payment to
CENIC for access to the backbone. Specifically,Aldeninistration indicates the original contract tos
estimate did not include telecommunication surcesi@nd taxes, such as for the Lifeline Program, the
California Teleconnect Fund, and the Deaf and Déexh@elecommunications Program. During the
initial years of the contract, the Administratiordicates CENIC has covered these costs on behalf of
the State Library.

Beginning in 2018-19, the Governor proposes theeStabrary begin paying $163,000 for the
surcharges and taxes. The total cost for surchamggsaxes is $326,000—the other half is covered by
the California Teleconnect Fund.

The Governor also proposes the State Library pagdalitional $100,000 for cost increases associated
with backbone services—specifically to fund modfsat CENIC. The total cost for the staff increase
is $200,000, with the other half of the cost coddrg the California Teleconnect Fund.

Lastly, the Governor proposes to have the Stateatybgive CENIC $87,000 annually as a General
Fund cushion for potential tax and surcharge iregeaThe Administration indicates that this cushion
is needed because historical trends have shownakes and surcharges are likely to increase. All

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 19



Subcommittee No. 1 May 3, 2018

these changes combined bring the annual costscesing the CENIC backbone for local libraries
from $4.5 million to $5.1 million ($2.6 million G&nd $2.5 million California Teleconnect Fund).

Provides $138,000 Ongoing for a New Position at th8tate Library to Oversee Local Library
Internet. The Governor funds a new full-time Library Progea@onsultant at the State Library, who
would perform various tasks associated with the CE&Fort. The Administration indicates that the
position’s primary responsibility would be to hdlpraries obtain Internet services discounts. Other
responsibilities would include (1) providing gerlecwversight of the project and its partners, (2)
generating data about library connectivity and padolg related reports, and (3) developing a stgateg
for broadband execution at libraries. Currentlye ddtate Library employee is dedicated partly to
overseeing the CENIC effort and partly to oversgéaderal grants.

Leqislative Analyst's Office (LAO) Comments

Proposal to Increase Local Library Hub Speeds Lackgustification. The Administration to date
has been unable to identify how many local libfamps would upgrade their infrastructure capacity to
accommodate more library branches and at what dbsteover, the Governor’'s proposal indicates
that library hubs may use the funding to increamgacity tenfold (from one gigabits of speed to 10
gigabits of speed). The LAO have serious concebasitaincreasing capacity to these levels without
evidence of how much capacity is actually needdibiaries.

The state has had recent disconcerting experiepaeggg for capacity upgrades without first
reviewing evidence of capacity needs. Most notabiyaudit examining recent capacity upgrades to
schools found schools increased bandwidth tenfatldoart sufficient justification.

Reject $3 Million for Capacity Upgrades and RevisitWhen Data From Needs Assessment
Becomes AvailableThe LAO recommends the Legislature reject the psapto provide funding to
local library hubs to upgrade their Internet capadnstead, the LAO recommends the Legislaturs fir
have libraries conduct an Internet capacity neesleessment, which they already plan to begin
undertaking in July 2018. As part of this assesdmbe LAO recommends the Legislature require
documentation of the current Internet capacityudishand trends in use over the past few yearkelf t
assessment justifies the need for certain fasteedgpat certain libraries, the Administration could
develop a better corresponding budget proposalsaibanit for the Legislature’s consideration next
year (or a later year if the data from the needesmnent is not yet available for consideration in
2019-20).

Withhold Recommendation to Provide $2 Million for Equipment to Connect to CENIC. The
LAO recommends withholding funding for this requestil Califa has collected final counts of the
number of libraries that wish to connect to the @E&Xhanaged backbone in 2018-19. Once the final
count is available later this spring, the Legidlatwill have a better sense of associated costsaund
make a final budget decision as part of budgetedos

Withhold Recommendation on $350,000 Augmentation fo CENIC Contract Pending
Information. The LAO has concerns that CENIC contract costsbareg increased for the libraries
while being held flat at $4.5 million for the Califhia State University and University of California
which could be using the CENIC-managed backbonéhmuare intensively than the libraries.

