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SUMMARY

The California Community Colleges (CCCs) is the largest system of community college
education in the United States, serving approximately 2.1 million students annually. The
CCC system is made up of 113 colleges operated by 72 community college districts
throughout the state. California’s two-year institutions provide primary programs of study
and courses, in both credit and noncredit categories, which address its three primary areas
of mission: education for university transfer, career technical education, and basic skills.
The community colleges also offer a wide range of programs and courses to support
economic development and specialized populations. As outlined in the Master Plan for
Higher Education in 1960, the community colleges were designated to have an open
admission policy and bear the most extensive responsibility for lower-division,
undergraduate instruction.

According to a recent report by the Public Policy Institute, by 2025, California is likely to
face a shortage of workers with some postsecondary education but less than a bachelor’s
degree. The future gap among associate degree holders, those with one- or two-year
technical certificates, and anyone who attended college but did not receive a credential,
may be as high as 1.5 million. In order to meet the growing workforce demands, California
must ensure that higher education is accessible and affordable for all students.

Recently, President Obama proposed the America’s College Promise plan to make the first
two years of college tuition-free for students meeting certain criteria and academic
progress. At the national level, a conversation has begun about college affordability and
the importance of making college accessible to everyone. Some states, like Tennessee
and Oregon, and cities across the country, are considering or have implemented tuition-
free community college plans. This hearing seeks to evaluate community college
affordability in California, examine existing financial aid opportunities for community
college students, and review the national movement for tuition free community college and
other states’ Promise Programs.

6870 CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

As noted above, since the creation of the junior college in 1910, California Community
Colleges (CCC) have a broad mandate —to provide a post-secondary education to
citizens of California, regardless of their ability to pay. To this end, community colleges in
the state were initially open-access and charged no tuition or fees for attendance (State of
California Master Plan 1960).

Tuition-free education ended during the 1983-1984 legislative session after a year-long
budget conflict between Governor Deukmejian and the Legislature. In 1983, the Governor
proposed a mandatory $50 per semester fee for CCC students. While the Legislature
fought to maintain the tuition-free status of the system, they ultimately agreed to pass a $5
per credit fee, but clearly stated their intent that “the implementation of a mandatory fee
does not impair access to, or the quality of, California Community College.”
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California Community College Fees. The state first instituted a $5 credit fee at the
community colleges in 1983 and, over the last 33 years, fees have increased eight times,
and decreased three times. Fees have increased from $18 per unit in 2003-04 to $46 per
unit, the current fee level, in 2012-13 as a way to mitigate General Fund cuts during the
recent recession. The following chart describes the changes in fees over the last decade.

Year Fee History
2003-04 Enrollment Fee increased to $18 per unit
2004-05 Enrollment fee was increased to $26 per unit
2006-07 Enrollment fee was reduced to $20 per unit
2009-10 Enrollment fee was increased to $26 per unit
2011-12 Enrollment fee was increased to $36 per unit
2012-13 Enrollment fee was increased to $46 per unit

Despite these increases in fees, in 2013-14 California has the least expensive community
college tuition in the country with $1,238 in tuition and fees for a full-time student. The
most expensive community college system is New Hampshire with $7,234 in tuition and
fees. Tennessee has $3,644 and Oregon has $4,133 in tuition and fees.

Board of Governor's (BOG) Fee Waiver Program. In 1984, the Board of Governor’'s
(BOG) Fee Waiver program was created to help the community college system to continue
to meet its open access goals. This program waives tuition fees for financially- needy
students. For the past 30 years, the BOG Fee Waiver has kept pace with tuition, making a
community college education tuition-free for all financially-eligible Californians. Between
1984 and 2015, the waiver has been provided to over 5.1 million students.

The BOG Fee Waiver is available to California residents, or students who are exempt from
non-resident fees under AB 540 (Firebaugh), Chapter 814, Statutes of 2001, who:

e Demonstrated financial need for a fee waiver based on the Free Application for
Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), or

e Receive Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income
/State Supplementary Payment or General Assistance, or

e Have an income (based on family size) that does not exceed 150 percent of the
federal poverty standard.

For the 2014-15 academic year, more than one million or 54 percent of California
community college students, and 66 percent of units earned, received a BOG Fee Waiver,
totaling more than $812 million Proposition 98 General Fund in financial aid. Of the
students who do not receive fee waivers, community college collected over $406 million in
fee revenue. The budget notes that the BOG anticipates waiving approximately 65 percent
of the 2015-16 student enroliment fees at a state cost of approximately $780 million
Proposition 98 General Fund.
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Recent Changes to the BOG Fee Waiver. Senate Bill 1456 (Lowenthal), Chapter 624,
Statutes of 2012, the Student Success Act of 2012, provided authority to the BOG to
establish and implement academic and progress standards for fee waiver recipients. The
BOG adopted the following regulations in January 2014:

e Students lose eligibility for the BOG Fee Waiver if they are on probation for not
maintaining a 2.0 GPA for two consecutive primary terms or not successfully
completing half the units attempted in that period.

e Require that students be notified of their probation status within 30 days of the end
of the term for which the student did not meet academic or progress standards.

e Require that districts establish and publish written policies and procedures for
appeals. Specify that valid appeals include extenuating circumstances of various
types, such as changes in economic situations or evidence that the student was
unable to obtain essential student support services from the campus.

e Tie the appeal process to that of the Enroliment Priorities regulations so that a
successful appeal of the loss of enroliment priority shall result in the restoration of
fee waiver eligibility.

e Require that districts begin notification to students following the spring 2015 term
and that all requirements are fully operational by fall 2016. The first loss of fee
waiver eligibility shall not occur prior to fall 2016.

Full Time Student Success Grant. In addition to the BOG Fee Waiver, the 2015 Budget
Act created a new grant program, the Full Time Student Success Grant, which provides
additional assistance to community college students who enroll in courses full-time. The
budget provided $39 million Proposition 98 General Fund to leverage the existing Cal
Grant B program (discussed below) with supplemental grant funding and an additional $3
million was provided to assist community colleges in implementing the new grant program.
Students who receive Cal Grant B Access awards will receive an additional supplemental
award to help pay for non-tuition costs.

For the fall of 2015, about 50,000 awards were awarded to students, totaling $15 million in
additional grants. This means that about 50,000 received an additional $300 per Semester
or $200 per Quarter to help pay for their total cost of attendance.

| 6980 CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION — CAL GRANT PROGRAMS

The Cal Grant program is the primary financial aid program run directly by the state.
Modified in 2000 to become an entitlement award, Cal Grants are guaranteed to students
who graduated from high school in 2000-01 or beyond, and meet financial, academic, and
general program eligibility requirements. Administered by the California Student Aid
Commission (CSAC), Cal Grant programs include:

e Cal Grant A high school entitlement award provides tuition fee funding for the
equivalent of four full-time years at qualifying postsecondary institutions to eligible
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lower and middle income high school graduates who have at least a 3.0 grade point
average (GPA) on a four-point scale and apply within one year of graduation. If a
student receives Cal Grant A but decides to attend a California Community College
first, the award will be held in reserve for up to two years until the student transfers
to a four-year college (as a Cal Grant recipient, the students community college
fees will be waived through the BOG Fee waiver).

Cal Grant B high school entittement award provides funds to eligible low-income
high school graduates who have at least a 2.0 GPA on a four-point scale and apply
within one year of graduation. The award provides up to $1,656 for book and living
expenses for the first year and each year following, for up to four years (or
equivalent of four full-time years). After the first year, the award also provides tuition
fee funding at qualifying postsecondary institutions. Any student receiving a Cal
Grant B at the community colleges is automatically eligible for a Board of
Governor’s fee waiver. Thus, Cal Grant B awards for CCC students include only the
$1,656 for costs other than tuition and fees.

Cal Grant Competitive Award Program provides 25,750 Cal Grant A and B awards
available to applicants who meet financial, academic, and general program eligibility
requirements. The Cal Grant Competitive awards are for students who are not
graduating high school seniors or recent graduates. Half of these awards are
reserved for students enrolled at a community college and who met the September
2 application deadline.

Cal Grant C Program provides funding for financially-eligible lower-income students
preparing for occupational or technical training. The authorized number of new
awards is 7,761. For new and renewal recipients, the current tuition and fee award
is up to $2,462 and the allowance for training-related costs is $547. Any student
receiving a Cal Grant C at the community colleges is automatically eligible for a
Board of Governor's fee waiver. Thus, Cal Grant C awards for CCC students
include only the $547 for costs other than tuition and fees.

Community College Transfer Award provides a Cal Grant A or B to eligible high
school graduates who have a community college GPA of at least 2.4 on a four-point
scale and transfer to a qualifying baccalaureate degree granting college or
university.
CCC Cal Grant Recipients
(Dollar Amounts in Thousands)

Paid Recipients Total Amount Average Award

2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2014-15 | 2015-16
High School
Entitlement (Cal 63,440 | 72,764 $85,201 | $98,434 | $1,343 $1,353
Grant B)
Competitive Cal
Grant (Cal Grant B) 31,535 | 35,113 $39,137 | $44,418 | $1,241 $1,265
Cal Grant C 6,833 7,044 $2,548 $2,644 $373 $375
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Cost of Attendance. The Cal Grant program's focus on tuition largely ignores the
considerable living expenses that students face. The Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO)
notes that the cost of attendance in California for students not living with family is higher
than most other states. This is because California tends to have higher costs for housing,
which is a large factor in attendance costs. Below is a description of the total cost of
attendance for a California resident living away from home.

2014-15 San Diego Mesa American River Butte City
Student Budget City College College College

Tuition and Fees $1,142 $1,104 $1,364
Housing and Food $11,493 $11,494 $10,962
Books and Supplies $1,746 $1,746 $1,660
Transportation/ Other

Expenses $4,149 $4,078 $3,614
Total Costs $18,530 $18,422 $17,600
Tuition and Fees as a 6.16% 5.99% 7 75%

Percentage of Total Cost

* Data from U.S. Department of Education Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics

The average cost of attendance for community college students living away from home in
California is $18,444. As shown above, tuition is less than 10 percent of the total cost of
attendance at various community colleges throughout the state. Despite this, Cal Grants
remain largely focused on covering tuition for students. Additionally, the BOG Fee waiver
only covers tuition. Only the stipend associated with the Cal Grant B program and Cal
Grant C program provides some aid for living expenses, and at $1,656 and $547 annually,
the stipend does meet total expenses. Additionally, the Full-Time Student Success Grant,
helps students pay for non-tuition expenses; however, as noted above, funding for this
program is limited, and for the fall of 2015, students received about $300 per Semester or
$200 per Quarter to help pay for their total cost of attendance.

To cover living expenses, students may take out loans to help cover living expenses.
According to IPEDS data, in 2014, about 40,000 CCC students borrowed federal loans,
with the average loan amount of about $5,500.

Many students must also work part-time or even full-time jobs. This can have a detrimental
effect on student outcomes. Research by the American Council on Education indicates
that students working more than 15 hours per week are more likely to drop out of college
than those working fewer than 15 hours.

OTHER STATES AND NATIONAL MOVEMENT

America’s College Promise. In January 2015, President Obama released the America’s
College Promise proposal to make two years of community college tuition free for students
who attend at least half time, maintain a 2.5 GPA, and enroll in programs preparing them
for transfer or occupational training programs with high graduation rates and industry
demand. Colleges must also adopt evidence-based institutional reforms to improve student
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outcomes, such as helping students pay for books and transit costs, and provide academic
advising and supportive scheduling programs.

Federal funding will cover three-quarters of the average cost of community college. States
that choose to participate will be expected to contribute the remaining funds necessary to
eliminate community college tuition for eligible students. States that already invest more
and charge students less can make smaller contributions. States must also commit to
continue existing investments in higher education; coordinate with high schools,
community colleges, and four-year institutions to reduce the need for remediation and
repeated courses; and allocate a significant portion of funding based on performance, and
not enrollment alone.

Legislation modeled after the President’s proposal, H.R. 2962 and S. 1716, are pending in
Congress and Senate.

The Tennessee and Oregon Promise Programs.  The President’s proposal was inspired
by the Tennessee Promise Program, which have led to other states like Oregon, to follow
suit. The Tennessee Promise is the only program that has taken effect, with the first cohort
of students having started in the fall of 2015. The LAO chart on below describes the
components the two state programs:

State-Level Tuition-Free Community College Programsa

Start DateP

Minimum GPA Requirement
Deadline to Enroll

Required Units

Eligible Institutions / Programs

Other Requirements

Tuition Coverage

Other Financial Aid

Length of Program
Annual Cost

Fund Sources

Fall 2015.

2.0 (college).

Fall after high school graduation.
At least 12 units per semester.

Community colleges, colleges of applied
technology, and associate’s degree programs
at certain public and private universities.

Two meetings with mentor. Eight hours of
community service per semester. Student

must not already have an associate’s degree.

Generally full tuition, after taking into account
all other tuition aid.

None.

Up to five semesters.
$10.6 million estimated for 2016-17.

State lottery endowment.

Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee

Fall 20186.

2.5 (high school and college).

Within six months of high school graduation.

At least half time (six to eight units per quarter).

Community college transfer, associate’s degree,
and career technical education programs.

Student must not have already completed 90 or
more quarter units in an eligible program.

Up to the average in-state tuition after taking into
account all other tuition aid. Pro-rated for part-
time students. Requires a $50 copay per term.

Recipients already receiving tuition coverage may
receive up to a $1,000 stipend for living expenses.

Up to 90 quarter units.
Maximum limit of $10 million.

General Fund.

& For both programs, recipients must be state residents who (1) graduate from an in-state high school, (2) apply to the program, and (3) apply for financial aid. Recipients generally
must maintain continous enroliment to have eligiblity renewed.
b Date of first entering cohort of students.

¢ Awards used to pay for associate's degree programs at four-year insfitutions are based on average fuition and fees at community colleges.
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Initial data regarding the Tennessee Promise estimates that 80 percent of high school
graduates submitted applications, and about 28 percent of applicants enrolled. The
Tennessee Higher Education Commission reported that the average Tennessee promise
award was $1,020, with a $10.6 million net program cost for 2015-16. Additionally, fall
enrollment at community and technical colleges increased by 23 percent, while enroliment
at four-year public institutions declined by 7 percent. The net change was a ten percent
increase statewide. State officials are conducting further research to understand the
impact on enrollment on four-year institutions.

As noted above, the first cohort of students for the Oregon Promise program will enroll in
the fall of 2016, therefore data for the program is not yet available, however approximately
4,000-6,000 students are expected to be served in the first year of the program.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

* Does the state need a college promise program? If so, what eligibility criteria should
be included, and how would it differ from the eligibility criteria in the BOG Fee
Waiver and Cal Grant programs? What are the expected costs, and would it require
the state to redirect resources from other community college programs?

* Would tuition free college promote access in California? If so, how much and
among which type of students?

» Is tuition the most significant financial barrier to access for students? How do other
attendance costs, such as housing, impact access?

* What impact will tuition free college have on completion and time to degree?
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
6870 (ALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Issue 1: Overview of Proposition 98 and 2016-17 Bgdt Proposals (Information Only)

Panel I:
. State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom dksbn
Panel 1I:
. Lisa Mierczynski, Department of Finance
. Kenneth Kapphahn, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education
. Dan Troy, Chancellor’s Office of California CommutynColleges

Background:

California provides academic instruction and suppsmrvices to over six million public school
students in kindergarten through twelfth grade @-and 2.3 million students in community colleges.
There are 58 county offices of education, approxeyal,000 local K-12 school districts, more than
10,000 K-12 schools, and more thanl1,200 charteoashthroughout the state, as well as 72
community college districts, 113 community collegampuses, and 70 educational centers.
Proposition 98, which was passed by voters as aandment to the state Constitution in 1988, and
revised in 1990 by Proposition 111, was designegutirantee a minimum level of funding for public
schools and community colleges.

The proposed 2016-17 budget includes funding atPdmposition 98 minimum guarantee level of

$71.6 billion. The budget proposal also revises 20&5-16 Proposition 98 minimum guarantee to
$69.2 billion, an increase of $766 million from t2©15 Budget Act, and revises the 2014-15
Proposition 98 minimum guarantee to $66.7 billian,increase of $387 million from the 2015 Budget

Act. The Governor also proposes to pay $257 mililoProposition 98 settle-up towards meeting the
2009-10 Proposition 98 minimum guarantee. Togettier,increased guarantee levels and settle-up
payments reflect a total of $4.3 billion in incredsfunding for education over the three years, as
compared to the 2015 Budget Act.

The Governor proposes to use one-time Proposi@ofuds to provide discretionary funding that will
also help to reduce the mandate backlog, as weloa®ind one-time programs, like the career
technical education incentive grant program thas weluded in the 2015 Budget Act. Most of the
ongoing Proposition 98 increase is proposed to $ed uowards implementing the Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF). The Governor’'s proposab aixludes several other initiatives in the areas
of career technical education for community colkegearly education, and special education, among
others. These proposals are more fully describit Ia this section and in separate sections af thi
report.

Proposition 98 Funding. State funding for K-14 education—primarily K-12 #&ceducational
agencies and community colleges—is governed larigglf?roposition 98. The measure, as modified
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by Proposition 111, establishes minimum fundingumnegments (referred to as the “minimum
guarantee”) for K-14 education. General Fund resssjrconsisting largely of personal income taxes,
sales and use taxes, and corporation taxes, arbimednwith the schools’ share of local property tax
revenues to fund the Proposition 98 minimum gua@nihese funds typically represent about 80
percent of statewide funds that K-12 schools rexelNon-Proposition 98 education funds largely
consist of revenues from local parcel taxes, dibel taxes and fees, federal funds and proceeds fr
the state lottery.

The table below summarizes overall Proposition@®ling for K-12 schools and community colleges
since 2007-08, or just prior to the beginning @& #teep recent recession. 2012-13 marked a turning
point for education funding, and resources havavgreach year since then. The economic recession
impacted both General Fund resources and propedgst The amount of property taxes has also been
impacted by a large policy change in the past feary—the elimination of redevelopment agencies
(RDAs) and the shift of property taxes formerly wapd by the RDAs back to school districts. The
guarantee was adjusted to account for these additpyoperty taxes, so although LEAs received
significantly increased property taxes starting@12-13, they received a roughly corresponding
reduction in General Fund.
Proposition 98 Funding
Sources and Distributions
(Dollars in Millions)

Pre-Recessidn  Low Poinf Revised Revised Proposeq
2007-08 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-1%5 2015-16 2016-17

Sources
General Fung 42,015 33,136 41,682 42,996 49,554 49,992 9730,
Property taxes 14,563 14,132 16,224 15,905 17,136 19,183 0,612

Total 56,577 47,268 57,907 58,901 66,690 69,174 71,586
Distribution
K-12 50,344 41,901 51,719 52,392 59,329 61,096 63,243
CCC 6,112 5,285 6,110 6,431 7,281 7,997 8,259
Other 121 83 78 78 80 82 83

Source: Legislative Analysts’ Office and DepartmehEinance

Calculating the Minimum Guarantee. The Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is determibgd
comparing the results of three “tests”, or formutast are based on specific economic and fisdal. da
The factors considered in these tests include d¢romvipersonal income of state residents, growth in
General Fund revenues, changes in student avemlyeattendance, and a calculated share of the
General Fund. When Proposition 98 was first enaltethe voters in 1988, there were two “tests”, or
formulas, to determine the required funding levigdst 1 calculates a percentage of General Fund
revenues based on the pre-Proposition 98 levelenfe@l Fund that was provided to education, plus
local property taxes. Test 2 calculates the priearyfunding level adjusted for growth in student
average daily attendance and per capita persoocami@. K-14 education was guaranteed funding at
the higher of these two tests. In 1990, Propositibh added a third test, Test 3 which takes thar pri
year funding level and adjusts it for growth indgat average daily attendance and per capita Genera
Fund revenues. The Proposition 98 formula was #etju compare Test 2 and Test 3, the lower of
which is applicable. This applicable test is themmpared to Test 1 and the higher of the tests
determines the Proposition 98 guarantee level.
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Proposition 98 Tests
Calculating the Level of Education Funding

Test Calculated Level Operative Year Times Used
Test 1 | Based on a calculated percent of | If it would provide more funding 4
General Fund revenues (currently | than Test 2 or 3 (whichever is
around 38.1%). applicable).
Test 2 | Based on prior year funding, If growth in personal income is 14

adjusted for changes in per capita | growth in General Fund revenues
personal income and attendance. | plus 0.5%.

Test 3 | Based on prior year funding, If statewide personal income 9
adjusted for changes in General Furgtowth > growth in General Fund
revenues plus 0.5% and attendancerevenues plus 0.5%.

Generally, Test 2 is operative during years when®eneral Fund is growing quickly and Test 3 is
operative when General Fund revenues fall or grtowlg. The Test 1 percentage is historically-

based, but is adjusted, or “rebenched”, to accéamiarge policy changes that impact local property
taxes for education or changes to the mix of pmoagréunded within Proposition 98. In the past few

years, rebenching was done to account for progartghanges, such as the dissolution of the RDAs,
and program changes, such as removing childcare fhe Proposition 98 minimum guarantee and
adding mental health services. In the budget yharTest 1 calculation is adjusted to reflect the ef

the “triple flip” and the retirement of the EconamRecovery Bonds and for RDA changes.

Proposition 98 tests are based on estimated fadtoteg budget planning; however, the factors are
updated over time and can change past guaranteanésnand even which test is applicable in a
previous year. Statute specifies that at a cegaint the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee for a
given year shall be certified and no further changjeall be made.

The Governor’s proposal assumes that in 2016-%¥ Ptloposition 98 guarantee is calculated under
Test 3, the current year is a Test 2 year, and pear is a Test 1. A Test 3 is reflective of sgger
capita personal income growth in comparison tatikedly lower General Fund growth. Generally, the
Proposition 98 minimum guarantee calculation wasiged in order to provide growth in education
funding equivalent to growth in the overall econgmag reflected by changes in personal income
(incorporated in Test 2). In a Test 3 year, thepBsttion 98 minimum guarantee does not grow as fast
as in a Test 2 year, in recognition that the stéaB2neral Fund is not reflecting the same stroog/tr

as personal income and the state may not haveewmnces to fund at a Test 2 level, however a
maintenance factor is created as discussed in oeiesl later. As noted in the table above, in most
years the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee has teetemmined by the application of Test 2.

Suspension of Minimum Guarantee Proposition 98 includes a provision that allows tlegislature
and Governor to suspend the minimum funding requargs and instead provide an alternative level
of funding. Such a suspension requires a two-thiate of the Legislature and the concurrence of the
Governor. To date, the Legislature and Governorehauspended the Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee twice—in 2004-05 and 2010-11. While tispension of Proposition 98 can create General
Fund savings during the year in which it is invokédalso creates obligations in the out-years, as
explained below.

Maintenance Factor. When the state suspends the Proposition 98 miniguanantee or Test 3 is
operative (that is, when the Proposition 98 guaargrows more slowly due to declining or low
General Fund growth), the state creates an outgfdayation referred to as the “maintenance fattor.
When growth in per capita General Fund revenuégiser than growth in per capita personal income
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(as determined by a specific formula also set fartthe state Constitution), the state is requieed
make maintenance factor payments, which accelgrateth in K-14 funding, until the determined
maintenance factor obligation is fully restor@utstanding maintenance factor balances are adjuste
each year by growth in student average daily attecel and per capita personal income.

The maintenance factor payment is added on to themmam guarantee calculation using either Test 1
or Test 2.

* In a Test 2 year, the rule of thumb is that roughby percent of additional revenues would be
devoted to Proposition 98 to pay off the mainteedactor.

 In a Test 1 year, the amount of additional revergaag to Proposition 98 could approach 100
percent or more. This can occur because the refjpmgment would be a combination of the 55
percent (or more) of new revenues plus the estadipercentage of the General Fund—roughly
38.4 percent—that is used to determine the minirguarantee.

Prior to 2012-13, the payment of maintenance fags made only on top of Test 2, however in 2012-
13, the Proposition 98 guarantee was in an unusualtion as the state recovered from the recession
it was a Test 1 year and per capita General Fuvehtes were growing significantly faster than per
capita personal income. Based on a strict readfnifped Constitution, the payment of maintenance
factor is not linked to a specific test, but instaa required whenever growth in per capita General
Fund revenues is higher than growth in per cap&isgnal income. As a result the state funded a
maintenance factor payment on top of Test 1 arglithérpretation continues today and results in the
potential for up to 100 percent or more of new rexes going to Proposition 98 in a Test 1 year with
high per capita General Fund growth, as is the ta2814-15, when the maintenance factor payment
is approximately $5.4 billion.

The Governor’s proposal includes maintenance faeagments of $810 million in the 2015-16 year,
completely paying off the outstanding maintenanaetdr balance. However, in 2016-17, the
Governor's proposal projects a Test 3 year andcthation of $548 million in maintenance factor
owed in future years.

Settle-Up. Every year, the Legislature and Governor estimageRroposition 98 minimum guarantee
before the final economic, fiscal, and attendamatofs for the budget year are known. If the esema
included in the budget for a given year is ultilpatewer than the final calculation of the minimum
guarantee, Proposition 98 requires the state tcemaalsettle-up” payment, or series of payments, in
order to meet the final guarantee for that yeae Glovernor’'s budget assumes General Fund settle-up
payments of $362 million in 2014-15 and $814 millioa 2015-16 (due to increases in the guarantees
for those years.) The Governor’s budget propossd aicludes a settle-up payment of $257 million
counting towards the 2009-10 minimum guaranteeerAfhis payment, the state would owe $975
million in settle-up for years prior to 2014-15.

Spike Protection. Proposition 98 also has a built-in formula to pr@véarge increases in the
guarantee, referred to as “spike protection”. Tuasstitutional formula specifies that in years wiaen
Test 1 is operative and is greater than the Tesh@unt by 1.5 percent of General Fund revenues, the
when calculating the guarantee level in the subsatoyear, the excess amount over the 1.5 percent of
General Fund revenues is not included in the cafimn. This part of the formula has only been iaypl
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twice, spikes in revenues in the 2012-13 and 2@ 4€hrs, resulted in spike protection reducing the
impact of these revenue gains on the 2013-14 ahf-26 minimum guarantees, respectively.

Proposition 98 Rainy Day Fund and District ReserveCaps. Proposition 2 passed in the November
4, 2014 general election and requires certain gajptient and reserve deposits in some years. As part
of these reserve requirements, a deposit in a Bitogpo 98 Rainy Day Fund is required under certain
circumstances. These conditions are that maintenfaator (accumulated prior to 2014-15) is paid
off, that Test 1 is in effect, that the Proposit@hguarantee is not suspended, and that no maimten
factor is created. Related statute requires thétenyear following a deposit into this fund, a @ap
local school district reserves would be implemeniath the Governor and the Legislative Analyst’s
Office (LAO) continue to project that a Test 1 wilht be in effect in their forecast period over i@t
few years. The conditions needed to trigger Tesiclude significant year-over-year revenue gains
that are unlikely given the modest growth projetsi@nd potential for a slowing economy in the near
future.

Outstanding Obligations. The state currently has paid most of the outstandiiigations to school
districts and community colleges that built up otrex last recession. However, as of the 2015 Budget
Act, the state still has nearly $2.6 billion in @b mandate claims. The Governor’s proposal for6201
17 would retire approximately $786 million of thesandate obligations.

Governor’'s Proposal:

K-14 Proposition 98 Education Overall.The budget estimates that the total Propositiogi@8antee
(K-14) for 2014-15 increased by $387 million, comgzhto the level estimated in the 2015 Budget
Act. Similarly, for 2015-16, the Governor estimagsincrease in the total guarantee of $766 million
Both of these adjustments lead to Proposition @8tlésup” obligations, which result in additional
one-time resources. The Governor proposes to ese thdditional one-time resources primarily to
provide discretionary funding to LEAs, a portion which would reduce the backlog of mandate
claims. The budget estimates a total Propositiofufifling level of $71.6 billion (K-14). This is 8%
billion increase over the 2015-16 Proposition 9&lerovided in the 2015 Budget Act.

K-12 Education Proposition 98 Major Spending Propoals. The budget includes a proposed
Proposition 98 funding level of approximately $68iRion for K-12 programs. This includes a year-
to-year increase of more than $2.1 billionProposition 98 funding for K-12 education, asnpared

to the revised Proposition 98 K-12 funding level 2015-16. Under the Governor’s proposal, ongoing
K-12 Proposition 98 per pupil expenditures increfisen $10,223 provided in 2015-16 to $10,581
2016-17. This 2016-17 proposed funding level inp@eation 98 funds for K-12 reflects a per-pupil
increase of 3.5 percent, as compared to the reyseg@upil funding level provided for 2015-16. The
Governor’'s major K-12 spending proposals are idieatibelow.

* K-12 Local Control Funding Formula. The 2013 Budget Act changed how the state provides
funding to school districts and county offices diieation by creating the Local Control Funding
Formula (LCFF). The budget proposes an increasppfoximately $2.8 billion to implement the
LCFF. This investment would eliminate about 50 petcof the remaining funding gap between
the formula’s current year funding level and futiglementation for school districts and charter
schools. Overall, this investment results in thenfiala being 95 percent fully funded in 2016-17.
County offices of education reached full impleméota with the LCFF allocation in the 2014
Budget Act. The accountability system for LCFFIsoanot yet fully implemented. Implementation
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of LCFF is more fully discussed iK-12 Education Reform: Finance, Accountability, and
Sandards in this report.

Mandate Backlog Reduction.The budget proposes more than $1.2 billion inrdisanary one-
time Proposition 98 funding be provided to schastritts, charter schools, and county offices of
education to offset outstanding mandate debt. ThmniAistration indicates that, while the use of
this funding is discretionary, it allows school tdits, charter schools, and county offices of
education to continue to invest in implementindestedopted academic content standards, upgrade
technology, provide professional development, suppeginning teacher induction and address
deferred maintenance projects.

Enrollment and Cost-of-Living Adjustments. The proposed budget reflects an estimated
decrease in student enrollment in the K-12 systepecifically, it reflects a decrease of $150.1
million in 2015-16, as a result of a decrease m thojected average daily attendance (ADA), as
compared to the 2015 Budget Act. For 2016-17, tidgbt reflects a decrease of $34.1 million to
reflect a projected decline in ADA for the budgety. The budget also proposes an increase of $61
million in Proposition 98 funds to reflect an inase in charter school ADA. The proposed budget
also provides $22.9 million to support a 0.47 petceost-of-living adjustment for categorical
programs that are not included in the new LCFF.s€hgrograms include special education and
child nutrition, among others. The proposed fundiexgl for the LCFF includes cost-of-living
adjustments for school districts and county offioEeducation.

K-12 School Facilities.The budget does not include a specific K-12 sclaalities proposal, but
notes continued concerns with the existing programsluding but not limited to, program
complexity, costly administrative burdens, inequdi in funding allocation, and lack of alignment
with actual local facility needs. The Administratiacknowledges that a new program is needed,
but states that the $9 billion school bond on trevénber 2016 ballot fails to make needed
changes, while adding significant debt service 0Bhe Administration proposes to continue the
dialogue with the Legislature and stakeholders abloel best way to fund school facilities going
forward, specifically focused on funding for theyiest-need schools and districts, and increased
local flexibility.

Other K-12 Education Budget Proposals
Additional proposals contained within the budgéditesd to K-12 education include the following

Charter School Startup Grants. The budget proposes to allocate $20 million in time
Proposition 98 funds to provide start-up grantsrew charter schools. In previous years, new
charter schools were eligible for start-up fundihgugh the federal Public Charter Schools Grant
program. California was not selected to participatine latest cohort of this grant program.

K-12 High Speed Network The budget proposes $8 million Proposition 98d&i($4.5 million
ongoing and $3.5 million one-time) to support theemtions of the K-12 High Speed Network.
The 2015 Budget Act required the program to usstiexj reserves to fund operations in 2015-16.

Proposition 47.The budget proposes $7.3 million in Propositionf@&ing to support improved
outcomes for students who are truant, at risk opging out of school, or are victims of crimes.
Proposition 47 reduced penalties for some crimes raquired that 25 percent of the resulting
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savings be invested in K-12 truancy, dropout préeen victim services, and drug and mental
health treatments.

Systems of Learning and Behavioral SupportsThe budget proposes to allocate $30 million in
one-time Proposition 98 funds to support an effoeginning in 2015-16 with $10 million in one-
time Proposition 98 funds) to help LEAs establisd anplement schoolwide systems of academic
and behavioral support for students.

Proposition 39 Energy Efficiency InvestmentsThe budget proposes to allocate $419 million in
Proposition 39 energy funds available in 2016-1ibHsws:

o $365.4 million to K-12 school districts, for energfficiency project grants.
o $45.2 million to community college districts, fanexrgy efficiency project grants.

o $5.4 million to the California Conservation Corps, provide technical assistance to school
districts.

o $3 million to the Workforce Investment Board, fantinued implementation of job-training
programs.

Special Education.The budget proposes a decrease of $15.5 millidAraposition 98 funds to
reflect a decrease in special education ADA.

Child Care and Development The budget provides $3.6 billion total funds (89dillion federal
funds; $1.7 billion Proposition 98 General Fundd &998 million non-Proposition 98 General
Fund) for child care and early education programs.

California Community Colleges Proposition 98 MajorSpending Proposals.

Creates New Workforce Program, Makes Another Permaaent. The budget includes $200
million in new ongoing funding to implement reconmdations of the Board of Governors Task
Force on Workforce, Job Creation, and a Strong &egyn The new “Strong Workforce Program”
would require community colleges to collaboratehwatiucation, business, labor, and civic groups
to develop regional plans for career technical adon (CTE). The regions would be based on
existing planning boundaries for the federal Wor&é&lnnovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA).

Extends Career Technical Education Pathways Initidte. The budget also includes $48 million
in ongoing funding to support the CTE Pathways Rrog Over the last 11 years, this program has
supported regional collaboration among schools, noanity colleges, and local businesses to
improve career pathways and linkages. The statestiaeduled to sunset the program at the end of
2014-15 but extended it through 2015-16 using ame—funding. The Governor proposes to
make the program permanent and align future CTHvwRat funding with the regional plans
developed under the Strong Workforce Program. TabwPay program would continue to have
separate categorical requirements.

Basic Skills Initiative. The budget proposes $30 million ongoing Propasi®8 General Fund
increase for the Basic Skills Initiative, bringitgtal spending on this program to $50 million, to
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implement practices that increase student mobifityn remedial math and English courses to
college-level courses. Trailer bill language repetile previous categorical program and ties
increased funding to the use of evidence-basedipeacand improved outcomes in transitioning
students from basic skills courses to college-lewamk.

Other Community College Budget Proposals

* Apportionments. The budget provides $115 million Proposition 98 &ahFund for two percent
enrollment growth and $29 million for a 0.47 perceost-of-living adjustment (COLA).

» Institutional Effectiveness Initiative. The budget proposes $10 million ongoing Proposifién
General Fund for the Institutional Effectivenessidtive, bringing total funding to $27.5 million.
This includes $8 million for workshops and trainisugd $2 million for technical assistance to local
community colleges and districts.

» Zero-Textbook-Cost DegreesThe budget provides $5 million ongoing Proposit@th General
Fund for campuses to develop “zero-textbook-cosfjrde and certificate programs using open
educational resources. Colleges would be eligitmaip to $500,000 per degree program.

e Telecommunications and Technology Infrastructure Pogram. The budget proposé&3 million
ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund to improveesystide data security.

e Cost-of-Living Adjustments for Categorical Program. The budget provides $1.3 million
Proposition 98 General Fund for a 0.47 percent CO@wAExtended Opportunity Programs and
Services, Disabled Student Programs and Serviced, the CalWORKs Program. The
Administration also provides $1.8 million Propasitio8 to raise the apprenticeship funding rate to
the highest noncredit rate.

» Deferred Maintenance.The budget proposes $289 million one-time Proosi®8 increase for
deferred maintenance, instructional equipment, apecified water conservation projects.
Community colleges will not need to provide matchinnds for deferred maintenance in 2016-17.
This is one-time funding, although $255 milliorfigm ongoing sources.

 Mandate Debts. The budget provides $76.3 million one-time Proposi 98 General Fund
increase to pay-down outstanding mandate claimssdpayments will further reduce outstanding
mandate claims and open up one-time resourcegitesglvarious one-time needs, such as campus
security, technology and professional development.

* Innovation Awards. The budget proposes $25 million Proposition 98e&in-und for innovation
awards focusing on technology, transfer pathwayssarccessful transition from higher education
to the workforce. This award would only be avaiéatd community colleges seeking to implement
programs that allow students to simultaneously &é&gh school diplomas and industry credentials
or transfer degrees, develop online basic skillzeyp-textbook-cost degree programs. Similar to
previous innovation awards, colleges would submifppsals f, and a committee chaired by the
Department of Finance would select awardees. Baahdee would receive at least $4 million.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations
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The LAO recently released “The 2016-17 Budget: Bsippn 98 Education Analysis” which includes
detailed information on the calculation of the Rysiion 98 Guarantee and programs provided with
Proposition 98 funding. The LAO’s analyses of sipedProposition 98 funded programs will be
discussed in detail when the subcommittee heansethed program area.

In general, the LAO and the Administration are gneement about the calculation of the Proposition
98 guarantee and the related state revenue estimd&eth the Administration and the LAO will
continue to monitor economic trends and updateneséis at the May Revision. The LAO notes that
over the three-year period, changes in revenuds aopact different years very differently:

 The 2014-15 guarantee calculation is highly seresito changes in revenue, such that an
increase or decrease in the state’s General Fwediue would result in approximately a dollar
for dollar change in the guarantee. However spilk¢ection would prevent any increase in the
guarantee from impacting the 2015-16 guarantee.

 The 2015-16 guarantee calculation is relativelemsitive to changes in state revenues. The
LAO estimates that the state’s General Fund revemu2015-16 could increase by as much as
$7 billion or decrease by up to $1.3 billion with impact to the guarantee.

 The 2016-17 guarantee calculation is moderatelgises to revenue changes. Similar to
historical “normal” guarantee calculation years; &ach additional dollar of General Fund
revenue the guarantee would increase by approxiyr@ecents.

The LAO does differ with the Administration in tlvalculation of local property tax revenues. The
LAO estimates that the Administration is underrasating local property taxes by $1.1 billion ($520
million in 2015-16 and $620 million in 2016-17),iparily due to differences in the way the
Administration estimates redevelopment-related arggoevenue and assessed property values. The
LAOs property tax estimates would result in no geto the overall Proposition 98 guarantee level,
but would offset the amount General Fund underftimula, freeing up a like amount of General
Fund for other non-Proposition 98 uses.

Subcommittee Questions

1. Are the Department of Finance and the LAO workimgether to identify and resolve
differences in the calculation of local propertyas?

2. What rate of growth are LAO and the Departmentioffce estimating for the Proposition 98
guarantee in the out years (2017-18 and later)W étwes this impact the ability of the state to
meet Proposition 98 funding obligations?

Staff Recommendation

No action, this issue is information only and theg®sition 98 guarantee calculation will be updated
at the May Revision.
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 2: Local Control Funding Formula

Panel:
. Aaron Heredia, Department of Finance
. Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education

Background:

K-12 School Finance Reform.As of the 2015 Budget Act, the state appropriatesemthan
$60 billion in Proposition 98 funding (General Fuartt local property taxes) annually for K-12 public
schools. In 2013-14, the state significantly refedrthe system for allocating funding to school
districts, charter schools, and county offices ddication. The LCFF replaced the state’s prior syste
of distributing funds to local education agencieEBAs) through revenue limit apportionments (based
on per student average daily attendance) and appatedy 50 state categorical education programs.

Under the old system, revenue limits provided LBEigh discretionary (unrestricted) funding for
general education purposes, and categorical progestricted) funding was provided for specialized
purposes, with each program having a unique allmtatmethodology, spending restrictions, and
reporting requirements. Revenue limits made up abeo-thirds of state funding for schools, while
categorical program funding made up the remainimgrthird portion. For some time, that system was
criticized as being too state-driven, bureaucratiomplex, inequitable, and based on outdated
allocation methods that did not reflect currentistut needs.

Local Control Funding Formula. The LCFF combines the prior funding from revenurits and
more than 30 categorical programs that were elitathaand uses new methods to allocate these
resources and future allocations to school districharter schools, and county offices of education
allowing LEAs much greater flexibility in how thespend the funds than under the prior system. There
is a single funding formula for school districtdacharter schools, and a separate funding fornarla f
county offices of education that has some simi&gitto the district formula, but also some key
differences.

School Districts and Charter Schools Formula.This formula is designed to provide districts and
charter schools with the bulk of their resourcesnnestricted funding to support the basic edunatio
program for all students. It also includes addaiofunding, based on the enroliment of low-income
students, English learners, and foster youth, gexVifor increasing or improving services to these
high-needs students. Low-income students, Engbamers, and foster youth students are referred to
as “unduplicated” students in reference to the LOEEause for the purpose of providing supplemental
and concentration grant funding, these students@uated once, regardless of if they fit into more
than one of the three identified high-need categorMajor components of the formula are briefly
described below.

» Base Grantsare calculated on a per-student basis (measurstubgnt average daily attendance)
according to grade span (K-3, 4-6, 7-8, and 9-1i#) adjustments that increase the base rates for
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grades K-3 (10.4 percent of base rate) and grades (2.6 percent of base rate). The adjustment
for grades K-3 is associated with a requirementethuce class sizes in those grades to no more
than 24 students by 2020-21, unless other agresnaeatcollectively bargained at the local level.
The adjustment for grades 9-12 recognizes the iaddit cost of providing career technical
education in high schools.

» Supplemental Grantsprovide an additional 20 percent in base grantifumébr the percentage of
enrollment that is made up of unduplicated students

* Concentration Grants provide an additional 50 percent above base grandifig for the
percentage of unduplicated students that exceqf®nt of total enrollment.

e Categorical Program add-ons for Targeted Instructional ImprovementcBIGrant and Home-to-
School Transportation provide districts the samewarh of funding they received for these two
programs in 2012-13. The transportation funds nbestised for transportation purposes. Charter
schools are not eligible for these add-ons.

 LCFF Economic Recovery Targetadd-on is provided to districts and charter schablheir
undeficited per-ADA funding under the old fundingdel (adjusted to projected 2020-21 levels) is
at or below the 90 percentile and the district or charter school widuhve been better off under
the old funding model rather than the LCFF moddkTEpayments are frozen based upon the
calculations made by the California Department d@i¢ation in 2013-.

« Hold Harmless Provisionensures that no school district or charter schablreceive less state
aid funding under the LCFF than its 2012-13 fundengel under the old system.

County Offices of Education Formula. The County Offices of Education (COE) formula isry
similar to the school district formula, in terms pfoviding base grants, plus supplemental and
concentration grants for the students that COEsesdirectly, generally in an alternative school
setting. However, COEs also receive an operatigrat that is calculated based on the number of
districts within the COE and the number of studerdsnty-wide. This operational grant reflects the
additional responsibilities COEs have for suppaord aversight of the districts and students in their
county.

Excess Taxes and Basic Aid Districtdvost school districts receive a mix of local prdydgaxes and
Proposition 98 General Fund to meet their LCFF fogdevel. Under LCFF and under the prior
revenue limit system, some county offices and sktstricts received local property tax revenue tha
exceeded the revenue limit and now exceeds thelffH.@argets (or LCFF transition funding).
Districts, consistent with pre LCFF policy, retdatal property taxes above their LCFF funding level
and can use them for any educational purpose. Téws®ol districts are referred to as “basic aid”.
County offices, also consistent with pre-LCFF pglido not keep their excess taxes. Prior to LCFF
this funding rolled over to the following year andder LCFF it is swept and used for other purposes
within the county.

During the recent recession, the state reducednuevdéimit funding for all districts and also cut
categorical funding for basic aid districts. Thistegorical funding policy was called a “fair share”
reduction in that non-basic aid districts were igtpd through cuts to their revenue limit fundingdu
to the recession, but basic aid districts wereimgiacted by revenue limit cuts because they already
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received no state funding for revenue limits aretéfore would share the burden of reduced funding
through categorical cuts. While most basic aidridist have long histories of being considered basic
aid, there are some that were cut into basic aistwhen the state made these reductions to revenu
limit and categorical funding.

In calculating the LCFF funding provided to distsi@ach year, pursuant to statute, the Departnfent o
Education calculates the LCFF floor, the total leé tistrict's 2012-13 revenue limit and categorical
funding. The LCFF floor of some districts includiégt reduced categorical funding, in additional to
the reduced revenue limits that all district LCR&0of calculations were based on. For basic aid
districts that were on the border of being basicaaid were “cut” into this status during recesstbrg
lower floor means that these districts receive laswtal LCFF funding during the transition to Iful
implementation than they would have absent theusich of the categorical reductions when
calculating their LCFF floor.

Budget Appropriations. The LCFF establishes new “target” LCFF funding anmts for each LEA,
and these amounts are adjusted annually for CObéspapil counts. When the formula was initially
introduces, funding all school districts and chagehools at their target levels was expected ke ta
eight years and cost an additional $18 billionhvebmpletion by 2020-21. The Department of Finance
(DOF) has not released an updated estimate ofdh®pletion date at this point. County offices of
education reached their target funding levels 64205 and adjust each year for COLAs and ADA
growth.

Over the past three years, the state has madedeoaisie investments towards implementing the
LCFF, as shown in the tables below. The 2015-1@lihgiclosed almost 52 percent of the remaining
gap to full funding of the LCFF target levels farhsol districts and charter schools, The remaining
gap is recalculated annually based on funding pexvibut also on annual adjustments to the LCFF
funding targets. The proposed 2016-17 funding waldde 50 percent of the remaining gap. Overall,
the LCFF is about 90 percent fully funded as of 2045 Budget Act and the proposed additional
investment would bring that up to 95 percent.

Amounts Provided in the Annual Budget to fund incrased costs for LCFF
(Dollars in Billions)

Original Estimated Remainina Need to
Fiscal Year Need to Fully Fund | Gap Appropriation 9
Fully Fund LCFF
LCFF
2013-14 $18.0 $2.1 $15.8
2014-15 N/A $4.7 $11.3
2015-16 N/A $6.0 $5.3 (estimated)

Figures may not sum due to changes between yaagsdwth and cost of living adjustments.

Source: California Department of Education

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review

13



Subcommittee No. 1 March 3, 2016

3
(4]
@
?
;
]
5
?
"]

Pt el =]

K
S
g
S
§
¥
:

Percent of Target Level Funded ———————————

LCFF = Local Coniroi Funding Formuia

L

L

L

L

Tomalrimm: Do odiv e Emu | FICC N
ITACRITIU ruriuniy ior Lierr i
= = i

flm DAt I
1 T } .
L

L

L

&70 I
e P I
i~ Tanget i

| | Growth Funding I

m p... - L

B0 - L
----- - i | I

! agnr L I

! e A | L

9 S0 T — i

50 i funded  j— i
i i — i

I— [E— L

— [E— L

N — I— i
40 —_ — [E— L
— — [E— L

— — [E— L

— — [E— L

o ] I | I
U — — [E— L
— — [E— L

— — [E— L

— — [E— L

I I — o

20 . I [ I
I I [ I

I I [ I

I I [ I

I I [ I

Bl || - B
I I [ I

| | I~ I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office

The significant ongoing allocations of funding filre LCFF was made possible by considerable
growth in the Proposition 98 guarantee over thd @8 years. A strong economic recovery has
accelerated growth in the Proposition 98 guarantesding funding to make up for years of low
growth beginning in 2008-09.

Governor’'s Proposal:

The budget provides an increase of $2.8 billiofPioposition 98 funding for schools for the fourth
year of LCFF implementation. The DOF indicates faisding level represents closing approximately
50 percent of the gap between the school distriz@l5-16 funding levels and the LCFF full
implementation target rates as of the budget ydader the budget, the LCFF would be 95 percent
funded in 2016-17. County offices of education, ehhieached full implementation in 2014-15, would
receive a cost-of-living increase.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations

The LAO supports the Governor’'s budget proposapravide additional ongoing funding towards
implementation of the LCFF. They note that the efskinding to move towards full implementation is
consistent with the priorities of the Legislaturelahe Governor over the past few years, and uthaer
adoption of the LCFF.
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The LAO has identified a concern that the countficef of education LCFF formula results in
significant funding advantages for some countycesi of education that are above their LCFF targets.
Under the LCFF, county offices of education have twld harmless provisions (these also apply to
school districts). County offices of educationlwéceive at least as much funding as they received
from revenue limits and categorical programs in2Q3, and at least as much Proposition 98 General
Fund as they received in 2012-13 for categoricajams, called “minimum state aid.” County offices
of education historically have varied widely in itheamount of Proposition 98 funding and the LAO
notes that county offices of education that recéiiMeminimum state aid amount on top of their LCFF
allocation (due to strong property tax growth orcomunty offices that were already funded at high
levels prior to LCFF) further widens the varianagaoag funding levels between county offices of
education.

The LAO recommends repealing the minimum stateadliocation for county offices of education
while still holding the county offices of educatibarmless to their 2012-13 funding level. The LAO
estimates that eliminating the minimum state aliolcation would reduce the amount of Proposition 98
resources being provided to county offices of etlanan 2016-17 by $75 million (contrasts with the
Administration’s estimate of $35 million) and matkese resources available for other Proposition 98
priorities.

Staff Comments

LEAs have seen large investments in ongoing funéiainghe LCFF as the state’s economy recovers
from the last recession. This trend continues whth 2016-17 Governor’s budget proposal, however
both the LAO and the Department of Finance showptéhee of economic growth slowing in future
years. The Legislature may wish to continue to tmonnvestments in the LCFF to ensure LEAs reach
meet their LCFF targets. Funding for any new onggrograms within the Proposition 98 guarantee
over the next few years should be considered witlencontext of meeting LCFF funding obligations.

Changing to a new funding formula was a complexess, involving considerable workload on the
part of the Administration and the Legislature &velop and enact authorizing statute and of the CDE
fiscal staff, to overhaul their systems for thecoddtion and apportionment of funding. While simpl

in concept, the implementation of LCFF continueseteeal complexities in implementation, as in the
case of some districts and county offices of edaocafunding. The Legislature should continue to
monitor implementation and engage in discussionth whe Administration and stakeholders on
potential improvements.

Subcommittee Questions

1. Does the Department of Finance or the LAO havetated projection on whether the state
will reach full implementation of LCFF by 2020-21fnot, when will that be available?

2. If there are additional Proposition 98 funds avadédaat the May Revision, does the Department
of Finance anticipate proposing to increase theusnof ongoing funds committed to fully
funding the LCFF?

3. Is the Department of Finance considering any changehe funding formula for districts or
county offices of education?
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Staff Recommendation

Hold open pending May Revision funding projections.
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 3: Federal Every Student Succeeds Act Updateformation Only)

Panel:
. Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education

Background

On December 10th, 2015, the federal Elementary &edondary Education Act (ESEA) was
reauthorized with the passage of the Every Stulanteeds Act (ESSA). This replaces a prior version
of the law, passed in 2002, known as No Child Bshind (NCLB). The ESEA was originally passed
in 1965 by the Lyndon B. Johnson administrationthwa primary goal of supporting low-income
students. Under ESEA, states are eligible for otmula and competitive grants, with the largest
being Title | formula grants that states receivetlon basis of the number of low-income students. In
general, the new ESSA law is very similar to NCbBt with some key differences in as noted below.

Title I. Title I provides funding to support the academibiaeement of low income students. Under
ESSA, as under NCLB, states receive funding baseth® number of low-income students, most of
which goes out on a formula basis to local eduoatiagencies (LEAs). Of the total grant, statey ma
use up to 1 percent for state administration. tRer2016-17 year, California anticipates recei8ag3
billion in Title | funds.

Federal accountability is also included in TitleUnder ESSA, of the total Title | grant amoungtes
must set aside 7 percent for school improvemestvehtions and technical assistance. The majority
of these funds must be used to provide 4 year gitanLEAs. States may also set aside 3 percent of
the total Title | allocation for direct servicesdtudents. Additionally, under Title | states ezquired

to adopt challenging academic standards (fedemalo&pl is not required) and implement standards-
aligned assessments in specified grade spans hjetsareas (the same as under NCLB).

States must develop accountability systems thats@tools using academic achievement, growth rates
(K-18), graduation rates (high school), Englishriea progress in language proficiency, and other
factors determined by the state. Academic growtlstnmave the greatest weight. Title | requires
identification of and intervention in the lowestrfpeming five percent of schools, high schools with
graduation rates lower than 2/3 and schools in kvligy subgroup is in the lowest performing five
percent and has not improved over time.

Title 1. Title 1l provides funding to increase the qualitiyteachers and principals. The changes to
Title Il under ESSA include formula adjustmentsateight poverty more heavily than population than
the current program. Under ESSA, Title Il also pbdk the Secretary of Education from requiring or
controlling teacher evaluations, definitions ofeetiveness, standards, certifications, and licgnsin
requirements. Under NCLB, Title Il funding for Cfalinia is approximately $250 million.

Title 11l. Title Il provides funding specifically for the edation of English learner students. Under
ESSA, Title 1l includes reporting on English lears; numbers, percentages, attainment of
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proficiency, and long term academic performancedédnNCLB, Title Il included accountability
provisions called annual measurable achievemenecbobgs. Under the ESSA reauthorization,
accountability for English Learners is includedie new accountability system under Title I. Under
NCLB, Title lll funding for California is almost $I6 million.

Other Changes.There are some changes to other Title programsrde88A. Title IV includes a
new grant program that provides funds for suppgrstudents in a variety of ways (e.g. enrichment
activities, school climate, health and safety, tetbgy access. There are new competitive preschool
grants administered jointly by ED and the Healtd &tuman Services departments. Additionally, the
granting of waivers has changed, LEAs must firdinsii waiver requests to the State Educational
Agency (in California this is the SBE) who mustviard eligible waivers to the federal Department of
Education.

ESSA Implementation Timeline. Different components of the ESSA have different elimes.
However, the Legislature can expect that ESSA fupdhanges will impact the state’s budget process
for the 2017-18 fiscal year. Other timelines redai® ESSA are as follows:

* Waivers provided under the old ESEA end AugustOlL62
* New ESSA for competitive grants effective Octobe?016

» New ESSA for formula grants effective July 1, 20However, additional federal statute,
notwithstands this timeline and provides that foangrants authorized under ESEA for the
2016-17 school year shall be administered in aesard with the prior ESEA, meaning that
formula grant changes will not take effect unteg 2017-18 school year.

* New ESSA for accountability will take effect in 2018.

* Generally, programs may finish out existing gramtds and requirements before transitioning
to new ESSA requirements.

A regulations process at the federal level will lbelerway this year, and will result in additional
information and formal guidance for states in impdmting the ESSA.

ESSA State Plan.The ESSA State Plan is a comprehensive plan tldides all of the federal
requirements as reflected in Titles | through IXst&keholder process to contribute to the ESSAeStat
Plan will be provided through the California Préotiers Advisory Group (CPAG). The SBE solicited
applications for the constituted advisory committeeprovide input to the SBE federal Title I
requirements and efforts to establish a single ottelocal, state, and federal accountability and
continuous improvement system. CPAG Meetings bl open to the public. The following table
describes the timeline shared by CDE and the SBEdimpleting the ESSA state plan.

Proposed Development of ESSA State Plan

Announced application for the California Practigos Advisory Group
February 2016 (CPAG)
March 2016 The State Board of Education Screening Committeemenendations for
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appointments to the CPAG.

The CDE submits an assurance letter to Federal Department of Education
(ED) concerning its transition plan for supplemental educational services
(SES) and public school choice in the 2016-17 school year.

April 2016 Proposed orientation and first meeting for CPAG.
The CDE posts the one-year transition plan for SES and public schpol
choice for the 2016-17 school year.
May 2016 o L
CDE saolicits input from stakeholders on select components of the E$SA
State Plan.
Early June- CPAG Meeting
June 2016 Proposed SBE Information Memorandum on draft concepts of the ESSA
State Plan.
CDE drafts ESSA State Plan to conform to rules and regulations.
July 2016 Propose concepts for integrating federal requirements with state
accountability.
September 2016 CDE presents early draft of ESSA State Plan based on stakeholder
input.
October 2016 Proposed CPAG meeting.
November 2016 Draft ESSA State Plan for SBE Review.
December 2016 Proposed CPAG meeting.
CDE revises ESSA State Plan based on stakeholder feedback and submits
to SBE for approval at January meeting.

January 2017

CDE then submits approved ESSA State Plan to ED; ED has up to 120
days to review ESSA State Plan.

June 2017 (or

Accepted ESSA State Plan is published.

earlier)
New Accountability System begins August 2017.
July 2017 The ESSA State Plan takes effect 2017-18 and implements process to
identify schools for assistance.
2018-19 The new interventions under ESSA are implemented.

Source: State Board of Education and California Department of Education

Staff Recommendation:No action. This item is informational only.
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6440 WNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
6610 CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Issue 1: Overview of the Governor’s University of @lifornia and California State
University 2016-17 Budget Proposals — Information @ly

Panel
* Maritza Urquiza, Budget Analyst, Department of Fica
» Jason Constantourdsiscal & Policy AnalystLegislative Analyst’'s Office
* Kieran Flaherty, University of California
* Ryan Storm, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Budgetliférnia State University

Background

During the recent recession, the state was limitedts ability to invest in public higher
education and significantly cut state support t® timiversities. The universities responded by
shifting more of the financial burden to the studetinrough increased tuition. Most notably,
between 2004 and 2013, tuition at the UniversityGalifornia (UC) and California State
University (CSU) more than doubled. Rapid tuitiocreases led to growing concerns about the
affordability of higher education. The December 2CRublic Policy Institute of California
(PPIC) Statewide Survey found that 65 percent dif@aians were concerned about the cost of
college. However, as the economy recovered, teisdtrof divestment started to reverse. The
passage of Proposition 30 and recent budget aciltad'ed a renewed investment in public
higher education. Since the passage of Propos3iom 2012, the state has funded a multiyear
investment plan, starting in 2013-14 for the publniversities.

Since 2012-13, funding for UC has grown by $691liari| and funding for CSU has grown by
$823 million. The budget continues that growth,gasing an additional $125 million ongoing
General Fund for UC and $148 million ongoing GehEtand for CSU in 2016-17. Additionally,
the state has continued to fund robust financidl @iograms, maintaining the Cal Grant
entitlement even during the economic downturn, amiag to significant levels of indirect state
support for institutions.

University of California. The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education deseméhe UC as the
primary state-supported academic agency for reselr@ddition, the UC is designated to serve
students at all levels of higher education andhes public segment primarily responsible for
awarding the doctorate and several professionakésgincluding in medicine and law.

There are ten UC campuses: Berkeley, Davis, Irvites Angeles, Merced, Riverside, San
Diego, San Francisco, Santa Barbara, and Santa ®me of these are general campuses and
offer undergraduate, graduate, and professionalagun. The San Francisco campus is devoted
exclusively to the health sciences. The UC operfatesteaching hospitals in Los Angeles, San
Francisco, Sacramento, San Diego, and Orange esurithe UC has more than 800 research
centers, institutes, laboratories, and programallirparts of the state. The UC also provides
oversight of one United States Department of Endadppratory and is in partnerships with
private industry to manage two additional DeparthuériEnergy laboratories.
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The UC is governed by the Board of Regents whiokgeu Article IX, Section 9 of the California
Constitution, has "full powers of organization agolvernance,” subject only to very specific
areas of legislative control. The article states tthe university shall be entirely independent of
all political and sectarian influence and kept fileerefrom in the appointment of its Regents and
in the administration of its affairs." The BoardRégents consists of 26 members, as defined in
Article IX, Section 9, each of whom has a vote gadition, two faculty members — the chair
and vice chair of the Academic Council — sit on ltle@ard as non-voting members):

* 18 regents are appointed by the governor for 124gems.
* One is a student appointed by the Regents to yeaeterm.

* Seven are ex officio members — the Governor, Liea¢ Governor, Speaker of the
Assembly, Superintendent of Public Instruction,sptent and vice president of the Alumni
Associations of UC and the UC president.

The Governor is officially the president of the Bibaof Regents; however, in practice the
presiding officer of the Regents is the Chair & Board, elected by the board from among its
members for a one-year term, beginning each Julijhgé. regents also appoint its officers of
general counsel; chief investment officer; secyetard chief of staff; and the chief compliance
and audit officer.

The following table displays the budgeted expemdgwand positions for the UC, as proposed in
the Governor’'s budget. Of the amounts displayedtha table, $2.9 billion in 2014-15,
$3.3 billion in 2015-16, and $3.4 billion in 2018-hre supported by the General Fund. The
remainder of funding comes from tuition and feeeraye and various special and federal fund
sources.

University of California
Budgeted Expenditures and Positions
(Dollars in Millions)

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Personal Services $11,147 $11,715 $12,285
Operating Expense $16,709 $17,161 $17,490
and Equipment
Total Expenditures $27,856 $28,876 $29,775
Positions 96,008 96,872 9,687
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California State University. The CSU system is comprised of 23 campuses, storgsiof 22
university campuses and the California Maritime dexay. The California State Colleges were
brought together as a system by the Donahoe Higtlecation Act of 1960. In 1972, the system
became the California State University and Colleges name of the system was changed to the
California State University in January 1982. Thdest campus, San Jose State University, was
founded in 1857 and became the first institutiorpoblic higher education in California. Joint
doctoral degrees may also be awarded with the W€.pfogram goals of the CSU are to:

* Provide instruction in the liberal arts and scienyd¢be professions, applied fields that require
more than two years of college education, and &raetucation to undergraduate students
and graduate students through the master's degree.

* Provide public services to the people of the sta@alifornia.

» Support the primary functions of instruction, pab$iervices, and student services in the
University.

» Prepare administrative leaders for California puleliementary and secondary schools and
community colleges with the knowledge and skillsedwd to be effective leaders by
awarding the doctorate degree in education.

* Prepare physical therapists to provide health sareices by awarding the doctorate degree
in physical therapy.

* Prepare faculty to teach in postsecondary nursmegrpms and, in so doing, help address
California's nursing shortage by awarding the d@teodegree in nursing practice.

The CSU Board of Trustees is responsible for theroght of the system. The board adopts
rules, regulations, and policies governing the C3be board has authority over curricular

development, use of property, development of fieedj and fiscal and human resources
management. The 25-member Board of Trustees migdimes per year. Board meetings allow

for communication among the trustees, chancellampus presidents, executive committee
members of the statewide Academic Senate, repesad of the California State Student

Association, and officers of the statewide Alummu@Gcil. The trustees appoint the chancellor,
who is the chief executive officer of the system éhe presidents, who are the chief executive
officers of the respective campuses.

The following table displays the budgeted expemdg&lwand positions for the CSU, as proposed
in the budget. Of the amounts displayed in theeta$.76 billion in 2014-15, $3.03 billion in
2015-16, and $3.15 billion in 2016-17 are suppottgdthe General Fund. The remainder of
funding comes from tuition and fee revenue andouarispecial and federal fund sources.
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California State University
Budgeted Expenditures and Positions
(Dollars in Millions)

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Personal Services $4,081 $4,303 $4,373
Operating Expenses 4,968 4,836 4,953
and Equipment
Total Expenditures $9,049 $9,139 $9,326
Positions 44,079 46,608 46,608

Governor’s Proposal

University of California

Multi-Year Funding Plan. The Governor’s proposed budget includes a $1&6ll{bn General
Fund increase for the UC to support the Adminigirgsé fourth installment of their fouyear
investment plan in higher education. This planjated in 2013-14, assumes additional General
Fund support for the UC, the CSU, and Hastingsegellof the Law.

For UC, the budget assumes no systemwide tuitiohfe® increases for resident undergraduate
students, except for a $54 (five percent) increias¢he Student Services Fee. The budget
assumes UC will enroll 5,000 more resident undelggites in 2016-17 and receive an associated
$25 million ongoing augmentation in 2015-16, purgua the 2015 Budget Act. Additionally in
May 2015, the Governor announced his intentionrtp@se four percent General Fund increases
for UC in 2017-18 and 2018-19. The Governor alsippsed for UC to begin increasing tuition
around the rate of inflation in 2017-18.

Deferred Maintenance.The budget proposes $35 million one-time GeneuwaldHor deferred
maintenance. Last year, the budget provided $2Bomifor this purpose, which UC distributed
to campuses for projects ranging from roof repairfite alarm replacements. UC recently
compiled a list of deferred maintenance from itspases, totaling $1.2 billion. UC asserts this
list is not exhaustive and understates its totaklog.

Energy Projects. The budget proposes $25 million one-time cap-aaderfunds for energy
projects for UC.

Pay Down Debts and Liabilities.The budget provides $171 million one-time Proposit2
funds to pay down the unfunded liability of the BRetirement Plan. This is the second of three
proposed payments from Proposition 2 to UC for phigpose. Consistent with the 2015 funding
agreement, the UC Regents are expected to establishtirement program that limits
pensionable compensation consistent with the Plibhployees’ Pension Reform Act of 2014,
no later than June 30, 2016.
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The Legislative Analyst’s Office developed the éoling charts that display the Governor’s
January revenue assumptions and UC'’s correspoedpenditure plan.

University of California Budget
(Dollars in Millions)

Revenue®

201516 Revised

General Fund 53257
Tuition and fees 3,028
Total $6,285
2016—17 Changes

General Fund $209
Tuition and fees® 158
Subtotal ($367)
Other® 145
Total W
2016—17 Proposed

General Fund 53,467
Tuition and fees 3,186
Total $6,652
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Changes in Spending

UC's Plan for Unrestricted Funds

General salary increases (3 percent) $152
Resident undergraduate enroliment growth (3.4 percent)? 50
Academic quality initiatives® 50
Faculty merit salary increases 32
Cperating expenses and equipment cost increases 30
Health benefit cost increases (5 percent) 27
Deferred maintenance 25
Pension benefit costincreases 24
Debt service for capital improvements 15
Monresident enrollment growth (3.2 percent)’ 14
Dream Loan Program i
Retiree health benefit cost increases 4
Subtotal W
Restricted General Fund

Proposition 2 payments for UC Retirement Flan (one time) $171
Deferred maintenance (one time) 35
Remove one—time funding provided in 201516 —122
Subtotal W
Total W

JIncludes all state General Fund. Reflects tuition after discounts. (In 2016—17, UC is projected to
provide 51.1 billion in discounts.)

"Reflects increases in nonresident supplemental tuition (8 percent), the Student Services Fee
{5 percent), and increased enrcliment, offset by increases in discounts.

“Reflects: (1) General Fund for enrcliment growth UC intends to carry ower into 2016-17, (2) savings
from administrative efficiencies, (3) increased revenue from investments, and (4) philanthropy .

C has not yet indic ated its final plan for resident graduate enrcliment growth.
*For purposes such as increasing instructional support, reducing student—to—faculty ratios, rec ruiting
faculty, increasing faculty salaries, and providing stipends to graduate stuedents. UC indicates it will

allow campuses to determine how to spend the funds.

'Funded from nonresident tuition.
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California State University

Multi-Year Funding Plan. The Governor’'s proposed budget includes a $148liBmiGeneral
Fund increase for CSU—to support the Administrasidiourth installment of their fouyear
investment plan in higher education.

For CSU, the budget proposes: (1) a $125.4 millinallocated augmentation identical to UC’s
base increase, (2) an additional unallocated $lltfomassociated with savings from changes to
the Middle Class Scholarship program made in 203,5ahd (3) $7.9 million for lease-revenue
bond debt service. The Governor does not proposellment targets or enroliment growth
funding and assumes no increase in tuition.

Deferred Maintenance. The budget proposes $35 million one-time Geneuasld<or deferred
maintenance. Last year, the budget provided $2komifor this purpose, which CSU distributed
to campuses for projects ranging from roof repaifire alarm replacements. CSU has reported
that it has roughly $2.6 billion in deferred maimiace needs, with nearly $2 billion for facilities
and the remainder for campus infrastructure.

Energy Projects. The budget proposes $35 million one-time cap-aadéerfunds for energy

projects for CSU. CSU states that it would fundesal types of projects with this money,
including mechanical retrofit projects ($18 milliprsuch as replacing fan motors, insulation,
boilers, and chilling systems, lighting replacementjects ($10.4 million), and projects to
replace and improve energy information systemsamnpuses ($6.6 million).

Precision Medicine.The budget proposes one-time $10 million over aghrear period to the
Office of Planning and Research to further researatevelop precision medicine. Funding will
be distributed through an interagency agreememtdeet OPR and the Regents of the University
of California, or an auxiliary organization of tlalifornia State University.

The LAO developed the chart on the following pabattdisplays the Governor's January
revenue assumptions and CSU'’s corresponding exjpeadlan.
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California State University Budget
(Dollars in Millions)

Revenues? Amount

201516 Revised

General Fund 53,297
Tuition 2273
Total $5,570
201617 Changes

General Fund 3187
Tuition® 18
Total $203
201617 Proposed

General Fund 33,484
Tuition 2288
Total §5,772

Changes in Spending

C5U's Plan for Unrestricted Funds

Employee compensation increase (2 percent) 570
Resident enrcliment growth (1 percent) a7
Employee health benefits 3o
Lease—revenue debt service 8

Pension benefits®

Maintenance of newly constructed facilties 1
Other? ¥
Subtotal (5164)
Restricted General Fund

Deferred maintenance (one time) 335
Retiree health benefits 27
College Textbook Affordability Act (ongoing) 2
Remowe one-time funding in 201516 =25
Subtotal (339)
Total 203

®Reflects General Fund, including most appropristions outside of CSU's main appropriation.
Reflects tuition after discounts. In 201517, CSU is projected to provide 5558 million in
discounts.

"Generated from 1 percent enroliment growth.

“Reflects higher pension costs that CSU must fund from within its base increase. The state is
providing C5U an estimated $52 million [not shown) for higher pension costs attributed to its
2013—14 payroll level.

CSU has not yet specified how it would sllocate this funding. It has identified capital
improvements and student success initiatives as possible priorities. This amount slightly differs
from CS5U's Academic Sustainability Plan due to different tuition revenue assumptions made by
the Gowvermorand CS5U.
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Segments’ Adopted Budget

UC’s Budget Plan.As a part of the 2016-17 budget approved by thgeRes in November of
2015, UC requests additional funding above the Gurés proposal. UC requests the following
increases:

e Graduate Student Enrollment - $6 million General Fund to enroll 600 more graduate
students. As UC increases enrollment for undergrtady it states that additional graduate
students are needed to support faculty in the relseaission of the University and to help
with the teaching load associated with additiomalargraduates.

* Cap-and-Trade - $69.1 million in one-time cap-and-trade funds inl@Qd7, which UC
would match with $81 million of university fundsy teduce greenhouse gas emissions and
reduce energy use in existing buildings to helppsupthe UC’'s commitment to become
carbon neutral by 2025. UC proposes using thisiigntbr energy efficiency improvements,
solar installations, and biogas development, wisebks to convert agricultural waste into
energy.

e Transportation Research -$9 million over three years from the Public Transaon
Account to augment the state contribution to thstitete for Transportation Studies. The
Institute conducts research in five areas thatstiade has identified as critical, including
climate change and infrastructure development. ifilsétute currently receives less than
$1 million from the state’s Public Transportationcdunt.

CSU’s Budget Plan.As a part of the 2016-17 budget approved by therdo& Trustees, CSU
requests additional increases above the Govermmoposal. CSU requests the following
increases:

* Enrollment Growth - $110 million for funded three percent, or 10,700EST enrollment
growth, including undergraduate and graduate stsdémder the Governor’s proposal, CSU
would only be able to grow enrollment by one petcen 3,565 FTES. This includes net
tuition revenue adjustment, which is associatett witreased enrollment.

¢ Student Success and Completion Initiative $50 million across the system, with an
average allocation of $2.2 million per campus foriize investments to improve graduation
rates, reduce achievement gaps, and increase mhigenwf degree completions at CSU.

* Facilities and Infrastructure Needs -$25 million ongoing for infrastructural renewal dse
and improvements, such as technology network, imgilceplacements/renovations, and debt
service.

» Cap-and-Trade - $55 million one-time to implement greenhouse gas emergy reduction
projects.

» Deferred Maintenance -$15 million one-time to address maintenance backlog
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Given that significant budget authority has beeleghkted to UC and CSU, the Legislature has
historically relied on two primary budgetary conti@vers or “tools™— earmarks and enrollment
targets — to ensure that state funds are spenimarmer consistent with the Legislature’s intent
and that access is maintained. The use of the$e lhas also ensured a clear public record and
transparency of key budget priorities.

Earmarks. Historically, the annual budget act included a bhamof conditions on UC's and
CSU's General Fund appropriations. These earmanks VYaried over the years in keeping with
the Legislature's and Governor's priorities attthee. Due to the Governor’'s vetoes, earmarks
for the UC and CSU were essentially eliminated ftbmbudget acts of 2012, 2013 and 2014.

Enrollment Targets. Historically UC’'s and CSU’s budgets have been tteda specified
enrollment target. To the extent that the segméaitled to meet those targets, state funding
associated with the missing enrollment revertethto General Fund. Since 2007-08, the state
budget only twice included both enrollment targatsl enrollment growth funding. This was
largely due to difficult budget years in which ttate reduced support for the universities, and in
turn provided the universities with increased fieidiy in how to respond. Though the state
began to recover its fiscal footing in 2013-14, Administration’s 2013-14, 2014-15, 2015-16
budget proposals did not provide enrollment targetenrollment funding, and instead gave the
UC and CSU even greater flexibility in managingithresources to meet obligations, operate
instructional programs most effectively, and avaidion and fee increases. However in the
2015-16 Budget Act, the budget included languagermvide UC $25 million in ongoing
funding should UC increase resident undergraduat@lment by 5,000 students by the 2016-17
academic year, when compared to the 2014-15 acadeyar. Additionally, budget bill language
for CSU stipulates that CSU increase their enratitiyy 10,400 full-time equivalent students.

Access.California students seeking to enter college cmito face obstacles. Since fall 2010,
CSU has annually turned away more than 20,000 stedeno are eligible for entrance to a CSU
campus, based on Master Plan criteria. (The Md&dter declares that any student finishing in
the top one-third of their high school class igjible for CSU.) When campuses or specific
programs receive more eligible applicants than thaye resources for, impaction occurs and
campuses or programs restrict enrollment. For 28,5all programs are impacted at CSU
Fullerton, CSU Long Beach, San Diego State UnitygrSian Jose State University, and Cal Poly
San Luis Obispo. And while UC officials state tlla¢y are accepting all eligible high school
students (those finishing in the top 12.5 percdrntheir class), three of UC's campuses — UC
Berkeley, UCLA and UC San Diego - have recentlyoled fewer Californians than in the past
as they have increased out-of-state and foreigollerent.

Completion. The Governor's budget summary notes that fewan thne in five students who
enter the CSU as freshman graduate in four yeams.récent report, the CSU indicate that four-
year graduation rates of first-time freshman Pelr® students are 11 percent lower than their
peers. Specifically only 11percent of first-timedhman Pell Grant students in the entering class
of 2010 graduated in four years, compared with 2&gnt to their peers. As noted in their
budget request, the CSU have expressed a commitmadtiressing this persistent challenge.
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Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO) Comments

The LAO recently released “The 2016-17 Budget: ldigRducation Analysis” which includes
detailed information regarding the Governor’s higkducation budget proposals. The LAO’s
analyses of specific proposals such as UC’s unfdinglension liability and UC and CSU
enrollment and academic quality and performancd| e discussed in detail when the
subcommittee hears the related program area.

Unallocated Base AugmentationSimilar to last year, the Governor provides eagmsnt with

an unallocated base augmentation that is not linkeal specific purpose. In general, the LAO
raised serious concerns about the Governor’'s dvaudijetary and states this proposal makes it
difficult to assess whether the augmentations &edad and whether any monies provided
would be spent on the highest state priorities. ofding to the LAO, the Administration’s
discretionary funding approach diminishes the Uagise’s role in key policy decisions and
allows the universities to pursue their own inteseather than the broader public interest. The
continued unallocated base increases at the UCC&\d dilute the role and authority of the
Legislature in the budget process and, as a rdbeltl.egislature will have difficulty assessing
whether augmentations are needed and ultimatelygh&hany monies provided would be spent
on the highest state priorities. Linking fundinghvenrollment serves an important state purpose
because it expresses the state’s priority for studecess and connects funding with student-
generated costs. Despite these benefits, the Gaverantinues to disregard the state’s
longstanding enrollment practices for UC and CSU.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

* In their 2016-17 budget proposal, the UC Board efyéhts requested an additional $6
million General Fund to support growth in graduatedent enrollment, which the board
believes will help support the undergraduate stuéemnollment growth it is pursuing. Why
does UC need additional funding for graduate stisfewhat does the Administration think
of this proposal?

* CSU has reported that it added more than 10,00Qifut equivalent students in Fall 2015,
when compared to 2014. Which campuses added sgrdevitich CSU campuses are in the
best position to increase enrollment going forward?

* How many qualified students were not admitted taJG$ Fall 2015? Can CSU develop a
referral process to ensure students understanchwhimpuses and programs have openings?

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.
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Issue 2: Capital Outlay — Oversight

Panel

* Raghda Nassar, Budget Analyst, Department of Fmanc

» Jason Constantourdsiscal & Policy AnalystLegislative Analyst’'s Office

* Dan Feitelberg, Vice Chancellor for Planning andiget, UC Merced

* Elvyra San Juan, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Capgtiahning, Design & Construction,
California State University

Background

Prior to 2013-14 for UC and 2014-15 for CSU, thatesttunded construction of state-eligible
projects by issuing general obligation and leasewae bonds and appropriated funding
annually to service the associated debt. Genefgation bonds are backed by the full faith and
credit of the state and require voter approval.skee@venue bonds are backed by rental
payments made by the segment occupying the faahty only require a majority vote of the
Legislature. The debt service on both is repaithftbe General Fund. State eligible projects are
facilities that support the universities’ core agac activities of instruction and, and in the case
of UC, research. The state does not fund nonacadeuiidings, such as student housing and
dining facilities.

Chapter 50, Statutes of 2013 (AB 94, Committee addgt) and Chapter 34, Statutes of 2014
(SB 860, Committee on Budget), revised this mettwpa@uthorizing UC and CSU, respectively,
to pledge its state support appropriations to issrals for state eligible projects, and as a result
the state no longer issues bonds for universitytalaputlay projects. The authority provided in
AB 94 and SB 860 is limited to the costs to desigmmstruct, or equip academic facilities to
address: (1) seismic and life safety needs, (2)llement growth, (3) modernization of out-of-
date facilities, and (4) renewal of expansion dfastructure to serve academic programs. SB
860 also included the costs to design, construatgaip energy conservation projects for CSU.
Additionally, the state allows each university taypthe associated debt service and deferred
maintenance of academic facilities using its stafgoort appropriation.

Under the new authority, UC and CSU are requiredsibmit project proposals to the
Department of Finance and the budget committeeheflLegislature by September 1 for the
upcoming fiscal year. By February 1, DOF is requite notify the Legislature as to which
projects it preliminarily approves. The budget cattges then can express any concerns with
the projects to DOF. The DOF can grant final appl@f projects no sooner than April 1 for the
upcoming fiscal year.

SB 81 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), @ap2, Statutes of 2015, revised UC’s
capital outlay authority to allow them to enteroirdontracts with private partners to finance,
design, construct, maintain and operate statebédidacilities. SB 81 also expanded the eligible
uses of state support funds to include availabipgyments, lease payments, installment
payments, and other similar or related paymentsdpital expenditures. For the Merced project,
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SB 81 requires UC to use its own employees forimeuthaintenance, meaning the partner only
would perform maintenance on major buildings.

Governor’s Proposal

On February 1%, the Department of Finance submitted letters éoltbgislature listing one UC
and 21 CSU projects DOF preliminarily approved.

CSU'’s 2016-17 capital outlay request includes Zjjeggots totaling $535 million. To pay for
these projects, CSU would issue bonds worth $47Bomiin the coming year, and campuses
would provide the remaining funds from their opemgtreserves. The projects include $194
million for new facility space at eight campusesd &B41 million for improvements and
renovations to facilities and infrastructure atrgveampus across the system. CSU estimates the
total debt service on these projects would rangm f$30 million to $47 million, depending on
market conditions at the time the bonds are sold.

The DOF preliminarily approved the following CSUddal outlay proposals:

1. Statewide Infrastructure Improvements (PWC): $298,000 for preliminary plans,
working drawings, and construction of approximat&l$ projects at 23 campuses.
Projects include building systems modernizatiomrf@ding, mechanical, and electrical),
replacement of chillers, boilers, and HVAC systeert®grgy management upgrades, and
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) upgrades. Cpns reserves in the amount of
$18,630,000 will fund various phases of the pragjefir a total cost of $156,921,000.

2. Monterey Bay Academic Building Ill: $34,364,0007($8B,000 for a portion of working
drawings and $33,646,000 for construction) to aoesta new 50,800 GSF lecture and
office building to address the need for additiocebacity related to academic growth in
the college of Arts, Humanities, and Social and®@tral Sciences. Campus reserves in
the amount of $500,000 will fund a portion of therking drawings phase of the project,
for a total cost of $34,864,000.

3. Dominguez Hills Center for Science and Innovati®t5,321,000 ($1,526,000 for
working drawings, $60,547,000 for construction, &b@l248,000 for equipment) to
construct a new 80,000 GSF science laboratory dassroom building to serve the
biological, physical, and earth science disciplin€éampus reserves in the amount of
$500,000 will fund a portion of the working drawgghase of the project, for a total cost
of $65,821,000.

4. Fullerton McCarthy Hall Science Renovation, Phas&1P,726,000 for construction, to
address fire and life safety needs, ADA upgrades| electrical upgrades. Campus
reserves in the amount of $1,646,000 will fundipralary plans and $393,000 will fund
working drawings, for a total cost of $14,765,000.

K

5. Humboldt Jenkins Science Hall Renovation: $11,3@9,($333,000 for preliminary
plans and $11,056,000 for construction) to renoeaie repurpose the building; updates
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10.

11.

12.

to the building systems will improve energy use apeérating cost efficiency, and will
address ADA deficiencies. Campus reserves in theuamof $368,000 will fund
working drawings and $212,000 will fund equipmédat,a total cost of $11,969,000.

San Diego IVC North Classroom Seismic Renovatio$2,022,000 ($58,000 for
preliminary plans, $83,000 for working drawingsdabi,881,000 for construction) to
renovate and upgrade the North Classroom Buildingtlee IVC campus. Seismic
upgrades as well as ADA code deficiencies will Bdrassed.

Chico Siskiyou Il Science Replacement Building: 3%b1,000 ($2,606,000 for

preliminary plans and $71,045,000 for constructiém)construct a new building to

replace the existing seismically deficient PhysiSalences Building. The replacement
building will include science classrooms, wet lgase, faculty office space, a data
center, and a vivarium. Campus reserves in theuatmaf $2,414,000 will fund working

drawings and $4,521,000 will fund equipment footalt cost of $80,586,000.

San Jose Science Replacement Building: $2,755@0@reliminary plans to build a
replacement facility for the Biology and ChemistDepartments in the College of
Science. The facility will include wet laborat®jdaculty offices, and graduate research
space.

Fresno Central Plant Replacement, Phase 1: $28@87$1,428,000 for preliminary
plans and $21,659,000 for construction) to reptheeexisting central plant components
(chillers/boilers/cooling towers/HVAC systems) campwide. Campus reserves in the
amount of $5,601,000 will fund working drawings &®b1,000 will fund equipment for
a total cost of: $29,539,000.

Fullerton Pollak Library Renovation, Phase 1. Campeserves in the amount of
$12,748,000 ($320,000 for preliminary plans, $366,0for working drawings,
$11,295,000 for construction, and $748,000 for pepant) will renovate the entire first
floor of the library, as well as the fourth andtifloors of the south wing. This campus-
funded project will be completed in four phases.

Long Beach Student Success Building/Peterson Hab28,156,000 for construction to
renovate the building to provide space for acadeadidgsing, disabled student services,
learning assistance, teaching lab spaces. Thecpmik address seismic deficiencies (the
building is currently rated a seismic level 5). n@as reserves in the amount of
$1,084,000 will fund preliminary plans, $1,355,08dl fund working drawings, and
$2,762,000 will fund equipment for a total cost$df3,357,000.

East Bay Library Seismic Renovation: $50,255,080,541,000 for preliminary plans

and $48,714,000 for construction) to renovate tlastEBay library building. The

renovation will address seismic deficiencies; udgrére and life safety systems, and
building system renewals. The facility is currgntated a seismic level 6. Campus
reserves in the amount of $1,571,000 will fund vimgkdrawings and $3,000,000 will

fund equipment for a total cost of $54,826,000.
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13. Stanislaus Library Seismic Renovation: $3,539,(R0841,000 for preliminary plans,
$1,728,000 for working drawings) to renovate thedry building. The renovation will
address seismic deficiencies, upgrade fire andséfety systems, ADA compliance, and
will upgrade plumbing and mechanical equipment. e Tacility is currently rated a
seismic level 5.

14.Northridge Sierra Hall Renovation, Phase 1: $1@887 for preliminary plans to
renovate the instructional lab building. The reatmn will be completed in two phases;
phase 1 will reconfigure and modernize lecture sgaw teaching labs. The renovation
will also address ADA and fire and life safety dedhcies. Campus reserves in the
amount of $1,862,000 will fund working drawingst, &ototal cost of $3,729,000.

15.San Diego Utilities Upgrade, Phase 1: Campusvesen the amount of $1,730,000 will
fund the preliminary plans phase of this projestcorrect campus utility infrastructure
deficiencies. Upgrades will be made to campustetat systems, chiller plant systems,
steam lines, and steam boilers.

16.Sacramento Utilities Infrastructure, Phase 1. 38,000 ($1,996,000 for preliminary
plans and $1,728,000 for working drawings) for fin& phase of utilities infrastructure
improvements. Improvements will upgrade and extémel storm water collection
system, irrigation pumps, natural gas distributsystem, chilled water system, and the
domestic water distribution system.

17.Channel Islands Gateway Hall: $1,983,000 for thaiminary plans phase of a new
project to renovate and expand the facility. Thaget also includes the demolition of
hospital wings on the north side of the campuspdasion will add 56,900 square feet of
space to accommodate 1,485 full-time students @rfd@ulty offices.

18.Los Angeles JFK Library Seismic Renovation: $1,900 for the preliminary plans
phase of a new project to renovate the library aodect seismic deficiencies. The
facility is currently rated a seismic level 5.

19. Maritime Academy Learning Commons: $1,458,000 8@00 for preliminary plans
and $750,000 for working drawings) to construcieavrb0,000 square foot building that
will connect to the existing campus library to alléor the expansion of enroliment and
programs.

20.Sonoma Professional Schools Building: $2,306,300125,000 for preliminary plans
and $1,181,000 for working drawings) to construcesv 62,300 square foot building to
house professional disciplines of business admatieh, education, and nursing. The
project will include lecture space to accommodédt® full-time students and 100 faculty
offices.

21.Bakersfield Humanities Classroom: $4,386,000 ($209 for preliminary plans and
$4,277,000 for construction) to construct a 6,7@@ase foot addition to the Humanities
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Office Building complex. The addition will allowhé campus to accommodate the
general lecture requirements of the undergraduatgeg program by utilizing larger
classrooms with 120 or more stations, as opposetutople smaller classrooms with 20-
30 stations. Campus reserves in the amount of 82@3yill fund working drawings and
$72,000 will fund equipment for a total cost of @0H,000.

UC capital outlay project preliminarily approved for 2016-2017 The DOF preliminarily
approved one UC capital outlay projects totaling2&5million in 2016-17, including
$400,000,000 from external financing and $127,300 fiom developer funding

The Merced—State 2020 Project: $527,300,000 tatsis ($18,857,000 for preliminary
plans, $43,999,000 for working drawings, $428,3@3,0for construction, and
$36,101,000 for equipment). The Merced—State 202(eEt will include instructional,
research, and academic office space, an enrolloerier, and campus operations. This
project is part of the larger comprehensive Mer2éd0 Project (totaling $1.1 billion)
that will accommodate enrollment growth from thareat 6,200 students to 10,000
students by the year 2020, allowing the campustamnaseltsufficiency. The annual cash
flow requirement to fulfill the Merced 2020 Projesttligations for state eligible facilities
is estimated to be $47 million (and $58 million foon-state eligible facilities). UC
anticipates financing its payment obligations freeveral different sources, including
revenue generated by campus auxiliaries, other gamgvenue and fee sources, and its
General Fund support appropriation.