The LAO is also concerned as to why the costs efdbntract were initially misquoted by CENIC
given the Legislature used that information in dataing whether to fund the project. Additionally,
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the LAO is concerned with the Governor’s proposeashion,” as the state could be providing funding
that is not needed to cover contract costs. Widsahconcerns in mind, the LAO recommends the
Legislature direct the Administration to report idigrspring hearings on why surcharge costs were not
included in the original CENIC contract. Furthermorthe LAO recommends directing the
Administration to provide data estimating the antotaxes and surcharges are likely to increase in
2018-19. If the cost appears reasonable, the LA@menend providing the associated funding
explicitly as part of the CENIC contract.

Request Further Justification for New Position at $ate Library. Some justification may exist for
funding a new position or part of a new positiontla State Library to oversee Internet-related
activities. However, a portion of an existing pmsitat the State Library and staff at Califa alead
perform some of the duties being proposed for #& position. To ensure that more staff time at the
State Library is warranted, the LAO recommend tegitlature request that the Administration come
back with more detailed justification for the newasfiion. Specifically, the Legislature could reques
the Administration and State Library to documer tlurrent workload of its existing staff as well as
the workload of existing Califa-contracted staffidretter explain the specific added workload beyond
all existing State Library, Califa, and CENIC Imet-related work.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:
1. Why were surcharge costs were not included in tiggnal CENIC contract?
2. Does the state currently fund staff at CENIC, iheov many?

Staff Recommendation Hold Open
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Issue 6: Resource Sharing

Panel
* Daniel Hanower, Department of Finance
« Jason Constantouros, Legislative Analyst’'s Office
* Greg Lucas, State Librarian

Background

Federal Program Provides Grants That Can Be Used folLocal Libraries to Purchase and
Deliver Books. The federal Library Services and Technology ActTR$is a program administered
by the State Library that provides grants to lilmsrfor local initiatives. Since 2011-12, the State
Library has awarded about $300,000 total in LSTAding to local libraries for the “Zip Books”
program. When a local library does not carry a hbatip Books allows library patrons to request
books at their local library and the library pursea the book from Amazon. Amazon then sends the
book directly to library patrons’ homes. Patronsrttoring the book back to their local library, wier
the library can add it to their collection, sendoitanother library to keep in their collection,sall it.
The Administration indicates that 75 percent of kare kept in library collections. The State Lilgra
indicates the program allows patrons better acimebsoks, especially for those who live in ruradas
where sending a book from one library to anotheraly (also known as Interlibrary Loan) is often
costly and time consuming. Currently, 55 librargigdictions in the state use Zip Books.

State Program Provides Grants to Local Libraries to Encourage Resource Sharing and
Purchasing. The state facilitates resource sharing betweenarldgs through the California Library
Services Act (CSLA) program. The CLSA has a bohed tletermines specific funding allocations for
local libraries each year. The program commonlydfurthe interlibrary loan program, which
reimburses libraries for sending books to one aroth also provides funding for digital resource
sharing and other initiatives to improve resourcaring between local libraries. In 2016-17, theesta
nearly doubled ongoing funding for the programpnfr$1.9 million to $3.6 million.

Governor’s Proposal

Provides $1.5 Million One-Time Augmentation for CLSA Program. The Governor augments the
CLSA program for one year, from $3.6 million to $3nillion (42 percent). The proposal would fund
two initiatives:

« $1 Million One-Time to Purchase and Deliver Books.The Governor indicates that the
funding would be used for the Zip Books program amild allow about 60,000 Zip Book
purchases for local libraries located in the Cénfteast, Central Valley, Long Beach, and
Hayward.