Proposed New Space and Cost for UC Merced Project
(Dollars in Millions)

Assignable

Square Feet Cost

State—Eligible
Research labs and support 181,000 5300
Faculty and administrative offices 144 600 121
Classrooms, teaching labs, and other instructional space® 69,800 86
Cther® 19,000 20
Subtotals (414,400) ($527)
Not State—Eligible
Housing 380,500 5258
Student recreation 122,600 163
Parking — a5
Other — 100
Subtotals (503,100) ($616)
Totals 917,500 $1,143

Ancludes flexible space adjacent to research laboratories. UC indic ates this space will be for faculty

and student interaction.

“Facilities for public safety, environmental safety, and workplac e safety personnel.
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UC Proposes to Deliver Project UsindgPublic—Private Partnership. Under the partnership, the
partner would design and construct the facilités.noted above, UC would issue $400 million
in bonds for construction of the state—eligiblelfaes. The partner would finance the remaining
$127 million for these facilities. Under the comttaUC would pay the partner for the
construction costs in three installments upon cetigrh of certain construction milestones. UC
states that this payment schedule would provideingentive for the partner to complete
construction without delays.

Annual Ongoing Costs.The LAO notes that that the UC’s annual ongoingtsdor the project
would initially total $47 million, specificallyUC would cover annual debt service on the bonds
it issued for state—eligible facilities ($21 milijpand would perform annual routine maintenance
on the new facilities ($7.3 million). In additiodC would make annual payments to the partner
for the partner’s financing costs ($13 million) afat the partner to perform maintenance on
major building systems ($5.4 million). UC indicatbsit the contract it plans for the partnership
would allow it to reduce or withhold these paymeiftgshe facilities do not meet certain
operational standards. For example, if a faciligrevto shut down and no longer be available for
use, UC could withhold funding from the partner2Bb65, UC would assume full responsibility
for the operation and maintenance of the facilities

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments

The Legislative Analyst’'s Office recently releasadreport, “Review of the UC'S Merced
Campus Expansion Proposal,” which includes detaidormation regarding the UC Merced
proposal and issues for legislative consideration.

Enrollment Considerations. UC cites enrollment growth as the key justification expanding
the Merced campus, and LAO notes that the Legidatuay wish to consider the appropriate
enrollment growth UC should undertake. Student demaries by campus, with Berkeley, Los
Angeles and San Diego receiving the most applicantorder to accommodate all eligible
applicants UC traditionally redirects some eligibtadents to UC Merced. The 2015-16 budget
set an expectation that UC enroll 5,000 more unddrgte resident students in 2016-17 than in
2014-15. The 2015-16 budget made a $25 million ardation contingent on meeting this
enrollment expectation. UC plans to meet these @apens, and accordingly, UC Merced is
expected to increase enroliment by 450 students.

LAO notes that over 40 percent of the proposecsthgible space and over 50 percent of the
estimated state construction cost is for new rebeé#acilities. Increasing research activities
increases cost because it increases the campusrallospace needs and research space is the
costliest type of space to construct. The LAO sstgéhat the Legislature could prioritize the
construction of instructional space, including teag laboratories, enabling the campus to
continue to continue accommodating more studenteahalcing cost.
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Procurement Method and Costs ConsiderationdJC asserts that a private partner could
develop innovative construction and maintenancectipes that would produce long—
term savings relative to a design—bid—build or giesbuild procurement method. Although these
savings are plausible, LAO notes savings are highlyertain because the state has entered into
only a few partnerships and evidence from othetesta limited. The partner will face higher
interest rates than UC when issuing debt, therabseasing financing costs for the project. In
LAO’s view, UC has not been able to provide suéfiti evidence that construction and
maintenance costs would be low enough under a @ybivate partnership to outweigh the
likelihood of increased financing costs. TherefotdO notes that savings fropublic—
privatepartnership are uncertain.

Although UC asserts that a public—private partnerstould transfer risks associated with the
construction and operations of a facility onto fivesate partner, the partner most likely will
factor these risks into its bid. As public—privgbartnerships tend to entail complex legal
contracts, with each side attempting to minimizk,ridisputes are common. For this project,
future disputes between UC and the partner ovetetines of the contract could be numerous and
serious. For instance, UC could experience cossiyuies with the partner if the contract fails to
address an unforeseen issue or lacks clarity @eeifsc performance metric. Such disputes have
occurred in other public—private partnership prtgac California and created increased costs for
the state agencies involved in the disputes.

Improve Maintenance.Under the proposal, UC would be contractually aiikgl to provide
ongoing payments to the partner to maintain thgepts facilities. The contract also would
require the partner to maintain a reserve accauahsure that funding is available for scheduled
facility renewal. A stable budget for maintenanoeld prevent the campus from accumulating a
large deferred maintenance backlog.

Staff Comments: The Governor’s approach was a dramatic departora fiow UC and CSU
capital outlay has been historically addressed. Atninistration indicated the motivation for
combining the universities’ support and capital detd was to provide universities with
increased flexibility, given limited state fundingowever, the Administration did not identify
specific problems with the previous process usedngrspecific benefits the state might obtain
from the new process.

Project Prioritization. The change occurred without any analysis of ongamed, not only for
capital outlay but also deferred maintenance aitierg buildings, and for campuses that might
be needed in the future. While UC only has one @sef project this year, LAO notes that
UCOP does not have a process for prioritizing tgjecross campuses, and gives campuses
broad discretion to set their own capital priostiaVhereas, the CSU Chancellor's Office
performs assessments and ranks projects on behallf campuses, giving priority rankings to
projects that mitigates risks associated with camupartial campus shutdown. However, some
ambiguity remains with CSU’s prioritization of otherojects included in its capital outlay
request. For example, some projects do not appebe tassociated with mitigating risks of a
campus shutdown. Additionally, the Department ofafice also notes they do not provide UC
and CSU guidance on how to prioritize their capatailay projects. Lastly, the Legislature does
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not have a system to prioritize projects withinte&tgher education segment and among all
higher education segments. Last year, the LAO recended the state set priorities for projects
to provide more guidance to segments. For exantipdel_egislature could state its priorities for
funding projects in a certain order, such as (19 kafety, (2) seismic corrections, (3)
modernization, and (4) program expansions.

Timeline for Review. As noted above, statute requires DOF to notifylLtbgislature as to which
projects it preliminarily approves by February heTbudget committees then can express any
concerns with the projects to DOF, and DOF cantdinal approval of projects no sooner than
April 1 for the upcoming fiscal year. However, D@&bmitted the preliminary approved list on
February 17, 2016, past the statutory deadline. Jiiecommittee may wish to request an
extension on the timeframe for legislative review.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

* Regarding the UC Merced 2020 Project, why does Willele a public-private
partnership is the appropriate method to constaadt operate new buildings? Will UC
seek state funding for the $47 million annual paynassociated with this project once it
is completed in 20207? Is UC considering other mdplivate partnerships?

* How does UC prioritize capital outlay projects?

» Based on the Governor’s budget, how is CSU prionigj capital outlay projects?
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
6870CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Issue 1: Adult Education Block Grant

Panel I
. Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education
. Debra Jones, California Community Colleges
Panel II:
. Bill Bettencourt, Principal, Placer School for Attul
. Susan Yamate, Director, San Diego Adult Educatiegi®al Consortium

Background:

Adult Education Block Grant. The 2015-16 Budget Act provided $500 million in oy
Proposition 98 funding for the Adult Education BtoGrant (AEBG) and budget trailer bill, AB 104
(Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), Chapter Statutes of 2015,contained implementing
statute. This new program built on two years ofnplag to improve and better coordinate the
provision of adult education by the Chancellor be tCalifornia Community Colleges and the
Superintendent of Public Instruction. Under thetreesturing effort, regional consortia, made up of
adult education providers, formed to improve cooation and better serve the needs of adult learners
within each region.

There are currently 71 regional consortia with lotares that coincide with community college
district service areas. Formal membership in cdiegsaes limited to school and community college
districts, county offices of education (COES), @midt powers agencies (JPAs). Each formal member
is represented by a designee of its governing boahth input from other adult education and
workforce service providers, such as local libgricommunity organizations, and workforce
investment boards, the consortia developed regiolaals to coordinate and deliver adult education in
their regions. Only formal consortia members mayenee AEBG funding directly. However, under a
regional plan, funds may be designated for andegoh$isrough to other adult education providers
serving students in the region.

Consortia Governance Structures.To be eligible for AEBG funds, regional consortra aequired to
establish a governance structure, however statts dot specify the type of governance structures
consortia must adopt, instead providing flexibilfiyr local decision-making. The chancellor and
superintendent must approve the governance steuctueach consortium. Of the 71 consortia, 53
currently indicate a governance structure of onte vuer member. The chart below describes the
governance structures that consortia have adopted.
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Number of | Percentage of
Consortia Consortia
One vote per member (1:1) 53 75%

Voting Power for Regional Consortia in 2015-16

Modified 1:1 — additional votes for community cajés 7 10%
Modified 1:1 — additional votes for larger membmestitutions 5 7%
Modified 1:1 — additional votes for members with B@unds 3 4%
No assigned voting power due to consensus model 3 4%

According to California Department of Education (EDand the California Community Colleges
Chancellor’'s Office (CCC), seven consortia areha process of revising their governance structure
for 2016-17.

Instruction Authorized in Seven Areas.Block grant funds may be used for programs in seadarit
education instructional areas:

1) Elementary and secondary reading, writing, and emattics (basic skills).
2) English as a second language and other progranmfoigrants.

3) Workforce preparation for adults (including seniditizens) entering or re-entering the
workforce.

4) Short-term career technical education with high leypent potential.
5) Pre-apprenticeship training activities coordinateith approved apprenticeship programs.
6) Programs for adults with disabilities.

7) Programs designed to develop knowledge and skidd enable adults (including senior
citizens) to help children to succeed in school.

Consortia Funding. The 2015-16 Budget Act provided $500 million imgoing Proposition 98
funding to regional consortia. In 2015-16, $331lion of this funding was distributed based on a
maintenance of effort amount for school distriatd £ OEs that operated adult education programs in
2012-13 and subsequently became members of regionabrtia. Each of these providers received the
same amount of funding in 2015-16 as it spent artaducation in 2012-13. The remainder of the
funds were designated for regional consortia baseeach region’s share of the statewide need for
adult education as determined by the chancellgrersotendent, and executive director of the State
Board of Education. In determining need, statutpiires these leaders to consider, at a minimum,
measures related to adult population, employmeniigration, educational attainment, and adult
literacy. The CDE and CCC report that need-basedifig in 2015-16 for consortia was $158 million,
with $5 million not yet allocated and set-asidetfoe potential expansion of consortia.

Beginning in 2016-17, the CCC and CDE will disttduilock grant funding based on (1) the amount
allocated to each consortium in the prior year,t{2) consortium’s need for adult education, and (3)
the consortium’s effectiveness in meeting thosedse#d a consortium receives more funding in a
given year than in the prior year, each membehefconsortium will receive at least as much funding
as in the prior year. The CCC and CDE report that gireliminary 2016-17 fiscal year allocation
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schedule, to be released in March, 2016, will otftee provision of the same amount of funding to
consortia as provided in the 2015-16 fiscal year.

AB 104 authorized each consortium to choose alfsgant to receive state funds and then distribute
funding to consortium members, or to opt out angeh@members receive funds directly. The current
distribution of fiscal agents, as of March 2016&;lules, 12 K-12 districts, 48 community college

districts, three county offices of education, andenconsortia that opted instead for direct funding
from the state.

Data and Reporting In the 2015-16 Budget Act, the CCC and CDE wereviged $25 million
Proposition 98 funds to identify common measuresliédermining the effectiveness of the consortia in
providing quality adult education. AB 104 specifigdat, at a minimum, the chancellor and
superintendent accomplish both of the following:

» Define the specific data that each consortium stodléct.

» Establish a menu of common assessments and poliegading placement of adults in
education programs that measure the educationdsrefeadults and the successfulness of the
provider in meeting those needs.

Of the total data allocation, 85 percent is avaddbr grants to establish systems or obtain necgss
data and 15 percent is available for grants foettgament of statewide policies and proceduresedlat

to data collection and reporting, or for techniaasistance to consortia. The CDE and CCC have not
yet awarded grants or expended any of the $25amilli

Legislative intent language also specifies thatdi@ncellor and superintendent work together terent
into agreements between their two agencies and atiencies, including the Education Development
Department and the California Workforce Investnigoard.

Report on Progress:

AB 104 required the chancellor and Superintendentport on the progress made towards defining
specific data collected, establishing menus of comrassessments and policies, and enacting data
sharing agreements to be submitted by November015.2The statutory requirements and report
responses are compared below:

1. Requirement: Identify the specific data that each consortiumllstollect.
Report Response:An interim reporting tool has been created onAkelt Education Block
Grant website for consortia to enter data requimgdB 104, plus data on the number of adult
students transitioning from the K-12 system to ¢benmunity college system. This system
will also require consortia to report expenditubgsprogram area. The required information
under AB 104 is as follows:
1. How many adults are served by members of the ctasar

2. How many adults served by members of the consortiane demonstrated the following:

o Improved literacy skills.
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o Completion of high school diplomas or their recagul equivalents.
o Completion of postsecondary certificates, degreesaining programs.
o Placement into jobs.

o Improved wages.

» Specific data elements already identified in tmalfiplanning report required last spring
in statute AB 86 (Committee on Budget), Chapter 43, Statute20d 3),that should be
collected are:

o Student headcount for each academic term and yeardvider, aggregated into
statewide and consortium totals and disaggregated)e, gender, and race/ethnicity.

o Fulltime equivalent students/average daily attendarof each of the five
instructional areas, in total and by course sestion

o Degrees/certificates attained.
o Learning gains (i.e. test scores or advancinghmler instructional levels.

o Employment outcomes (e.g. entered employment,nedaemployment, and wage
gains).

o Transition to postsecondary education or training.

« The CDE and CCC have examined the student idemtiffeat are used in the K-12 system
(Statewide Student Identifiers) and the communitllege system (social security
numbers). Other potential identifiers are the\ndiial Taxpayer Identification number and
the California Driver’s License number. A decisiwnalign identifiers or collect either of
the potential additional identifiers has not beeadmand would require changes to the data
systems being used by CDE and CCC.

» The CCC and CDE have also identified that a cam@dlclearinghouse is needed to track
student outcomes within and across both systems.

2. Requirement: Establish a menu of common assessments and gofejarding placement of
adults in education programs that measure the #doeh needs of adults and the
successfulness of the provider in meeting thosdsee

Report Response:Within consortia, local providers are aligning essments to ease the
transition between programs or into the workforddhe CCC and CDE identified the
assessments used by both the adult education arf@Gl system. These include:

» Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System 2(l&ellt education, CCC who
receive federal Title 1l or WIOA funds).

» Test of Adult Basic Education (CCC and K-12).
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* General Assessment of instructional Needs (CCCKaha).
» Basic English Skills Test for Literacy (CCC and R}1
¢ Common Assessment Initiative — under developme@QC

The CCC and CDE have not yet identified work reagfassessments used by providers. The
report also did not included data on state or cdisspecific policies regarding the placement
of adults.

3. Requirement: Development of memorandums-of-understanding (MOids}he purposes of
data sharing.

Report Response:There are MOUs between CCC and CDE that allowttier matching of
students between the CDE’s CALPADS system and C@@ta system. CDE and CCC are
also working on MOUs with the Employment Developiddepartment to enable the
identification of wage data.

Member Effectiveness DataAB 104 also required the CCC and CDE to identifggfic metrics on
member effectiveness. CDE and CCC recently idedtihe following metrics:

* Each member must participate in completing and tipgléhe Annual Plan Template.

* Adult Education Block Grant member funds must beesxied in the seven program areas, and
services provided must be consistent with the plan.

» Each member must participate in completing and tipgléhe 3-year Consortia Plan, including
any amendments.

* Member expenditures of Adult Education Block Gramids must match the objectives and
activities included in the Annual Plan.

* Members participate in consortium/public meetings.

* Members patrticipate in consortium final decisions.

* Members report student level enrollment data ariddamoes for mid-year and final reporting.

* Members share information on programs offered,thadesources being used to support the
programs.

Coordination of Other Adult Education Fund Sources.AB 104 requires the state to coordinate
funding of two federal adult education program® Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, also
known as Workforce Innovation and Opportunity AdtIQA) Title 1, and the Carl D. Perkins Career
and Technical Education Act (Perkins), with statiulA Education Block Grant funding. WIOA Title

Il was reauthorization that became effective July2Q15, and funding is allocated by the CDE to
numerous adult education providers, including adwlhools, community colleges, libraries, and
community-based organizations. The CDE distribdtexling based on student learning gains and
other outcomes. Perkins is ongoing federal fundilhacated by CDE to schools, community colleges,
and correctional facilities. This funding may beedsfor a number of career technical education
purposes, including curriculum and professionaleftlgyment and the purchase of equipment and
supplies for the classroom. Of these funds, 85guerdirectly supports local career technical edanat
programs and 15 percent supports statewide admaticst and leadership activities, such as support
for career technical education student organization
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The CCC and CDE are required to submit a plan tpafiment of Finance, the State Board of
Education, and the Legislature by January 31, 2filéhe distribution of WIOA Title 1l and Perkins
funds in alignment with AEBG funds. As of writingi$ agenda, CCC and CDE state the plan is still
undergoing editing, however, they have providedcthramittee with a draft copy thanticipates these
funds will continue to be allocated the same wathayg have been allocated in the past.

The CCC and CDE note that the reauthorization cDW/Title 1l and Perkins may make changes in
structure, goals and implementation of the actschviould drive state-level changes for alignment
purposes. Until reauthorization of the Carl D. ReskAct, and until guidance for WIOA is released,

the CDE and CCC have determined it is prematurghémge funding processes and will continue to
allocate funds under the current structure and.pglarce WIOA Title Il regulations are released and
Perkins is reauthorized, CCCCO and CDE recommetmwhegituting the Joint Advisory Committee on

Career Technical Education to assist in the devedn of alternative methods of allocating multiple
funding streams.

Governor’'s Budget Proposal

The Governor's budget proposal includes no charigethe funding amount of $500 million in
ongoing Proposition 98 each year for the AEBG.

The Governor proposes trailer bill language thatdifies consortia decision-making procedures.
Specifically, trailer bill language requires a corisim to consider input provided by pupils, teashe

employed by local educational agencies, communitilege faculty, principals, administrators,

classified staff, and the local bargaining unitstteé school districts and community college dissric

before making a decision.

Staff Comments

The first year of the AEBG has highlighted many cesses among consortia, funding has been
allocated and local governance and financing sirest have been established. Most consortia have
reported significantly increased collaboration amnoansortia members. However, staff continue to be
concerned with slow progress on the developmensystems for collecting and reporting data
statewide. While the reports required in statuteehaeen released or are in progress, it is diffitaul
determine what the chancellor and the superintdndave accomplished since the AB 86 cabinet
report was released in Spring 2015. Many of timeesssues around data collection, student iderdifie
and assessments remain.

Staff are also concerned that the $25 million @ted specifically to develop data systems remains
unspent. These funds were specifically intendedddress the lack of data consistency among the
providers of adult education. Adult education isaaa of education that can result in a variety of
positive outcomes for students from employment,atiitional education, to improved English
language skills. The AEBG does not require a smeafimber of adult students to be served. As a
result of the unique nature of adult educationpeate tracking of positive student outcomes isl vda
determining the success of the AEBG program andafigopriate allocation of any future funding
increases. The Legislature may wish to explore dreadditional legislative direction is needed to
align data systems to ensure reliable outcome anatis for adult education.
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Finally, the CCC and CDE have noted in several mspbat the anticipated WIOA Title Il regulations
and Perkins reauthorizations limit the CCC and Cibdn making changes to disbursement and
alignment of funds, and identifying and aligningrenon assessments. However, it is unclear if WIOA
regulations will significantly change the curremiderstanding of the law’s requirements. Furtheg, th
Perkins reauthorization and subsequent rulemakiogegs could take another several years. The
Legislature may wish to require follow-up reportiingm the CCC and CDE specifying which in areas
they feel it is important to delay further progress state coordination of federal funds, as well as
common assessments, until WIOA’s (and later, Pgjkitmal regulations are released and which state
priorities they can move forward in the coming nin@nt

Subcommittee Questions

1) What are the next steps that the CDE and CCC mlatake in the current year towards
alignment of data to measure effectiveness andremssitive outcomes for adult students?

2) How is the CCC’'s Common Assessment Initiative, eotly under development, aligned with
other assessments used by adult education providers

3) How are consortia directing programs to meet thedaeof their regions? What indicators of
need are most useful for local planning purposes?

Staff Recommendation

Hold open pending May Revision funding projections.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 8



Subcommittee No. 1 March 10, 2016

Issue 2: K-14 Education Mandates

Panel:
. Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance
. Dan Kaplan, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education
. Dan Troy, California Community Colleges

Background:

The concept of state reimbursement to local agerane school districts for state-mandated actwitie
originated with the Property Tax Relief Act of 197%&B 90 (Dills), Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972,
known as SB 90. The primary purpose of the act twdsnit the ability of local agencies and school
districts to levy taxes, however it also includewvsions to require the state to reimburse local
governments when they incurred costs as the redgulitate legislation. In 1979, Proposition 4
(superseding SB 90) was passed by voters, amenbdea@alifornia Constitution to require local
governments to be reimbursed for new programs girerilevels of services imposed by the state. In
response to Proposition 4, the Legislature creitedCommission on State Mandates (CSM) to hear
and decide upon claims requesting reimbursemertofsis mandated by the state.

In the area of K-14 education, school districtayrdg offices of education (COEs), and community
colleges, collectively referred to as local edumadi agencies (LEAS), can file mandate claims &kse
reimbursement. Charter schools have filed mandaims in the past and the CSM disapproved the
claims stating that a charter school is voluntapgrticipating in the charter program and therefore
their activities are not mandates. In additionharter school is not considered a school distmecten

the Government Code sections that allow for themttey of reimbursement. However, charter schools
are required, as a course of operation, to prosmee of the same programs, or higher levels of
service for which other education agencies maynfismdate claims and receive reimbursement.

Mandate Reimbursement ProcessA test claim must be filed within 12 months of #féective date

of the activity. The CSM first determines whetharagtivity is a mandate. Generally, a new program
or higher level of service for a local governmerstynmot be considered a reimbursable mandate if 1) i
is a federally-required program or service; 2)sithe result of a voter-approved measure; 3) tihés
result of an optional or voluntary activity; 4)has offsetting saving or revenues designated fatrr th
purpose; or 5) the requirement was enacted priotd@5. The test claim must include detailed
information on the enacting statutes or executirdeis, mandated activities, and costs incurred as a
result.

If the CSM determines the program or service t@abreimbursable mandate, the next step is for the
CSM to approve “Parameters and Guidelines” thattitiethe eligible claimants, activities, costsdan
time-period as needed for LEAs to file claims. TAate Controller's Office (SCO) then issues
claiming instructions and LEAs file initial claim&llowed by annual claims for reimbursement. The
SCO reviews, approves, and audits a sample of slaifter the initial claims are filed for a
reimbursable state mandate, the SCO aggregates ¢hsts and provides a statewide cost estimate for
adoption by the CSM. These statewide cost estimatesreported to the Legislature and used to
estimate ongoing state mandate costs and the lgaoklmpaid mandate claims.
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The mandates reimbursement process has some ielérsiifortcomings. The process often takes years
for decisions to be reached, allowing potentialgngicant costs to accrue prior to initial clairaad
delaying a decision by the state to suspend or dntie® requirements. Reimbursements under this
process are based on actual costs; therefore LEEyslack an incentive to perform required activities
as efficiently as possible. In addition, reimbursaton an annual basis requires potentially siggnfi
bureaucratic workload for LEAs to keep requiredords for all of the various mandated activities.
Also, depending on the amount of reimbursementiavai, not all LEAs may file a claim; those with
less administrative capacity may simply absorb dbsts of the mandate. The reverse is likely also
true; LEAs with the necessary administrative resesimay more aggressively pursue reimbursement,
resulting in uneven funding for the same mandattidiaes.

In order to simplify the process, in 2004 the stagated the Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology
(RRM). Rather than requiring LEAs to submit detdildocumentation of actual costs, RRM uses
general allocation formulas or other approximatiohsosts approved by the CSM. Only three school
mandates currently have approved RRMs.

Payment of Mandates.Over the years, as the cost and number of educateomdates has grown, the
state began to defer the full cost of educationdates for multiple years at a time, paying claims o
an inconsistent schedule, mostly when one-time duauet available. After deferring payments for
years, in 2006, the state provided more than $90®min one-time funds for state mandates, ratri
almost all district and community college manddtanas (plus interest) through the 2004-05 fiscal
year. However on a regular ongoing basis, the staténues to defer the cost of roughly 50 eduacatio
mandates, but still requires LEAS to perform thendsed activity by providing a nominal amount of
money ($1,000) for each activity.

There have been some attempts to force the stai@ytmandate claims. For example, Proposition 1A,
approved by the state’s voters in 2004, requirex ltbgislature to appropriate funds in the annual
budget to pay a mandate’s outstanding claims, ‘&u$pthe mandate (render it inoperative for one
year), or “repeal’ the mandate (permanently elir@n& or make it optional). The provisions in
Proposition 1A, however, do not apply to K-14 ediora In addition, in 2008, a superior court found
the state’s practice of deferring mandate paymentenstitutional, however constitutional separation
of powers means the courts cannot force the Lagreldo make appropriations for mandates.

More recently the state has had significant onetPnoposition 98 funding available and has made
sizeable payments towards the mandates backlogr 2®13-14, the LAO estimated that the mandates
backlog reached a high of approximately $4.5 billibhe 2014-15 Budget Act, provided $450 million
to pay K-14 mandates. The 2015-16 Budget Act, piedian additional $3.8 billion for mandates. In
both of these years, the funds were not apportidoedpecific claims, but provided on an equal
amount per average daily attendance (ADA) for Kab® per full time equivalent student (FTES) for
community colleges. Charter schools were also degiuin the per ADA allocation although they do
not have mandate claims. This payment methodolafynavledges that all LEAs and community
colleges were required to complete mandated aeyibut for a variety of reasons, not all LEAs and
community colleges submitted claims.
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Recent K-14 Mandate
Recent Backlog Payments

2014 Budget Act 20B&dget Act
K-12 Education (In thousands) $400,500 $3,205,137
Per ADA Rate (In whole dollars) $67 $529
Community Colleges (In thousands) $49,500 $632,024
Per FTES Rate (In whole dollars) $45 $556
Total (In thousands) $450,000 $3,837,161

Does not account for leakage.
Source: Department of Finance

This payment methodology has a significant limdatin its ability to fully pay off remaining mandat
claims. The per ADA and FTES methodology resultsl@akage”, or the amount of the one-time
payments that does not count against the mandatidoigabecause it was provided to LEAs or
community colleges that did not submit claims orogad claims have already been paid off. As the
state pays off more of the mandate backlog, theuaiof leakage becomes more significant. With
fewer LEAs that have remaining claims on the boeakklitional funding provided on a per ADA and
per FTES basis has a diminishing return on redutiegbacklog as the remaining claims become
concentrated in those LEAs with high per-studeainas.

Remaining Mandates Backlog. The Administration roughly estimates that after th@15-16
payments are applied to the mandates backlog, ¢hngaining balance of unpaid claims totals
approximately $2.3 billion for K-12 mandates andsel to $300 million for the California Community
College mandates. This includes an estimate tlee$38 billion provided in 2015-16 reduces mandate
claims by approximately $2.8 million. However, tB€O has not yet applied this funding to claims, so
actuals are not yet available. In addition, somedates are currently involved in litigation and the
SCO has not applied the CSM ruling on offsettingereie pending completion of the lawsuit. The
LAO takes into account pending litigation and atfjube backlog down to $1.9 billion. The estimation
of the actual amount of the backlog is complicdiga variety of factors, mandates claims contirue t
accrue on an annual basis, there is a lag in th@ &gplication of new one-time funds towards claims,
and as a result in the calculation of leakagepn®atontinue to be subject to audit, and some sidgew
mandate costs are involved in litigation.

Mandates Block Grant. As an alternative to the traditional mandates ctgmocess and to help create
more certainty for LEAS in the payment of mandatasthe 2012-13 budget, the state created two
block grants for education mandates: one for sch@ificts, COEs, and charter schools (for which
some mandated activities apply) and another fornsomty colleges. Instead of submitting detailed
claims that track the time and money spent on eaahdated activity on an ongoing basis, LEAs can
choose to receive block grant funding for all maadaactivities included in the block grant. The
mandates block grant does not reflect the actasd\stde costs estimates for each included mandate.
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Block Grant Funding and Participation. The 2015-16 budget includes a total of $251 nilfior the
mandates block grants ($219 million for schools $8&# million for community colleges). Block grant
funding is allocated to participating LEAs on a -pepil basis, based on ADA or FTES. The rate
varies by type of LEA and by grade span, due tof#ue that some mandates only apply to high
schools. The per-pupil rates are as follows:

School districts receive $28.42 per student in g@ga¢-8 and $56 per student in grades 9-12.
e Charter schools receive $14.21 per student in grd® and $42 per student in grades 9-12.

« County offices of education (COES) receive $28d2dach student they serve directly, plus an
additional $1 for each student within the counfyh€ $1 add—on for COEs is intended to cover
mandated costs largely associated with oversightits, such as reviewing district budgets.)

¢ Community colleges receive $28 per student.

Most school districts and COEs, and virtually dader schools and community college districts ghav
opted to participate in the block grant. Specificain 2015-16, the LEAs participating in the block
grant serve about 96 percent of LEAS, includingrighaschools, and 99 percent of ADA and 100
percent of community college districts and FTES.

New Education Mandates.New mandate claims continue to be filed on an amgdiasis and
generally, once the CSM has adopted the statevaskeestimate, this amount is added to the mandates
backlog. In addition, the state must make a detatiin about whether to add new mandates to the
block grant and correspondingly increase the masdaibck grant and by what amount. Finally, if the
state is not going to suspend the mandate, gepexratiinimal appropriation of $1,000 is provided in
the annual budget act towards the costs of the atanth the past, the mandates block grant has not
been adjusted for low-cost mandates, but has bdgrstad for high-cost mandates, such as the
graduation requirements mandate, which resultsiinarease in the block grant in 2013-14 of $50
million.

The CSM approved a new mandate for the requiredntdogy, training, and internet access LEAs
need to provide to administer the new Californisséssment of Student Performance and Progress,
beginning in 2013-14. While the CSM approved maedaictivities for reimbursement in January
2016, it will be some time before the CSM processilts in a statewide cost estimate.

Governor’'s Proposal:

The Governor proposes to provide $1.4 billion (kiion for school districts, county offices, and
charter schools, and $76 million for community eghs) in one—time discretionary Proposition 98
funds. These funds would offset any existing mamddaims. Similar to prior years, this funding
would be allocated on a per ADA and per FTES basi) school receiving $214 per ADA and
community colleges receiving $72 per FTES. LEAs ugaa their funds for any purpose, however the
Governor includes language suggesting that schistriads, COEs, and charter schools dedicate their
one—-time funds to implementation of Common CoreteStatandards, technology, professional
development, induction programs for beginning teashand deferred maintenance and community
colleges use their one—time funds for campus sgcueichnology, professional development, and the
development of open education resources and zettbetek—cost degrees.
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Providing funds on a per ADA and per FTES basismadhat all LEASs, including charter schools and
community colleges, would receive some fundingardlgss of whether they had submitted mandate
claims, or the dollar amount of their outstanditgiros. As a result, the entire $1.4 billion willtho
offset the mandates backlog, but rather some Igss&on of the total, as determined by the SCGe Th
Governor estimates this amount to be approxima$@86 million, leaving a remaining mandates
backlog of approximately $1.8 billion.

The Governor provides $219 million for the K-12 rdates block grant, reflecting a $1 million
reduction for a decline in ADA and $33 million fibre community colleges block grant, reflecting a $1
million increase for new FTES estimates. Per-pigigs remain the same and there are no changes to
the mandates included in the block grant. The Guwredid not provide a COLA for the mandates

block grant.

The Governor also proposes trailer bill language would require that costs used to determine a
reasonable reimbursement methodology for a maradlatbased on audited claims.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations

The LAO’s recent reportThe 2016-17 Budget: Proposition 98 Analysimalyzes the mandates
backlog. The LAO found that many LEAs no longer é@aims — 50 percent of school districts, 31
percent of county offices of education, and 86 @erof community colleges. They also looked at the
cost per student and found that it varied widelgt #rere was no uniform reason why any LEA would
still have claims, although county offices in gealdrad larger per student claims than school distri

In particular the widespread differences are hggtted in looking at community college claims where
remaining clams are concentrated — 90 percentundommunity college districts, who represent just
seven percent of FTES.

Distribution of LEAs’ Outstanding Claims per Student

Share With Minimum Median Maximum
Claims Claim Claim Claim
School districts 50% _ a $400 $8.673
County offices of 69 5148 2649 28719
education
Community college 14 183 1,514 5,001
districts

sActual value of claim is $0.39 per student.
Mote: Local education agencies (LEAs) with no outstanding balances have been omitted.

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office
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The LAO notes that the prior years’ practice ofipgymandate claims with a per ADA and per FTES
amount for all LEAs did ensure that LEAs that didt rclaim for mandates because it was
administratively burdensome or provided servicea &iwer cost were not disadvantaged compared
with other LEAs. However, paying the full mandatbacklog using this methodology is not
reasonable, given the growing amount of leakageragining claims become more concentrated.

The LAO recommends an alternative payoff methodglggoviding $2.6 billion over the next few
years. Under this plan, in exchange for a desighataeount of one-time funding LEAs would be
required to write-off remaining mandate claims.h&al districts would receive $450 per ADA, equal
to the median outstanding per-student school disamd county office claim. County offices would
receive the greater of $1 million or $450 per Alpdys $20 per each countywide ADA. If all school
districts and county offices choose to participgie,cost would be $2.4 billion for school distsieind
$160 million for county offices. The LAO does metommend making additional payments to charter
schools as they do not have outstanding claimsveer@ paid the same per-ADA rate as school
districts in prior backlog payments, despite haviagperform fewer mandated activities. The LAO
also does not recommend making payments to comynaalleges as their remaining claims are so
concentrated in a few districts. While there may LLEAs that choose not to participate and
community colleges that retain claims on the botkesre will be relatively few remaining claims. &h
state can continue to monitor the claims backlogr étvme as new mandates arise, and in future years
when claims once again build up, can take a simaggroach to retiring debt.

The LAO also reviewed the Governor’s proposal fog mandates block grant and recommends that
the Legislature apply the same COLA (0.47 percenthe mandates block grant as is applied to other
education programs, at an estimated cost of 1.RomilThe LAO notes that a COLA would ensure
that the purchasing power of the mandates blochtgeamaintained and better reflect the costs of
performing mandated activities.

Staff Comments

Significant progress has been made in paying dbvmtandates backlog over the past few years with
the additional benefit that LEAs have received atrieted one-time resources as the economy has
recovered and they build back programs for theidetts. However, during this same time period,
there have been significant education reforms,udliolj new academic content standards and
assessments that have required significant profesisidevelopment, instructional materials, and
technology upgrades. While the Governor proposeguiage that suggests, but does not require, the
expenditure of funds on identified priorities, thegislature may wish to consider whether funds
should be instead specifically targeted to priodatgas, although the state would not be able totcou
those funds as reducing the mandates backlog.

In addition, the payment of mandate claims has leeonsistent at best over the past decade. The
inequities in the mandates system are well docuedeand over time, some LEAs have amassed large
amounts of claims on the books. In 2012-13, theestreated the mandates block grant and tookpa ste
towards preventing future backlogs of mandate daiotaling billions of dollars, with LEAs uncertain
as to when they would be paid back for requiredvitiets. However the remaining backlog, created
before the block grant, remains on the books aedL#gislature may wish to consider alternative
methods of paying the backlog off in a timely manne
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Subcommittee Questions

1. Does the DOF have a response to the LAO’s atie proposal?

2. Does the LAO anticipate there will be sufficiemte-time funds in future years to fund the entire
$2.6 billion needed under their proposal if all L&Eparticipate?

3. Why did the DOF not apply a COLA to the manddtiesk grant to retain the purchasing power of
the grant?

Staff Recommendation

Hold open pending May Revision funding projections.
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Issue 3: Proposition 39 Energy Efficiency Projects

Description

The California Clean Energy Jobs Awias created with the approval of Proposition 39the
November 6, 2012 statewide general election. Uribex act, specific proceeds of corporate tax
revenues are allocated to the Clean Energy Joki@nelaund through 2017-18, and are available for
appropriation by the Legislature for eligible prifgto improve energy efficiency and expand clean
energy generation. This item includes an updatprojects that have been completed or are underway
and the Governor’s proposal for the 2016-17 expgarsaiof funds.

Panel:
. Dan Kaplan, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Cheryl Ide, Department of Finance
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education
. Drew Bohan, California Energy Commission
. Dan Troy, California Community Colleges

Background:

Proposition 39 changed the corporate income taxe dodrequire most multistate businesses to
determine their California taxable income usingngle sales factor method. The increase in the'stat
corporate tax revenue resulting from Propositioni8&llocated half to the General Fund and half to
the Clean Energy Job Creation Fund for five fisgadrs, from 20134 through 2017-18. The Clean
Energy Job Creation Fund is available for approijomaby the Legislature for eligible projects to
improve energy efficiency and expand clean energyegation. For fiscal years 2013 through
2015-16 the state provided $973 million in Propogit39 revenue for K-12 energy efficiency projects
and planning, $124 million for community collegeeegy projects, and $56 million for a revolving
loan program to fund similar types of projects iottb segments. The state also provided smaller
amounts to the California Workforce Investment Bloaind the California Conservation Corps.

K-12 - Local Educational Agency Proposition 39 Awadl Program. SB 73 (Committee on Budget
and Fiscal Review), Chapter 29, Statues of 201tabkshes that 89 percent of the funds deposited
annually into the Clean Energy Job Creation Fund eemaining after any transfers or other
appropriations, be allocated by the State Superi®et of Public Instruction for awards and made
available to LEAs for energy efficiency and cleamemgy projects. Minimum grant amounts were
established for LEAs within the following averagaly attendance (ADA) thresholds:

 $15,000 for LEAs with ADA of 100 students or less.
e $50,000 for LEAs with ADA of 100 to 1,000 students.

* $100,000 for LEAs with ADA of 1,000 to 2,000 stutken
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The Energy Commission, in consultation with the &émpent of Education, the Chancellor's Office
and the Public Utilities Commission, was requirediévelop guidelines for contracts with LEAs. The
Energy Commission released these guidelines inibleee2013.

In order to receive an energy efficiency projeanyr LEAs must submit an expenditure plan to the
Energy Commission outlining the energy projectbedunded. The Energy Commission reviews these
plans to ensure they meet the criteria set fortithe guidelines. The Department of Education
distributes funding to LEAs with approved expenditiplans. LEAs can also request funding for
planning prior to submission of the plan. The Déapant of Education notes that as of February 2016,
1,646 LEAs have received planning funds and 51@ mageived energy project funds and the Energy
Commission has approved $354 million in projects.

K-12 Proposition 39Energy Efficiency Funds
For 2013-14 through 2015-16 fiscal years
as of February 2016
(dollars in millions)
Total Allocation $ 9734
Planning funds paid $ (153.6)
Energy projects paid $ (338.2
Total Payments $ (491.8
Remaining balance $ 481.6

Source: Department of Education
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The types of projects approved for K-12 educati@nas follows:

: Percentage of

Project Type Count Totalg
Lighting 4,666 47%
Lighting Controls 1,081 11%
HVAC 1,683 17%
HVAC Controls 1,007 10%
Plug Loads 636 6%
Generation (PV) 251 3%
Pumps, Motors, Drives 219 2%
Building Envelope 128 1%
Domestic Hot Water 133 1%
Kitchen 32 0%
Electrical 15 0%
Energy Storage 24 0%
Pool 6 0%
Power Purchase Agreements 4 0%
Irrigation 3 0%
Total Projects 9,888 100%

Source: California Energy Commission

California Community College Chancellor's Office.SB 73 established that 11 percent of the funds
deposited annually into the Clean Energy Job Qyedfund be allocated to the California Community
College Chancellor’s Office to be made availabledommunity college districts for energy efficiency
and clean energy projects.

In conjunction with the Energy Commission, the Gtelor's Office developed guidelines for districts
as they plan to use Proposition 39 funds. Fundig lteen distributed to colleges on a per-student
basis. In 2013-14, the Proposition 39 allocatios %86 per full-time equivalent students (FTES), $28
per FTES in 2014-15, and $27 per FTES in 2015-1& guidelines also sought to leverage existing
energy efficiency programs, including partnershipgst districts had with investor-owned utilities.
These partnerships had been in existence since, 2@ most college districts did not need to use
Proposition 39 for planning; the planning was cogtgl

According to the Chancellor's Office, for fiscalaye2015-16, $22.8 million of $32.7 million funding
has been allocated for 130 projects. At least 8@que¢ of the projects approved in 2015-16 are
expected to be installed by June 30, 2016 and @los¢ by September 1, 2017. The Chancellor's
Office estimates annual system-wide cost savingbofit $2.56 million from these projects. About 52
percent of the projects were related to upgradmigtihg systems to make them more energy efficient
and 29 percent of the projects were related toitggaventilation, and air conditioning projects
(HVAC). The chart below indicates uses of the fuigdat community colleges in the first three years
of Proposition 39.
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2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

Project Type Percentage of Percentage Percentage

Count Year 1 Count of Year 2 Count of Year 3

Projects Projects Projects
Lighting 168 56.57% 102 43.97% 68 52.31%
HVAC 55 18.52% 72 31.03% 38 29.23%
Controls 45 15.15% 34 14.66% 11 8.46%
Other 11 3.70% 4 1.72% 4 3.08%
RCX 13 4.38% 6 2.59% 2 1.54%
Technical 3 1.01% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Assistance

Self- Generation 2 0.67% 2 0.86% 1 0.77%
MBCXx 0 0.00% 12 5.17% 6 4.62%
Total Projects 297 100% 232 100% 130 100%

The Chancellor's office reports that in the firetee years, community colleges have spent $94.2
million on these projects and have achieved tHewahg savings:

e $12.4 million in annual energy costs savings
* 65.6 kilowatt-hours annual savings
e 1,402 therms annual savings

From 2013 to 2016, the system spent $15.7 millibrito© Proposition 39 funding on workforce
development programs related to energy efficieNégrkforce development funds have been used to
purchase new equipment, create and improve cuanitubnd provide professional development for
faculty and support for regional collaboration. 8fieally, 13,734 certificates, degrees, and energy
certifications were awarded in energy-related 8elduch as construction, environmental controls
technology and electrical and electronics technplog

The Governor’s proposed budget provides $45.1 anilin Proposition 39 funding for community
colleges in 2016-17. The Chancellor’s Office repdrthat a call for projects was issued to community
college districts on January 8, 2016, and 63 ofli&icts have responded and provided preliminary
project lists. The deadline to submit project agadions with detailed costs and scope informatan f
2016-17 is April 1, 2016.

California Energy Commission Energy Conservation Asistance Act — Education Subaccount:
Loan and Technical Assistance Grant Programln 2013-14, $28 million was appropriated to the
Energy Commission for the Energy Conservation Aasie Act — Education Subaccount. Of this
amount, about 90 percent was to be made availablew-interest or nanterest loans. The remaining
10 percent was to be transferred to the Energy Gesiom’'s Bright Schools Program to provide
technical assistance grants to LEAs and commurmitie@es. The Bright Schools Program technical
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assistance can provide American Society of HeatRefrigerating and A#Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) Level Two energy audits to identify cadtective energy efficiency measures. The
Governor's budget does not include additional fogdior the Energy Commission revolving loan
program.