- $450,000 One-Time to Digitally Connect Several Lilaries’ Catalogues The Governor
provides funding to a consortium of Northern Cahia libraries to connect their digital
catalogues. The library consortium includes 28 tiesnrepresenting 41 library jurisdictions,
including Modoc, Lassen, Marin, and Sacramento. néoting multiple libraries’ digital
catalogues allows patrons that live within the kiares of one library system to view the
catalogues of other library systems. The patrontban order the book online from the other
library systems (possibly accessing the books eiimedigital or physical format). Several
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library systems already connect their digital aagaks in this way, including the San Joaquin
and Bay Area library systems.

Legislative Analyst's Office Comments

Unclear That Projects Provide a Statewide BenefilRecommend RejectingPurchasing Zip Books
for certain libraries and connecting the digitaiad@gues of Northern California libraries providerse
benefit to certain libraries, but they do not pdeviobvious statewide benefit. Additionally, thetesta
recently doubled CSLA grant funding for library eesce sharing. If the CLSA board were to view the
Administration’s proposed projects as the top jies among all library jurisdictions, the boardutsh
fund those priorities using existing CLSA funds.r Rbese reasons, the LAO recommends the
Legislature reject the proposals.

Staff RecommendationHold Open
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Issue 7: Oral Histories

Panel
* Daniel Hanower, Department of Finance
« Jason Constantouros, Legislative Analyst’'s Office
* Greg Lucas, State Librarian

Background

Program Creates Oral Histories of Prominent Califomians in State Government.The Legislature
established the State Government Oral History Rmagin 1985. It houses the program at the
California State Archives within the California $etary of State’s office. The goal of the program i
to interview individuals that have significantly flienced state government, transcribe those
interviews, and make them available to the pubicrecent years, some interviews also have been
filmed. More than 200 interviews are available ba Gtate Archives website and include interviews
with former members of the state Legislature, dastginal officers, agency and department heads,
and others who have shaped public policy. For exaniprmer Assembly Speaker Willie Brown and
former Governor Edmund Brown Sr. have been intergt

State Contracts Out for Production. Oral histories are carried out through contradth wral history
programs at several participating universities. &dmng to those that have produced histories régent
costs average $10,000 per oral history. Costs eleted to background research, production, and
preparing transcriptions. The Secretary of Statenagked some of its general purpose funding for the
Oral History Program until the early 2000s. Thet&tabrary has used some federal funds to produce
histories and universities have donated some astiries they have produced to the state.

Governor’s Proposal

Provides $250,000 Ongoing for Oral Histories Prognma. Of the $250,000, the Governor provides
(1) $150,000 for the State Library to contractgooduction of about 15 new oral histories per yéar,
$70,000 to produce about seven new oral histoneddeo per year, and (3) $30,000 to store tha file
and to convert analog recordings to digital filEee program would be in partnership with the State
Archivist, who would chair a committee to seledemiewees.

Legislative Analyst's Office Comments

One of the more clearly defined roles of the Stabeary’s is preservation of California history. To
this end, the State Library collects and maintaiagous artifacts related to California history. A
program to preserve oral histories of prominenif@alians is consistent with this role.

Recommend Modifying to Make Program Limited-Term and Adding Reporting Requirement. If

the Legislature decides that the Oral HistoriesgRnm is a high priority in 2018-19, the LAO
recommends making the program limited-term and todng the program over the next few years to
ensure it meets legislative expectations. The LA& aecommends the Legislature require the
committee led by the State Archivist to submit amwal report that contains information describing
who was interviewed each year, plans for futureriiews, and the itemized costs of each interview.

Staff Recommendation Hold Open.
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6870CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Issue 8: Certified Nursing Assistants in Skilled Ntsing Facilities

Panel
* Mollie Quasebarth, Department of Finance
» Paul Steenhausen, Legislative Analyst’s Office
» Christian Osmena, Chancellor’s Office of the Cahfa Community Colleges

Background

Skilled nursing facilities (SNFs) offer short-temshabilitation services as well as long-term cane f
patients—primarily older adults—who have seriousdit& conditions and are unable to perform
basic daily activities (such as bathing and eatorgjheir own. In 2016, approximately 1,100 SNFs in
California served nearly 100,000 patients. The waajority of these SNFs (90 percent) are operated
by for-profit entities, while the remaining faciés are operated primarily by nonprofit organizasio
SNFs must be licensed, inspected, and certified bymber of federal and state entities to opehate.
California, the Department of Public Health (DPBly@sponsible for licensing and regulating SNFs.