California Workforce Investment Board (CWIB). SB 73 appropriates Proposition 39 funding to the
CWIB each year to develop and implement a competgrant program for eligible workforce training
organizations, which prepares disadvantaged yeoetierans, or others for employment.

California Conservation Corps. Funds have been allocated each year taCtdéornia Conservation
Corps for energy surveys and other energy conserveglated activities for public schools.

Governor’'s Proposal:

The Governor's budget estimates $838 million inpBsition 39 revenue, based on projections by the
Franchise Tax Board. Of this amount, one-half ($#fiBion) is dedicated, primarily to schools and
community colleges, as follows:

¢ $365.5 million and $45.2 million to K12 school and community college districts, respebfi
for energy efficiency project grants.

* $5.4 million to the California Conservation Corgs tontinued technical assistance tolR
school districts.

* $3 million to the California Workforce Investmeno&d for continued implementation of the
job-training program.

Subcommittee Questions

1) What types of projects have yielded the mostrgneavings for K-12 schools or community
colleges?

2) The K-12 projects in particular, have taken lenfpr completion. Do the CDE and CEC anticipate
acceleration in the use of K-12 funds over the iyesr as LEAs move into completing projects?

3) Projects vary by the size of a recipient anddiia¢e of their facilities. How have smaller reeipis
and those with unique needs, i.e. charter schasésj Proposition 39 funds?

Staff Recommendation

Hold open pending May Revision revenue projections.
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 4: Career Technical Education Incentive GranProgram

Panel:
. Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office
. Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
. Debra Brown, California Department of Education

Background:

The California Department of Education defines eatechnical education as*'a..program of study

that involves a multiyear sequence of coursesititagrates core academic knowledge with technical
and occupational knowledge to provide students witpathway to postsecondary education and
careers.” It further defines 15 industry fields for careechrical education as noted in the table below:

indusiry Sectors

Agriculture Heaith Science and Mediecal Technology
A ke WA din  merd Tlamd b o sy i Tl ommanabrs Tade e Tlomemits ey ntemrd TP o russm oy s svion
Al La, IviGlld, dilld Ldibel Ll U GLIL Iivapiiallily, LULlislll, dlil velvallull

Building Trades and Construction Information Technology

™ .. - 31T -~ b £ e - P B o TR | ™ 1

DUSIIICSS dI1d CITETNCC IVIANUTACTUTIIE dI1d Froguet LAAYEIOPINCTIL

r"‘l’\ill nF'I..rF'III'\r'lT'I'\F'T'If =T pﬁt'ﬂll\r QF'T‘I.I;I"'F'C: RJQ?‘L‘F‘*IT'I(‘T QBIF'C: = 1 QF'T L

Child Development and Family Services  Marketis 1g, Sales, and Services

Energy and Utilities Public Services

Tarrsmaaritor ovd Thaod oma T s ondb ey 4 oy

el il LIIE Gl LAWDlELL LIl Ll VLl

Fashion and Interior Design

In recent years, career technical education haeljbeen operated through Regional Occupational
Centers and Programs (ROCPSs), which provide senfmehigh school students over 16 and some
adult students. According to the California Depamtnof Education, approximately 470,000 students
enroll in ROCPs each year. Students may receanairiig at schools or regional centers. The prowisio
of career technical education by ROCPs varies adtos state and services are provided under the
following organizational structures: 1) county o#fiof education operates an ROCP in which school
districts participate, 2) school districts partatig in a joint powers agreement that operates aGRRO

or 3) a single school district operates an ROCRwdig for ROCPS historically was on an hourly
attendance basis, but is now provided under theH.CF

Prior to 2008-09, ROCPs received funding througbategorical block grant (approximately $450
million Proposition 98 annually). However under thaicy of categorical flexibility, school distrit
could use ROCP funds for any purpose through 2@LZ=bmmencing with the 2013-14 fiscal year,
the state transitioned to funding K-12 educatiodairthe Local Control Funding Formula. This new
formula eliminated most categorical programs, idolg separate ROCP funding, and instead provided
school districts with a grade span adjusted per A@Mount based on the number and type (low
income, English learner and foster youth studeetserpte additional funds) of K-12 students. The
high school grade span rate included an additidréapercent increase over the base grant to regrese
the cost of career technical education in high stshdowever, school districts are not required to
spend this funding on career technical educationonder to protect career technical education
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programs as the state transitioned to LCFF, theslagre and the Governor enacted a maintenance-
of-effort requirement to ensure local educationgérecies continued to expend, from their LCFF
allocation, the same amount of funds on careemieaheducation as they had in 2012-13 through the
2014-15 fiscal year.

New Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Progam. In 2015-16, the Legislature and
Governor responded to concerns that career tedhedeecation programs needed additional support
outside of the LCFF in the short-term to ensureasngbility of quality programs by enacting the
Career Technical Education Incentive Grant progrdrhis grant program provides one-time
Proposition 98 funding for each of 2015-16 thro@@i 7-18 with a local matching requirement. The
funding amount and match requirement adjust eaah ws follows:

* 2015-16: $400 million, match requirement 1 : 1 (gfanding : local match)
e 2016-17: $300 million, match requirement 1: 1.5
e 2017-18: $200 million, match requirement 1 : 2
Within the annual allocation, the funds are furtbebdivided in statute according to the following:

* Four percent designated for applicants with averdayly attendance (ADA) of less than or
equal to 140.

» Eight percent designated for applicants with ADAnadre than 140 and less than or equal to
550.

» 88 percent designated for applicants with ADA ofrenthhan 550.

School districts, charter schools, county officels emlucation, joint powers agencies, or any
combination of these are invited to apply for théseds to develop and expand career technical
education programs. Matching funds may come fronsaLaControl Funding Formula, foundation
funds, federal Perkins Grant, California Partngrshcademies, the Agricultural Incentive Grant, and
any other fund source with the exception of theif@alia Career Pathways Trust. Grantees are also
required to provide a plan for continued supporttied program for at least three years after the
expiration of the three year grant. New granteeshose that applied but did not receive fundimg i
the initial year, may apply in later years. Adda minimum eligibility standards include:

e Curriculum and instruction aligned with the Cali@ Career Technical Education Model
Curriculum Standards .

« Quality career exploration and guidance for stuslent

« Pupil support and leadership development.

« System alignment and coherence.

« Ongoing, formal industry and labor partnerships.

« Opportunities for after-school, extended day, amdad-school work based learning.

« Reflect regional or local labor market demands, faeds on high skill, high wage, or high
demand occupations.

« Lead to an industry recognized credential, cegti¢ or appropriate post-secondary training
or employment.

« Skilled teachers or faculty with professional depshent opportunities.

« Data reporting.
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The CDE in conjunction with the California State Board of Education (SBE) shall determine whether a
grantee continues to receive funds after the initial year based on the data reported by program
participants.

2015-16 Career Technical Incentive Grant Program Funding

The 2015-16 Budget Act included $400 million in one-time Proposition 98 funding for the Career
Technical Education Incentive Grant Program. Of the funds, $396 million will be allocated to program
applicants and $4 million, or one percent, will be used for technical assistance activities.

The CDE identified 100 applicants which met program requirements and took them to the state board
of education for approval in January 2016. The CDE is taking a second group of applicants (265
grantees) to the March, 2016 state board meeting. Applicants approved at the January meeting will
receive the first installment of funds in March, while those approved at the March meeting will receive
funding in April.

The per ADA grant amount is determined within each size-based grant allocation, as follows:

* A base amount calculated on an LEA’s proportional share of the total 2014-15 ADA in grades
seven through twelve.

» A supplemental allocation formula calculated on each of the following:
0 A new career technical education program.
English-learner, low-income, and foster youth students.
Higher than average dropout rates.
Higher than average unemployment rates.
Current student participation in career technical education programs.
Regional collaboration.
Location within a rural area.

O 0O O0OO0OO0Oo

In order to award the technical assistance funds, the CDE divided the state into seven regions and
solicited grantees to provide technical assistance. The CDE has identified the following county offices
to provide regional technical assistance: Butte, Fresno, Los Angeles, Napa, Sacramento, San
Bernardino, and Santa Barbara.

Governor’'s Proposal

The Governor’s budget proposal reflects the second year of Proposition 98 funds for the career
technical incentive grant program, $300 million in one-time funds.

The Governor also proposes additional trailer bill language that would allow the superintendent, in

collaboration with the executive director of the state board to determine the amount of grant funds

provided for each applicant, instead of splitting the funds by the prescribed size-based category.
According to the CDE and the Department of Finance, the number of applicants in each size-based
category was significantly different than anticipated. This additional statutory authority is requested to

allow CDE and the state board flexibility to more equitably spread grant funding across recipients.
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6120 CALIFORNIA STATE LIBRARY
Overview

The California State Library is the state's information hub, preserving California's cultural heritage and
connecting people, libraries, and government to the resources and tools they need to succeed and to
build a strong California. Founded in 1850, the California State Library is the oldest and most
continuous cultural agency in the State of California.

Decades before there was a university system or a public library system, there was the California State
Library. The California State Library has responsibility to:

e Collect, preserve, and connect Californians to our history and culture.

e Support a transparent government by collecting, preserving, and ensuring access to California
state government publications, federal government information, and patent and trademark
resources.

e Ensure access to books and information for Californians who are visually impaired or have a
disability and are unable to read standard print.

e Support the capacity of policy leaders to make informed decisions by providing specialized
research to the Governor's Office and the Cabinet, the Legislature, and constitutional officers.

e Provide services that enable state government employees to have the information resources and
training they need to be effective, efficient, and successful.

e Lead and promote innovative library services by providing and managing state and federal
funding programs to ensure all Californians have access, via their libraries, to the information
and educational resources they need to be successful.

e Develop and support programs that help Californians (from birth through adulthood) acquire
the literacy skills they need to thrive in the 21st Century.

The following table displays the budgeted expenditures and positions for the State Library as proposed
in the Governor’s budget. Of the amounts displayed in the table, $27.8 million in 2014-15, $31.4
million in 2015-16, and $31 million in 2016-17 are supported by the General Fund. The remainder of
funding comes from federal funds and various special funds.

Governor’s Budget — State Library Budgeted Expenditures and Positions
Dollars in millions
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Personal Services $11.2 $11.7 $11.7
Operating Expenses and Equipment $12.9 $14.3 $14.2
Local Assistance $20.9 $26 $25.7
Total Expenditures $44.9 $51.9 $51.6
Positions 137.8 129.2 129.2
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Issue 1: California Library Services Act

Panel

Jack Zwald, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
Natasha Collins, Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office
Greg Lucas, State Librarian of California, California State Library

Summary. The Governor’s 2016-17 budget proposes an increase of $1.8 million General Fund
ongoing, and $3 million General Fund on a one-time basis, for the California Library Services Act
program.

Background

The 2015 Budget Act included both ongoing and one-time funding for the state’s efforts to improve the
state’s information hub, preserving California’s heritage and connecting people, libraries, and
government to resources and tools, including:

Broadband Equipment Grants. The budget provided a $4 million one-time General Fund
increase for grants to public libraries that require additional equipment, network upgrades, or
modifications to physical sites to support broadband internet access. As a condition of receiving
this funding, the State Library or local libraries are required to secure additional non-General
Fund resources to ensure that public libraries have access to a high-speed network. The 2014-
15 budget also provided $2 million one-time General Fund increase for similar activities. The
State Library notes that $670,000 is left over from the first year of broadband grants. For the
second year, the State Library is expecting to award 51 library jurisdictions with the maximum
grant amount of $30,000, and as a result, 126 of 183 library jurisdictions will have the
equipment for their main branch to connect to high speed internet through Corporation for
Educational Network Initiatives in California (CENIC). Should 51 grants be awarded, the State
Library indicates that $3.2 million in broadband grants will be left over from the first and
second year. The last 57 jurisdictions are deciding whether or not to connect, and should they
all receive the maximum grant for their main branch, the State Library notes the total cost may
be $1.7 million.

Literacy Program. The budget provided an increase of $2 million General Fund ongoing for
the Literacy and English Acquisition Services Program and $1 million one-time General Fund
to pilot the Career Online High School program, which provides literacy coaches and resources
to adults looking to earn an accredited high school diploma and prepare for workforce entry.
The literacy program allocates funds to public libraries to support instruction in basic literacy
for adults. According to the State Library, this increase in funding provided literacy services at
five additional library jurisdictions, and as a result 800 of 1,100 library branches are offering
these services.

Additionally, as noted during the subcommittee’s previous hearing on adult education, only
formal consortia members, such as school and community college districts, county offices of
education (COEs), and joint powers agencies (JPAS), may receive adult education block grant
funding directly. However, under a regional plan, funds may be designated for and passed
through to other adult education providers, such as libraries, serving students in the region.
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e Preservation Activities. The budget provides $521,000 General Fund, including $181,000 for
two new positions, and $340,000 on a one-time basis for digital scanning equipment, to help
the library make critical improvements to better preserve historical materials.

California Library Services Act Program (CLSA). The California Library Services Act declares the
state’s intent for all California residents to have access to library resources regardless of their location.
To meet this goal, the state traditionally has provided funding to regional library cooperatives.
Currently, the nine regional cooperatives provide their member libraries resource-sharing services,
such as purchasing access to online database subscriptions and transferring library materials across
jurisdictions.

The program is administered by the 13-member California Library Services Board, which annually
reviews and approves the cooperatives’ budget plans and awards state CLSA funding based on the
number of people residing within each of the library cooperative’s boundaries. Nine board members
are appointed by the Governor and four are appointed by the Legislature. The Chief Executive Officer
of the board is the State Librarian, whom the Governor appoints and the Senate confirms.

Regional Cooperatives Supported by Federal, State, and Local Funds. In 2015-16, the federal
Library Services and Technology Act provided $11.3 million to local libraries to fund various
activities, including resource sharing through regional cooperatives. The state provided $1.9 million
specifically for regional cooperatives. State funding for regional cooperatives was reduced from $12.9
million in 2010-11 to $1.9 million in 2012-13 and thereafter. The state provided a $2 million one-time
General Fund augmentation for CLSA in 2014-15, which the State Library indicates local libraries
used primarily for equipment purchases to connect libraries to faster internet. Local libraries collected
$2.9 million in fees to promote resource-sharing through their cooperatives in 2014-15.

Governor’s Proposal

The Governor proposes a $4.8 million increase for CLSA regional cooperatives. Of this amount, $3
million is one time and $1.8 million is ongoing. According to the Administration, the board would
determine in the future how to distribute the one-time funding, and it would distribute the ongoing
funding based on the number of people residing within each of the cooperative’s boundaries. The
Administration indicates it intends for the regional cooperatives to use the funding to engage in “new
business practices” and adopt new technologies to share resources.

The Governor also proposes trailer bill language to modify the CLSA by removing references to the
transaction-based reimbursement, which previously covered a small portion of the costs for local
libraries extending lending services beyond their jurisdiction. Since 2011, the state has not provided
funding for the transaction-based reimbursement. Trailer bill language also clarifies that cooperatives
may use CLSA funding for exchanging print and digital materials.

Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) Comments

The LAO notes that standard practice is for the administration to submit a “budget change proposal” to
the Legislature for each of its proposals for state agencies. In these proposals, the Administration
provides justification for the funding level requested, analyzes alternatives, and outlines expected
results. The Administration did not submit this documentation for this proposal.

The Governor’s proposal to allow the board to distribute grant monies to the regional cooperatives and
oversee their expenditures conforms to current state law and historical state practice. The board, which
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includes four members appointed by the Legislature, has long conducted these activities. Without
additional information from the Administration about the proposal; however, the Legislature lacks the
ability to evaluate whether the funding provided is an appropriate amount, what alternatives to the
proposal exist, and what results it can expect. The Legislature may wish to ask the Administration to
provide this information prior to the May Revision.

Upon receiving additional information, if the Legislature were to decide to approve the Governor’s
proposal, LAO recommends it also require the State Library to report back on the program.
Specifically, LAO recommends the State Library submit a report to the Legislature by January 1, 2017,
describing (1) what criteria the board used to award grant funding, (2) the amount of funding each
cooperative received, (3) a summary of each cooperative’s plans and budgets for both one-time and
ongoing funding (including existing funding), and (4) a summary of expected outcomes. This report
could help the Legislature evaluate future budget requests.

Staff Comments

As noted above, the State Library board has latitude in deciding how funds under the library services
act are spent. The Administration indicates it intends for the regional cooperatives to use funding to
engage in “new business practices” and adopt new technologies to share resources; however, this is not
explicit or required in trailer bill. Moreover, the State Library has not finalized how it will spend this
additional funding, and indicates that the board has invited testimony from the directors of the regional
library systems and chairs of the administrative councils at its April 8" meeting. Initial feedback from
librarians and system coordinators have included an interest in building regional libraries of digital
materials, and creating analytics that measure the impact of library services within their community.
The subcommittee may wish to consider whether these funds should be specifically targeted to priority
areas. The subcommittee may also wish to request additional information regarding the Governor’s
proposal, such as what results it can expect with additional funding, and how the State Library intends
to use this funding following the April 8" meeting.

Subcommittee Question
1) What outcomes does the Administration hope to achieve with this proposal, and how would
these outcomes be measured?

Staff recommendation: Hold open.
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6600 HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW

Hastings College of the Law (Hastings) was founded in 1878 by Serranus Clinton Hastings, the first
Chief Justice of the State of California. On March 26, 1878, the Legislature provided for affiliation
with the University of California. Hastings is the oldest law school, and one of the largest public law
schools, in the western United States. Policy for the college is established by the board of directors and
is carried out by the chancellor and dean and other officers of the college. The board has 11 directors:
one is an heir or representative of S.C. Hastings and the other 10 are appointed by the Governor and
approved by a majority of the Senate. Directors serve for 12-year terms. Hastings is a charter member
of the Association of American Law Schools and is fully accredited by the American Bar Association.
The Juris Doctor degree is granted by the regents of the University of California and is signed by the
president of the University of California and the chancellor and dean of Hastings College of the Law.

The mission of Hastings is to provide an academic program of the highest quality, based upon
scholarship, teaching, and research, to a diverse student body and to ensure that its graduates have a
comprehensive understanding and appreciation of the law and are well-trained for the multiplicity of
roles they will play in a society and profession that are subject to continually changing demands and
needs.

The following table displays the budgeted expenditures and positions for Hastings as proposed in the
Governor’s budget. Of the amounts displayed in the table, $9.6 million in 2014-15, $10.6 million in
2015-16, and $11.7 million in 2016-17 are supported by the General Fund.

Governor’s Budget — Hastings’ Budgeted Expenditures and Positions
Dollars in Millions

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Personal Services $66.7 $33 $33
Operating Expenses $36 $40 $41
and Equipment
Special Items of $11 $13 $16
Expense (Financial
Aid)
Total Expenditures $103 $73 $74
Positions 246.0 245.7 245.7
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Issue 1: Hastings College of Law Budget Augmentation

Panel
e Brianna Bruns, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
e Paul Golaszewski, Principal Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e David Faigman, Acting Chancellor and Dean, Hastings College of Law

Summary. The Governor’s budget proposes an increase of $1 million General Fund ongoing
unallocated base increase for Hastings College of Law.

Background

The 2015-16 budget provided $1 million in new ongoing funding for Hastings operational costs to
support the four-year investment plan in higher education, which began in 2013-14. The budget also
provided $36.8 million in lease-revenue bonds for a new academic building, authorized the use of
design-build procurement, and required legislative notice before construction begins.

In 2009-10, enrollment at Hastings reached a high point at 1,179 full-time equivalent (FTE) resident
JD students. Since then, enrollment has declined to 778 FTE resident JD students in 2015-16 and an
estimated 749 FTE resident JD students in 2016-17. Hastings argues that it has reduced enrollment
because of its concerns about the job market for its graduates, and its efforts to boost the qualifications
of its student body by being more selective in its admissions.

Hastings is not budgeted on a per-student basis, and as a result the law school’s state budget
appropriation has not been adjusted to reflect the decrease in enrollment. As a part of the 2015-16
budget, the Legislature adopted supplemental reporting language to require Hastings to report on a
proposed marginal cost funding formula that could be used to fund enrollment growth and adjust for
enrollment declines. The Hastings report raised concerns with using an enrollment funding formula,
including:

1. Fixed costs: Hastings relative small size means relatively high fixed costs that do not fluctuate
with enrollment. As stand-alone institution, it does not enjoy the economic benefits of
integration with a larger institution with extensive economies of scale or substantial
endowment. Hastings does not receive funding from the UC. Hastings is obligated to fund
costs that are funded at that the campus level at other law schools such as security, payroll and
human resources, bursar and records, compliance and finance and financial reporting.

2. Incentives: An enrollment formula might encourage the school to enroll more students, even if
students face poor job prospects.

3. Timing: Academic planning would be more difficult due to uncertainty regarding the amount of
funding it would receive under the formula.

4. Forecasting: Achieving a specific enrollment target would be difficult due to challenges in
predicting how many students would accept offers of admissions.

Tuition at Hastings is $44,201 in 2015-16. Hastings expects to keep tuition flat in 2016-17, except it
indicates its board will consider an increase in its health services fee. This is the fifth consecutive year
that tuition has been frozen. Student fees are the primary source of funding for Hastings, accounting
for nearly 75 percent of the revenues supporting the core operations (including revenue used for
financial aid).
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Governor’s Budget

The 2016-17 budget proposes a $1 million General Fund ongoing unallocated increase to Hastings
budget. Excluding general obligation bond debt service and deferred maintenance funds, this
represents a ten percent increase to Hastings budget. The Governor proposes to allow Hastings to set
its own enrollment, tuition levels and financial aid packages, and spending priorities (aside from the
Governor’s earmark for maintenance). The charts below describes Hastings total budget, including
deferred maintenance funding, which will be discussed in the following section.

Hastings College of the Law Budget

(In Millions)
Revenue® Amount
2015-16 Revised
Tuition and fees $27.0
General Fund 12.1
Total $39.1
2016-17 Changes
Tuition and fees -$4.6°
General Fund 3.3
Subtotal (-$1.3)
Draw down reserves $3.8
Total $2.5
2016-17 Proposed
Tuition and fees $22.5
General Fund 15.4
Total $37.8

Changes in Spending

Restricted General Fund

Deferred maintenance (one time) $2.0
General obligation bond debt service 0.3
Subtotal ($2.3)
Hastings’ Plan for Unrestricted Funds

Benefit cost increases $0.2
Salary increases (2.5 percent)* 0.1
Subtotal ($0.3)
Total $2.5

Reflects tuition after discounts. (In 2016-17, Hastings is
projecting to provide $16.3 million in discounts.) Includes
all state General Fund.

® Reflects a 3.7 percent decrease in enrollment (-$1.3
million) and a 25 percent increase in tuition discounts (—
$3.3 million).

®Increases only apply to certain employees comprising
about one—quarter of Hastings” workforce.
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Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments.

As it has been discussed in past years, LAO has concerns with the Governor’s approach of providing
unallocated increases to Hastings because it diminishes legislative oversight. The LAO suggests the
Legislature consider adopting a policy specifying its overarching enrollment objective for the law
school and link some portion of Hastings’ budget to student enrollment. A state enrollment policy for
Hastings could be based on various factors, such as workforce demand for lawyers or student demand
for law school.

Hastings plans to increase its tuition discounts by $3.3 million (25 percent) from $13.1 million
in 2015-16 to $16.3 million in 2016-17. Hastings’ tuition discounts typically are awarded based on
merit, not need. As such, Hastings indicates the increase is intended to help it attract more highly
qualified students. It also reduces the amount of revenue Hastings has to spend on other areas (such as
compensation, maintenance, or instructional equipment). The LAO suggests the Legislature consider
whether additional financial aid is a higher priority than other areas. Another consideration for the
Legislature is whether it shares Hastings’ priorities for awarding financial aid based on merit, rather
than need.

Staff Comments

The state did not include an eligibility policy for Hastings in its original 1960 Master Plan for
Education and the state, to date, has not developed such a policy, nor has it set enrollment targets for
Hastings in the state budget. Moreover, the state has not set enrollment targets for specific UC law
schools, such as Berkeley Law or UCLA School of Law, or CSU graduate schools. However,
enrollment targets are generally set within the UC and CSUs budget, which include undergraduate and
graduate students.

As noted above, Hastings resident JD enrollment has been declining from 1,179 FTE students in 2009-
10 to an estimated 749 FTE students in 2016-17, a 36 percent drop. Notably, even though resident JD
enrolment has decreased, state funding for Hastings has increased by 41 percent during the same time
under the Governor’s proposal. Hastings indicates it has used the increased funding per student
primarily to cover increased retirement costs and lower its student to faculty ratio from 17.3 in fall of
2013 to 13.9 in fall 2015. UC’s average student to faculty ratio was 10.35 in fall 2014.

Hastings is unique, as it is a stand alone law school with its own budget line item, separate from UC.
Hastings faces some of the same cost pressures as the UC, including rising retirement and health care
costs, and it receives no funding from the UC. While Hastings contracts with UC for payroll,
investment and reprographic services, Hastings pays on a fee-for-service basis. In addition, decreased
student enrollment has lowered revenue from tuition, making General Fund more critical to
maintaining operations.

Subcommittee Question
1) How does Hastings decide each year how many students to enroll? Does it plan to keep
reducing enrollment in the coming years? When will enrollment level off or start growing
again?

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open.
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Issue 2: Deferred Maintenance

Panel
e Sally Lukenbill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
e Paul Golaszewski, Principal Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e David Faigman, Acting Chancellor and Dean, Hastings College of Law

Governor’s Budget. The budget proposes $2 million one-time General Fund spending on deferred
maintenance. This proposal for Hastings is part of a larger package of deferred maintenance spending
for various state agencies, which will be heard in Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No.
4. The overall proposal does not require agencies initially to identify specific maintenance projects,
though agencies would be required to submit project lists to the Department of Finance after enactment
of the budget. The Joint Legislative Budget Committee would have 30 days to review these lists prior
to the department approving them.

Background

Hastings recently reported an estimated $8.4 million maintenance backlog to the Department of
Finance. Of the $8.4 million, $6.8 million is associated with Snodgrass Hall and $1.6 million is
associated with Kane Hall. Though not yet required to do so, Hastings has submitted a project—
level deferred maintenance list totaling $2.5 million. The figure below summarizes Hastings’ project
list by building and type of project. Hastings indicates it would address a subset of these projects under
the Governor’s $2 million proposal.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 10
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Hastings’ Proposed List of Deferred Maintenance Projects®
2016-17 (In Thousands)

Project Type Cost
Kane Hall

Roof $1,265
Electrical 478
Lighting 140
Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 130
Water conservation 60
Floors 50
Waterproofing 42
Building exterior 30
Subtotal ($2,195)
Snodgrass Hall

Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning $115
Lighting 85
Water conservation 60
Roof 23
Building infrastructure 15
Electrical 10
Subtotal ($308)
Total $2,503

®Hastings’ list includes $2.5 million in projects, though the
Governor’s proposal is for $2 million.

The 2015-16 budget funds a replacement project for the main part of Snodgrass Hall. Additionally, the
Governor’s California’s Five—Year Infrastructure Plan indicates Hastings would like to modernize the
remaining annex portion of Snodgrass Hall in 2017-18. Hastings asserts, however, that the projects for
Snodgrass Hall on its deferred maintenance list are urgent and should be undertaken soon.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments

The Governor’s proposal would address nearly one—quarter of Hastings’ deferred maintenance
backlog. The LAO notes that this is a much higher share than the Governor proposes for other higher
education agencies, including UC and CSU. (For instance, the Governor proposes $35 million for UC,
though the university asserts it has a backlog of over $1.2 billion.) Though differing funding levels
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may make sense to the extent they reflect differing priorities, the LAO notes that the Governor’s
proposal did not include a justification for the variation.

If the Legislature decides to provide $2 million for Hastings, LAO recommends it prioritize Hastings’
$2.5 million list by not funding the projects related to lighting replacements and water conservation, as
alternative revenues, such as by cap—and-trade auction revenues or various state revolving fund
programs (where project costs are recouped over time through the project’s energy savings), might be
available to support these projects. LAO further recommends the Legislature prioritize projects at Kane
Hall, given the state has approved replacing the main portion of Snodgrass Hall and Hastings plans to
propose renovating the annex portion. LAO calculates the remaining projects left after setting these
priorities would total $2 million.

Subcommittee Question
1) What is the rationale for choosing this level of funding for deferred maintenance for Hastings?

Staff Recommendation. Hold open, pending action in Senate Subcommittee No. 4.
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Staff Comments

The new Career Technical Education Incentive Grant program is intended to allow school districts,
charter schools, county offices of education, and joint powers agencies an additional three years to
transition to funding of career technical education within the LCFF. The new program is further
intended to incentivize high-quality, sustainable CTE programs, replacing the ROP maintenance-of-
effort requirement included under the LCFF. However, the roll-out of the new program has been
significantly slower than anticipated by the Legislature. With the 2015-16 year more than half over, no
funding has actually gone out to LEAs. The Legislature may wish to recommend that CDE and the
state board focus on disbursing funds immediately and ask for a review of procedures to ensure that
funding is not significantly delayed in years two and three of the program.

Subcommittee Questions

1) How many new career technical education programs have been put in place with the support of
this additional funding?

2) What were the barriers to getting funding out in a timely manner? How does the CDE propose
to remedy these barriers?

3) Given the delays, does the CDE anticipate enough data will be available to determine eligibility
for the second year of funding?

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

Issue 1: Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance Team — Update on K-12 School District Fiscal
Health (Information Only)

Description:

The Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance Team (FCMAT) provides a statewide resource to help
monitoring agencies in providing fiscal and management guidance and helps local education agencies
(LEASs), school districts, county offices of education (COEs), and charter schools, as well as
community college districts, fulfill their financial and management responsibilities. Lead FCMAT staff
will provide a presentation on the financial status of local education agencies, including an update on
the number of these agencies with negative and qualified certifications on the latest financial status
reports and the status of state emergency loans.

Panel:

e Joel Montero, Chief Executive Officer, FCMAT
e Mike Fine, Chief Administrative Officer, FCMAT

Background:

Assembly Bill 1200 (Eastin), Chapter 1213, Statutes of 1991, created an early warning system to help
LEAs avoid fiscal crisis, such as bankruptcy or the need for an emergency loan from the state. The
measure expanded the role of COEs in monitoring school districts and required that they intervene,
under certain circumstances, to ensure districts can meet their financial obligations. The bill was
largely in response to the bankruptcy of the Richmond School District, and the fiscal troubles of a few
other districts that were seeking emergency loans from the state. The formal review and oversight
process requires that the county superintendent approve the budget and monitor the financial status of
each school district in its jurisdiction. COEs perform a similar function for charter schools, and the
California Department of Education (CDE) oversees the finances of COEs. There are several defined
"fiscal crises" that can prompt a COE to intervene in a district: a disapproved budget, a qualified or
negative interim report, or recent actions by a district that could lead to not meeting its financial
obligations.

Beginning in 2013-14, funding for COE fiscal oversight was consolidated into the Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) for COEs. COEs are still required to review, examine, and audit district
budgets, as well as annually notify districts of qualified or negative budget certifications, however, the
state no longer provides a categorical funding source for this purpose.

AB 1200 also created FCMAT, recognizing the need for a statewide resource to help monitoring
agencies in providing fiscal and management guidance. FCMAT also help LEAs fulfill their financial
and management responsibilities by providing fiscal advice, management assistance, training, and
other related services. FCMAT also includes the California School Information Services (CSIS). LEASs
and community colleges can proactively ask for assistance from FCMAT, or the Superintendent of
Public Instruction (SPI), the county superintendent of schools, the FCMAT Governing Board, the
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California Community Colleges Board of Governors or the state Legislature can assign FCMAT to
intervene or provide assistance. Ninety percent of FCMAT’s work is a result of an LEA inviting
FCMAT to perform proactive, preventive services, or professional development. Ten percent of
FCMAT’s work is a result of assignments by the state Legislature and oversight agencies to conduct
fiscal crisis intervention.

The office of the Kern County Superintendent of Schools was selected to administer FCMAT in June
1992. The Governor's 2016-17 budget provides the same operational support for FCMAT as provided
in the current year. Specifically, the budget proposes to provide $5.3 million Proposition 98 General
Fund for FCMAT functions and oversight activities related to K-12 schools. The Governor's budget
also includes $570,000 Proposition 98 General Fund for FCMAT to provide support to community
colleges.

Interim Financial Status Reports. Current law requires LEAs to file two interim reports annually on
their financial status with the CDE. First interim reports are due to the state by December 15 of each
fiscal year; second interim reports are due by March 17 each year. Additional time is needed by the
CDE to certify these reports.

As a part of these reports, LEAs must certify whether they are able to meet their financial obligations.
The certifications are classified as positive, qualified, or negative.
e A positive certification is assigned when an LEA will meet its financial obligations for the
current and two subsequent fiscal years.
e A qualified certification is assigned when an LEA may not meet its financial obligations for the
current and two subsequent fiscal years.
e A negative certification is assigned when an LEA will be unable to meet their financial
obligations in the current year or in the subsequent fiscal year.

AB 1200 states the intent that the legislative budget subcommittees annually conduct a review of each
qualifying school district (those that are rated as unlikely to meet their fiscal operations for the current
and two subsequent years), as follows: “It is the intent of the Legislature that the legislative budget
subcommittees annually conduct a review of each qualifying school district that includes an evaluation
of the financial condition of the district, the impact of the recovery plans upon the district’s educational
program, and the efforts made by the state-appointed administrator to obtain input from the community
and the governing board of the district.”

First Interim Report. The first interim report was published by CDE in February 2016 and identified
four LEAs with negative certifications. These LEAs will not be able to meet their financial obligations
for 2015-16 or 2016-17, based on data generated by LEAs in Fall 2015, prior to release of the
Governor’s January 2016-17 budget. The first interim report also identified 16 LEAs with qualified
certifications. LEAs with qualified certifications may not be able to meet their financial obligations for
2015-16, 2016-17 or 2017-18.

Second Interim Report. The second interim report, which covers the period ending January 31, 2016,
has not been released by CDE yet. Based on preliminary information provided by FCMAT, the below
tables show that four LEAs are estimated to have negative certifications based on second interim
reporting and 16 LEAs are estimated to have qualified certifications. This data has not yet been
verified by CDE.
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Negative Certification

Second Interim Budget Certifications —

Projected
County: District:
Los Angeles Castaic Union
Los Angeles Inglewood Unified
San Diego Julian Union Unified

San Luis Obispo

Shandon Joint Unified

Source: Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance Team

Qualified Certification

Second Interim Budget Certifications - Projected

County: | District;

Alameda Oakland Unified
Calaveras Calaveras Unified

El Dorado Black Oak Mine Unified
Fresno Parlier Unified

Lake Middletown Unified

Los Angeles Los Angeles Unified
Napa Howell Mountain Elementary
Plumas Plumas Unified
Sacramento Galt Joint Union High
San Benito Aromas-San Juan Unified
San Bernardino | Colton Joint Unified

San Diego San Diego Unified

San Diego Warner Unified

Santa Clara Lakeside Joint Union
Sonoma Kashia Elementary
Ventura Moorpark Unified

Source: Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance Team

March 30, 2016

The chart below shows the history of negative and qualified certifications. Looking back to 2001-02,
the number of negative certifications in the second interim peaked in 2008-09 at 19, while the number
of qualified certifications peaked in 2011-12 at 176.
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State Emergency Loans. A school district governing board may request an emergency apportionment
loan from the state if the board has determined the district has insufficient funds to meet its current
fiscal obligations. Existing law states the intent that emergency apportionment loans be appropriated
through legislation, not through the budget. The conditions for accepting loans are specified in statute,
depending on the size of the loan. For loans that exceed 200 percent of the district’s recommended
reserve, the following conditions apply:

e The State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) shall assume all the legal rights, duties,
and powers of the governing board of the district.

e The SPI shall appoint an administrator to act on behalf of the SPI.

e The school district governing board shall be advisory only and report to the state administrator.

e The authority of the SPI and state administrator shall continue until certain conditions are met.
At that time, the SPI shall appoint a trustee to replace the administrator.

For loans equal to or less than 200 percent of the district’s recommended reserve, the following
conditions apply:

e The SPI shall appoint a trustee to monitor and review the operation of the district.

e The school district governing board shall retain governing authority, but the trustee shall have
the authority to stay and rescind any action of the local district governing board that, in the
judgment of the trustee, may affect the financial condition of the district.

e The authority of the SPI and the state-appointed trustee shall continue until the loan has been
repaid, the district has adequate fiscal systems and controls in place, and the SPI has
determined that the district's future compliance with the fiscal plan approved for the district is
probable.

State Emergency Loan Recipients. Nine school districts have sought emergency loans from the state
since 1991. The table below summarizes the amounts of these emergency loans, interest rates on loans,
and the status of repayments. Five of these districts: Coachella Valley Unified, Compton Unified,
Emery Unified, West Fresno Elementary, and Richmond/West Contra Costa Unified have paid off
their loans. Four districts have continuing state emergency loans: Oakland Unified, South Monterey
County Joint Union High (formerly King City Joint Union High), Vallejo City Unified, and Inglewood
Unified School District. The most recently authorized loan was to Inglewood Unified School District
in 2012 in the amount of $55 million from the General Fund and the California Infrastructure and
Economic Development Bank (I-Bank). Of the four districts with continuing emergency loans from the
state, Inglewood Unified School District is projected to remain on the negative certification list in the
second interim report in 2016-17.
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Emergency Loans to School Districts

1990 through 2015
_— Date of Amount of State Interest Amount Pay Off
District State Role Issue Loan Rate Paid Date
Inglewood Unified | Administrator | 11/15/12 $7,000,000 2.307%  $1,831,984| 11/01/33
11/30/12 $12,000,000 GF
02/13/13 $10,000,000
$29,000,000
($55 million authorized)
South Monterey | Administrator | 07/22/09 $2,000,000 2.307% $5,736,022| October
County Joint 03/11/10 $3,000,000 2028
Union High 04/14/10 $8,000,000 I-bank
(formerly King $13,000,000
City Joint Union
High)
Vallejo City Administrator | 06/23/04 $50,000,000| 1.5% $36,730,736 January
Unified Trustee 08/13/07 $10,000,000 2024
$60,000,000 I-bank
08/13/24
GF
Oakland Unified | Administrator | 06/04/03 $65,000,000| 1.778% $65,540,535 | January
Trustee 06/28/06 $35,000,000 2023
$100,000,000 I-bank
6/29/26
GF
West Fresno Administrator | 12/29/03 $1,300,000/ 1.93% $1,425,773| 12/31/10
Elementary Trustee GF
($2,000,000 authorized) No Balance
Outstanding
Emery Unified | Administrator | 09/21/01 $1,300,000 4.19% $1,742,501 06/20/11
Trustee GF
($2,300,000 authorized) No Balance
Outstanding
Compton Unified | Administrators | 07/19/93 $3,500,000 4.40% $24,358,061 06/30/01
Trustee 10/14/93 $7,000,000 4.313% GF
06/29/94 $9,451,259 | 4.387% No Balance
$19,951,259 Outstanding
Coachella Valley | Administrators | 06/16/92 $5,130,708| 5.338% $9,271,830| 12/20/01
Unified Trustee 01/26/93 $2,169,292 4.493% GF
$7,300,000 No Balance
Outstanding
West Contra Costa Trustee 08/1/90 $2,000,000 1.532% | $47,688,620 05/30/12
Unified (formerly | Administrator | 01/1/91 $7,525,000 2004 refi I-bank
Richmond Unified) Trustee 07/1/91 19,000,000 rate No Balance

$28,525,000
Source: California Department of Education

Outstanding
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Staff Comments:

Based on the projected second interim reporting, negative and qualified certifications of LEAs are
down significantly from their peak numbers in 2008-09 and 2011-12. Over the past few years, LEAS
have seen significant increases in Proposition 98 General Fund as the economy rebounded from the
recession. Additionally, the Legislature and Governor have enacted policy changes that have begun to
pay down education debt, such as mandates or deferrals; the policy of deferring payments to LEAS that
were completely paid off in 2015-16. These policies, along with changes to ongoing education funding
under the Local Control Funding Formula, have resulted in an influx of funding to LEASs over the past
few years with fewer restrictions for use than under the past system of categorical funds and revenue
limits. Both the Department of Finance and the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) have projected
that the Proposition 98 guarantee is likely to experience modest growth beginning in 2016-17. At the
same time, LEAs may be using current funding levels to build back from the deep cuts to education
since 2006-07, provide increased services to their neediest students, and absorb new costs, such as
contributions to the State Teachers Retirement System and rising healthcare and minimum wage costs.
The Legislature should continue to closely monitor reporting on the fiscal health of LEAS as these new
policies continue to roll out over the next few years with slowing Proposition 98 growth.

Finally, the Legislature should also closely monitor the ongoing work at Inglewood Unified School
District which, despite being under the purview of a state administrator and receiving an emergency
loan, continues to struggle and remains on the negative certification list for 2016-17.

Suggested Questions:

e How has the work of FCMAT changed over the past few years to support LEAs under the
Local Control Funding Formula?

e What are the common trends for LEASs in negative certification and those in qualified
certification? What is being done to mitigate these problems going forward?

e What has the state learned from supporting LEAs that went into receivership and took
emergency loans that can be applied going forward?

e Although LEAs have received an infusion of funds as the state rebounded from recession,
LEAs have also experienced rising costs, including retirement and health care contributions,
that will continue even as Proposition 98 growth slows. Should the Legislature be concerned
about the impact of these rising costs on the fiscal health of school districts?

Staff Recommendation: Information only
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6360 COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING

Issue 2: Commission Budget Overview (Information Only)

Description:

The Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) will provide background information for the
agency, including an update on major activities and workload.

Panel:

e Kimberly Leahy, Department of Finance
e Dr. Mary Sandy, Executive Director, Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Background:

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

e Issuing credentials, permits, certificates, and waivers to qualified educators.
e Enforcing standards of practice and conduct for licensed educators.

e Developing standards and procedures for the preparation and licensure of school teachers and
school service providers.

e Evaluating and approving teacher and school service provider preparation programs.
e Developing and administering competency exams and performance assessments.

Major Activities. In 2014-15, the CTC processed approximately 237,113 candidate applications for
credential and waiver documents. In addition, the CTC currently administers, largely through contract,
a total of six different educator exams annually. The CTC also monitors the assignments of educators
and reports the findings to the Legislature.

In addition, the CTC must review and take appropriate action on misconduct cases involving credential
holders and applicants resulting from criminal charges, reports of misconduct by local educational
agencies, and misconduct disclosed on applications. This workload will be examined more fully in
Issue 3 of this agenda. In 2014-15, the CTC averaged 2,469 open cases per month, with a total of
5,404 new cases opened in 2014-15. This is fairly consistent with caseload over the past three years.

Lastly, the CTC is responsible for accrediting 254 approved sponsors of educator preparation
programs, including public and private institutions of higher education and, local educational agencies
in California. (Of this total, there are 23 California State University campuses; eight University of
California campuses; 56 private colleges and universities; 166 local educational agencies; and one
other sponsor.)

Revenues. The CTC is a “special fund” agency whose state operations are largely supported by two
special funds -- the Test Development and Administration Account (0408) and the Teacher Credentials
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Fund (0407). Of the CTC’s $27 million state operations budget in 2015-16, about $22 million is from
credential and accreditation fees, which are revenue sources for the Teacher Credentials Fund and $5
million is from educator exam fees, which fund the Test Development and Administration Account.
The CTC also received a small amount in reimbursement revenue.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
2015-16 Projected Revenue

Teacher Accreditation/ Other Assessment
Credentialing Fees Fees Related Fees Reimbursements Total
$21.0 Million $852,000 $4.7 Million $388,000 $27.0 Million

Source: Commission on Teacher Credentialing

. Teacher Credentials Fund (Credential Fees). The Teacher Credentials Fund is generated

by fees for issuance of new and renewed credentials and other documents. Current law also
requires, as a part of the annual budget review process, the Department of Finance to
recommend to the Legislature an appropriate credential fee sufficient to generate revenues
necessary to support the operating budget of the CTC, plus a prudent reserve of not more than
10 percent. In 2012-13, the credential fee, paid every five years, was increased from $55 to
$70 due to a projected budget shortfall and drop in credentials. This action restored the fee to
the statutory maximum (Education Code 844235). In the 2015-16 budget trailer bill, AB 104
(Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), Chapter 13, Statutes of 2015, statute was amended
and the credential fee was further increased to $100 per applicant, with the additional revenue
generated intended to support processing of teacher misconduct caseload. Since 1998-99,
credential fees had been below the statutory maximum, reaching a low of $55 in 2001-02 based
on high demand for applications. However demand for applications has generally tracked with
changes in the economy and began decreasing in 2007-08 as the state economy slowed. In
addition to credential application fees, the Budget Act of 2014 and related trailer bill legislation
included authority for the CTC to begin assessing fees on teacher preparation programs to
cover the cost of accrediting these programs. These fees were established through regulations
and the CTC began assessing fees in 2013-14.

e Test Development and Administration Account (Exam Fees). The Test Development
Administration Account is generated by various fees for exams administered by the CTC, such
as the California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST), the Reading Instruction Competence
Assessment (RICA), the California Subject Examinations for Teachers (CSET), the California
Teachers of English Learners (CTEL), and the California Preliminary Administrative
Credential Examination (CPACE). The CTC has statutory authority (Education Code
844235.1) for reviewing and approving the examination fee structure, as needed, to ensure that
the examination program is self-supporting. To determine fees for these testing programs, CTC
staff projects the number of exams, based upon the most recent actual figures, and compares
these figures with projected examination program costs. Similar to demand for credential
applications, the number of examinations has fallen in past years. The CTC has made a number
of adjustments in recent years based upon the demand for the various exams. Most recently, in
2012-13, the CTC increased fees for most exams. No exam fee adjustments were implemented
for 2015-16, or currently proposed for 2016-17.
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2016-17 Expenditure Authority. The Governor’s budget includes $835,000 in workload adjustments
for the CTC budget in 2016-17 and $459,000 in workload adjustments for 2015-16. The Governor’s
2016-17 budget also includes the removal of one-time General Funds resources from the 2015-16 year.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Expenditure Authority

Test
General Teacht_ar Development _
Budget Year Credentials and Reimbursements Total
Fund .. .
Fund Administration

Account

2015-16 Budget Act | $7,467,000 | $20,986,000 $4,980,000 $388,000 $33,821,000
2016-17 Governor's

Budget $2,533,000 | $22,282,000 $4,460,000 $308,000 $29,583,000

Source: Department of Finance

Teacher and Administrator Assessment Development. The 2015-16 Budget Act included $5 million
in one-time General Fund ($4 million in 2015-16 and $1 million in 2016-17) for the development and
revision of teacher preparation assessments, including the Teacher Performance Assessment and the
Administrator Performance Assessment.

Senate Bill 1209, (Scott) Chapter 517, Statutes of 2006, required that as of July 1, 2008, all new
teacher candidates take a Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA) as part of the teacher preparation
program. Prior to this legislation, the TPA requirement was dependent on an appropriation in the
annual budget act. The TPA is intended to measure the mastery of California’s Teaching Performance
Expectations for beginning teachers and consists of four performance tasks: (1) Subject-specific
pedagogy (single or multiple subject), (2) designing instruction, (3) assessing learning, and (4) a
culminating teaching experience. The TPA is administered by teacher preparation programs. There are
currently four versions of the TPA used in California, including the CTC-developed TPA or
“CalTPA”. Teacher preparation programs may use any of the four commission-approved TPA models.
Each teacher preparation program locally scores the TPA using trained assessors. The results of the
TPA are included in the recommendation of a new teacher candidate for a credential and may inform
the new teacher candidate’s areas of focus in a beginning teacher induction program.

Based on funding in the annual budget act, in 2015-16, the CTC began a process to update and
improve the TPA. In December 2014 the CTC adopted TPA Design Principles and TPA Assessment
Design Standards for the next generation of TPA models that both specify the use of a centralized
scoring model. A fully operational assessment is anticipated to be available by 2017-18. When the new
TPA is completed, the CTC could potentially approve additional versions of the TPA for use if they
meet the new TPA standards.

The CTC also recently approved new program standards for the Preliminary Administrative Services
Credential Program and voted to require the passage of an Administrative Performance Assessment
(APA) for preliminary licensure, once one has been developed for this purpose. Also based on the
2015-16 budget act, the CTC began the process of developing an APA. This assessment is on track,
with the CTC anticipating field testing in the spring of 2018.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 11




Subcommittee No. 1 March 30, 2016

Accreditation Data System. The 2015-16 budget act included $5 million in one-time General Fund
($3.5 million in 2015-16 and $1.5 million in 2016-17) for the development of a new accreditation data
system.

The CTC is responsible for accrediting approved sponsors of educator preparation programs, including
public and private institutions of higher education and, local educational agencies in California. Once
the program is approved, it enters a seven year accreditation cycle to ensure continuous outcome
accountability, consistent adherence to the CTC standards for teacher preparation programs, and
alignment with the state’s academic content standards. The accreditation cycle includes biennial
reporting, site visits, and program assessments.

In 2015-16, based on an approved Feasibility Study Report (FSR) from the California Department of
Technology, the CTC began the work of updating the accreditation system, requiring fewer inputs into
the system and relying more on output measures. This plan included:

1) Development and implementation of candidate, employer, and other surveys regarding
preparation program effectiveness.

2) Development of reporting mechanisms so sponsors can improve or expand existing practices.

3) Development of data dashboards to inform decision making, provide transparency, and provide
reliable data for other public uses.

4) Security enhancements for existing and newly updated online pieces of the plan.

The CTC completed a progress report by January 1, 2016, as required by supplemental reporting
language adopted along with the 2015-16 budget act that provided additional information on progress
made to date and future activities. The CTC notes that project development will take place in four
phases. The first includes creating a data warehouse and completing data visualizations, the first of
which, focused on assignment monitoring, is currently accessible on the CTC website. The next phase
includes linking the CTC’s existing credentialing systems to the data warehouse. Phase three is the
update of the CTC website to accommodate the new data dashboard. Finally, the CTC will put into
place a backup recovery system for critical applications. In addition, ongoing annual costs, beginning
in 2017-18, are anticipated to be $758,022. CTC staff note that the project is currently on budget and
meeting projected timelines with an expected completion date of June 2017. The chart below shows
the CTC’s timeline for each phase of the project.
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Overview of the Phases of the Accreditation Data Project

Phase

How the Work
will be completed

Timeline

1: Data Warehouse and
Visualization Development

Contractor with
Commission Staff

August 24, 2015 -
June 6, 2016

2: CASE (Credential Data System)
and CTC Online Enhancements

Contractor with
Commission Staff

November 12, 2015
- June 20, 2017

Contractor with

March 1, 2016 -

3: Commission Website Revision

Commission Staff | February 28, 2017

4: Development of Program
Quality Data Dashboards

Source: Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Commission Staff 2016-17

Alignment of Assessment with New Science Standards. The 2015-16 budget act also provides for
$600,000 from the Test Development and Administration Account reserve to align the California
Subject Examinations for Teachers (CSET) with the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS). The
CSET is used to verify subject matter competence for both single and multiple subject teaching
credentials and passage of the appropriate exam(s) is one of the requirements for a preliminary
credential. Science is included in both the multiple subject subtests and in stand-alone single subject
competence exams. The CSET is periodically updated to comply with state academic content standards
through augmentations to the assessment contract. In addition, the required content of the state’s
teacher preparation programs is specified by CTC-adopted standards that are updated to align with
state academic content standards.

The NGSS were adopted by the State Board of Education in September of 2013, pursuant to SB 300
(Hancock), Chapter 625, Statutes of 2011. The NGSS describe the key scientific ideas and practices
that all students should learn by the time they graduate from high school. The NGSS detail
performance expectations for kindergarten through grades 8 and high school.

The CTC’s February meeting included an item that provided a progress update for the alignment of the
CSET with NGSS. As of February 2016, the CTC had convened subject matter advisory panels of
California content experts and began the process to develop and review subject matter requirements
which will ultimately guide a review of the test item bank and the need for additional test items.

New Substitute Teacher Credential. The CTC is also in the process of developing regulations for a
Temporary Permit for Statutory Leave (TPSL). Currently substitute teachers are only permitted to be
in the classroom for 30 days (20 days for special education). This statutory requirement has the
unintended consequence of LEA’s hiring multiple short-term substitutes when full-time teachers are on
leave. This permit would allow a substitute TPSL to teach for an extended period when a regular
teacher is out on approved leave. The requirements for the TPSL include specific education and
training that increases each time the permit is renewed. The TPSL would be applicable to only the
employing agency. The public comment period on these regulations is anticipated in June 2016, with a
potential adoption date of October, 2016.
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New Teacher Induction. The 2015-16 budget act included a requirement for the CTC to report back
to the budget and policy committees of each house of the Legislature, the Legislative Analyst’s Office,
and the Department of Finance by September 1, 2015, on options for streamlining and reforming
beginning teacher induction, including findings and funding recommendations. In this report the CTC
made the following recommendations; however, did not include specific funding recommendations:

e Focus induction standards on the California Standards for the Teaching Profession.

e Focus induction primarily on high quality mentoring, with an emphasis on meeting the new
teacher’s immediate needs and supporting long-term teacher growth through ongoing reflection
on and analysis of teaching practice.

e Determine the nature and scope of each new teacher’s induction program through an
Individualized Learning Plan (ILP) that is guided by the candidate's current assignment, career
aspirations, and local and state initiatives.

e Streamline the commission’s accreditation system to eliminate unnecessary and time-
consuming documentation activities and increase reliance on outcome data to determine the
quality and effectiveness of programs.

e Ensure that the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) prioritizes the induction of new
teachers.

e Conduct surveys of employers, new teachers and induction program sponsors on the mentoring
services made available to new teachers they have hired.

e Ensure that new teachers receive appropriate support and mentoring in their first years of
teaching regardless of the type of contract (temporary or probationary) under which the
individual is employed, and that this mentoring be without cost to the new teacher.

Work on some of the recommendations is currently underway. For example, the CTC is streamlining
the accreditation system and when completed, this system will also track the quality and outcomes of
teacher induction programs. Also the CTC continues to survey commission-approved teacher induction
programs to track participation and cost. At the time of this agenda, 126 programs out of 165
commission-approved programs provided information. Survey data reveals that the number of
participating teachers grew from 2013-14 to 2014-15 and is anticipated to grow slightly in 2015-16.
Of the survey participants, approximately 11.5 percent of districts were charging a fee to participants
in 2014-15.

Credential Processing within Statutory Timeframes. Provisional language in the annual budget act
requires the CTC to submit biannual reports to the Legislature, the Legislative Analyst’s Office and the
Department of Finance on the minimum, maximum, and average number of days taken to process the
following:

Renewal and university-recommended credentials.

Out-of-state and special education credentials.

Service credentials and supplemental authorizations.

Adult and career technical education certificates and child center permits.
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e Substitute, intern, and short-term staff permits.
e Percentage of renewals and new applications completed online.

This provisional language was added to the budget in 2004-05 in order to provide updates on the
credential processing time workload and efforts to address a significant backlog of credential
applications. AB 469 (Horton), Chapter 133, Statutes of 2007, revised the application processing time
from 75 working days to 50 working days, effective January 1, 2008. Based on the most recent CTC
report, released March 1, 2016, covering September 2015 through January 2016, approximately 80
percent of applications are being processed within 10 working days with almost 97 percent of
applications processed within the required 50 working day processing time requirement.

Suggested Questions:

e How will the new accreditation data system provide information for teachers, employers,
policymakers, and other stakeholders?

e How are institutions and programs that provide teacher preparation being prepared for
additional data requirements of the new accreditation data system?

e Has the increased credential fee had any impact on the number of credentialed applicants?

e Will the proposed Temporary Permit for Statutory Leave impact the teacher shortage some
LEAs are facing?

Staff Recommendation: Information only
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6360 COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING

Issue 3: Teacher Misconduct Workload (Information Only)

Description:

The Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) is charged with enforcing professional conduct
standards and monitors the conduct of credential applicants and holders. The CTC has the authority to
discipline applicants or holders for misconduct, and cases that are not resolved at the CTC may be
referred to the Office of the Attorney General for an administrative hearing. This issue covers the
process for reviewing teacher misconduct, the existing caseload and the use of additional funding
resources provided in the 2015-16 budget act.

Panel:

e Kimberly Leahy, Department of Finance
e Nanette Rufo, Chief Counsel and Director, Division of Professional Practices
e Julie Weng-Gutierrez, Senior Assistant Attorney General, Office of the Attorney General

Background:

Role of the CTC. The CTC is charged with monitoring the moral fitness and professional conduct of
teacher credential holders and applicants. The CTC may take disciplinary action based on immoral or
unprofessional conduct, evident unfitness for service, refusal to obey laws regulating certified duties,
unjustified refusal to perform under an employment contract, addiction to intoxicating beverages or
controlled substances, commission of any act of moral turpitude, or intentional fraud or deceit in an
application.

Under the direction of the CTC, a Committee of Credentials (COC) meets monthly to review
misconduct cases. The COC is made up of seven members, three credential holders employed in
public schools, one school board member, and one public member. Within the CTC, the Division of
Professional Practices investigates alleged misconduct and presents the information to the COC. The
COC may close an investigation based on the evidence or recommend disciplinary action. Actions by
the COC are subject to final approval by the CTC. A credential holder or applicant may challenge and
appeal any disciplinary action. Generally the process begins when the Division of Professional
Practices receives a report from an employing school district, complaint from knowledgeable source,
report of criminal conviction from the Department of Justice, or self-disclosure on a credential
application.

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

Bureau of State Audits (BSA) Recommendations. On April 7, 2011, the California State Auditor
issued a report entitled “Despite Delays in Discipline of Teacher Misconduct, the Division of
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Professional Practices has not Developed an Adequate Strategy or Implemented Processes That Will
Safeguard Against Future Backlogs™.

Overall, the BSA audit found that the CTC revealed weaknesses in the educator discipline process and
in hiring policies and practices. Key findings from the audit include the following:

1. As of the summer of 2009, according to the commission’s management, the Division of
Professional Practices had accumulated a backlog of 12,600 unprocessed reports of arrest and
prosecution (RAP sheets)—almost three times a typical annual workload.

2. The large backlog of unprocessed reports appears to have significantly delayed processing of
alleged misconduct by the Division of Professional Practices and potentially allowed educators
of questionable character to retain a credential.

3. The Division of Professional Practices has not effectively processed all the reports of arrest and
prosecution that it receives. A review of randomly selected reports could not be located within
the CTC’s database. Further, the division processes reports it no longer needs.

4. To streamline the committee’s processing of pending cases, the Division of Professional
Practices uses its discretion to close cases or not open cases for which it believes the committee
would choose not to recommend disciplinary action against the credential holder. However, the
BSA did not believe the committee can lawfully delegate this discretion to the division.

5. The Division of Professional Practices lacks comprehensive written procedures for reviewing
reported misconduct and the database it uses for tracking cases of reported misconduct does not
always contain complete and accurate information.

6. Familial relationships among commission employees may have a negative impact on
employees’ perceptions and without a complete set of approved and consistently applied hiring
practices, the CTC is vulnerable to allegations of unfair hiring and employment practices.

The BSA audit made numerous recommendations to the CTC including that it develop and formalize
comprehensive procedures for reviews of misconduct and for hiring and employment practices to
ensure consistency. The audit also recommended that the CTC provide training and oversight to
ensure that case information on its database is complete, accurate, and consistent. Moreover, the BSA
audit provided specific recommendations for the CTC to revisit its processes for overseeing
investigations to adequately address the weaknesses in its processing of reports of misconduct and
reduce the time elapsed to perform critical steps in the review process. The CTC has addressed the
findings and recommendations of the 2011 BSA audit and provided progress updates to the BSA and
Legislature, as required. At the September 2012 CTC meeting, the State Auditor announced that the
commission had fully addressed all of the findings and recommendations of the 2011 BSA review.

In June 2014, the BSA returned to the CTC to do a follow-up review of the actions taken in response to
the 2011 BSA audit. The BSA found that the CTC had followed up and fully implemented all of the
BSA’s recommendations or taken alternative actions to appropriately resolve concerns raised by the
BSA.

As a result of CTC changes in procedure, the number of open cases has remained fairly consistent over
the past three years, at about 2,300 — 2,600 at any given time, down from a high of 3,374 in October of
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2011. The Division on Professional Practices has increased the number of cases it moves to the COC,
and is now stable at around 90 per month. In addition, the division was able to increase the number of
cases placed on the COC’s consent calendar due to CTC policy changes,

Remaining Backlog. Despite continuing efforts by the CTC, there continues to be a backlog of cases,
however this backlog is in open cases at the Office of the Attorney General. The CTC has been seeing
an increase in caseload due to high profile incidents that have increased district vigilance in reporting.
The CTC noted in June 2014 that the caseload of those seeking an administrative hearing has been
steadily increasing since 2011-12.

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 89

2012-13 | 82 81 82 82 85 87 91 92 97 97 104 | 127

2013-14 | 126 | 134 | 141 | 145 147 | 147 | 151 | 156 | 159 166 169 | 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

Source: Commission on Teacher Credentialing

In order to address this backlog, the 2015-16 budget act included an increase in credentialing fees. The
revenue generated by this is used to support additional legal staff, with approximately $5.1 million
budgeted annually for the commission’s costs for the Attorney General and the Office of
Administrative Hearing. These additional resources are available in the current year, however, the
state has yet to see a decrease in caseload.

The Office of the Attorney General reports that they are in the process of hiring additional staff
attorneys who are dedicated to teacher misconduct caseload. In the past these cases were handled by
more generalized staff and, depending on other caseload, they may not have been given priority as
priority of any case was generally driven by litigation and court deadlines. According to the Office of
the Attorney General, a case generally takes two years and with dedicated resources, some progress on
the backlog should be made by the end of 2016-17.

Staff Comments:

The CTC and the Office of the Attorney General have seen increasing teacher misconduct caseload for
multiple years and continue to struggle to ensure cases are closed in a timely manner. The monitoring
of teacher misconduct is vitally important to ensuring students have competent, appropriate staff in
their classrooms. The Legislature and Governor have been monitoring this important function of the
CTC for several years, resulting in a BSA audit in 2011. The Legislature may wish to continue to
monitor the ability of the CTC and the Office of the Attorney General to prioritize the closure of these
cases and may wish to request additional reporting. With the increase in resources budgeted in the
2015-16 and 2016-17 year, the Legislature should expect to see results in the next year.

Suggested Questions:

e As of the 2015-16 budget act, the Administration estimated that the increase in the
credentialing fee would generate up to $5.5 million in revenue in 2015-16. Does the
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Department of Finance or the CTC have an updated estimate? How much of this increase has
been expended?

e When does the Office of the Attorney General estimate that teacher misconduct caseload will
return to a “normal” level? Are any of the new staffing resources for teacher misconduct
caseload at the Office of the Attorney General provided on a temporary basis to deal with the
existing backlog?

e Does the CTC or the Office of the Attorney General have any plans to further streamline
processes between the two offices?

Staff Recommendation: Information only
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6360

COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING

Issue 4: Teacher Workforce Supply and Demand (Information Only)

Description:

This item will examine current trends in the state’s teacher workforce, including areas of potential
shortage and possible solutions.

Panel:

Dan Kaplan, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Dr. Mary Sandy, Executive Director, Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Background:

California currently has approximately 295,000 teachers, about half in elementary schools, 40 percent
in middle and high schools, and almost 10 percent in alternative schools, adult schools or other
education settings. Many of California’s teachers have been in the classroom a long time, on average
they have 14 years of experience, with almost one-third of teachers over the age of 50.

There are a variety of paths to becoming a teacher in California, however, most new teachers first

obtain

a preliminary credential, which is issued for up to a five year period, and then meet the

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

For a preliminary credential, applicants must satisfy all of the following:

Complete a baccalaureate or higher degree, except in professional education, from an
accredited college or university.

Satisfy the basic skills requirement.

Complete a teacher preparation program including successful student teaching, and obtain a
formal recommendation for the credential by the California college or university where the
program was completed. The Teacher Performance Assessment (TPA) is a required indicator
of recommendation for a credential.

Verify subject matter competence through achieving a passing score on the appropriate subject
matter examination(s).

Pass the Reading Instruction Competence Assessment (RICA), or satisfy this requirement
through a teacher preparation program.

Satisfy the Developing English Language Skills requirement.

Complete a course on the U.S. Constitution or pass an examination given by an accredited
college or university.

Complete basic computer technology course work that includes the use of technology in
educational settings.
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For a clear credential, new teachers generally must complete a CTC-approved General Education
Induction Program. Induction programs are most often sponsored by, or in partnership with, the school
district or county office of education employing the teacher; however, colleges and universities, and
other school districts and county offices of education, may also provide these programs. The induction
program is intended to provide support to a new teacher and should be tailored to his or her needs and
the needs of the employer.

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

Teacher Supply and Demand Data. According to the LAO, the supply of, and demand for, new
teachers is driven by a variety of factors, including changes in credentialing requirements, Proposition
98 school funding, state policies regarding class sizes, and teacher pay among other things. There are a
variety of data sources that may be considered when determining whether the supply of teachers is
adequate to meet demand. New teacher credentials are one indicator, but generally lag behind hiring
trends as shown in the chart below. The teacher workforce is also made up of former teachers re-
entering the profession, and some new credential holders do not enter the profession.

Figure 34

Comparing New Teacher Credentials With
New Teacher Hires in California
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Source: Legislative Analyst’s Office

Teacher Shortage. As LEA’s have experienced an influx of funding as the state has recovered from
the last recession, teacher hiring and compensation has increased, and policies have been put in place
to ensure small class sizes, posting of available teacher jobs on EdJoin (the statewide educator job
portal).
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During the economic recession, LEA’s laid-off significant numbers of teachers, deferred providing
raises, and often left teachers uncertain, for months at a time, of having a job the following year. The
effects of the economic recession contribute towards the enrollment trends in teacher preparation
programs, restricting the future pipeline of teachers.

The LAO notes that statewide trends in credentialing and teacher preparation programs only provide
some of the data on what is happening statewide. The LAO finds that the statewide market for teachers
appears to be in the process of correcting itself, though persistent shortage areas remains. The more
common shortage areas in California are science, bilingual education, special education, and math.
Low-income and urban schools often face higher rates of turnover and difficulty filling positions,
although some rural areas may also face difficulties filling positions for a variety of reasons.
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Estimated New Hires in California Public Schools
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13,127 13,418

10,865 10,360

Source: California Department of Education, 2001-2015. Available on
DataQuest Web page at http://datal.cde.ca.gov/dataguest/
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Enroliment in California Teacher Preparation Programs
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Souce: California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 2001-2013. Teacher Supply

in California: A Report to the Legislature. Available ecn CTC Web page

at hitp:/Avww.ctc.ca.govireports/all-reports.html; 2014 Title 1| State Program Information.
Available at https:/ftitle2.ed.gov/Public/Report/StateHome.aspx

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendations:

The LAO’s February 18, 2016 report, The 2016-17 Budget: Proposition 98 Analysis, analyzes the
types of solutions used in the past to address periods of significant teacher shortages. While the LAO
does not offer specific recommendations, they note the following. drawn from limited available
research:

e Perennial shortages occur in specific subject areas (special education, science, and math) and
types of schools (low-income, central-city, and certain rural schools).

e Some fiscal incentives are effective: higher base salaries can improve supply and retention, and
one-time bonuses can attract teachers to areas of need, though are less effective at retaining
teachers than base salary increases.

e Support programs are generally effective: Beginning teacher support programs that include
specific components, such as mentoring, administrative support, and curriculum autonomy,
contribute to the retention of teachers in the workforce.

e Out-of-state recruitment is effective: Some states produce more credential holders than can be
hired in the state, some of these could potentially be recruited to teach in California.

Learning Policy Institute Report. The Learning Policy Institute, a non-profit education policy
research firm has also released a report in 2016, Addressing California’s Emerging Teacher Shortage:
An Analysis of Sources and Solutions, that provides addition data on the teacher workforce. Report
findings inform the discussion of a teacher shortage and include:
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e Ed-Join teacher position listings for two months after the school year began had doubled in
October 2015 from the same period in 2013, to 3,900.

e In 2014-15, provisional and short-term permits tripled from the number issued in 2012-13, to
over 2,400.

e The number of teachers hired on substandard permits and credentials almost doubled from
2012-13 to 2014-15, to 7,700.

e Estimated teacher hires for 2015-16 increased by 25 percent from the prior year, while
preliminary credentials and enrollment in teacher education programs experienced very modest
growth.

e Shortages and under-prepared/credentialed teachers are particularly prevalent in the areas of
special education, mathematics and science, and in schools serving low-income and minority
students.

The report also makes specific policy recommendations to address the teacher shortage including:
¢ Reinstate the CalTeach program to increase teacher recruitment.

e Create incentives to attract candidates to high-need locations and subject areas, such as loan
assumption programs or teacher fellowships.

e Create innovative pipelines into teaching, such as through high school career pathways.

e Increase access to high-quality preparation programs to support teacher success, particularly in
high-need locations and subject areas.

e Ensure that all beginning teachers have access to high-quality support and mentoring programs.

e Provide incentives for teachers to stay or re-enter the profession, such as financial supports and
streamlining of administrative processes to stay credentialed.

e Improve teacher conditions by supporting administrator training.

Related Legislation. There are several pieces of legislation that could potentially impact the
recruitment and retention of teachers, including:

e Senate Bill 62 (Pavley) would allow up to 1,000 loan assumption agreements for teachers, in
specified circumstances, to be awarded in a fiscal year dependent on funding in the budget
through the Assumption Program of Loans for Education (APLE).

e Senate Bill 915 (Liu) would re-establish the California Center for Teaching Careers (Cal
Teach), a program to recruit teacher candidates from colleges, other careers, and other states.

e Senate Bill 933 (Allen) would establish the California Teacher Corps program to provide
matching grants to LEAS to create or expand teacher residency programs.

Suggested Questions:

e What statewide data is available currently, or is needed to inform the discussion of teacher
shortage?
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e What are the barriers to recruiting new teachers into the profession and retaining those already
teaching? How does this differ by subject area?

o Will the CTC’s new accreditation data system as discussed in Issue 2 of this agenda, provide
additional insight into the teacher workforce pipeline and future trends?

Staff Recommendation: Information only.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 25



Senate Budget and Fiscal Review—Mark Leno, Chair

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 1

Senator Marty Block, Chair
Senator Benjamin Allen
Senator John M. W. Moorlach

Thursday, April 7, 2016
9:30 a.m. or upon adjournment of session
State Capitol - Room 3191

Consultant: Anita Lee

Item Department Page
6870 Board of Governors of California Community Colleges

Issue 1 Workforce Education 3
Issue 2 Basic Skills Initiative 9
Issue 3 Enrollment Growth 14
Issue 4 Zero-Cost- Degree 16
Issue 5 Awards for Innovation 19
Issue 6 Deferred Maintenance and Instructional Equipment 21
Issue 7 Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative 23
Issue 8 Systemwide Data Security 25

Public Comment

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals who, because of a disability, need special
assistance to attend or participate in a Senate Committee hearing, or in connection with other Senate
services, may request assistance at the Senate Rules Committee, 1020 N Street, Suite 255 or by calling
(916) 651-1505. Requests should be made one week in advance whenever possible.



Subcommittee No. 1 April 7, 2016

6870 BOARD OF GOVERNORS CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

The California Community Colleges (CCC) is the largest system of community college education in
the United States, serving approximately 2.1 million students annually, with 1.2 million full-time
equivalent students. The CCC system is made up of 113 colleges operated by 72 community college
districts throughout the state. California’s two-year institutions provide programs of study and courses,
in both credit and noncredit categories, which address its three primary areas of mission: education
leading to associates degrees and university transfer; career technical education; and, basic skills. The
community colleges also offer a wide range of programs and courses to support economic development
and specialized populations.

As outlined in the Master Plan for Higher Education in 1960, the community colleges were designated
to have an open admission policy and bear the most extensive responsibility for lower-division,
undergraduate instruction. The community college mission was further revised with the passage of
Assembly Bill 1725 (Vasconcellos), Chapter 973, Statutes of 1988, which called for comprehensive
reforms in every aspect of community college education and organization.

The Board of Governors of the CCCs was established in 1967 to provide statewide leadership to
California's community colleges. The board has 17 members appointed by the Governor, subject to
Senate confirmation. Twelve members are appointed to six-year terms and two student members, two
faculty members, and one classified member are appointed to two-year terms. The objectives of the
board are:

e Provide direction, coordination to California's community colleges.

e Apportion state funds to districts and ensure prudent use of public resources.

e Improve district and campus programs through informational and technical services on a
statewide basis.

The following table displays proposed 2016-17 expenditures and positions for the CCCs, as compared
to the previous and current budget years. Of the amounts displayed in the table, $5.0 billion in 2014-
15, $5.4 billion in 2015-16, and $5.4 billion in 2016-17 are supported by Proposition 98 General Fund.
$11.6 million in 2014-15, $11.9 million in 2015-16, and $18.6 million in 2016-17 are supported by
non-Proposition 98 General Fund. The remainder of funding comes from local property tax revenue,
fee revenue and various special and federal fund sources.

California Community Colleges Budgeted Expenditures and Positions

(Dollars in Millions) 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Personal Services $17 $17 $17
Operating Expenses and Equipment $5 $7 $8
Local Assistance $7,932 $8,704 $8,997
Total Expenditures $7,954 $8,728 $9,022
Positions 162.7 142.5 142.5
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ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION ONLY

Issue 1: Workforce Education

Panel

e Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

¢ Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s Office

e Van Ton-Quinlivan, Vice Chancellor Workforce and Economic Development, California
Community College Chancellor’s Office

e Dan Troy, California Community College Chancellor’s Office

e Julius Sokenu, Ed. D, Dean of Student Learning Math and Physical Sciences, Moorpark
College, and President-Elect of the California Community College Association for
Occupational Education

e Cathy Martin, Vice President Workforce Policy, California Hospital Association

Summary. The Governor’s budget proposes to increase funding for career technical education (CTE)
by $200 million ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund though the creation of the Strong Workforce
program, provides $48 million ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund to make the CTE Pathways
Program permanent, and increases the funding rate for the apprenticeship program.

Background

According to a Public Policy Institute of California report, California’s Need for Skilled Workers, by
2025, California is likely to face a shortage of workers with some postsecondary education but less
than a bachelor’s degree. In fact, the future gap among associate degree holders, those with one- or
two-year technical certificates, and anyone who attended college but did not receive a credential, may
be as high as 1.5 million. In addition to more traditional secondary and postsecondary education, the
state, through community colleges, has also historically provided career technical education (CTE) for
students to gain the basic knowledge and skills necessary to actively participate as citizens and to enter
the workforce.

About 27 percent of community college enrollment is in career technical education (CTE) courses.
Programs range considerably, from short-term certificates in a particular field (Medical Assistant, Auto
Mechanic, Early Child Development Specialist, Landscape Designer, etc.) to associate's degrees in
fields such as nursing.

CTE courses typically receive the same apportionment funding as general education courses, and
several categorical programs also support CTE programs. These categorical programs provide
$136 million for direct instruction, planning and coordination, and student services related to
workforce education. CTE categorical programs include:

e Apprenticeship Program. Apprentices receive supervised, hands—on training from an
employer and take classes relevant to their trade. This categorical program reimburses school
districts and community colleges for classroom instruction related to approved apprenticeship
programs. Most apprenticeship instruction offered by the community colleges provides college
credit, and all apprenticeship instruction, whether provided by colleges or school districts, is
reimbursed on an hourly basis at the same rate as CCC credit instruction. In 2015-16, the state
is providing a total of $51.9 million Proposition 98 General Fund for apprenticeship instruction
($20.5 million for school district instruction, $16.4 million for community college instruction,
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and $15 million for ongoing development of new apprenticeship programs regardless of
provider).

e CTE Pathways. This grant program helps regions develop sustainable CTE pathways among
schools, community colleges, and regional business and labor organizations. The grants are to
help consortia meet eight specific objectives identified in the program’s authorizing legislation.
These objectives include aligning secondary and postsecondary CTE programs to create
seamless transitions for students, providing professional development to facilitate CTE
partnerships, and increasing the number of students who engage in work—experience programs.
The Legislature created the CTE Pathways Program in 2005, reauthorized it in 2012, and has
provided $48 million each year since reauthorization. The program was set to expire at the end
of 2014-15, but the 2015-16 budget provided an additional $48 million and extended the
program for one more year. Of the $48 million provided in 2015-16, $33 million is for
community college CTE programs and $15 million for high school programs. The community
college portion supports a mix of specialized programs (such as Career Advancement
Academies, which provide basic skills instruction in a CTE context for students who dropped
out of high school or are otherwise underprepared) and more centralized efforts (such as a
network of regional industry liaisons for the colleges). The majority of the school district
funding ($9 million) goes to the California Partnership Academies, a California Department of
Education (CDE) categorical program supporting small high school learning communities, each
with a career theme.

e Economic and Workforce Development (EWD). The Chancellor’s Office uses labor market
analysis to define 15 economic regions and identify 10 priority industry sectors. In 2013-14,
the program funded six initiatives to improve the delivery of CTE within these economic
regions and industry sectors. The 2013-14 initiatives emphasized collaboration among
community colleges, employers, labor unions, civic organizations, and economic and
workforce development officials in meeting workforce needs. The program also has established
common performance measures designed to apply to all CCC workforce programs. The 2015-
16 budget provides $23 million Proposition 98 General Fund for this program.

Task Force on Workforce, Job Creation, and a Strong Economy. In late 2014, the California
Community Colleges Board of Governors commissioned the Task Force on Workforce, Job Creation
and a Strong Economy to consider strategies and recommend policies and practices on how the
community college system can improve workforce training. The task force was comprised of 26
representatives from community college faculty, staff, administration, trustees and students, the
employer community, labor, public agencies involved in workforce training and economic
development, K-14 education policy representatives and community-based organizations. The group
collected input on CTE issues through a series of regional community college meetings, town hall
meetings, and public task force meetings spanning from November 2014 through July 2015.

Based upon information gathered at its meetings and the input it received, the task force identified a set
of workforce priorities. These priorities include:

e Securing adequate funding for high—cost CTE programs, including a stream of funding to keep
equipment and facilities up-to-date with industry developments;

e Speeding the development and approval of new programs in response to workforce needs;

e Increasing colleges’ flexibility to hire experienced professionals to teach certain skills courses;
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e Providing learning opportunities that better align across educational levels within a region and
focus on attainment of skills and competencies;

e Expanding student support services; and

e Improving the use of labor market and student success data to inform program planning.

The task force developed 76 recommendations related to these priorities. At its November 2015
meeting, the Board of Governors formally adopted the task force recommendations. The board
included a $200 million funding request in its system budget which called for a sustained,
supplemental funding source to increase community colleges’ capacity to create, adapt, and maintain
CTE courses and programs that respond to regional labor market needs. The request called for funding
to offset the high cost of CTE programs and provide a funding stream to purchase equipment and outfit
facilities.

Governor’s Budget

The proposed budget includes $200 million in ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund support for a new
“Strong Workforce Program,” and accompanying trailer bill language to establish the program. Trailer
bill language calls for the following:

e Regional Planning Approach for New Workforce Program. Under the proposed process,
CCC would coordinate its CTE programs within 14 regions identified under the state’s
implementation of the federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) “to the
extent possible.” (Five of the WIOA regions coincide with five of CCC’s 15 economic regions,
as defined for the EWD program, and nine have various degrees of overlap with the remaining
ten CCC regions.) Within these regions, CCC would create “collaboratives” of community
college districts, local education agencies, interested CSU and UC campuses, civic
representatives, workforce development boards, representatives from the organized labor
community, and economic development and industry sector leaders. Collaboratives would meet
at least annually to develop four—year plans to meet regional workforce education needs. These
plans would include a needs assessment based on regional labor market analyses, efforts to
coordinate existing programs in the region, student success goals, and work plans for meeting
regional priorities.

e Performance Measures. The proposal calls for the chancellor to align the measures, to the
extent possible, with federal WIOA performance measures. (These include measures of degree
and certificate completion, employment, and earnings.) Collaboratives would set measurable
goals for performance in each of these areas and provide annual updates of their progress in
meeting the goals. The chancellor would post regional plans on CCC’s website. Beginning
January 1, 2018, the chancellor would be required to report annually to the Governor and
Legislature on each region’s performance outcomes (disaggregated for underserved
demographic groups). As part of these reports, the chancellor would be required to provide
recommendations for program improvement and for future allocations to collaboratives based
on program outcomes.

e Allocation Formula for New Workforce Program. Under the proposal, the chancellor would
recommend a funding allocation to the Department of Finance for approval prior to distributing
funds. The allocation would reflect each region’s share of the state’s: (1) unemployment,
(2) CTE enrollment, (3) projected job openings, and (4) after the first year, successful
performance outcomes. Each collaborative would designate one community college district to
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serve as a fiscal agent to receive and distribute funds. The chancellor could reserve up to
five percent of annual program funding for statewide coordination activities.

e Distribution of Funds Within Region to Community College Districts. The Governor’s
proposed legislation calls for the regional collaboratives to allocate funds in accordance with
their plans. The proposal also requires that any decisions relating to the distribution of funds be
determined exclusively by the community college districts participating in a collaborative. The
proposal requires that districts receiving an allocation use the region’s plan to inform their
campus CTE planning, but it does not specify what types of activities colleges could support
with the funding.

e Additional Workforce Policy Recommendations. The proposed trailer bill language requires
the Chancellor’s Office to develop recommendations to the Board of Governors regarding
workforce efforts. The recommendations would include policies, regulations, and guidance
necessary to facilitate sharing of best practices and curricula across colleges, streamline course
and curriculum approval, and eliminate barriers to hiring qualified instructors (including
reevaluating the required minimum qualifications for CTE instructors), among other efforts.
The chancellor is to present the recommendations by June 30, 2017.

Makes CTE Pathways Program Permanent. The budget includes $48 million in ongoing
Proposition 98 General Fund for the CTE Pathways Program, and associated trailer bill language
eliminates the July 1, 2016 sunset date for this program, making the program permanent. The Governor
proposes that future CTE Pathways funding “align” with the regional plans developed under the Strong
Workforce Program, but the Pathways program would continue to have separate statutory
requirements.

Increases Funding Rate for Apprenticeship Instruction. The budget proposes to increase support of
apprenticeship instruction by $1.8 million Proposition 98 General Fund to bring the reimbursement
rate for apprenticeship instruction up to the funding rate for noncredit Career Development and
College Preparation (CDCP) courses, which is now the same as the rate as for credit courses.

Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) Recommendations

e Consolidate Planning Processes. The LAO recommends the Legislature better integrate
planning across adult education and CTE programs, regardless of funding source, within one
set of regions.

e Earmark Funding. The LAO recommends the Legislature modify the Governor’s proposal to
create a CTE categorical program focused on addressing high CTE costs, thereby reducing any
disincentives to expand CTE programs. LAO recommends this new program have two
components—one largely for equipment and one for CTE programs with especially high costs.

The first component for CTE equipment and other one-time costs, such as program start—up
could support additional CTE development and expansion each year based on identified
regional workforce needs that are aligned with regional WIOA plans. Regions or districts could
use their full allocation annually or save a portion of their allocations for a year or more to
support infrequent, more expensive equipment purchases. To ensure the colleges have a
substantial, ongoing funding source for these costs, LAO recommends using at least half of the
proposed funding for this component. In addition to an equipment earmark, LAO recommends
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the state also provide ongoing, supplemental funding to address unusually high faculty costs in
some CTE programs. This component could use a similar allocation model to the equipment
component.

e Fold Other CTE Categorical Programs into the New Program. The LAO recommends rejecting
the Governor’s proposal to make the CTE Pathways Program ongoing. Should the Legislature
wish to continue funding some of the specific projects under the current CTE Pathways
Program grants, such as the California Partnership Academies, it could move the associated
funding to the existing CDE categorical program for the same projects. Similarly, the LAO
recommends folding in the nursing education program into the new CTE program. Any CCC
activities the Legislature wished to maintain could be incorporated into the new CTE program.

e Require Chancellor to Report on Options to Facilitate Hiring of Experienced Industry
Professionals. The Governor’s proposal requires the chancellor to recommend changes to
policies regarding faculty qualifications to the Board of Governors. Given the possibility that
statutory changes may be needed to address this issue, LAO recommends the Legislature direct
the Chancellor to present it with options that would remove statutory barriers, authorize (but
not require) colleges to use an exception or newly created special hiring category, and delineate
the circumstances under which using such exceptions would be appropriate. The Legislature’s
direction to the Chancellor could include soliciting input from CTE faculty organizations, the
Academic Senate, and other stakeholders and providing the associated report by March 1, 2017,

e Increasing Cal Grant C Award Amount. If the Legislature wishes to increase financial aid for
CTE students who do not qualify for the larger Cal Grant B entitlement awards, it could
consider increasing Cal Grant C award amounts. It could accomplish this by raising the award
amount for all Cal Grant C recipients through the CSAC budget. Alternatively, it could provide
a targeted increase for community college students through a CCC supplemental grant, as it did
last year for Cal Grant B recipients attending CCC full time.

e Adopt Apprenticeship Rate Increase and Consider Tying to CDCP Rate. The LAO recommends
adopting the Governor’s proposal to adjust the reimbursement rate for apprenticeship
instruction at the same rate as CDCP instruction. If the Legislature’s intent is to continue
funding apprenticeship instruction at the CDCP and credit rate, it could amend statute
accordingly.

Staff Comments

The PPIC notes that over the next decade, the share of new jobs requiring some college will equal the
share requiring a bachelor’s degree (each is estimated to be 32 percent of the total). Roughly two-thirds
of the share of new jobs for "some college” workers will require less than an associate degree. As the
subcommittee evaluates the Governor’s workforce proposals, it may wish to consider whether or not
the proposals will help meet this workforce demand, expand or establish new or existing CTE
programs, or establish a predictable funding stream for CTE.

Various CTE Efforts. Numerous federal, state and local programs seek to support CTE, including the
federal Perkins Career and Technical Education Act, adult education funding and regional consortia,
sector navigators established under the Economic Workforce Development program, Workforce
Innovation Opportunity Act, among others. The Governor’s proposal to create a regional planning
process for CTE programs mirrors the adult education consortium planning process, discussed in a
previous subcommittee hearing, and may be duplicative of existing CTE efforts. Moreover, continuing
the CTE Pathways Program would maintain another similar regional planning process.
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High Costs CTE Programs. The task force noted that CTE courses receive the same funding rate per
student as other courses, however, these programs may have higher startup and operating costs, such as
equipment, specialized facilities, and increased need for professional development. The task force
notes that this may create a disincentive for colleges to expand their availability. For example, the
LAO notes that in 2014-15, CTE enrollment was about the same level it had been ten years earlier
whereas non—CTE enrollment was 15 percent higher. Additionally, the Governor’s proposal does not
require any particular programmatic activities for community colleges. It is unclear to what extent
funds would directly support increased enrollment in instructional programs versus other uses, such as
planning, collaboration, professional development, counseling, and equipment.

The subcommittee may wish to consider whether or not funding should be allocated based on the
regions (1) unemployment rate, (2) proportion of CTE enroliment, (3) projected job openings, and
(4) proportion of successful workforce outcomes as evidenced by the performance accountability
measures of WIOA, or if other factors should be considered as well.

The Subcommittee may wish to ask:

e How would the Chancellor's Office work with stakeholders, including the Academic Senate, to
ensure that policy changes improve and expand CTE programs?

e What are the advantages of keeping the CTE Pathways program as a separate program? What is
the Administration and Chancellor's Office response to the LAO recommendation that the
program be folded into the Strong Workforce program?

e Does the Governor’s proposal create a stable funding stream for CTE courses and programs?