CNAs Provide Basic Care to Patients in SNFsUnder the supervision of registered nurses and
licensed vocational nurses, certified nursing #asts (CNAs) perform basic duties such as feeding,
bathing, and dressing patients and taking and mngt vital signs (such as patients’ temperaturg an
blood pressure). According to the California Asation of Health Facilities, about 32,000 CNAs
currently work in SNFs. Based on our discussiortth WiNA employers, a somewhat smaller number
of CNAs work in other settings, such as hospitalssisted living facilities, and private homes.
Statewide, CNAs earn an average of about $14 per working in a SNF, with CNAs typically
earning somewhat more in hospitals.

Several State Requirements to Become a CNAo0 become a CNA, individuals must:
- Be at least 16 years old.
+ Pass a physical (health) screening and crimindtdracnd check.
- Complete an approved training program consistingtofeast 60 classroom hours and 100
hours of clinical practice at a SNF.
- Pass a state CNA certification examination.

Various Training Programs Prepare CNAs.According to DPH, California has a total of 673 £N
training programs. DPH counts each cohort of sttgdbaing trained by a given provider as a separate
program, such that a provider can be associated mitltiple programs. Training providers include
school district-run adult schools and Regional @etional Centers and Programs, California
Community Colleges (CCCs), nonprofits (such as Alngerican Red Cross), and for-profit schools
(such as Coast Health Career College in Orange t@purhey also include some SNFs that provide
their own training programs on site. Currently, SNéperate 48 of the state’s 673 CNA training
programs. Under the SNF training model, SNFs Huedrtown instructors (often employees of the
SNF) and often pay students hourly wages while tieegive training. In exchange, SNFs typically
ask, but do not require, students to commit to wgylat the SNF for a specified amount of time (such
as one year) after becoming a CNA.
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For-Profit Schools Run the
Largest Share of CNA Training Programs in California

2017-18

Other
Skilled Nursing Facilities

Community Colleges

ROGPs

For-Profit Schools

Adult Schools

CNA = certified nursing assistant and
ROCPs = Regional Occupational Centers and Programs.

DPH Certifies CNAs and Oversees Training ProgramsState law charges DPH with reviewing
applications from individuals seeking CNA certifican. State law also charges DPH with approving
and overseeing CNA training programs. This prodesisides reviewing training providers’ proposed
lesson plans and ensuring that instructors meedttite’s minimum qualifications. With regards te th
minimum qualifications, existing state regulatiorgjuire instructors to have at least two years of
experience as a registered nurse or licensed wo@thurse, with one or more of those years spent
providing direct care to patients in a SNF. DPHoaénsures that training programs maintain a
minimum student-faculty ratio of 15 to 1 for cliaicinstruction. (DPH does not require a minimum
student-faculty ratio for classroom instruction.)

New State Requirements for SNFs to Provide Higher Mimum Levels of Nursing Hours Per
Patient. State law defines nursing hours for SNFs as thebew of hours of work performed by
registered nurses, licensed vocational nursesCiNs. Prior to 2017-18, the state required SNFs to
provide each patient with a minimum of 3.2 nursiogirs per day. The 2017-18 budget package raised
this requirement to 3.5 nursing hours per day,added a new requirement that CNAs provide at least
2.4 of the minimum 3.5 nursing hours per day. Baftthe new requirements become effective July 1,
2018. If a facility cannot comply with one or baihthe requirements by July 1, 2018, it can reqaest
“workforce shortage” waiver from DPH. The departiencurrently finalizing the application and
evaluation process for this waiver.