Staff Recommendation: Hold open.
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Issue 2: Basic Skills Initiative

Panel
e Keith Nazaam, Department of Finance
¢ Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e Dan Troy, California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office

Summary. The Governor’s budget proposes an increase of $30 million in ongoing Proposition 98
General Fund for the Basic Skills Initiative, and trailer bill language that repeals the existing program
and creates a new program and implements performance-based funding.

Background

More than 150,000 (three-quarters of) incoming degree, certificate, and transfer—seeking students at
the community colleges annually, are classified as unprepared for college-level math and/or English.
Among degree, certificate, or transfer—seeking students who enter CCC prepared for college—
level work, 71 percent either receive a degree, certificate or transfer within six years; compared to just
39 percent for unprepared students. Additionally, 31 percent of students who took a basic skills math
course completed a college-level math course within six years, and 43 percent of students who took a
basic skills English course completed a college-level English course within six years.

Basic skills courses, sometimes referred to as remedial, developmental, or foundational courses,
include courses in elementary and secondary reading, writing, and math and English as a second
language (ESL). Most students must take basic skills course before advancing to college-level courses
needed for a certificate, degree or transfer program. In 2014-15, 28 percent of all English, reading, and
writing units taken at CCC (not including ESL) were remedial, and 24 percent of all math units taken
were remedial.

Under the traditional approach to basic skills instruction, colleges administer assessment tests to
entering students and, based on the results, place them into a sequence of courses they must complete
before enrolling in transferable college—level courses. Basic skills courses often focus on teaching
specific skills through repetitive drills, with an emphasis on correct procedures and answers. These
teaching methods have been criticized as ineffective because they do not necessarily promote
conceptual understanding or provide interesting, relevant context to help students connect what they
are learning in the classroom to their broader educational or professional goals. Moreover, traditional
course sequences extend students’ time in school. For example, a student beginning three levels below
transferable college courses must complete three semesters of remediation.

Apportionment Funding. CCC’s basic skills funding is mostly from apportionments, which supports
direct instruction and is based on the number of full-time-equivalent students. In 2015-16, the LAO
estimates the state provided $700 million Proposition 98 General Fund for basic skills through
apportionments.
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Basic Skills Initiative (BSI). In 2007, the state established the Basic Skills Initiative to help improve
the effectiveness of CCC basic skills instruction. The state has annually provided more than $20
million in Proposition 98 General Fund for the Basic Skills Initiative, with 95 percent of this funding
allocated based on the number of basic skills FTE students a college serves, and five percent for
statewide professional development activities. Funding supports a variety of activities including
curriculum planning and development; student assessment, advisement, and counseling services;
supplemental instruction and tutoring; articulation; instructional materials and equipment; and any
other purpose directly related to enhancement of basic skills, English as a second language instruction,
and related student programs.

A recent basic skills information presentation to the Board Governors noted that the BSI has not
significantly altered outcomes that over the past five years. Specifically, the remedial math completion
rate grew by three percent, while the remedial English completion rate grew by two percent. However,
the program's professional development funding, which is distributed through the California
Community Colleges Success Network, or 3CSN, has allowed some faculty and campuses to develop
basic skills programs with better outcomes through small scale or pilot programs.

Basic Skills and Student Outcomes Transformation Program. In an effort to transform how
colleges deliver basic skills instruction and help improve student outcomes, Senate Bill 81 (Committee
on Budget and Fiscal Review), Chapter 22, Statutes of 2015, established the Community College Basic
Skills and Student Outcomes Transformation Program. The 2015-16 budget provides $60 million in
one-time Proposition 98 General Fund for the program. Districts may apply for one—time, three—
year grants of up to $1.5 million to help them adopt or expand the use of evidence—based models for
basic skills assessment, placement, instruction, and student support. Statute identifies the following
types of evidence-based models:

e Using multiple measures to assess and place students into English and math courses.

e Increasing placement of students directly into transferable college—level courses and providing
co-requisite basic skills instruction.

e Requiring students to master only those English and math skills needed for their programs of
study.

e Contextualizing remedial instruction to relate to students’ programs of study.

e Integrating student support services with instruction.

e Developing shorter sequences for completion of a college—level English or math course by
using technology, the above strategies, or other strategies and practices that the college can
substantiate are effective.

SB 81 requires participating colleges to adopt or expand the use of at least two of the strategies
described above. Applications from districts were due on March 25, 2016, and grants are to commence
July 1, 2016. Districts will be selected for awards based on the quality of their improvement plans. SB
81 specifies data collection requirements for participating community colleges and directs the LAO to
evaluate the program’s effectiveness in interim and final reports to be issued by December 1, 2019, and
December 1, 2021, respectively.
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Basic Skills Partnership Pilot Program. SB 81 also established the Basic Skills Partnership Pilot
Program to promote collaboration in basic skills instruction among high schools, community colleges,
and CSU campuses. The budget provided $10 million one-time Proposition 98 General Fund for the
partnership program. The Chancellor’s Office will award five grants of $2 million each to community
college districts who collaborate with nearby school districts and CSU campuses to better articulate
English and math instruction across segments. The Chancellor’s Office breaks the state into three
regional zones for the purpose of distributing awards. Two awards will go to the Southern region, two
to the Central region, and one for the Northern region. Participating CSU campuses must commit to
directing their underprepared students—either currently enrolled or planning to enroll—to basic skills
instruction at community colleges. Applications for the Pilot Partnership Program were due on April 4,
2016. The Board of Governors will approve the awards during their May board meeting and funding
will go out once they are approved.

SB 81 requires the Chancellor’s Office to report to the Legislature, the LAO and the Department of
Finance by April 1, 2017 on program effectiveness, cost avoidance, and make recommendations
regarding the expanded use of community colleges to deliver basic skills instruction to CSU students.

Governor’s Proposal

The Governor proposes to augment the existing Basic Skills Initiative by $30 million ongoing
Proposition 98 General Fund, bringing total funding for the initiative to $50 million Proposition 98
General Fund. The Governor also proposes trailer bill language that repeals the existing BSI and
creates a new program which allows spending in the following areas:

e Implementing or expanding the use of evidence—based practices and principles as described in
the Basic Skills and Student Outcomes Transformation Program;

e Accelerating the adoption and use of low-cost open educational resources in basic skills
English, math, or ESL courses;

e Collaborating with high schools and CSU campuses to better align remedial instruction
methodologies, curricula, and course offerings among local education agencies, community
colleges, and CSU campuses; and

e Implementing assessment and placement practices that increase the likelihood students will be
appropriately placed in college—level rather than remedial courses.

Community colleges would be required to conduct an annual self-assessment of their basic skills
efforts using an existing assessment tool, which was required under the initiative. The colleges last
completed the self-assessments in 2007-08, and colleges have not done follow up assessments. Trailer
bill language requires districts to report the strategies they will implement to improve the successful
transition of students to college—level English and math courses. The Governor also would require
colleges to provide performance targets for increasing the number of students transitioning to college—
level math and English work and reducing the amount of time it takes to transition.

Trailer bill language requires the chancellor’s office to prioritize applications from districts that
participate in the Transformation Program or are undertaking similar evidence-based practices. Under
the proposal, colleges could receive priority for Basic Skills Initiative augmentations at the same time
they receive initial funding under the transformation program. Moreover, proposed trailer language
requires the chancellor to use a new distribution formula for basic skills initiative grant funds based on
three main factors: (1) the percentage of basic skills English, math, or ESL students completing
a college—level course in the same subject within one year and two years; (2) the percentage of
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incoming students (regardless of basic skills status) who complete college—level English and math
courses within one year and two years of enrolling; and (3) a weighting factor of 20 percent for
colleges participating in the transformation program or adopting similar reforms. Trailer bill language
also permits the chancellor to include additional factors and adjustments as necessary, and requires the
chancellor to receive concurrence from the Department of Finance prior to adding factors and prior to
allocating funds. The proposal provides for a minimum allocation of $100,000 per college.

The proposed legislation provides a hold harmless provision that guarantees that colleges receive as
much funding under the revised Basic Skills Initiative as they received from the categorical program
in 2015-16.

The proposal directs the chancellor’s office to work with the Department of Finance and the LAO to
develop and recommend annual accountability measures for the program.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendations

The LAO recommends the Legislature reject the Governor’s proposal to augment the Basic Skills
Initiative by $30 million. The LAO notes that it may be premature to augment the initiative given that
transformation and partnership pilot programs have not been implemented and outcomes are not
available. Instead, the LAO suggest other options for using the $30 million in 201617, including
redirecting the funds to the transformation program, deferred maintenance, or other one—time purposes.

The LAO also recommends adopting many of the Governor’s modifications to the existing initiative
and transition to performance funding. Specifically, the LAO recommends adopting the following:
(1) expand the allowable activities under the program as proposed, and additionally require that
colleges engage in at least two evidence—based strategies, including working with other education
agencies and institutions to articulate instruction; (2) adopt a revised funding allocation based
primarily on the proposed performance factors; (3) adopt a short—term hold harmless provision for
colleges that would phase out over no more than three years; and (4) not weigh the Basic Skills
Initiative allocation toward colleges that already will be receiving funding from the transformation
program. The LAO suggests directing the Chancellor to develop a revised self-assessment tool for
colleges.

Staff Comments

As described earlier, poor outcomes in basic skills programs are a critical issue for community
colleges. Though systemwide results are lackluster, performance varies widely by college. English
remediation success rates range from 19 percent to 73 percent across community colleges. In math,
rates range from eight percent to 54 percent.

As noted above, the Governor’s proposal allocates Basic Skills Initiative funding primarily on two
measures of student progress creating a form of performance-based funding. The subcommittee may
wish to consider whether or not a performance-based formula would penalize districts currently
struggling to improve basic skills outcomes, and benefit those that are already doing well.
Additionally, the proposed trailer bill language emphasizes students transitioning from high school,
which may have unintended consequences for other adults, and non-traditional students, including
those who may have been out of formal education for several years or immigrant populations with
more learning needs. The subcommittee may wish to consider whether it is appropriate to use
performance-based funding for basic skills programs, and if so, whether these are the appropriate
measures the state should use.
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Similar to the LAO, staff has concerns about the Governor’s proposal to prioritize funding for colleges
participating in the transformation program. As few as 40 of 113 colleges might participate in the
transformation program, and these colleges will not necessarily be those with the poorest basic skills
outcomes. Concentrating basic skills resources on this small subset of colleges could significantly
disadvantage other colleges—including some that could have less grant-writing expertise but just as
much need to transform their basic skills practices.

Lastly, staff is concerned that while the Department of Finance and the LAO would have an active role
in development of annual accountability measures, under the Governor’s proposal it is unclear what
the role the Legislature will play. The Legislature may have different ideas regarding how to evaluate
and address basic skills accountability. Additionally, the proposal does not provide notification to the
Legislature on the annual accountability measures that would be developed.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:
e Could performance-based funding create a disincentive for colleges to serve students with
remedial education needs?

e How would poor-performing colleges fair under the Administration’s proposal?

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open.
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Issue 3: Enrollment Growth

Panel
e Keith Nazaam, Department of Finance
e Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e Dan Troy, California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office

Summary. The Governor’s budget proposes an additional $115 million Proposition 98 General Fund
for to reflect a two percent CCC enrollment growth (an additional 23,000 FTE students).

Background

The CCC system is known as an “open access” system because it is available to all Californians 18
years or older, and has no admission criteria, such as grades or previous course-taking. However, it
does not guarantee access to particular classes and some classes may set prerequisites.

Changes in the state’s college—age population affect community college enrollment demand, as do
other factors. In particular, demand for CCC’s workforce and career technical education courses tends
to rise during economic downturns (when more people tend to be out of work) and fall during
economic recoveries (when job opportunities are better). During the Great Recession, state funding for
community colleges dramatically decreased and colleges were forced to reduce class offerings. As a
result, community college enrollment dropped significantly. According to the Chancellor's Office,
colleges served about 500,000 fewer students in 2012-13 than they did in 2008-009.

The state decides how much funding to provide for community college enrollment by considering (1)
enrollment growth, (2) declining enrollment, and (3) enrollment restoration. In setting the CCC
enrollment growth level, the state typically bases its decision on an estimate of the average enrollment
growth rate that districts likely can support given student demand and available funding. The state’s
declining enrollment adjustment allows districts to claim the higher of their current-year or prior-year
enrollment levels—effectively a one-year hold harmless provision. Districts have three years to earn
back funding associated with enrollment declines. The third component, accordingly, is an estimate of
the amount of enrollment districts likely will earn back (or “restore”) during the budget year.

The 2015-16 budget provides $156.6 million Proposition 98 General Fund to support a three percent
enrollment growth for CCC. Preliminary estimates suggest that systemwide enrollment is growing one
percent in 2015-16, though some colleges’ growth rates are higher, and 54 of the 72 districts estimate
that their enrollment in 2015-16 will fall short of their targets.

Governor’s Budget Proposal
The Governor proposes $115 million for two percent CCC enrollment growth (an additional 23,000
FTE students or 50,000 students by headcount).
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Staff Comments

By the time of the May Revision, the CCC Chancellor’s Office will have received some updated 2015—
16 attendance reports from districts. These data will show the extent to which districts are meeting,
exceeding, or falling short of their enrollment targets in the current year. At that time, the Legislature
will have better information to assess the extent to which colleges will use the 2015-16 enrollment
growth funds and be able to grow in the budget year. If the Legislature decides the full amounts are not
justified for one or both years, it could use any associated freed—up funds for other Proposition 98
priorities. The subcommittee may wish to wait for updated data in May regarding the appropriate
2016-17 enrollment growth amount.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:
e Are there areas of the state where it is difficult to enroll in courses to complete educational
goals?
e Which areas of the state have high enrollment growth? Which areas have low or declining
enrollment?

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.
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Issue 4: Zero-Cost-Degree

Panel
e Keith Nazaam, Department of Finance
e Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e Dan Troy, Community College Chancellor’s Office

Summary. The Governor proposes $5 million one-time Proposition 98 General Fund to create zero-
textbook-cost degrees at community colleges.

Background.

As discussed in a previous subcommittee hearing, textbook costs constitute a growing part of a
students’ cost of attendance in higher education institutions. In 2014-15, the National Association of
College Stores recently reported the average textbook spending was $563 across all students. A 2012
survey of 20,000 students at 33 Florida colleges and universities found that because of text book costs,
49 percent at some point took fewer courses, 45 percent did not register for a specific course, and 60
percent did not purchase a required textbook.

Zero—textbook—cost degrees are degree pathways that students can complete entirely by taking courses
that use only free instructional materials, called open educational resources (OER), in place
of publisher—owned textbooks. OER resources range from course readings, modules, and tests, to full
textbooks and courses to videos, and software.

Over the last several years, the state has enacted legislation to encourage the use of OER, including:

e SB 1052 (Steinberg), Chapter 621, Statutes of 2012, established the California OER Council to
develop or acquire high—quality, affordable, digital open source textbooks for 50 high—
enrollment, lower—division courses that are common across the three segments. The council
includes three faculty members each from UC, CSU, and CCC.

e SB 1053 (Steinberg), Chapter 622, Statutes of 2012, established the California Digital Open
Source Library to house the resources identified by the California OER Council and make them
available over the Internet for students, faculty, and staff to easily find, use, and modify.

e SB 1028, (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), Chapter 575, Statutes of 2012, provided
$5 million in matching state funds to private funds support these efforts.

e AB 798 (Bonilla), Chapter 633, Statutes of 2015, repurposed $3 million of the funding
provided in Chapter 575 for an incentive grant program to be administered by the California
OER Council accelerate the use of OER at CSU and CCC by providing training and incentive
funds to campuses.

In addition to these statewide efforts, a number of college and universities, and departments within
them have begun efforts to support and promote the use of OER in courses. In particular, the College
of the Canyons is developing an associate degree for transfer in sociology that has zero textbook costs.
Additionally, the state of Virginia’s Community College system has supported OER grant funding for
colleges, and is encouraging its 23 college colleges to develop at least one OER degree pathway in the
current academic year. Faculty who have led OER initiatives in Virginia emphasize the critical
importance of robust support services for faculty. Grant amounts range from $15,000 for developing
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and piloting the first 12 courses for the first 12 courses of a 20 course degree program. A national pilot
program coordinated by Achieving the Dream offers $100,000 for a full associate degree program.

Governor’s Proposal.

The Governor proposes $5 million in one-time Proposition 98 General Fund for zero-textbook—
cost pathways. Community colleges would compete for grants of up to $500,000 each to offer an
associate degree, certificate, or credential program a student can complete entirely by taking OER
courses. Priority would be given to developing a new degree from an existing transfer degree.

The chancellor could allocate up to 10 percent of the funds to a community college to administer the
program and provide technical assistance to participating colleges. Colleges would convene
multimember teams of faculty, instructional designers, and others from within the CCC to develop the
degree pathways.

Colleges would post the resulting course and program materials online so that other community
colleges can use or adapt. The chancellor would report to the Legislature and Administration by June
30, 2019 on the number of degrees offered, the number of students participating, the estimated savings
to students, and recommendations related to the program.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendations.
The LAO believes the Governor’s proposal to develop entire OER degree pathways at CCC is a
reasonable next step. The LAO recommends:

e Building on existing state OER efforts by directing the chancellor to coordinate the new zero—
textbook—cost degree initiative with the existing efforts described earlier. For example, the
chancellor could work with the California OER Council to maximize the number of zero—
textbook—cost degree pathways a college could assemble from the OER courses developed
under the council’s grant program and those developed under the proposed new initiative;

e Providing as much as half the total funding for technical assistance and professional
development. Additionally, the LAO recommends giving priority to grant proposals that
involve faculty collaboration across colleges and/or statewide;

e Reducing the maximum award amount for each degree pathway from $500,000 to no more than
$100,000. At this grant level, CCC could fund 25 degrees with technical assistance, compared
to only nine degrees with very limited technical assistance under the Governor’s proposal;

e Establishing a clear time-line for piloting, evaluating, and offering OER courses and degrees;
and

e Prioritize using existing high-quality OER instead of creating new OER.

Staff Comments.

College affordability is a long-standing priority of the Senate and, as noted above, the state has
supported efforts to compile available OER and encourage their use in individual courses. However, a
recent California survey found that only 12 percent of public colleges and universities had adopted all
or a portion of an OER textbook; two-thirds were concerned about the effort needed to find, review,
and select materials; and 72 percent said they were willing to use OER given sufficient professional
development assistance to modify the materials and adjust their courses.
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The LAO raises several valid concerns with the Governor's proposal. The LAO notes that other states
have found that professional development and technical assistance for faculty and support service
departments, such as libraries and IT offices, is vital to the success of OER initiatives. Additionally,
collaboration between faculty members created improved quality and broader adoption of OER
courses. The LAO also found that collaborations among faculty at different campuses to be beneficial,
and that grants may not need to be as much as $500,000.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

e Why does the Administration believe $500,000 is the appropriate maximum amount for grants?
Could that number be lowered to allow for more grants?

e Professional development appears to be a critical component to ensuring zero- textbook- cost-
degree programs are effective. Should this program have a specific set-aside for that purpose?

e Under this proposal, who would select winners? Does the Chancellor's Office envision
selecting a district to administer the program?

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open.
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Issue 5: Awards for Innovation

Panel
e Brianna Bruns, Department of Finance
e Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e Dan Troy, California Community College Chancellor’s Office

Summary. The Governor proposes $25 million one-time Proposition 98 General Fund for the Awards
for Innovation in Higher Education Program.

Background. The 2014-15 budget provided $50 million in one-time General Fund to promote
innovative models of higher education at UC, CSU, and CCC campuses. Campuses with initiatives to
increase the number of bachelor’s degrees awarded, improve four—year completion rates, or ease
transfer across segments could apply for awards. Because awards were based on initiatives already
implemented at the campuses, they functioned more like prizes or rewards than grants for specified
future activities. A committee of seven members—five Governor’s appointees representing DOF, the
three segments, and the State Board of Education, and two legislative appointees selected by the
Speaker of the Assembly and the Senate Rules Committee—make award decisions.

In March 2015, the committee selected 14 applicants, including six community colleges, out of 57
applicants to receive awards. The winners included individual institutions and teams of institutions,
and each received from $2.5 million to $5 million in award funds. The budget scored $23 million in
awards to community colleges as Proposition 98 General Fund. The winning institutions will report on
the effectiveness of their strategies by January 1, 2018 and January 1, 2020.

Last year, the Legislature rejected the Governor’s proposal that would have provided $25 million one-
time General Fund for new awards using a similar application process. The proposal differed from
the 201415 program, however, in that it would have (1) narrowed the priorities to focus only on
improving four—year graduation rates and (2) provided awards only to CSU campuses.

Governor’s Proposal. The Governor’s 2016-17 budget proposes$25 million Proposition 98 General
Fund for Awards for Innovation in 2016-17. The Governor proposes to provide six innovation awards
of at least $4 million each in 2016-17. This proposal differs from the 2014-15 and 2015-16 proposals
in four ways: (1) only CCC districts would be able to apply for awards, which would be funded by
Proposition 98 General Fund; (2) awards would be based on proposed activities instead of initiatives
applicants already have implemented; (3) awards would need to focus specifically on effective
articulation and transfer pathways, successful transitions from higher education into the workforce, and
innovations in technology and data; and (4) the Governor would have more discretion in selecting his
appointees to the awards committee. Members no longer would have to represent any of the higher
education segments or the State Board of Education.

Under the proposal, each applicant would apply to implement one of six innovations and the award
committee would recommend one award in each of these areas:

o Concurrent enrollment permitting high school students to earn industry—recognized credentials
or associate degrees for transfer while completing high school;

e Programs permitting college students to earn industry—recognized credentials and associate
degrees for transfer concurrently;
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e Use of prior learning assessment and competency—based credit, such as prior learning or
experiences, including military training, to accelerate students’ completion of industry—
recognized credentials;

e Fully online courses for basic skills in English and mathematics available to all California
residents;

o Fully online courses for completion of intersegmental general education requirements, using
courses that articulate across the three public higher education segments; or

e Predominant use of OER in a college’s course offerings.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendations.

The LAO recommends rejecting the Governor’s proposal for the Awards for Innovation. The LAO is
concerned that the state would provide relatively large sums to a handful of community colleges to
implement local initiatives that would not necessarily have significant statewide value. The
Administration has indicated that the award amounts are intended as incentives for innovation and may
have no relation to the costs of implementing a winning initiative. The LAO also is concerned that this
would add yet another program intended at improving student outcomes.

If the Legislature still wishes to use the $25 million one-time funding in the higher education budget,
the LAO notes that the state could target the funding to other priorities, like deferred maintenance, that
are one—time in nature.

Staff Comments.

Since its inception, the Senate has noted significant concerns with this program, some of those
concerns are not alleviated in this new proposal. While the proposal is an improvement over previous
proposals as it focuses on new programs, it remains difficult to determine the statewide impact of
funding small, localized programs. Other community college programs, such as the basic skills
transformation program discussed earlier, provide targeted funding addressing a specific state-wide
goal; that program could to provide improved outcomes at colleges throughout California.

Additionally, it should be noted that one of the specific areas - creating fully online courses for basic
skills math and English courses - may not be a wise use of funding, as there is significant research
indicating online education is not successful in remedial education settings.
The subcommittee may wish to ask:

1. What are the issues that the Administration is trying to address with this proposal?

2. What statewide impact does this proposal have on community college students?

3. What is the rationale for the award amounts?

Staff recommendation. Hold open.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 20



Subcommittee No. 1 April 7, 2016

Issue 6: Deferred Maintenance and Instructional Equipment

Panel
e Keith Nazaam, Department of Finance
e Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s Office
e Dan Troy, California Community College Chancellor’s Office

Summary. The Governor proposes $290 million Proposition 98 General Fund for deferred
maintenance.

Background

The CCC system has identified about $6 billion in scheduled and deferred maintenance projects over
the next five years. The system has narrowed down the list to identify a more feasible maintenance
plan of $1 billion in the highest—priority projects to be completed over this period.

The Scheduled Maintenance and Special Repairs Program (initially called the Deferred Maintenance
Program) provides funding to districts for non-recurring repair and maintenance of facilities and to
correct and avoid health and safety hazards, and improve long-term cost effectiveness of facility
operations. This categorical program also funds the replacement of instructional equipment and library
materials, architectural barrier removal, and water conservation projects.

Historically, budget language for this program has required a one-to—one match for any maintenance
spending, but no match has been required since 2013-14. To use this categorical funding for
maintenance and repairs, districts must adopt and submit to the CCC Chancellor’s Office a five—
year plan of maintenance projects. In addition to categorical funds, CCC districts fund scheduled
maintenance from their apportionments and other general—-purpose operating funds augmented by local
bond funds.

The 2014-15 and 2015-16 budgets each provided $148 million for this categorical program.
Historically, this program has received large appropriations when a large amount of one—
time Proposition 98 funding has been available and no appropriations in tight budget years. The
Chancellor’s Office notes that for the 2014-15 allocation, colleges spent $96 million for 621 physical
plant projects, and $52 million on instructional support; for the 2015-16 allocation, colleges spent $92
million on 570 physical plant projects, and $56 million on instructional support.

Governor’s Proposal. The Governor proposes $290 million Proposition 98 General Fund for deferred
maintenance. Of this funding, $255 million is ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund, and about $35
million is one-time Proposition 98 General Fund. The proposal continues to allow colleges to
determine how they will use the funding, instead of specifying the proportion that must be spent on
each category.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendations.

The LAO recommends adopting the Governor’s proposal, and notes that dedicating $255 million in
2016-17 Proposition 98 funding to one—time purposes would provide a cushion against future revenue
declines and drops in the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee.

The LAO also recommends the Legislature require additional reporting to help identify and address the
underlying causes of CCC’s maintenance backlog. Specifically, the LAO suggests collecting
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information about the factors that have led to the accumulation of maintenance backlogs and how the
institutions could address maintenance on an ongoing basis so that deferred maintenance does not
continue to accumulate.

The LAO recommends the Legislature authorize districts to use up to $1.1 million (in aggregate) of
the one-time maintenance funding toward the FUSION upgrade, a web-based planning and
management tool, which maintains an inventory of CCC facility conditions. Districts report that the
FUSION system is becoming outdated and cumbersome. FUSION cannot be used on mobile devices, a
capability that would allow staff to input information while inspecting buildings.

Staff Comments. The Governor’s proposal provides significant ongoing Proposition 98 funds for a
one-time purpose. The subcommittee may wish to consider whether this is appropriate, or if this
funding should be redirected to ongoing needs. In the last few years, the Legislature has successfully
increased support for programs such as the Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSPS) and the
Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS), however there are many programs and services
that the subcommittee may wish to fund, including supporting part-time faculty office hours, services
to CalWORKSs students, the MESA, Puente and Middle College High Schools programs, or increasing
the ration of full-time faculty at colleges.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

e How did the Administration determine that $290 million was the appropriate amount for
deferred maintenance/instructional equipment? Why use so much ongoing funding for a one-
time purpose?

e Would the Chancellor's Office support using some of this funding for other ongoing purposes?

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 22



Subcommittee No. 1 April 7, 2016

Issue 7: Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative

Panel
e Keith Nazaam, Department of Finance
e Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s office
e Dan Troy, California Community College Chancellor’s office

Summary. The Governor proposes augmenting the Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative
(IEPI) by $10 million Proposition 98 General Fund.

Background.

The Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative was established in 2014 to provide technical
assistance, such as operational or management advice and coaching, to community colleges.
The 2014-15 budget provided ongoing funding of $2.5 million for local assistance and $1.1 million for
state operations (nine positions) for the program. Trailer legislation required the Chancellor’s Office to
develop a set of effectiveness indicators related to student performance and outcomes, accreditation
status, fiscal viability, programmatic compliance with state and federal guidelines, and college choice
indicators. As a condition of receiving Student Success and Support Program funds, trailer legislation
also required colleges to develop, adopt, and publicly post goals and performance outcomes using
these indicators. Lastly, the budget directed the Chancellor’s Office to provide technical assistance to
districts that are not improving their performance outcomes.

The 2015-16 budget added ongoing funding of $3 million to expand partnership resource team
activities (bringing the total to $5.5 million) and provided $12 million for a new statewide professional
development component for faculty, staff, and administrators. The Chancellor’s Office awarded a
specialized training contract to Chabot-Las Positas Community College District to administer the
professional development component. Under this contract, the district works with the Success Center
for CCC to (1) develop and coordinate workshops on practices that promote student success, improve
college operations, develop leadership, and meet other statewide priorities; and (2) develop an online
clearinghouse as a “one—stop shop” of effective practices, training materials, and other resources for
faculty, staff, and administrators.

In 201415, more than 450 attendees from 104 colleges and 22 district offices attended six regional
workshops on using the indicators and setting local performance goals. More than 100 subject—
matter experts volunteered to participate in partnership resource teams, and the initiative deployed 46
of them in eight teams averaging six members each. Each team began working with a college or
district that had requested assistance. In 2015-16, the pool of experts volunteering to serve on
partnership resource teams increased to more than 230. Teams began working with 17 colleges and
districts in the fall 2015 semester and another nine in the spring 2016 semester. The Chancellor’s
Office expects the professional development component to provide between 40 and 50 regional
workshops in 2015-16, serving several thousand participants. The online clearinghouse, named the
Professional Learning Network, went live in early 2016.
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Governor’s Proposal. The Governor proposes augmenting the Institutional Effectiveness Partnership
Initiative (IEPI) by $10 million Proposition 98 General Fund. Specifically, the proposal augments the
statewide professional development activities by $8 million, and augments technical assistance funding
by $2 million.

The Chancellor’s Office reports that it will use additional professional development funds to:
(1) provide between 75 and 125 regional workshops and statewide summits on effective practices;
(2) continue adding content to the online Professional Learning Network, focusing especially on areas
of statewide interest such as basic skills improvement; and (3) develop communities of practice to
bring together faculty, staff, and administrators who are working on common issues to learn from each
other.

The Chancellor’s Office also notes that it will use additional technical assistance funds to: (1) expand
partnership resource teams to more than 300 experts, (2) respond to an anticipated 30 technical
assistance requests from colleges and districts, (3) develop separate communities of practice for
institutions that recently received team visits, and (4) develop “micro teams” of experts to
provide short-term, follow-up technical assistance on specific topics. Budget language would require
the Chancellor’s Office to report on the use of the professional development funds from the prior year
by December 1 of each year.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendation.

The LAO states that demand for both technical assistance and professional development among the
community college system appears to be strong, and therefore this proposal is worth considering. The
LAO suggests the Legislature monitor the program over the next year to ensure it does not grow
beyond the demand for technical assistance and professional development. The Legislature could
amend the proposed reporting requirement to include information about activities under both
components of the program, including college participation in those activities, as well as colleges’
progress toward their goals for each of the institutional effectiveness indicators.

Staff Comments. The division plans to roughly triple the number of workshops and other professional
development opportunities and launch the communities of practice. While each of these activities has
merit individually, faculty, staff, and administrators have limited time they can devote to professional
development. Funding for the initiative has grown very quickly in its first two years, and it is difficult
to determine the appropriate funding and staffing level for the program. The Chancellor’s Office
expects to initiate about the same number of technical assistance projects in 2016-17 as in 2015—
16, while still completing engagements begun earlier. It is also somewhat difficult to determine yet
how this program is impacting critical areas such as student and accreditation outcomes.

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open.
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Issue 8: Systemwide Data Security

Panel
e Keith Nazaam, Department of Finance
e Judy Heiman, Legislative Analyst’s office
e Dan Troy, California Community College Chancellor’s Office

Summary. The Governor proposes $3 million Proposition 98 General Fund to improve CCC system
wide data security.

Background.

In an October 2015 proclamation, the Governor noted that the state’s information infrastructure faces
an increasing threat of cyber-attack, loss of privacy from spyware and adware, and significant financial
and personal privacy losses due to identity theft and fraud. The LAO notes that a 2013 CCC survey
found that most colleges did not have a staff member dedicated to information security, did not have an
information security awareness program, felt that their information security programs were fledging,
and lacked sufficient information about data security policies.

The 199697 budget created Telecommunications and Technology Infrastructure Program (TTIP) to
coordinate the system’s technology activities. The 2015-16 budget provided $20 million for the
technology infrastructure program; $14 million under the Student Success and Support Program for e—
transcript, e-planning, and common assessment tools; and $10 million to expand the availability of
courses through the use of technology.

This program also includes the CCC Information Security Center, which coordinates information
security for the colleges’ local information systems and statewide technology projects. The center
offers vulnerability scanning, server monitoring, and model policies and procedures for colleges. The
center also promotes information security awareness and provides up—to—date information on new
threats and solutions.

Governor’s Proposal. The Governor proposes $3 million Proposition 98 General Fund to support a
range of technical services for community colleges and statewide projects through the system’s TTIP
program.

The Chancellor’s Office reports that the proposal would enable the system to create a comprehensive
suite of security services for community colleges and statewide technology projects. Services would
include providing support for colleges in the event of a data breach, offering more in—
depth vulnerability scans and risk analyses, promoting the CCC information security standards and
creating incentives for institutions to meet these standards, and enhancing security monitoring. The
funding also would support creation of a CCC systemwide data sharing committee to ensure the
security of personally identifiable information.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendation.

Given growing reliance on information technology systems at the colleges, and weaknesses identified
in college data security practices, the LAO recommends providing funds to enhance data security. The
amount required to adequately fund data security is unclear. The proposed uses of the $3 million
augmentation appear sensible, however, and LAO believes that the Chancellor’s Office could
productively use the proposed amount.

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open.
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GOVERNOR'S BUDGET

The budget includes $3.6 billion total funds ($948 million federal funds; $1.7 billion Proposition 98
General Fund; and $998 million non-Proposition 98 General Fund) for child care and early education
programs. For specific information by program, see tables below.

Child Care and Preschool Budget
(Dollars in Millions)

Program Governor’'s Budget

CalWORKs Child Care

Stage 1 $394
Stage 2 $422
Stage 3 $316
Subtotal $1,132
Non-CalWORKs Child Care

General Child Care $450
Alternative Payment $255
Other $31
Subtotal $736

Preschool-Age Programs
State Preschool --
Transitional Kindergarten --
Preschool Quality Rating --
Improvement System Grant
Proposed Block Grant $1,654
Totals $3,600*

*$3.6 million reflects the subtotals plus an additional $79 million for support programs.
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2016 Child Care and Preschool Subsidized Slots

Bi?jtjset Proposed Slots
o for 2016-17 | Percent
Program Description Act Changs
CalWORKs (based on estimated caseload)
Stage 1 Provides cash aid and services to eligible
families. Begins when a participant enters 44,154 42,995 -3%
CalWORKs.
Stage 2 When the county deems a family “stable.”
F.>art|0|pat|on in Stage 1 and/or Stage 2 is 50,971 49,777 2%
limited to two years after an adult
transitions off cash aid.
Stage 3 When a family expends time limit in Stage
2, and as long as family remains otherwise 35,845 36,335 1%
eligible.
Subtotals for CalWORKSs child care 130,970 129,107 -1%
Non-CalWORKs (based on proposed number of slots to be funded)
General State and federally-funded care for low-
Child Care | income working families not affiliated with 0
CalWORKs. Serves children from birth to 28,738 42,134 47
12 years old.
Alternative | State and federally-funded care for low-
Payment income working families not affiliated with
CalWORKs. Helps families arrange and 32,852 29,344 -11%
make payment for services directly to child
care provider, as selected by family.
Migrant Care| Serves children of agricultural workers. 3,060 3,064 0%
Care for Provides supervision, therapy, and pareptal
Children counseling for eligible children and young 0
with Severe | adults until 21 years old. 105 105 0%
Disabilities
Subtotals for non-CalWORKS care 64,755 74,647 15%
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Preschool and TK programs
State Part-day (PD) and full-day (FD) care fory 3 98,956
Preschool and 4-year old children from low-income PD
families.
0| -100%
58,504
FD
Transitional | Eligible children are 5 years old between ol -100%
Kindergarten | Sept. 2 and Dec. 2. 83,000 °
Early Ed. Restructures funding for above programs 0
Block Grant | into a to-be-defined block grant. 0 251,409~ 100%
Subtotals for Preschool/TK programs 240,460 251,409 5%
Total 436,185 455,163 4%

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office 2016

The Governor’s proposed changes for early education and child care are more fully discussed in the
following agenda issues.
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
5180 DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Issue 1: Governor’'s Budget: Early Care and Education Block Grant

Panelists Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance
Virginia Early, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Budget Issue.The Governor'soudget proposes to consolidate Proposition 98 funding from California
State Preschool Program (CSPP) ($880 million), transitional kindergarten (TK) ($725 million
Proposition 98 General Fund), and the Preschool Quality Rating and Improvement System Grant
(QRIS) ($50 million Proposition 98 General Fund) tocreate a $1.65 billion block grant, intended to
benefit low-income and “at-risk” preschoolers, as locally defirkedhds from the new block grant
would be appropriated to local educational agencies (LEAs) and, potentially, other entities that
currently offer CSPP to operate a developmentally-appropriate preschool prég@ording to the
Administration, the proposal would build on the tenets of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
and distribute funding based on factors, such as population and need, to ensure funds are equitably
distributed to schools with large populations of disadvantaged children. The budget provides a hold-
harmless provision, ensuring that no LEA will receive less funding under the block grant than under
prior funding models. Of note, the proposal does not move funds currently supporting the wrap
component of full-day state preschool provided by non-LEAs into the block grant. In adtliton,
Governor’s proposal does not shift $33 million in CSPP funds that support preschool programs at 55
community colleges.

The Governor’'s budget includes placeholder trailer bill language, which will be refined in the May
Revision.

Background. Since February 2016, the Administration has hosted four stakeholder meetings to solicit
feedbackon the following: (1) who will be prioritized foresvices and how to define eligibility criteria

and “at risk” children; (2) program structure, such as class size, teacher ratios, and curriculum; (3) role
of private providers; (4) distribution of future funding; and (5) accountability meagaraddition to

the stakeholder meetings, the Administration provided a period of public comment, via mail and e-
mail, which ended March 15, 2016. In general, the Administration noted that most comments centered
on the following key themes: local governance, continued role for private providers, regional income
eligibility issues, quality, and the transition period. The Administration indicates they will refine their
proposal and provide additional detail in the May Revision, based on feedback received from the
stakeholder meetings.

In response to requests from stakeholders, the Administration provided additional clarity in the spring
on a limited set of topics. On timing, the Administratiomakes clear its goal to establish a

programmatic structure for the Block Grant as part of trailer bill for the 2016 Budget Act, and a year of
transition time is anticipated in 2016-17, before full implementation takes place in 2017-18. The

! Care offered at community colleges are often presigh@grams for community college students’ children, and also
serve as a lab school for students training to become teachers or aides.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 5



Subcommittees No. 1 and No. 3 April 14, 2016

Administration also notes its intention to hold harmless the Proposition 98 guarantee for any statewide
average daily attendance changes, due to the block grant proposal and that early education program
reforms are needed before additional funding is provided to the system.

LAO Analysis. The LAO is generally supportive of the proposal to simplify the preschool program by
consolidating fund sources and programs and focusing on low income, at risk, and disabled children.
However, the LAO suggests the Governor’'s proposal, which allows local determination of income
eligibility, may result in different levels of service for similar children across the state. Finally, the
LAO notes that the Governor’'s proposal to hold LEAs harmless in funding would lock-in funding
levels not currently based on need, which may undermine the Administration’s goal of moving to
funding based on need.

The LAO recommends the state create a system that includes:

* One consolidated funding stream that includes state preschool, transitional kindergarten, QRIS,
as well as the&33 million in preschool funds that support pres¢imograms at community
colleges.

» Specific eligibility criteria for students served by the new preschool block grant. The LAO
suggests a reasonable approach would be to provide preschool to all four-year olds from
families with incomes below 185 percent of the federal poverty level or who are otherwise at
risk, or have a disability.

* Funding allocated to providers based on the number of eligible children participating in the
program. Any hold harmless provision under this scenario would be transitional in nature.

* Options for full-day preschool programs for children from low-income working families, and a
streamlined eligibility verification process that occurs annually at the beginning of the school
year.

* Program requirements for the inclusion of developmentally-appropriate activities in preschool
programs, and minimum staffing requirements, such as teachers must have some education in
child development.

» Basic reporting requirements for providers to collect student demographic information such as
race, gender, family income and disability status.

As part of any restructuring proposal, the LAO notes that the Legislature would need to consider who
will provide services, how funds will be disbursed, what system of oversight and accountability should
be put in place, and depending on the system, how to best transition from the current system.

Staff Comments.Absent the detail anticipated in the May Revision, the subcommittees may be unable
to fully consider the Early Childhood Education Block Grant proposal. Instead, the subcommittees
may wish to consider broad principals of how to construct an intentional and intuitive early care
system. In particular, the last two budgets included significant investments in supporting quality
programs, including professional development opportunities for instructors and aides. The
subcommittees may wish to consider how accountability measures, linked to quality, that ensure
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developmentally-appropriate curriculums, enriching environments for children, and support for
professionals can be included in budget discussions.

In addition, the Administration’s proposal distinguishes the provision of child care and early education,
stating that “child care is to support the gainful employment of working families”, while noting that the
goals of the Early Education Block proposal include implementing pre-kindergarten education
programs. As academic literature supports the social, cognitive, and developmental benefits of
investing in early childhood interventions, advocates and early education professionals have invested
heavily in incorporating more developmentally-appropriate curriculum, and supporting instructors in
the child care system. The subcommittees may wish to consider how these differing perspectives on
child care may influence the tenor of the proposal’s development.

Staff Recommendation Hold open for further discussion.
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
5180 DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Issue 2: Oversight: AB 104 Report on Streamlining Gild Care and Early Education Systems

Panelists Virginia Early, Legislative Analyst's Office
Debra Brown, CDE

Background. Assembly Bill 104 (Budget Committee), Chapter 18t&es of 2015, a budget trailer
bill, directed members of the Alternative PaymerdagPam Stakeholder Group and the Direct Service
Program Providers Stakeholder Group, with the itatibn of the California Department of Education
(CDE), to provide finalized recommendations to tegislature, by April 1, 2016, to streamline data
and other reporting requirements for child care eadly learning providers that contract with theECD
to provide state preschool and other state sulesidthild care and early learning programs under the
California Code of Regulations, Title 5. The recommendations include:

* Create a single-reimbursement rate system basetheormost recent regional market rate
(RMR) that includes provisions for variance in castoss regions and has a hold harmless
component.

* Move from a child care contract system to a grgatesn with a five year cycle for application,
monitoring and technical assistance.

* Provide for twelve-month eligibility. This meansatha lead agency shall re-determine
eligibility for services no sooner than twelve nmimmafter the initial determination.

» Simplify definitions for parent employment to fuitne (30 or more hours per week) and part
time (less than 30 hours per week). Create additioategories for fixed and variable work
schedules.

In addition the group recommended a series of amang the reimbursement structure, contracting
process, documentation process for families, artdriaknation of need eligibility. Many of these
changes are identified as changes that could be mdk no cost.

Staff Comments and RecommendationThe item is included for discussion purposes, andation
is needed at this time.

Questions

1. Please describe CDE'’'s existing authority to impletmepecified provisions. Which
recommendations need legislative action? What neagome through regulations?
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
5180 DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Issue 3: Governor’s Budget - TBL: Child Care Vouchers

Panel I Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance
Virginia Early, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Debra Brown, California Department of Education

Panel II: Catherine Goins, Assistant Superintendent, Early Education and Administration, Placer
County Office of Education
Rick Richardson, President and CEO, Child Development Associates, Inc., San Diego

*Panel Il will address Issues 1 and 3

Budget Issue and Trailer Bill Language.The Governor’s budget proposes trailer bill language that
requires the Department of Education to develop a plan to transition, over the next five years,
contracted funding into vouchers. Approximately two-thirds of California’s child care is voucher-based
care, meaning a voucher is provided to a family who chooses its own provider.

LAO Analysis.

» Creates flexibility. The Governor’'s voucher proposal would create additional flexibility for
families in selecting the child care setting that best meets their needs and that a conversion to
voucher over an extended period, such as the five years proposed by the Governor would
minimize disruption to the families and providers.