Of the approximately 1,100 SNFs statewide, 465 SMEspercent) do not meet the minimum CNA
hours requirement. The LAO estimates that thesesSMHKF need to hire between 1,700 and 2,400
additional CNAs to meet the requirement, increasirggtotal number of CNAs currently working in
SNFs statewide by between five percent and 7.%eperdo the extent some SNFs that do not meet the

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 26



Subcommittee No. 1 May 3, 2018

minimum CNA hours requirement request and receivekferce shortage waivers, the number of
CNAs that need to be hired would be lower.

Governor’'s Budget Proposal

Proposes $2 Million One-Time Proposition 98 GeneralFund for CCC to Expand CNA
Enrollment Slots. The CCC Chancellor's Office would allocate the fantirough CCC’s Strong
Workforce program, which the Legislature create®@i6-17. Specifically, the Chancellor's Office
would distribute the funds to the program’s sevegianal consortia of community colleges based
upon each region’s projected CNA job openings, nermif CNA programs, and enrolled CNA
students in 2017-18. The Chancellor's Office estandhat the proposed funding could support about
1,300 community college enrollment slots.

Legislative Analyst's Office Comments

Governor's CNA Proposals Fail to Address Key Barrie to Expanding Training Programs.
Program administrators indicate that the existiagesrules on minimum qualifications for instrustor
significantly limit their ability to recruit and e faculty to meet enroliment demand. For example,
program directors note that existing regulationsvpnt them from hiring experienced nurses who
provide direct care to elderly patients in acuteedaospitals rather than SNFs. Additionally, nurses
who serve as directors or other administratorsNiFrSare excluded from serving as CNA instructors
because they do not provide direct care. These stgfulations at DPH exceed federal regulations,
which require instructors to have at least one peéawo years of nursing experience in the “pramsi

of long-term care facility services. Absent chaggstate policy to align more closely with the feder
requirements, training programs indicate they wdadsle great difficulty hiring instructors to expand
their enrollment.

State’s Credentialing Requirement Adds to StaffingDifficulties for Adult Schools. CNA program
directors at adult schools indicated to LAO thatling and hiring instructors is even more difficialt
them than other CNA training providers. This is dgse in addition to finding instructors that have
experience providing direct care in a SNF (perestagulations), adult school instructors must heave
state-approved career technical education teaatriedential. Obtaining a teaching credential can be
costly for aspiring faculty, and credential progsaocan take more than a year to complete. By cdntras
state law does not require CCC instructors or CNgtructors hired by any other training provider to
hold a teaching credential. The LAO recommendd_#ggslature amend statute so that individuals no
longer need a teaching credential to serve as Gis#uctors at adult schools.

Adult Education System.Additionally, the LAO notes that funding for CCC saes the opportunity
to leverage the states adult education system.LR recommends the Legislature pass the funds
through the AEBG program rather than the CCC StraNgrkforce program. Under this
recommendation, the California Department of Edoocand CCC Chancellor's Office would be
charged with jointly awarding, distributing, and esseeing grant funds to adult schools and
community colleges in each consortium. Based orL&@s review of CNA program costs, providing
$1,500 per enroliment slot is reasonable. At thig,r$2 million would fund about 1,300 new CNA
training slots.

Assuming that the state streamlines minimum facutyalifications, the LAO estimates their
recommended approach would fund about 3,000 newllerant slots (about 1,700 enrollment slots
funded by ETP and about 1,300 enrollment slots édndy Proposition 98). The number of actual
CNAs produced and working in a SNF would be soméwdss than that amount. This is because DPH
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reports a 30 percent attrition rate from applicatior CNA certification to issuance of a CNA
certificate (due to program attrition, exam failirand other factors). Also, some CNA graduates get
jobs in other health care settings. After takingpinonsideration these factors, the state likelyhdo
produce roughly 2,000 new CNAs—about in line withav SNFs will need to comply with the new
state requirements. (In addition, some for-profiiaols might expand their enroliment slots even if
they do not receive special one-time state fundorgthis purpose, further increasing the overall
supply of CNAs.) Without streamlining faculty quadations, the LAO believes much of the proposed
grant funds would go unspent, thereby not genegatinotable number of additional CNAs.

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.
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