» Possible loss of slotddowever, the LAO also notes the proposal may result in a loss of slots
for children who need developmentally-appropriate care, as providers accepting vouchers are
not required to include developmentally-appropriate care. Converting to vouchers would be
more expensive than the current contract system and the LAO estimates an additional $25
million to $70 million, depending on what type of care families chose.

The LAO is supportive of the Governor's proposal to have CDE develop a transition plan, but
recommends providing additional parameters. Specifically, the LAO recommends that in year one, the
state create a new reimbursement rate structure, monitoring system, program standards, and
regulations. In year two, the state would apply the rate to existing voucher slots, beginning converting
contract slots to vouchers, begin equalizing services across the state, create a new central eligibility list
and provide one-time funds to support implementation. In years three to five the state would complete
the conversion of slots and equalization of services.

In addition, the LAO recommends to:

» Create one voucher-based system for general child care and migrant child care.
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* Prioritize migrant child care, either in one vouclsgstem or to be served in a stand-alone
voucher system.

* Require all centers and family child care homeg #seave children from birth through age
three, provide developmentally-appropriate actiti

» Direct CDE to develop standards for children btitftough age three.

* Provide similar levels of access across the siHte. LAO provides two options: 1) adjust
funding levels to serve the same level of eligfalmilies in each county, or 2) adjust funding to
serve all families under a certain percentageaiesnedian income (SMI).

» Make eligibility criteria and reimbursement rateansparent. This would include linking
eligibility to the most recent SMI information (LA@commends the 65 percentile of the 2014
SMI) and creating one reimbursement system thatdes three tiers to reflect cost differences
between counties.

» Establish oversight and accountability measurertvige information for policymakers and
stakeholders, such as a new central eligibility thstrack demand for child care and regional
monitoring systems to inspect and monitor centedsfamily child care homes.

Staff Comments. The Legislature may wish to consider how this psgbawill impact access and
affordability of care for families, that may curtBn despite similar characteristics, receive difg
funding and opportunities. The state’s current regembursement structure poses challenges to
transparency, quality, and efficiency. Despite négavestments to the reimbursement rates for both
voucher-based care (RMR) and for direct-contrac{8BRR), providers indicate that they are still at-
risk of closing. The Legislature may wish to comsiiow to create a funding structure that recognize
the quality investments of a given program, an@ @ovides parents with clear information on the
actual value amount of the voucher.

Also, the CDE indicates it may need additional infation, such as timeline, detail, and what broad
components should be included in the plan, fromAldeninistration. The Legislature may wish to
consider incorporating the learned lessons fromAtBel04 workgroup (discussed on page 9) to this
proposed trailer bill process.

Staff Recommendation.Hold open for further discussion.
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
5180DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Issue 4: Federal Child Care and Development Block Grant

Panelists Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance
Virginia Early, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Debra Brown, CDE
Debra McMannis, Director of Early Education and Support Division, CDE
Pat Leary, Department of Social Services
Kim Johnson, Department of Social Services

Background. The Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) supports subsidized child care
programs, direct service, and alternative payment contract types, including CalWORKs Stage 3 and
General Child Care. In 2015-16, California received $573 million in CCDBG funding and Department
of Finance estimates that in 2016-17, the state will receive $583 million. On November 19, 2014,
President Obama reauthorized the CCDBG. Some of the provisions of the reauthorized CCDBG
include: annual monitoring inspections of both licensed and license-exempt providers; implementing
12-month eligibility for children in subsidized child care; increasing the Regional Market Rate to the
reimbursement ceilings identified in the most recent market rate survey; increasing opportunities for
professional development; adding topics to health and safety trainings; and creating a disaster
preparedness plan. Most, but not all of the provisions became effective when the reauthorization was
signed.

Although California may have several years to implement these changes, some policies and practices
were intended to be in place by March 2016. The Office of Child Care (OCC) formally extended the
submission of the 2016-18 Child Care Development Fund State Plan until March 11, 2016 — an
extension from the original due date of June 30, 2015. Pursuant to the reauthorization of CCDBG, the
state must also document its level of compliance, and plans for compliance, with new federal
requirements. However, there remains concern that the federal block grant funds are insufficient to
meet new requirements and to maintain current service levels.

State Plan Each state must complete a triennial CCDF State Plan, which describes how requirements
are met, or the process by which states plan to meet the requirements. Traditionally, the State Plan is
due to the federal OCC by June 30 every other year. Given the unique circumstances of this
reauthorization year, the federal government has granted all states a nine-month extension to March 1,
2016. A first draft of the 2016-18 State Plan was posted on the California Department of Education’s
(CDE) Web site in late 2015. In order to gather stakeholder and public input on the 2016-18 CCDF
State Plan, a public hearing was held on January 9, 2015. A stakeholder input process was initiated in
February 2015, to obtain feedback from the field of child care providers, contractors and advocates as
to how they would like the implementation to take shape, and what structures exist to support
implementation in an efficient and cost-effective manner. Topical input sessions related to the major
areas of implantation (annual licensing inspections, professional development, etc.) were hosted at the
California Department of Education to solicit information and feedback. CDE submitted the state plan
to the OCC on March 11, 2016. Based on an initial review, the state plan was returned as incomplete.
CDE is currently working with their federal liaisons to determine next steps.
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Examples of policy changes.Numerous policy changes included in the reauthorization pose

significant potential policy shifts and budgetary action, including:

Regional Market Rate (RMR) Survey. All states must conduct a statistically valid and reliable
survey of the market rates for child care services every two years that reflects variations in the
cost of child care services by geographic area, type of provider, and age of child. States must
demonstrate how they will set payment rates for child care services in accordance with the
results of the market rate survey. AB 104 (Budget Committee), Chapter 13, Statutes of 2015,
beginning October 1, 2015, requires CDE to implement ceilings at the 85th percentile of the
2009 Regional Market Rate Survey, reduced by 10.11 percent, then increased by 4.5 percent. If
a calculated ceiling is less than the ceiling provided before January 1, 2015, then the ceiling
from the 2005 Regional Market Survey will be used. The licensed-exempt child care provider
ceilings will be 65 percent of the Family Child Care Home ceilings, beginning October 1, 2015.
Guidance from the Office of Child Care (OCC), dated March 25, 2015, suggests that states
must use the most current market rate survey to set rates.

Annual Monitoring Inspections. In California, the Department of Social Services Community
Care Licensing (CCL) issues licenses for child care facilities. Many providers are license-
exempt, such as neighbors, kith, or kin. The CCDBG reauthorization requires that licensed
providers and facilities paid for with CCDF funds must receive at least one pre-licensure
inspection for compliance with health, safety, and fire standards, as well as annual
unannounced inspections of each child care provider and facility in the state for compliance
with all child care licensing standards. License-exempt providers and facilities must have at
least one annual inspection (Section 658E(c)(2)(K)(i)). Currently, CCL must visit a facility at
least once every three years — a frequency that does not meet the new federal requirement.
Currently, there is not a state agency charged with conducting inspections of homes of the
approximately 32,000 license-exempt providers in the state.

12-Month Eligibility. The reauthorization of CCDBG includes a new provision, Protection for
Working Parents, in which a minimum period of 12-month eligibility will be available for each
child that receives assistance. States must also establish a process for initial determination and
redetermination of eligibility to take into account irregular fluctuations in earnings; not unduly
disrupt parents’ employment in order to comply with state requirements for redetermination;
and develop policies and procedures to allow for continued assistance for children of parents
who are working or attending a job training or education program and whose family income
exceeds the state’s income limit to initially qualify for assistance if the family income does not
exceed 85 percent of the State median income.

Existing state lafvallows for 12-month eligibility for child care services. However, Section
18102 of the Title 5 Regulations requires contractors to inform families of the family’s
responsibility to notify the contractor within five calendar days of any changes in family
income, family size, or the need for services. There is some debate as to whether California’s
current eligibility provisions will meet the new federal requirement.

2 Callifornia Education Code Section 8263(b)(1)(C)
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Many of the changes required to meet federal standards would require legislative action, and CDE is
currently working with federal officials on how to proceed with the state plan. At this point, CDE
reports the federal government has not yet indicated what sanctions, if any, will be placed on the state
in the case of non-compliance. Finally, CCDBG statute allows for states to request waivers if they are
unable to comply with federal requirements under specified circumstances. CDE continues to pursue
possible waiver options.

Staff Comment. In light of significant federal changes, and absent additional federal funding to
implement policies, the Legislature may wish to consider how families’ access may be adversely
impacted by these requirements; how these requirements align with priorities for child care and early
education and the Governor’s proposed plans; and how CDE should move forward with responding to
requests from the federal government for specific state actions.

Staff Recommendation.This item is informational and included for discussion. No action is required
at this time.

Questions

1. LAO/DOF: How much does the state receive in CCDBG funding? How much of this funding,
by percentage, represents the state’s total child care budget?

2. CDE: Please describe recent conversations with the federal Region IX. Are other states in a
similar situation as California?

3. DOF: How does CCDBG impact, or inform, the structure of the Governor’s budget proposals?
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
5180DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Issue 5: Oversight: CalWORKS Child Care

Panelists Todd Bland, Deputy Director of the Welfare-to-Wdbivision, Department of Social
Services
Kim Johnson, Branch Chief, Child Care and Refugegiam, DSS
Ryan Woolsey, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Tyler Woods, Department of Finance
Frank Mecca, County Welfare Directors Association

Background. AB1542 (Ducheny), Chapter 270, Statutes of 199mieated seven former welfare-
related childcare programs and consolidated théontie three-stage CalWORKSs child care programs.
CalWORKs child care seeks to help a family transigmoothly from the immediate, short-term child
care needed as the parent starts work or workitesivio stable, long-term child care. CalWORKs
Stage 1 is administered by the county welfare depants; Stages 2 and 3 are administered by
Alternative Payment Program (APP) agencies undartract with CDE. The three stages of
CalWORKs child care are defined as follows:

» Stage 1 begins with a family's entry into the CalR¥K3 program. Clients leave Stage 1 after
six months or when their situation is “stable,” amden there is a slot available in Stage 2 or 3.

» Stage 2 begins after six months or after a recijsiemork or work activity has stabilized, or
when the family is transitioning off of aid. Clientnay continue to receive child care in Stage 2
up to two years after they are no longer eligibledid.

» Stage 3 begins when a funded space is availablendnath the client has acquired the 24
months of child care after transitioning off of &fdr former CalWORKSs recipients).

Historically, caseload projections have generadtgrbfunded for Stages 1, 2, and 3 in their entirety
although Stage 3 is not technically an entitlementcaseload-driven program. There had been
considerable turmoil in the Stage 3 program sinoee@or Schwarzenegger first vetoed all of its
funding in 2010. In 2011, the program was effedyivaapped.

Staff Comments. Child care advocates and the Legislature haveesspd concern about the
consistently low utilization rates for CalWORKSs Ichcare. Although CalWORKs Stage 1 and Stage 2
— and effectively, Stage 3 — are funded entitlesehe statewide utilization rate, based on thelrarm

of Welfare-to-Work (WTW) participants with an agkégible child, is at most, only 30 perceht.
Contributing factors to the low rate remain uncléatypical anecdote that attempts to accountlics t

is: when a family first applies into the CalWORKm®gram, the client uses kith or kin to care for the
child during initial appointments; and, after sealkimployment is identified and when care is needed,
to avoid complicated paperwork, a client may chaoskeep his or her pre-existing arrangement with

% Total number of Stage 1 and Stage 2 familiesrérzive TANF/number of adults participating in a Wctivity with
an age-eligible child.
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kith or kin and receive care, outside of the CalWSRhild care. As such, previous recommendations
from the child care community include offering chdare at various points during a client’s intei@act
with the CalWORKSs program, including during thetigi Online CalWORKs Assessment Tool
(OCAT), which is a universal initial assessmentved to clients to identify any possible barriers.
DSS notes that a forthcoming RAND study (interirsules expected by Spring 2016) will provide
more information about child care use.

The chart (below) displays statewide allocationswg expenditures of counties’ single allocation fo
FY 2014-15. In it, child care appears under-expdndespite its current allocation.

% of o . o
FY 2014-15 Allocation Expenditurest  Allocation di 2.5% . ﬁdjus.ted % of
Spent Adjustment Allocation Spent
Eligibility Admin $517,836,763 $619,885,076 119.17% $635,382,203 122.70%
Child Care $374,241,198 $311,223,552 83.16% $319,004,141 85.24%
Cal Learn $25,834,000 $25,463,619 98.57% $26,100,209 101.03%
Emp!oyme”t $1,025,856,124 $819,441,381 79.88% $839,927,418 81.88%
ervices
Total $1,943,768,089 $1,776,013,624 91.37% | $1,820,413,96¢ 93.65%

* As of the report date, only two quarters of adjment claims have been submitted by the counti¢sesamounts
reflected here in the expenditures column may asxe

** CDSS assumes an additional 5% in expenditur@s fthe adjustment claims process, so a 2.5% awifudtis made
here to reflect the remaining two quarters of ckim

In discussions with DSS, the department statesifigndmounts are not related to a higher or lower
utilization rate. With respect to the above dat&8Ixautions from drawing conclusions that a coisty
not providing child care due to redirecting adntir@sve funding or other areas of costs. In coumyy-
county data, staff finds that some counties do spamd in administrative costs and underspend in
child care, while other counties overspend in clde. To compound the issue, counties can ensure
needs are met through mid-year redistributionfiefsingle allocation.

Staff Recommendation.This item is informational and included for disaoss No action is required
at this time.

Questions

1. DSS: What action is the department undertakingiarove, and better understand, the causes
and effects of a low CalWORKSs Stage 1 caseloatatibn? Are there common themes the
department has observed that can be addressegtovienutilization?

2. CWDA: Last year, the subcommittees discussed a ruwitother CalWORKSs changes that
could have contributed to low utilization rates. &/practices have been incorporated since last
year to improve clients’ ability to access childea
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3. DSS: If not funding, by what other measures can the state determine whether a county is
effectively offering child care (e.g., at the appropriate time) for families, and that families have
the information needed to effectively access care?
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
5180 DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

| Issue 6: Proposals for Investment

The subcommittees received the following budget requests for consideration. For context, in addition
to the following proposals, the Budget Subcommittee No. 3, on April 21, 2016, will consider proposals
that assist foster parents and caregivers access subsidized child care.

6A. California Legislative Women’s Caucus

Panelist: Senator Hannah Beth Jackson, District 19, Chair, California Legislative Women'’s
Caucus

Budget request. The Legislative Women’s Caucus requests funding to improve access and quality of
child care and early learning. Specifically, the request includes (1) one-time quality and support
investments; (2) increase license-exempt rates from 65 percent to 80 percent; (3) increase RMR to the
85" percentile of the 2014 survey; (4) increase SRR rates in counties where the SRR is beldw the 85
percentile of the 2014 RMR survey; (5) ensure 12-month eligibility and update income guidelines; and
(6) 25,000 slots, with emphasis for zero to three year olds.

| 6B. 12-month eligibility, SMI, rates, slots |

Panelist: Patti Prunhuber, Senior Policy Attorney, Child Care Law Center

Budget request. The Child Care Law Center “supports the full $800 million in child care and early
education requested by the Legislative Women’'s Caucus,” including (1) adopting a 12-month
eligibility period; (2) updating the state median income (SMI) eligibility guidelines to the more recent
SMI and exit ceilings to 85 percent of the SMI; (3) expand infant/toddler slots by 25,000; (4) increase
all reimbursement rates and transition to a single rate structure; and (5) increase license-exempt rates
from 65 percent to 80 percent.

6C. Early Care and Education Apprenticeship |

Panelist: Dion Aroner, SEIU

Budget request. SEIU requests $1.4 million General Fund, over three years, to fund a three-year pilot
to fund training and wage increases for 150 participants (center-based workers, licensed family child
care providers, and license-exempt providers) in Los Angeles County. The participants may access free
college-level coursework, receive paid job training, and receive higher levels of credentials.
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6D. Consumer Education Database

Panelist: Linda Asato, California Child Care Resources & Referral (R&R) Network

Budget request. Children Now, the R&R Network, and Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles request
one-time $15 million General Fund to build a consumer education and child care enroliment system
and to fix existing data inconsistencies. Specifically, the funding will be to create a website; include
disaster preparedness functions to notify child care providers of emergencies and communications with
emergency response teams for parents who are unable to contact providers; and build out county-level
centralized eligibility lists.

6E. License Exempt Rates

Panelist: Donna Sneeringer, Director of Government Relations, Child Care Alliance of Los
Angeles

Budget request. The Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles proposes to increase the licensed family
child care rate and adopt accompanying trailer bill language to require CDE and DSS align all
components, including the part-time hourly rate, of license-exempt care with statutory requirements.

| 6F. Quality Rating Improvement System (QRIS) |

Panelist: Erin Gabel, Deputy Director, External & Government Affairs, First 5 California

Budget request. Children Now and First 5 California request increasing the QRIS block grant by $25
million and to make permanent, and augment from $25 million to $35 million, the infant toddler QRIS
block grant.
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 1: Accountability Overview

Description:

The first panel will cover the ongoing work of the various state administrative bodies involved in
building a new statewide system of accountability and continuous support. The second panel will
provide local perspectives from two county offices of education on how the Local Control and
Accountability Plan (LCAP) process has impacted the way they are providing services directly to
students, largely in alternative education settings.

Panel I:

» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’'s Office

» David Sapp, State Board of Education

» Debra Brown, Department of Education

» Sujie Shin, Director of Research and Data for the California Collaborative for Educational
Excellence

Panel Il:

* Nina Boyd, Assistant Superintendent, Orange County Department of Education
* Raquel Rose, Assistant Superintendent, Marin County Office of Education

Background:

Accountability. Prior to 2013-14, Local Educational Agencies (LEAS) were held accountable in
different ways for variety of programs. Each individual categorical program had its own accountability
requirements, although often this was limited to accountability for the expenditure of funds in
accordance with allowable uses, rather than the impact on actual student outcomes. State and federal
accountability systems provided an aggregate measure of school and district performance. The state
and federal accountability systems relied primarily on student assessment data. The state used the
Academic Performance Index (API) constructed data from previous statewide assessments aligned to
the former academic standards to create a performance target. School districts, schools, and student
subgroups that did not meet the performance target were required to meet growth targets. The federal
accountability system used a measure called Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) that relies on student
assessment scores, student participation in assessments, graduation rates and the API. Schools an
districts that failed to meet benchmarks and make progress could be subject to interventions.

In 2013-14, the state began to transition to new assessments, aligned to new statewide academic
content standards (discussed later in this agenda). Most student assessment scores were not availabl
for assessments given in the spring of 2014, since the state was piloting a new assessment system.
Therefore, based on statutory authority, the State Board of Education (SBE) approved a
recommendation by the State Superintendent to not calculate the API for the 2013-14 and 2014-15
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years. In addition, California applied for and riged a waiver of federal law exempting the staterfr
the calculation of the AYP for some schools andridis.

This transition in test scores and, therefore, egape accountability scores, aligns with an evoiuin
what the state expects from LEAs in terms of actahihity. The Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) statute included new requirements for lop#nning and accountability that focus on
improving student outcomes in state educationabripes and ensuring engagement of parents,
students, teachers, school employees, and thecpumblihe local process. In addition, the LCFF
features a new system of continuous support foerpaitforming school districts that do not meetrthei
goals for improving student outcomes. Finally, tederal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was
adopted in December of 2015, replacing current riddeequirements with a more flexible system.
Details are still emerging at this time, and fetlgradelines and regulations are anticipated |&tex
year. The state is planning on aligning state audleérfal accountability and approving a new stata pla
to meet federal requirements in November of 2016.

Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAP). To ensure accountability for LCFF funds, the state
requires that all school districts, charter schoafsd county offices of education annually adopt an
update a LCAP. The LCAP must include locally-detiewed goals, actions, services, and expenditures
of LCFF funds for each school year in support & $tate educational priorities that are specifred i
statute, as well as any additional local priorities adopting the LCAP, LEAs must consult with
parents, students, teachers, and other school gegdo

The eight state priorities that must be addressatia LCAP, for all students and significant studen
subgroups in a school district and at each sclawel,

* Williams settlement issues (adequacy of credentialed tegcimstructional materials, and school
facilities).

* Implementation of academic content standards.
» Parental involvement.

* Pupil achievement (in part measured by statewidesasnents, Academic Performance Index, and
progress of English-language learners toward Emglisficiency).

* Pupil engagement (as measured by attendance, ¢iaduend dropout data).
* School climate (in part measured by suspensioreapdlsion rates).
* The extent to which students have access to a lwmade of study.

* Pupil outcomes for non-state-assessed coursesdy. st
County offices of education must also addressdheviing two priorities:
» Coordination of services for foster youth.

» Coordination of education for expelled students.
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School district LCAPs are subject to review andrapal by county offices of education, while county
office of education LCAPs are subject to review apgroval by the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction (SPI). Statute also established a m®der districts to receive technical assistantzted

to their LCAPs. The SPI is authorized to intervéma district that is failing to improve outcomes f
students after receiving technical assistance.

According to the timeline put forth by SBE and @atnia Department of Education (CDE) staff for
the March 2016 SBE meeting, staff are working owvisiens to the LCAP template. The SBE is
authorized to adopt the LCAP template through thegular open meeting requirements prior to
January 31, 2018. This new template is intendeletin place for use in the 2017-18 LCAP cycle.
The SBE reports that extensive stakeholder outraadhinput will be incorporated into this process.

Evaluation Rubrics. The SBE is required to adopt evaluation rubricOloyober of 2016. Rubrics are
tools that evaluate performance, based on specidrdgdria. Specifically, the evaluation rubrics
developed by the SBE will: (1) assist LEAs in ewing their strengths, weaknesses, and areas that
require improvement; (2) assist county superintatsl®f schools in identifying LEAs in need of
technical assistance and providing resources fohnieal assistance; and (3) assist the SPI in
identifying LEAs for which technical support andiatervention is warrante&tatute further requires
that the evaluation rubrics provide for a multidmmnal assessment of district and school site
performance, including adopting standards for parémce and improvement in each of the state
priority areasThe SBE adoption deadline was extended by onethieaungh the education trailer bill,
AB 104 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), @@éal3, Statutes of 2015, as the SBE’s process
for development and stakeholder vetting of the ingbrevealed that additional time was needed to
ensure rubrics are research-based and can be immiethas a key piece of a new accountability
system.

Evaluation rubric progress is a part of each SBEtmg as the deadline for approval is moving closer
The most recent SBE meeting in March 2016 provideither information on progress in the creation
of a unified accountability system and specificadahalysis around one indicator, graduation rates.
An April, 2016 information memo from SBE staff suranzed feedback from the SBE March meeting
as follows: 1) move forward with a model that titgether state and federal accountability in aesgst

of continuous support, 2) explore other method@sdor measuring standards and performance for
graduation rates, and 3) move forward with analg§isther key indicators. The SBE timeline shows
adoption of the evaluation rubrics at their Septen#®16 board meeting.

California Collaborative for Educational Excellence(CCEE). The CCEE was created as part of the
new LCFF accountability framework with a role tovesg and assischool districts, charter schools,
and county offices of education to achieve goalgheir LCAPs under the LCFF. The CCEE is
required to advise and assist school districtshgowffices of education, and charter schools in
meeting the goals in their LCAPs. Statue allows & to assign the CCEE to LEAs in need of
assistance. The CCEE may contract with individuaEsAs, or organizations with expertise in the
LCAP state priority areas, improving the qualitytedching, improving school and district leadership
and addressing the needs of student populatiortdy as unduplicated students or students with
exceptional needs. The 2013-14 budget providedn§illibn in Proposition 98 funding for the CCEE,
and the 2014 education budget trailer bill, SB 868mmittee on Budget and Fiscal Review), Chapter
32, Statutes of 2014, extended the encumbrancefalateese funds through the 2014-15 fiscal year.
Although all the funds were encumbered in the 2034iscal year, to date, just $2 million has been
expended. The CCEE was officially established 14205, with the first meeting of the CCEE
occurring in February of 2015. Since that time, @&EE has hired an executive director and key.staff
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However, the CCEE has yet to conduct any of thevides assigned under statute, as the
accountability system continues to develop.

Related legislation, SB 871 (Liu and De Ledn),aodtrced January 14, 2016, would require the CCEE
to conduct statewide training on the evaluatiorringband their use to inform the LCAP with a focus
on improving student outcomes and closing the aelnnent gap. The bill would also establish a pilot
program to provide technical assistance and supoitEAs that volunteer to participate. This
technical assistance will assist LEAs in improvihgir student outcomes but also inform the CCEE in
developing its system of support and assistanceHés.

Governor’s Budget:

The Governor’s budget includes proposals to supgorkload related to continued development of an
accountability system as well as clarifying traibdf language. Specific proposals include:

* Trailer bill language to provide $500,000 annuddly 2016-17 through 2018-19 for a total of
$1.5 million to the Superintendent of Public Instion to contract with the San Joaquin
County Office of Education for support of the ealan rubrics and the school accountability
report card.

» Trailer bill language that extends the authorityhed SPI to suspend the calculation of the API
for 2015-16 with the approval of the SBE.

Suggested Questions:
» For SBE: What specific areas of concern are the ll@AP template anticipated to address?

* For CCEE: How will the CCEE’s approach to interventand support of LEAS be different
from past attempts under federal or state law $eststruggling LEAs?

» For CDE/SBE: How are the SBE and CDE working togetbn aligning the Every Student
Succeeds Act and evaluation rubrics and LCAP?

Staff Recommendation: Information only. Hold Governor’'s proposals opeang@ing additional
information at the May Revision.
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 2: Local Control and Accountability Plans — Charter Schools Trailer Bill Language

Panel:

* Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Governor’'s Budget: The Governor’s budget includes trailer bill language to clarify that charter
schools must complete an LCAP on an annual basis.

Background: Implementing LCFF statutes included the requirement that all school districts and
county offices of education complete LCAPs and an annual update to an LCAP. However, the statutes
(Education Code Sections 47604.32, 47604.33, and 47606.5) governing charter school authorizations
only referenced the annual update section of the LCAP.

Regulations adopted by the State Board of Education in 2015, included the LCAP template and
reflected the requirements that all LEAs (school districts, charter schools, and county offices of
education) complete the LCAP each year, including the annual update portion.

Staff Comments: The proposed trailer bill language is a clarifying change that reflects current practice
for charter schools.

Staff Recommendation:Approve placeholder trailer bill language to clarify that charter schools must
complete the LCAP, including the annual update portion, each year.

Vote:
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 3: State Board of Education — Workload Fundig

Panel:

* Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
» David Sapp, State Board of Education
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Governor's Budget: The Governor's budget provides $1.4 million innferoposition 98 General
Fund over three years ($548,000 in 2016-17, $512i02017-18, and $304,000 in 2018-19) to the
Office of Planning and Research to support the SBi#drk on LCAP and state accountability. The
funds would support limited—term positions thateothe following.

Position 1- Local Control Funding Formula:

* Oversee the LCAP, Annual Update, and evaluatiori¢csibdevelopment, maintenance, and
outreach; monitor WestEd's research and developuietite evaluation rubrics content and
San Joaquin County Office of Education's techniofastructure of the online evaluation
rubrics system; support the California Collaboratifor Educational Excellence (CCEE);
support the work to align with federal requirements

Position 2- State Standards, Curriculum Frameworks, AssessamehAccountability:

* Manage the implementation of California's statedaoasic standards (e.g. Common Core, Next
Generation Science Standards, and English LangDagelopment), curriculum frameworks,
and state assessments, through the California sesed of Student Performance and Progress
(CAASPP), including Smarter Balanced and the Al&gnAssessment, in addition to the
English Language Proficiency Assessment for Calilo(ELPAC). Facilitate the relationship
among the state standards, frameworks, and assesswighin the state's new accountability
system and support the work to align with fedegegluirements.

Position 3 - California’s State Accountability Syrst

» Coordinate the state entities (e.g., CDE, CCEE, @QESs), stakeholders (e.g., parent and
community groups), and other state agencies (¢age.Eontroller's Office) that are responsible
for the implementation of the new accountabilitysteyn based on the framework and
implementation work plan (this plan was presentethe SBE at its 2015 November meeting
and will be revised over time); support the worlatign with federal requirements.

Background:

The 2013-14 budget appropriated $2 million to ti8ESor workload associated with implementing

LCFF to be expended over three fiscal years, 200 8flough 2015-16. These funds were used to
support limited—term staff at the SBE and for atmmt with WestEd for assistance in completing
statutorily required regulations for expenditureLd@¥FF funds, completing the LCAP template, and
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supporting the evaluation rubric development. Whalguired regulations were adopted by the SBE in
2014, and approved by the Office of Administrathaw in early 2015, the work of the evaluation
rubrics is still underway and the SBE is proposmgnake additional changes to the LCAP template.

The State Board of Education provided an updateetltne for the proposed transition to a new
accountability system in a February information meandum, clarifying that in September 2016, the
final changes to the LCAP template and the final@ation rubrics will be presented to the SBE for
adoption. Based on statute, Education Code Se&@@%4(f), revisions to the LCAP template or
evaluation rubrics shall be approved by the statrd by January 31 before the fiscal year during
which the template or the evaluation rubrics arbaaised by a school district, county superintenden
of schools, or charter school. Therefore, the lfimersions of the revised template and LCFF
evaluation rubrics that will be approved Septenfir6 will go into effect for the 2017-18 fiscal yea
beginning July 2017.

In addition, the draft ESSA State Plan will be presd to the SBE in November 2016 with the new
federal accountability requirements for identifioat purposes beginning in 2017 and the new
interventions being implemented in 2018-19.

Finally, although many pieces of the accountabsijstem should fall into place in 2016-17, initial
implementation will extend into 2018-19. Also, #@duhal data that will support and inform LCAPs
and the rubric will continue to evolve. For examplee CDE anticipates collecting data on chronic
absence for the 2016-17 school year in respongsedwirements in ESSA, and there are other data
points that may be collected as a result of chatmésderal law.

Staff Comments: This funding will continue to support limited-tenpositions for the SBE to continue
workload related to the developing accountabiliyggtem. As a technical matter, this funding is
provided in the budget of the Office of Planningld®esearch (OPR) and Senate Budget and Fiscal
Review Subcommittee No. #4 on State Administrafod General Government, which covers OPR,
will also take action on the augmentation request.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the Governor’s budget proposal for $1.4iarilin non-Proposition
98 General Fund over three years ($548,000 in 2016572,000 in 2017-18, and $304,000 in 2018-
19) to the Office of Planning and Research to supplee SBE’'s work on LCAP and state
accountability.

Vote:
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 4: State Academic Content Standards Implemeation

Description: California is in the middle of a phased-in implernaion of new academic content
standards in core subject areas. This issue awkicthe state’s role in supporting LEAs as they
implement the new standards.

Panel:

* Debra Brown, Department of Education
* Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Background:

Although the flow of funding and the new focus andent outcomes has significantly changed K-12

education, the biggest change in the classroombkas a conversion to new academic standards.
According to the CDE, “content standards were dexsigto encourage the highest achievement of
every student, by defining the knowledge, conceptsl skills that students should acquire at each
grade level.” To incorporate new statewide acadecamntent standards, the Legislature and the
Governor approved legislation that requires the 8Precommend, and the SBE to adopt, the
standards. California first adopted academic cdntandards in the late 1990s for English,

mathematics, science, and history-social scienaesuant to requirements in Education Code Section
60605. Additional adoptions of standards for othdrject areas followed over the next decade.

In August 2010, California adopted the Californian@non Core State Standards in English Language
Arts (ELA)/Literacy and mathematics, through thasgage of SB 1200 (Hancock), Chapter 654,
Statutes of 2012. These new standards were devkelmpa coalition of states under the initiative of
the National Governors Association and the CounfcChief State School Officers. The standards are
based on the College and Career Readiness anchutastis that define expectations for student
preparation for higher education and/or the wortdorThe ELA standards include literacy standards
that cross other academic content subject areaddition to ELA.

In 2012, California adopted the California Englislmnguage Development (ELD) Standards, through
the passage of AB 124 (Fuentes), Chapter 605, t8tatd 2011. These standards are aligned with the
California Common Core State Standards in Englishguage arts and describe the knowledge, skills,
and abilities that English Learner students neegbadicipate fully in the appropriate grade-level
academic content. This adoption replaced the peasion of the ELD standards, adopted in 1999.

In 2013, California adopted the Next GeneratioreBee Standards (NGSS), through the passage of
SB 300 (Hancock), Chapter 624, Statutes of 201&. NGSS were developed by a coalition of states
and experts in science education, led by the NatiBesearch Council, the National Science Teachers
Association, and the American Association for thdv@&ncement of Science and include the science
knowledge that all K-12 students should know basedhe most current science research. The CDE
has provided an approximate estimate of the cdSt65&S implementation at $929.3 million based on
lab supplies, materials, technology and equipmeoéssary.
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Supporting Local Implementation. Recognizing that the state standards simply sdv¢hehmark for
what students should know, the state has alsolestath a role in developing and providing the tools
necessary for school district staff to interpree titandards and use them to guide classroom
instruction. The SBE adopts curriculum framewor&s grades K-12, which the CDE describes as
instruction guidelines for; “providing a firm fouaton for curriculum and instruction by describing
the scope and sequence of knowledge and the $hkétsall students are expected to master”. The
frameworks are written documents developed throaghublic process by the Instructional Quality
Commission and adopted by the SBE. The adoptecefrenrks are available on the CDE website. The
SBE is also required to adopt an approved lishsfructional materials for grades K-8 that meetesta
criteria, including alignment with academic stami$arThese instructional materials can be printed or
non-printed, including digital materials. Under @t law, school districts can choose instructional
materials for all grades, regardless of whethemar they are on the state-adopted instructional

materials list, as long as they meet state stasddtte following table is a snapshot of when tlagest
has adopted standards and related resources irsebjett area.

Adoption of State Standards and Related-Resources

Initial New . :
Subject Area Standards | Standards Cumiculum Instructl_onal
: : Frameworks | Materials
Adoption Adoption
English Language Arts* 1997 2010/2013 2014 2015
English Language Development 1999 2012 2014 2015
Mathematics 1997 2010/2018 2013 2014
Science*** 1998 2013 2002 2006
History Social Science 1998 N/A 2000 2005
Career Technical Education** 2005 2013 2007 N/A
Visual and Performing Arts 2001 N/A 2004 2006
Physical Education** 2005 N/A 2008 N/A
Health Education*** 2008 N/A 2002 2004
Foreign/World Language*** 2009 N/A 2001 2003

*Includes Literacy Standards
**Model Standards

*** Curriculum Frameworks not currently aligned wiadopted standards
Source: Data from California Department of Eduaatio

Funding for State Standards Implementation.Although most categorical funding that would have
previously been targeted to standards implememtati@s collapsed into the LCFF, the state has still
provided a variety of fund sources for local impketation of statewide academic content standards:

» $1.25 billion was provided through education trabél, AB 86 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal
Review), Chapter 48, Statutes of 2013, to suppgwtitnplementation of state adopted academic
content standards. LEAs could encumber the fundiL3-14 or 2014-15 and use the funds for
(1) professional development, (2) instructional enals and (3) technology. The statute further
required CDE to report on the uses of these funfls.a result, CDE released Réport to the
Governor, the Legislature, and the Department ohalfice: Local Educational Agency
Expenditures of $1.25 Billion in Common Core Immatation Funding Allocated for Fiscal Years
2012-13 and 2013-I4letailing the expenditure categories for whichAsopted to use the funds
for. In general, the category with the highest exjieires was information technology ($590
million), with funding primarily used for the purake of devices and network hardware updates.
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Remaining funds were essentially split between gusibnal development and instructional
materials purchases. Funding by subject area vgdesii in the area of mathematics, mostly due to
purchases of instructional materials, followed hAE

 The 2015 Budget Act included $490 million in edacaéffectiveness funds. One of the uses
prescribed by statute, AB 104, (Committee on Budget Fiscal Review), Chapter 13, Statutes of
2015, is professional development aligned to rdgexdopted statewide academic content
standards.

* LEAs continue to receive funds from the state hytiend, based on Proposition 20, the Cardenas
Textbook Act of 2000, a portion of these funds mhaesspent on instructional materials. For 2013-
14 (the most recent year data on expendituresriertly available), LEAs received $190 million
in the portion of lottery funds for instructionaberials.

» The state has also provided $3.6 billion ($400iarilin 2014-15, and $3.2 billion in 2015-16) in
discretionary funding to LEAs to pay off the maretatbacklog. Although this funding is
discretionary, the state has suggested in intengulage that the funds be prioritized for
implementation of state standards among otheriaesy

* LEAs may also use Local Control Funding Formula FEE funds for the implementation of state
academic content standards.

Governor’s Budget:

As discussed in the March .tearing of this subcommittee, the Governor progdseeprovide $1.3
billion for school districts, county offices, andhaster schools in one —time Proposition 98 funds.
These funds would offset any existing mandate dai®milar to prior years, this funding would be
allocated on a per-ADA basis, with school receiv®j 4 per ADA. LEAs can use their funds for any
purpose, however the Governor includes languaggestigng that school districts, COEs, and charter
schools dedicate their one-time funds to implememaof Common Core State Standards,
technology, professional development, inductiongpmns for beginning teachers, and deferred
maintenance.

The Governor also proposes to provide $3.5 milliorongoing Proposition 98 funding to the San
Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) to cowtravith the Exploratorium to provide professional
development and statewide implementation of the 8iIGBhese funds are provided through trailer bill
language as an add-on to the SFUSD LCFF apportiohme

LAO Analysis:

The LAO notes that under LCFF, LEAs have the abiid direct their resources to purchasing the
professional development, instructional materialg] other standards implementation-related services
that meet their local needs, from the Exploratoriobmany other provider, and recommends the
Legislature reject this proposal. The LAO also reomends that if the Legislature does choose to fund
this proposal, the Legislature should instead at®dunds through a line item in the budget, emguri
additional transparency over the funding in futyrears. This would be consistent with past
appropriations for the Exploratorium.
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Suggested Questions:

* How can the state measure implementation of statelards? Does the state have a definition
of “full implementation”?

» Has DOF considered providing additional funding $t&ndards implementation, particularly
NGSS?

* How will the proposed work of the Exploratorium beordinated with the state’s efforts for
implementation of the NGSS?

Staff Recommendation: Information only. Hold open Governor’'s proposalsngieg the May
Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

|ssue 5: Statewide Assessments

Description:

California’s statewide student assessment system is in the process of being updated to reflect the
state’s adoption of new statewide content standards. Legislation passed over the past few years has
eliminated several assessments that were aligned to prior academic content standards, and provided for
a transition to assessments that are aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in English
language arts and mathematics, English language development standards and Next Generation Science
Standards. This item reviews existing assessments and those under development, and associated costs

Panel:

* Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
* Debra Brown, Department of Education
* Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Background:

Student’'s grasp of academic content is measured by a statewide student assessment system. The
system is in the process of being updated to reflect the state’s adoption of new statewide content
standards. AB 484 (Bonilla) Chapter 489, Statutes of 2013, eliminated several assessments that were
aligned to prior academic content standards, and provided for a transition to assessments that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards in English language arts and mathematics, English
language development standards and Next Generation Science Standards. Of the statewide
assessments, in 2015-16, only ELA and Mathematics (including California Alternative Assessments)
are aligned to the state’s most recently adopted standards, as a result of the state’s participation in the
multi-state Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) beginning in Juneln2ElL other

subject areas, new assessments are under development and until they are operational, local educationa
agencies will continue to use existing assessments, aligned to previous standards. Once fully
implemented, this new suite of statewide assessments will align with new state academic content
standards, but also require computer-based, and in some cases computer-adaptive, assessments t
replace many assessments that were previously paper and pencil exams. The SBAC ELA and
mathematics assessments are computer-adaptive assessments and require access to computing devic
and the internet for the assessment to be administered.

2014-15 was the first year for which scores from the new assessments were released, and they revealec
that California’s student performance was low — over 50 percent statewide (55 percent in English
Language Arts and 66 percent in mathematics) did not meet grade level standards and the scores
revealed striking disparities in performance among different subgroups of students. These low scores
were not unanticipated since the assessments were significantly different from prior assessments and
scores likely reflect lack of familiarity with a new process as well as actual measurement of academic
content. The new assessments are computer-adaptive, are designed to do a better job of measuring
student mastery of content, and are aligned to new standards. In addition, they include some
constructed response questions as well as multiple choice questions. These scores set a new base fror
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which the state and LEAs must grow. The second gkacores are anticipated to show growth, likely
reflecting continued implementation of state stadslarefinement of teaching and learning, and
familiarity with a new assessment system. Scords net be available until the fall of 2016 for
assessments given in the spring of 2016.

California Assessment of Student Performance and Bgress (CAASPP)In March, 2016, the CDE
provided a report to the Governor, Legislature, &&®, titled: California Assessment of Student
Performance and Progress Annual Implementation Wpdmd Five-Year Cost Projectipnvhich
includes detailed information on the current impdenation plan for CAASPP and projected
expenditures. More information is available below:

1) English Language Arts and Math Assessments
The 2015-16 school year includes the second statensstration of ELA and mathematics
assessments aligned to the common core standdrelse iew assessments are computer-based
and include computer-adaptive multiple choice goast as well as performance tasks. The
2015-16 testing window began April 11, 2016 andthas point, approximately 383,153
students have completed an ELA/literacy assessamahi320,476 students have completed a
math assessment. In the 2014-15 administrationpjesr 2,200 students were assessed using a
paper and pencil version and it is anticipated tthet number will decrease with this
administration.

With the results from the spring administratiorSsharter Balanced ELA and mathematics, the
state will have two years of individual scores thpécify a student’s proficiency level. These
will be first provided to individual students, sai®, and local educational agencies and then
available to the public in late 2016. CDE is cuthgmedesigning score reports to incorporate
information on student progress over multiple ye&tidents in grade 11 may choose to
release the results of their ELA and mathematiesrexto California Community Colleges and
California State Universities to provide an earidicator of a student’s readiness for college-
level coursework in English and mathematics unterEarly Assessment Program. Students
can use these results to inform the coursework timelertake in grade 12 as they prepare for
post-secondary education and placement at theo@ahf Community Colleges and California
State Universities. In the 2014-15 assessment, slm00 thousand student released ELA
and/or math results to post-secondary educatiditutiens.

2) Science Assessments

The Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) fadegr kindergarten through 12 were
adopted by the SBE in September of 2013. Undesré¢daw, students must be assessed in
science at least once in each of the following grsghns: 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12. Until an NGSS-
aligned assessment is operational, LEAs are ratfjuice continue to administer science
assessments aligned with the state’s old standagiades 5, 8, and 10. Funds are provided in
the CAASPP contract towards the development of &S8taligned assessment; however,
CDE anticipates the actual work of developing aseasment will not begin until spring of
2016, with an operational assessment likely in 2098due to the complexity of translating the
new standards into test items.

3) Assessments for Students with Disabilities
California includes students with disabilities itatewide assessments, as required by federal
law. The current Smarter Balanced ELA and mathammatissessments include options for
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assessing students with disabilities using acciéisgibupports and accommodations and this
takes the place of the previously used Californ@di¥ed Assessment (CMA). The CMA was
used to assess students with disabilities who bavadividualized education plan that requires
modifications.

Federal regulations also require the inclusionteflents who cannot participate in the general
statewide assessment system. A new version c@ahtornia Alternate Assessment (CAA) for
ELA and mathematics has been developed and is ntlyreperational. However, the
California Alternate Performance Assessment (CARA9cience continues to be used to meet
the assessment needs of this population of studeritshe alternate CA NGSS assessment is
available.

4) Primary Language Assessment

California has also historically provided for arpary language assessment for English learner
students to demonstrate mastery of reading/langadgestandards. Currently, the state allows
LEAs the option of continuing to administer the sixig Standards-based Test in Spanish
(STS) until a successor assessment is operatiohBlAs may also administer the STS to
students enrolled in dual-immersion programs ait thmn expense. Funds were provided in
the CAASPP contract for continued development pfimary language assessment(s). CDE
anticipates that pilot testing on a Spanish prillamnguage assessment could occur in 2016-17;
field testing in 2017-18, and a fully operationaam may be available in 2018-19.

Assessment of Language Developmenthe state currently administers an annual assesstoen
determine the progress of English learners in dgney English language proficiency. The current
assessment for this purpose is the California Bhdlanguage Development Test (CELDT). SB 201
(Lui) Ch. 478, Statutes of 2013, authorized theettggment of a new English Language Proficiency
Assessment for California (ELPAC). This new assesg will differ from the current annual
assessment in that it will include an assessmaninfoal identification of English learners and an
annual assessment to gauge a student’s progressd\nglish proficiency. The new assessment
will also be aligned to the CCSS, including the demglish language development standards. Work
on this new assessment began in 2012-13 undexisiing CELDT contract by identifying CELDT
test questions that are aligned to the new stasdard can be used in a new assessment. (One of the
major cost drivers of any assessment is develagingdequate item bank of test questions.)

After several delays in the contracting bid proc€3SE was able to award the ELPAC contract and
move forward. The 2016-17 proposed funding cowmtditional activities to keep the ELPAC
development on schedule. Although, the ELPAC went to bid as a pencil and paper-based
assessment, the request for proposals specifigdtitbacontractor must be able to transition to a
computer-based assessment in the future. Accortdinthpe CDE, an operational ELPAC will be
available in the spring of 2018. Until the ELPACIm place, the state will continue to administer t
existing CELDT to meet federal Title 1l of the BEdentary and Secondary Education Act reporting
requirements.
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California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) SavingsSenate Bill 172 (Liu), Chapter 572, Statutes
of 2015, suspended the administration of the CAHS& the requirement that students pass this
exam as a condition of graduation from high schtasing the 2016-17 through 2018-19 school years,
or when the CAHSEE is no longer available. The entrtCAHSEE contract expired in October of
2015.

The 2015 Budget Act required that the CDE to dgv@@lan for the use of any savings from the local
assistance funds appropriated for the CAHSEE cotstiand, as a condition of expending these funds,
submit the plan to the Joint Legislative Budget @Guttee and the DOF. CDE identified
approximately $9.8 million in available savingsaagesult of the suspension of the CAHSEE. Of these
funds, approximately $3 million was used to fund ¢mgoing administration of the CELDT and up to
$1 million was used to lease test items for the GRR alternative assessment item bank. Limited
activities to inform recommendations on future asegents and the creation of additional CAASPP
tools were also funded. Of the total, approximat® million will revert and be used for other
Proposition 98 purposes in 2016-17.

Other AssessmentsThe CDE also maintains a variety of other assessm@miracts, such as the
California High School Proficiency Exam, the PhgsiEitness Test and other outreach and technical
reporting contracts.

Assessment FundingStatewide assessments have historically beenfaptiied between federal Title
VI funds and Proposition 98 General Fund. The 208Budget included funding for the second full
administration of the new Smarter Balanced ELA aradhematics assessments in grades 3 through 8
and 11, and the CAA in ELA and math. In additiamding continues to be provided for development
of new science and primary language assessments.

The CAASPP administration and assessment contesctbren awarded to the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) for activities from July 2015 throu@fecember 2018. The ETS contract covers
administration of the assessments, including telclyyp scoring, reporting, and development of new
assessments. CDE is also a member of the Smatand@d Assessment Consortium (SBAC), which
owns the item bank (exam questions) and tools, asdlormative assessments and the digital library.
The state pays $9.55 million annually to the SBAGich currently has contracted with the University
of California, Los Angeles to cover the cost of sorium-managed services, such as access to the
summative and interim assessments, access to gftal dibrary, continued test development, and
validity studies. In addition to contract costs gtate provides LEA’s with a per-pupil apportiomine
amount to cover the costs of administering assassmeApportionments are paid one year in arears.
In 2016, the SBE approved an increase for CAASR®@ipnment costs from $3 to $4 per student,
driving an approximately $3 million increase inaoapportionments in 2016-17. CDE’s estimated
costs for statewide assessments in 2016-17 are atipan below:
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Proposed 2016-17 Statewide Student Assessment Costs

Prop 98 Funds

Federal Funds

Total Projected

Assessment Activity Projected Projected
Costs
Costs Costs

Other Assessment-Related Contracts $1,490,008 $600,000 $2,090,008
English Language Development Assessment

Administration of CELDT $7,242,000 $7,242,000
Development of ELPAC $13,800,000 $13,800,000
California Assessment of Student Performance and Bgresg

CAASPP 2015-16 through 2017-18 Contract $75,784,000 7,0%,000/ $82,859,000
SBAC Consortium $9,550,000 $9,550,000
Independent Evaluation $621,000 $621,000
Assessment Apportionments $23,223,000 $23,223,000
High School Proficiency Exam $1,244,000 $1,244,000
Reimbursements for High School Proficiency Exam 284,000 ($1,244,000
Totals $124,468,008 $14,917,000  $139,385,(

Source: Department of Education

08

Assessment ExpansionAs part of the transition to the CAASPP, Educat@ode Section 60640(c),
also required the SPI to submit recommendationgfpanding the California Assessment of Student
Performance and Progress (CAASPP) to the CalifoBiate Board of Education, the appropriate
policy and fiscal committees of the Legislature atw the Director of Finance. These
recommendations, provided in March 2016, incluaefgtiowing:

science in elementary, middle, and high school.

Next Generation Science Standards (CA NGSS) ibtgeal Library.

assessment system and provide those resourcexfbuke.

comprehensive assessment tools and resources.

Develop and administer three state computer-bageunative assessments for history—social

Provide state-supported formative assessment m@souhat are aligned with the California

Vet state-supported resources and tools that suppuiementation of a comprehensive

Provide regional assessment support to schoolsdeidcts on the implementation of the

The implementation of these recommendations woejsedd on additional funding and in some cases,
such as development of new assessments, autholegistation.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review
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Suggested Questions:

» Under the state’s contract with SBAC, California chose to purchase and offer a variety of tools
for LEAs, such as formative assessments, diagnostic assessments, and a digital library. Some
of these tools were delayed or low usage was reported; in 2015-16 are LEAs taking advantage

of these resources?

 What is the state’s plan for helping LEASs, teachers, students, parents, and policy makers
understand this second round of SBAC results and how they measure student progress over

time?

* When does the CDE anticipate taBPAC to be a computer-based assessment? Are there
barriers to making this a computer-based assessment?

Staff Recommendation: Information Only. The budgeted amounts for statewide assessments will be
updated at the May Revision, based on final cost estimates
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 6: K-12 High Speed Network |

Description: The K-12 High Speed Network (HSN) supports LEAsuach the state in connecting to
the internet. This issue reviews the budget asdrues of the HSN.

Panel:

* Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office

* Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance

* Luis Alejandro Wong, Chief Executive Officer, HSN
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

Most schools connect to their school district @fimr county office of education which then connects
to a high-speed internet backbone (a series ofr-bp&c cables that run across large distances)
operated by the Corporation for Education Netwarkidtives in California (CENIC). The HSN
contract pays for Internet connections from thdridisor county office of education to the CENIC
backbone. CENIC is a non-profit organization thatvjides Internet services to educational agenaies i
California.

The HSN was established in 2004-05, when the gtateided funding for a HSN grant, which was
awarded to the Imperial County Office of Educatidbhe HSN assists schools with connecting to the
Internet through CENIC and provides other techngladated support services. In addition, the HSN
has recently been charged with implementing two neivatives—the Broadband Infrastructure
Improvement Grant program and the Technical Asstgand Professional Development Initiative.

The HSN receives nearly all of its revenue fromgesation 98 General Fund and two Internet subsidy
programs. The General Fund provided to the gramggeDE typically comprises about half of its total
revenue. The remaining revenue primarily comes fiARate and the California Teleconnect Fund
(CTF). E-Rate is a federal telecommunications slybshat provides reimbursements of up to
90 percent for Internet service. The CTF is a stgecial fund that provides reimbursements of
50 percent for Internet service, after all E-Ratxalints are applied. Both subsidies are funded by
telecommunication user surchargése HSN expenditures are primarily for (1) CENIG&vices, (2)
salaries and benefits for the HSN employees, andq@ipment purchases.

According to the LAO, the HSN received about $8lionil annually in Proposition 98 General Fund
and also receives subsidies for Internet serviceshased from commercial providers. In 2015-16, the
HSN was not provided an operations appropriatioth imstead HSN used excess reserves to cover
operational expenses. The HSN had a projectedveesd $14.7 million after 2014-15, which had
built up over time as revenues exceeded costs.r 2d5-16, the HSN is projected to have a
remaining reserve of $5.5 million. The 2015-16 dretdact also required a separate audit of the K-12
HSN, in previous years, the K-12 HSN audit was péd larger Imperial County Office of Education
audit and it was difficult to break out the fina@cdata for the K-12 HSN. The chart below shows
historical and projected HSN expenditures:
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2HSN assumes COE connection costs increase & percent in 201516 and 201617 (based on historical trends from 201011 to 2014-15).

“Includes E-Rate management and other services.

“Set aside for future expenditures.

Yncludes travel, indirect costs, administrative expenses, and contracts with entities other than CENIC.

®HSN was authorized to use up to 58 3 million of its reserve in lieu of state General Fund.
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HSN Grantee Budget Summary

{in Millions)

201314 Actual 201415 Actual 201516 Estimated 201617 Proposed

Expenditures
CEMIC services
COE connections to backbone $5.8 7.1 $7.4° $7.9°
Backbone 43 43 43 438
Other® 07 1.0 1.0 0.8
Subtotal ($11.3) ($12.9) ($13.2) ($13.4)
Salaries and benefits $1.3 $1.4 $1.5 $1.6
Equipment 26 0.2° 1.0% 0.5°
Other? 11 1.7 19 1.6
Totals $16.2 $16.1 $17.6 $17.1
Revenues
General Fund (Proposition 98) 58.3 $8.3 _e $8.0
E-Rate 4.0 47 $5.0 5.2
CTF 32 34 34 35
Other 01 01 g3 0.4
Totals $15.6 $16.5 $16.7 $17.19

'Reflects draw down of reserve.

9The Governor's budget includes an additional $2.2 milion in expenditure authority for any “unanticipated cost or emergency.”

HSN = High Speed Network; CENIC = Corporation for Education Network Initiatives in California; COE = county office of education; and CTF
= California Teleconnect Fund.

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

For 2016-17, the Governor’s budget proposes to provide $8 million in Proposition 98 funding for the
HSN, of this, $4.5 million is from 2016-17 funding and $3.5 million is from one-time funding. In
addition, it is assumed that the HSN will receive $10.9 million in state and federal subsidies in 2016-
17. With this funding level, the HSN would be left with a reserve level of approximately $5.5 million.
However, DOF notes that since the January proposal, the HSN has identified estimated costs of $2.6
million to administer the BIIG 2.0 grants (discussed in Issue 7 of this agenda) and an additional $1.2
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million to replace equipment at seven countieseaslt, the estimated reserve would be approximatel
$1.7 million.

LAO Analysis and Recommendation:

The LAQO’s recent reporiThe 2016-17 Budget: Proposition 98 Analys@ises concerns about the

Governor’s proposed funding level, noting that 2@&16-17 proposed budget would reinstate the
historical amount of funding for the HSN withouteahpting to size the budget more appropriately to
HSN activities. They also note that the HSN wozddtinue to be left with a large reserve, at the en

of 2016-17, primarily to guard against fluctuationghe timing of receiving internet subsidies.

The LAO further recommends that the Legislatureaejhe Governor’s proposal to provide funds for
the HSN and instead require the HSN to continutunal operations in the 2016-17 year with their

reserves.

Suggested Questions:

* What unanticipated costs does the HSN potentialtg feach year? What does the HSN see as
an adequate reserve for operations?

* How does the timing of federal and state subsidylarsements for internet services affect the
HSN budget?

* How does the HSN see costs for internet connecfmrschools changing in the future?

Staff Recommendation:Hold open pending additional information at the MRgvision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

\Issue 7: Broadband Infrastructure Investment Grantsand Technology Training |

Description: California’s schools have a greater need to pewdernet access to their students than
ever before, with the advent of statewide onlirsting. To address this need, in the past two ydaes
state had provided Broadband Infrastructure InvestnGGrants through the K-12 HSN to address
school sites that have no or limited internet catimggy. In addition the state has provided omedi
funding to increase local capacity for supportieghinology. This issue reviews those continued
efforts.

Panel:

* Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’'s Office

» Luis Alejandro Wong, Chief Executive Officer, Calihia K-12 High Speed Network
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

» Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance

Background:

According to the HSN, the ability of school accesshe Internet varies across the state for a tyaoie
reasons; available infrastructure is often the ésgdparrier — both remote, rural areas and lowsreso
urban areas face issues related to lack of intresstre. Other barriers include limited technical
capacity in school staff, limited dedicated stateds in recent years, and geographic isolation.|&Vhi
the HSN has been working to increase Internet acae®ss the state for the past decade, receat stat
policies have made this access a greater pridvéy ever before.

The new statewide student assessment system ngtatighs with new state academic content
standards, but also requires computer-based, amsbrite cases computer-adaptive, assessments to
replace many assessments that were previously papepencil exams. LEAs have faced challenges
in upgrading their technology needs, not just hamwand software needs, but also Internet
connectivity and load capacity (how many studeatstake the assessment at one time).

Recognizing the critical need for many schools pgrade their Internet access in the face of new
assessment requirements, the 2014-15 budget pb$ie 7 million for the Broadband Infrastructure

Improvement Grants (BIIG) program and the 2015-déget act provided an additional $50 million in

grants. These grant phases are referred to as BI0Gand BIIG 2.0. These funds were for

improvement of network connectivity infrastructidog schools, specifically infrastructure known as

the “last mile” connection. The last mile is typlgathe connection from the school to the school

district office or county office of education. Thypes of physical connections can vary, the most
common being fiber cable, microwave, or satellibareections. Fiber connections, particularly fiber

optic connections, generally provide the higheglacay. According to the K-12 HSN, approximately

93 percent of sites use fiber connections (87 peréiber optic cable). Microwave and satellite

connections are generally used in areas wherehysqal location of the school would make building

fiber connections a costly endeavor.
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BliG Intended to Help Some Schools Access the internet?

4)-! District Office — COE — Education Backbone i The Internet

School

| —-— HSMN CENIC —
BllG

? Distances not to scale. Distance from school to distict office and from distnct office to backbone or other sites vary signififcantly
across state

b Schools use BIG for their last-mile connections—connecting them aither to thair district office or COE, depending on existing infrastniciure.

BlIG = Broadband Infrastructure Improvement Grants; COE = county office of aducation, HSN = High Speed Network; and
CEMIC = Corporation for Education Network Initiatives in California.

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office

BIIG funding is one of many sources of that LEAs can use to meet their technology needs. The state
has provided a variety of funds sources that LEAs may use for technology, including: LCFF funding, a
one-time allocation of $1.25 billion of Proposition 98 funding in the 2013-14 year for implementation
of state standards, $3.6 billion in mandates backlog funding in the 2014-15 and 2015-16 budget that
may be used for any purpose, although legislation included intent language that it be used for
implementing common core standards. Additionally, LEAs are eligible for state and federal Internet
subsidies that can pay for up to 95 percent of monthly service costs as determined by the district’'s
poverty (Free and Reduced Lunch Program) rate.

BIIG 1.0

According to the HSN, the first round of BIIG funds is being provided to upgrade connectivity to 184
sites. These grantees were determined through a multi-step process. First priority was given to schools
that were unable to administer the CAASPP field test in 2014 due to last mile connectivity, with
second priority for those schools that had to limit other Internet use in order to conduct the tests. Sites
that ultimately are receiving BIIG funds do not get funds that go directly to schools, instead funds are
managed by the HSN and CENIC and pay for one-time costs to upgrade circuits, construction,
installation, and equipment. Also, ongoing monthly costs are covered through June 30, 2016. Sites
receiving BIIG grants will have dramatically improved network speeds, access to a statewide research
and education network, access to higher connectivity at lower costs, and most will have scalable
connections to ensure room for future growth, as well as ensuring the sites can provide the new online
assessments.

There were some eligible sites that did not initially receive a solution under BIIG 1.0 for a variety of
reasons; these sites may not have received bids or may have received prohibitively expensive bids due
to geographical isolation of sites, and potential lack of business opportunities for vendors. In some
cases, potential solutions may be limited to wireless solutions, which have limitations for reliability
and scalability, however have a shelf life of 7-10 years. However, the K-12 HSN reports that a
solution is now underway for almost all eligible sites that applied for BIIG 1.0.
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BIIG 2.0

In 2015-16, the state provided $50 million for aldigional round of BIIG. Similar to BIIG 1.0, these
funds are to be used first for schools that aréblento administer computer-based assessments at the
schoolsite. Second priority for critical need geashall go to the local educational agencies thaeh

to shut down essential operations to administer prder-based assessments at the schoolsite,
including, but not limited to, business serviceasa#d, and access to other critical online actigiti€he
HSN may fund projects that will result in per-pupdsts of more than $1,000 per test-taking student
only upon approval of the DOF, and no sooner tad&ays after notification in writing is provided to
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. If fundsneen after grants have been distributed to all
identified schoolsites for priorities one and twar fvhich the HSN is able to identify solutions, the
HSN may provide grants to under-connected schob& tlo not have adequate broadband
infrastructure to increase connectivity rates icoat effective manner pursuant to a plan approwed b
the DOF no sooner than 30 days after notificatrowtiting is provided to the Joint Legislative Buadg
Committee if the cost per testing student excedd3. As a condition of receiving grant fundinty, a
local educational agencies shall commit to suppgrthe ongoing costs associated with improved
Internet infrastructure.

In March 2016, HSN identified costs for 221 schaafisvhich DOF notified the JLBC and the JLBC
concurred, of its intent to approve the HSN propasamplement 47 internet infrastructure grantstth
were above $1,000 per student. Thirteen, or pgsddalrteen of these sites declined services for
various reasons, 33 or 34 will move forward alorithwhe other 174 sites that cost less than $1,000
per testing student.

Technical Assistance and Professional Developmenntitiative.

The HSN releasedConnecting California’s Children 2015, SupplemenReport: Findings and
Observations”in April of 2015 based on a requirement in lastriggshudget for the HSN to provide
information on network connectivity in Californials-12 system. The report included a variety of
findings, including that technical support of LEAsries widely. As part of the Educator
Effectiveness Grant provided in the 2015-16 budgdt $10 million was allocated to the HSN to
address this ongoing issue of lack of technicakeige at district and school sites. Specificalhe
budgeted funds were for the purpose of providingfgssional development and technical expertise to
local educational agencies related to network mamegt. Trailer bill language specified that
professional development shall include trainindgockl educational agency staff and development and
distribution of best practices, guidance, and o#iements of technical support to implement network
infrastructure within schools and to provide schditricts with utilization information for optimal
decisions. Language also specified that the HSINdcpartner with county offices of education or
other LEAs to ensure statewide access to traimagrasources. In February 2016, the HSN conducted
a survey to gather information on the technologgwdedge gaps of LEAs. Using the survey data to
inform their approach, the HSN has a preliminagnghat will focus on the following:

* Security

* Network Management
» Diagnostic Tools

* Purchasing
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The HSN plans to use a combination of methods ter distribution of training and resources,
including statewide conferences, online resourdesyeling roadshows, wireless boot camps,
opportunities for IT personnel to earn additionattifications in their field, call centers and on-
demand support.
Suggested Questions:

* What types of eligible school sites remain for BR®?

* When does the HSN anticipate training and resoufc@s the Technical Assistance and
Professional Development Initiative will be avalabor LEAS?

Staff Recommendation:Information Only
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VOTE ONLY ITEM

6980CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION

| Issue 1: Spring Finance Letter |

The Governor submitted a spring finance letter estjng a technical adjustment of a decrease of
$511,000 to reflect a removal of one-time fundsrappated in the 2015 Budget Act for informational
technology consulting.

Staff Recommendation:Approve spring finance letter to remove one-timedsiappropriated in the
2015 Budget Act for informational technology cortisig.
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6980CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION

Since its creation by the Legislature in 1955, @adifornia Student Aid Commission (CSAC) has
continued to operate as the principal state agessponsible for administering financial aid progsam

for students attending public and private univesjtcolleges, and vocational schools in Califarnia
The mission of CSAC is to make education beyondnh hsghool financially accessible to all

Californians by administering state-authorizedfficial aid programs.

CSAC is composed of 15 members: 11 members ardrap@dy the Governor and confirmed by the
Senate, two members are appointed by the Sena¢és Roimmittee and two members are appointed by
the Speaker of the Assembly. Members serve four{gans except the two student members, who
are appointed by the Governor, and serve two-ygrars.

3-YR EXPENDITURES AND POSITIONS

Positions Expenditures
201415 201516 2016-17  2014-15* 2015-186" 201617
5755 Financlal Aid Grants Program T4.1 645 B64.5 $1951.715 S$2101.637 §2.270.574
9900100 Administration 285 325 325 3464 3,840 3,855
9500200 Administration - Distributed - - - -3 464 -3, 849 -3,858

TOTALS, POSITIONS AND EXPENDITURES (All Programs) 102.6 87.0 97.0  $1,951,715 $2101,637 $2,270,574

FUNDING 2014-15* 2015-18" 201817
0001 General Fund $1,538596  51.563.8M1 51,428 162
0890 Federal Trust Fund 14,747

0854 Student Loan Autharity Fund 5,781 - -
0995 Reimbursements 392191 535,848 Ba0.494
3263 College Access Tax Credit Fund - 1,918 1,918
TOTALS, EXPENDITURES, ALL FUNDS $1,951,715 §2101,63F7 52,270,574

Issue 1: Student Financial Aid Programs

Panel I:
« Senator Fran Pavley, 9Benate District

Panel:
* Lupita Alcala, Executive Director, California StudeAid Commission
» Paul Golazewski, Principal Fiscal and Policy Angly®gislative Analyst’s Office
» Jack Zwald, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

The Cal Grant program is the primary financial prdgram run directly by the state. Modified in
2000 to become an entitlement award, Cal Grantgaaeanteed to students who graduated from high
school in 2000-01 or beyond, and meet financialadamic, and general program eligibility
requirements. Administered by CSAC, the LAO figorethe following page displays the various Cal
Grant programs.
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Award Amounts

Cal Grant A

Tuition awards for up to four years.

Full systemwide tution and fees (512,240) at UC,

Full systemwide tuition and fees (55,472) at CSU,

Fixed amount {59,084} at nonprofit or WASC—accredited for—profit colleges.
Fixed amount (54,000} at other for—profit colleges.

Cal Grant B

Lip to 51 655 toward books and living expenses for up to four years.
Tuition coverage comparable to & award for second through fourth years.
Cal Grant C

Up to 52,462 for tuition and fees for up to two years

Up to 5547 for other costs for up 1o two years.
Eligibility Criteria®
High School Entitlement (A and B)
« High school senior or graduated from high school within the last year.
= Minimum high school GPA of 3.0 (for A award) or 2,0 (for B award).
Transfer Entitlement (& and B)
= CCC student under age 28 transferring to a four—year sthool,
« Minimum college GPA of 2.4,
Competitive (A and B)

» Cannot be eligible for entitiement.
» Minimum high school GPA of 3.0 (for A award) and 2,0 (for B award}.
= State law authorizes 25,750 new awards per year,

Competitive {C)

= NMust be enrolled in career technical education program at least four months long.
« Mo GRS minimwum.
« State law authorizes 7 751 new awards per year.

*To be eligible for any award, family assets (excluding primary residences and retirement plans) are capped at 567 .500. & and C
awards hawve an income ceiling of 587,200 and the B awsrd has an income ceiling of 545,800, (Income ceiling vanes by family size
and dependency status. Amounts listed are for dependant students from a family of four enterng program in 2015-16.)

WASC = Western Association of Schools and Colleges and GPA = grade point average

Recent state budgets have increased funding foCdieGrant program. The Budget Act of 2014
increased the stipend received by Cal Grant B stisdieom $1,473 to $1,648, annually. Subsequent
legislation increased the amount to $1,656 per.yHae stipend helps students cover book expenses
and other living costs. The Budget Act of 2015 @aged the number of competitive Cal Grants from
22,500 to 25,750, annually. Competitive Cal Gramesawarded to students who apply for a Cal Grant
but are not eligible for the entitlement award,i¢gtly because they graduated from high school more
than one year after applying for the award.
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The 2012 Budget Act put in place reductions to @a Grant award amounts for independent non-
profit and accredited for-profit institutions. TR815-16 budget delayed, by two years, the redudtion
11 percent in the maximum Cal Grant award levelstoidents attending private non-profit colleges
and universities and accredited for-profit instdons. Each award will remain at $9,084 for the 2015
16 and 2016-17 academic years, and will decrea$8,856 beginning in the 2017-18 academic year.
About 28,000 Cal Grant recipients attend these @shdhe chart below indicates the reduced amount
of the Cal Grant for these schools.

2011-12 | 2012-13| 2013-14| 2014-15| 2015-16 | 2016-17

Cal Grant Amount
Per Student $9,708| $9,223| $9,084 $9,084 $9,084 $9,084

A 2011 budget trailer put into place state requesta for an institution’s participation in the Cal
Grant program. Currently, all participating instituns where more than 40 percent of students borrow
federal loans must have a cohort default rate ofmooe than 15.5 percent and a graduation rate of at
least 20 percent. The LAO chart below displays @aint awards by segments, programs, and types.

Change From 2015-16

201415 Actueal  2015-16 Estimated  2016-17 Projected Amount Percent

Total Spending 51,803 $1,966 $2,103 $137 %
By Segment:

University of California 5824 S8ET 943 358 8%
California Stats University coa 569 734 B5 10
Private nonprofit institutions 241 253 261 ] 3
California Community Colleges 1232 137 145 o 7
Private for—profit institutions 27 2] 19 -2 -1
By Program:

High Sthool Entitlement 31,457 31,595 21,711 316 T
CCC Transfer Enfitlement 221 209 204 -5 -2
Competitive 123 157 184 7 17
Cal Grant C B 5 - -1 —18

By Award Type:

Cal Grant & 51,037 51,115 51,178 353 6%
Cal Grant B 764 B4E 5 75 o
Cal Grant C B 5 - -1 =18

By Renewal or New:
Renewal 51,247 51,365 51,480 SN5 B%
Mew 582 &0 624 22 -
By Funding Source:

General Fund 51,425 51,443 51,276 —S187
Federal TANF 37T L B26 30

Student Loan Authority Fund G — — —_ —
ne Anpe

College Access Tax Credit Fund — 2 2 — —

TAMNF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
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Other Awards and Programs.In addition to Cal Grants, CSAC administers vasiother financial
aid programs, including:

e The Assumption Program of Loans for Education (APLB. Allows the state to issue
agreements for loan assumptions annually to stadamdl district interns who are pursuing
careers in teaching and credentialed teacherdiabkcranked in the lowest 20 percentile of the
Academic Performance Index (API). Through APLE aatipipant who teaches a total of four
years can receive up to $11,000 toward outstansiindent loans. Beginning in 2012-13, no
new APLE warrants have been issued; only renewdlscantinue to be funded. There are
similar programs for graduate and nursing studidsich also only currently fund renewal
awards. Currently, SB 62 (Pavley) is pending thegislature, which makes various
programmatic changes to the APLE.

e The Child Development Teacher and Supervisor GrantProgram. Provides grants to
recipients who intend to teach or supervise inftakel of child care and development in a
licensed children's center. Recipients attendi@gaifornia community college may receive up
to $1,000 annually and recipients attending a f@ar college may receive up to $2,000
annually, for a total of $6,000. This program ismnded from federal funds through an
agreement with the State Department of Education.

e The California Chafee Grant Program. Provides grants of up to $5,000 to eligible foste
youth who are enrolled in college or vocationalahat least half-time. New and renewal
awards are assigned based on available funding.prbgram is funded from federal funds and
the General Fund through an agreement with the St@partment of Social Services.

e The California National Guard Education AssistanceAward Program. Provides funding
for active members of the California National Gydtee State Military Reserve, or the Naval
Militia who seek a certificate, degree, or diplonRecipients attending the UC or CSU may
receive up to the amount of a Cal Grant A awarctifients attending a community college
may receive up to the amount of a Cal Grant B awRetipients attending a private institution
may receive up to the amount of a Cal Grant A aviarc student attending the University of
California. An award used for graduate studies matyexceed the maximum amount of a Cal
Grant A award plus $500 for books and suppliess itbgram is funded from the General
Fund through an agreement with the California MilytDepartment.

e The Law Enforcement Personnel Dependents ScholarghiProgram. Provides college
grants equivalent to Cal Grant amounts to depesdamniCalifornia law enforcement officers,
officers and employees of the Department of Coiwastand Rehabilitation, and firefighters
killed or permanently disabled in the line of dufjhis program is funded from the General
Fund.

e The John R. Justice Program.Provides loan repayments to eligible recipientsrently
employed as California prosecutors or public deéesadvho commit to continued employment
in that capacity for at least three years. Recipiemy receive up to $5,000 of loan repayment;
disbursed annually to their lending institutionisl program is federally funded through an
agreement with the Office of Emergency Services.
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* The Middle Class Scholarship Program.Provides a scholarship to UC and CSU students
with family incomes of up to $150,000. The schdiggsamount is limited to no more than 40
percent of the UC or CSU mandatory system-wideotuitand fees. The individual award
amount is determined after any other publicly-fuhdi@ancial aid is received. The program
will be phased in over four years, with full implentation in 2017-18. The program is funded
from the General Fund. Through statute, the statebudgeted $82 million General Fund for
the program in the current year, $116 million Gahdtund for the budget year and $159
million General Fund for 2017-18 and each yearr dftat.

The 2015-16 budget approved trailer bill languagg excludes students with family assets
over $150,000; sets a four- or five-year partiggpatime-limit for the program similar to limits
imposed in the Cal Grant program; and allows incanéd asset limits to increase with the
Consumer Price Index. The language reduces statapgropriations for the program in the
2015-16, 2016-17, and 2018-19 fiscal years, anestagislative intent that those savings will
be redirected to other higher education prograrhg. Qudget includes savings of $70 million
associated with these reforms.

CSAC provided the following information regard MiddClass Scholarship participation at its
April commission hearing.

Middle Class Scholarship Offered Awardees and Pai®ecipients
2015-16 Academic Year (current)
Data as of February 23, 2016

Segment Offered Offered Paid Paid Paid % of
Awardees | Awardees Amount Recipients Recipient Amount | Awardee Amount
uc 9,046 $12,091,896 6,569 $6,216,959 51.41%
CsuU 44,425 536,769,672 37,401 522,815,283 62.05%
TOTAL 53,471 548,861,568 43,970 $29,032,242 59.42%

Overall, the maximum Middle Class Scholarship awiard015-16 is $2,448 for UC and $768
for CSU. Based on current projections for 2015-it6Gappears that some of the allocated
amount for the program may go unspent. The Institisr College Access and Success
(TICAS) estimates that for 2016-17, $41 million lvgb unused. Combined with the 2016-17
budget savings from last year’s eligibility chang@$CAS estimates $153 million will be
unspent in 2016-17.

» California Dream Act. The Dream Act was implemented in 2013-14, and alow
undocumented and nonresident documented studemtsnekt AB 540 (Firebaugh), Chapter
814, Statutes of 2001 requirements to apply forraedive private scholarships funded through
public universities, state-administered financii, ainiversity grants, community college fee
waivers, and Cal Grants. The Dream Act applicatsosimilar to the process of filing a Free
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) and dgapoint average (GPA) verification.
Applicants who meet the Cal Grant eligibility reqaments (as mentioned above) are offered a
Cal Grant award. As of March 4, 2016, approximat8y,000 California Dream Act
applications were received and over 6,100 Cal Geavaird offers were processed. CSAC
expects the number of applicants and awards toeedest year's numbers.
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Dream Act Offered Awards and Paid Recipients by Segent
Data as of March 4, 2016

2014-15 2015-16% | 2016-17*
Offered Paid Paid Dffered Paid Paid Offered
Awardees | Recipients | Rate | Awardees | Recipients | Rate | Awardees
Community College 3,905 2,121 54% 4,086 1,745 43% 2,581
uc 1,142 1,042 51% 1,146 880 77% 774
csu 2,638 1,970 75% 2,757 1,675 61% 2,481
Priv. 2-¥r Non-Profit 1 - 0% 1 - 0% -
Priv. 4-Yr/Priv. Grad 201 126 B63% 215 109 50% 283
Vocational/Hospital Ed. 40 13 33% 34 12 35% 34
Total 7,927 5,272 67% 8,243 4,418 54% 6,153

As application numbers continue to increase eadr, e overall paid rate continues to
remain low for these students. This low paid rateomagst awardees, particularly at the
community colleges is a concern. Students are giemonths to take action on their Cal
Grant awards before being withdrawn. To understiwedreasons why the awards were not
utilized, CSAC sent out a questionnaire to unpaielain Act students. The survey revealed that
the primary reason students did not utilize theia@s were because they were not aware they
had been awarded a Cal Grant. CSAC notes it wiltinoe to increase communication with
students who have been offered an award in the-281&ycle. Additionally, CSAC notes it
will work with the California Community College Cheellors Office (CCCCO) to address the
low paid rates for Dream Act applicants at commuodllege campuses.
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6440UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
6610CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Issue 1: Outside Professional Activities (Inforroatl Only)

Panel
* Dennis Larsen, Executive Director, CompensatiorgRnms, University of California
o Carrie Hemphill Rieth, University Counsel, Officef ¢he Chancellor, California State
University

Background

Outside professional activities by university leadean be beneficial to the individual and the
university. Activities such as serving as the editban academic journal, reviewing other education
programs, or delivering keynote addresses at acadamferences are generally considered to benefit
the individual's professional standing and the wermsity’s reputation. However, recent events
regarding outside professional activities haveedghiguestions of conflicts of interest and conflicts
commitment among University of California and Cadifia State University leaders.

UC Policies and Practices

According to the UC, outside professional actigtitor senior management, such as president,
chancellors, vice chancellors, or chief financitiicers, and others positions that report to thgerdgs,

are activities within the persons area of profesai@xpertise for which they are employed by the UC
These activities include service on state or nati@@mmissions, government agencies and boards,
committees or advisory groups to other universite@ganizations established to further interests of
higher education, not-for-profit organizations, aeavice on corporate boards of directors.

Media reports in November 2005 revealed the UCdBféif the President (UCOP) had paid executives
in its central office and at the campus level fasrenthan publicly reported. As a result, the UC

Regents created a task force on UC compensatioayatability and transparency. This task force was
comprised of representatives from government, gdugabusiness, and the media who conducted an
independent review of UC's policies and practiaegxecutive compensation.

The task force released a report on April 13, 2@0@8l recommended the UC adopt specific limits on
externally-compensated activities to preclude ¢otsflof commitment on the part of senior executives

and to limit UC senior executives to serving onmore than three externally-compensated boards.
The task force also recommended revising polices&eming outside professional activities and board
service for senior managers who also hold facypgyoantments so that they are subject to the senior
management group policy, and not the academic peetananual. The UC Regents adopted the two
task force recommendations.

The current Regents Policy 7707 on Outside PrajassiActivities covers employees who are UC
senior management group (SMG) members and inchhgef®llowing elements:

» Approval Process: Employees must complete a presspprequest providing the name of any
organization for which service is proposed andvitnich approval is requested, whether the
service is compensated or not, at the beginninganh calendar year. Their request must
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include description of the service, anticipated bam of hours, the amount of cash
compensation and deferred or other non-cash corapengincluding equity shares) and the
grant details for approximating the value of sulcares. Employees certify that the information
contained in the pre-approval request is complatk accurate; and they must seek approval
from the person to whom they report. For instafaegchancellors, the approving authority is
the president; and for the president, the approwdathority is the chair of the Board of
Regents. Employees are not permitted to acceptowerforward with their proposed outside
service until approval is received.

* Review Criteria: Approving authorities are supposedonsider whether the proposed activity
will create, or appear to create a conflict of ia or commitment and compromise the ability
to perform university duties, or create a conflaft interest, which, consistent with the
California Political Reform Act, Regents Policy 770efines as participating in the making of,
or influencing a governmental decision in whichdneshe has a financial interest. Any conflict
of interest/commitment, or appearance of such ainfivould be an appropriate basis for
denying approval of a request. Regents Policy 7&jliires approving authorities to “seek
written guidance from the appropriate universityioaf (e.g., Human Resources; Office of
Ethics, Compliance and Audit Services; or legalnsal)” if there is even an appearance of a
conflict.

» Limits: Employees “may serve simultaneously on apthree for-profit boards that are not
entities of the University of California for whiaihe receives compensation and for which s/he
has governance responsibilities. Service as a mermbdhe Board of Directors would
constitute governance responsibility. Service onaawisory committee likely would not
constitute governance responsibility.” There islinat on the total compensation that may be
earned from outside activities. There is no limtuncompensated service as long as there is
no conflict.

* Reporting: Employees must file a year-end repat tacords actual, as opposed to anticipated
compensation received in connection with outsideviies. Reports are filed and sent to the
president, who forwards the report to the regentsd gosts the report online:
http://compensation.universityofcalifornia.edu/repditml. Attached is the latest report.

According to regents Policy, the vice president—hamesources will review the policy annually for
update purposes and will conduct a full revieweast every three years.

Recent media reports of UC executive activitieseoagain have brought into question whether UC is
providing proper oversight and safeguarding thelipubterest, even after the policy changes from a
decade ago. For instance, UC Davis Chancellor LKakehi served on the board of college textbook
publisher John Wiley & Sons and reported to UC iréeg $335,000 in compensation for this board

service between 2012 and 2014. Chancellor Katahiseb424,360 a year as chancellor of UC Davis.
Chancellor Katehi violated Regents Policy 7707 wkbe accepted a paid position on the board of
DeVry Education Group in February 2016 without papproval. Chancellor Katehi has since stepped
down from the DeVry board and issued an apology.kNown sanctions have been issued by the
university.
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CSU Policies and Practices

In 2013, the CSU Board of Trustees voted to adspturrent conflict of commitment policy (Section
42740 of Title 5, California Code of Regulationsyhich requires the disclosure of outside
employment for all full-time management and exe@itemployees in order to identify and avoid
conflicts of commitment. This action was taken@sponse to a recommendation in a 2007 California
Bureau of State Audits report on CSU compensatiactizes. The Board of Trustees deferred action
for five years until requirements were first putglace for faculty through the collective bargagin
process.

The regulation states simply: “Management PersoRfel and executive employees shall be required
to report outside employment for the identificatmfrand to preclude any conflict of commitment. The
Chancellor is responsible for implementing thistieec” Management Personnel Plan (MPP) covers
employees designated as “management” or “supegisoa much broader/larger group than UC’s
SMG.

The administrative policy covers Management Persbitlan and executive employees and any
employment not compensated through the CSU paynaliiding CSU foundation and CSU auxiliary
employment. It includes the following provisions:

» Approval Process: The policy does not specify tlegtproval is required prior to
commencement of outside employment.

» Limits: The policy does not specify limits on tmember of outside activities or on the
anticipated time commitment, although the writtescbsure statement form does ask for the
approximate distribution of time to be devoted he butside employment. The policy does
state that “Outside employment of a Management ddeed Plan (MPP) or Executive
employee shall not conflict with normal work assiggnts or satisfactory performance.”
However, it does not specify any standards by wihiehapproving authority should evaluate
whether such a conflict exists.

* Reporting: Employees must report any and all oetsibrk for which the employees are
receiving compensation. Employees are requiredigolase their outside employment upon
hire annually, within 30 days of commencement aitdiv10 days of a request by supervisor.
Campuses are required to designate an employeensbfe for document review and filing,
and are also required to maintain these recordsoordance with CSU’s Records Retention
Policy. Currently, CSU does not compile these résonto a report nor does it publicly post
this information.

In addition, according to information provided InetCSU Chancellor's Office, all appointment letters
issued by Chancellor White to CSU presidents and ghancellors contain the following statement:
“You may serve on up to two corporate boards predithat you discuss such appointments with me
in advance, and that they do not create a confliccommitment or interest.” According to the

information provided by the CSU Chancellor's Officaly two campus presidents currently receive
compensation for serving on corporate boards. C3ist Bay President Leroy Morishita earned
$16,000 as a board member of the JA Health BeriHfitst, and donated it all to his campus. CSU San
Bernardino Tomas Morales earned $12,000 as a boardber of the United Health Group of New
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York. CSU does not produce a report for MPP or etiee employees. Attached is information CSU
provided regarding CSU presidents and outside empaot activity.

Conflict of Interest Codes. The Political Reform Act requires all public offis, including public
university officials, to refrain from participating decisions in which they have a financial ingtr@nd
requires designated public officials to file finaaladisclosure statements. As required by the iealit
Reform Act, the UC and CSU have each adopted thwim conflict of interest (COI) Code that
designates which employees must disclose theiag@ifinancial interests by filing a Statement of
Economic Interests (Form 700), and which interestsst be disclosed. These codes are updated
regularly and submitted to the Fair Political Piges Commission for approval. An approved COI
code has the force of law, and any violation of toele by a designated employee is deemed a
violation of the Political Reform Act.
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6440UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

| Issue 1: Governor's Budget Overview

Panel
* Maritza Urquiza, Budget Analyst, Department of Fioa
» Jason Constantouros, Fiscal and Policy Analystidlative Analyst Office
» Kieran Flaherty, Executive Director for Budget, Usisity of California

Background

The 2015 Budget Act provided $119.5 million Genénahd in new ongoing funding over the 2014-15
year and budget bill language to provide an adutids25 million General Fund if UC increases
California resident enrollment by 5,000 undergradustudents during academic years 2015-16 and
2016-17. Other proposals adopted and incorporatétei budget include:

» Legislative intent that, pursuant to the framewtwk long-term funding agreed upon by the
Regents of the University of California and the &mor, tuition will not increase in the 2015—
16 and 2016-17 academic years and the universitymplement reforms to reduce the cost
structure of the university and improve accesslityyand outcomes.

* Legislative intent that the revenues from increasasonresident enrollment and tuition levels
be used to support increased enrollment of Calidostudents. Additionally, the budget states
that financial aid previously awarded to nonresidgndents is available to support increased
enrollment of California students.

e $96 million in Proposition 2 funds if UC reformssipension system to limit pensionable
compensation consistent with the limits in the RuBmployees’ Pension Reform Act of 2013.
The budget also required the UC to report on whigthause of this funding is consistent with
Proposition 2, and declares that this funding isamongoing state obligation to pay for UC’s
pension fund.

» $25 million one-time General Fund for deferred nemance projects.

e $6 million to support UC Labor Centers. The UC k&¢ey and UCLA Labor Centers, and the
Institutes for Research and Labor Employment incwhihey are housed, are the only statewide
programs within the UC that specifically address ldbor and employment issues affecting the
state’s diverse and changing workforce.

e Up to $1 million General Fund to continue plannfaga medical school at UC Merced.

» Language stating that UC's appropriation includesding to support the California Dream
Loan Program.
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Governor’s Proposal

The Governor’s proposed budget includes a $125MomiGeneral Fund increase for the UC to
support the Administration’s fourth installmenttbkir fouryear investment plan in higher education
that started in 2013-14. This funding comes witddmt bill language requiring the UC to file a three
year sustainability plan by November 30, 2016, thete is no other budget language directing UC on
how to spend this additional funding.

The budget assumes no systemwide tuition and feeases for resident undergraduate students,
except for a $54 (five percent) increase in thed&mt Services Fee. The budget assumes UC will
enroll 5,000 more resident undergraduates in 20L& receive an associated $25 million ongoing
augmentation in 2015-16, pursuant to the 2015 Budge Additionally, in May 2015, the Governor
announced his intention to propose a four perceme@l Fund increase for UC in 2017-18 and 2018-
19. The Governor also proposed for UC to begingasing tuition around the rate of inflation in 2017
18.

The budget proposes $35 million one-time GeneraldFfor deferred maintenance. UC recently
compiled a list of deferred maintenance from itsipases, totaling $1.2 billion. UC asserts thisibst
not exhaustive and understates its total backldgs em will be discussed as a part of the overall
Senate package on deferred maintenance in Conéctio® 6.10. The budget also proposes $25
million one-time cap-and-trade funds for energyjgets for UC. This will be discussed as a parthef t
overall Senate package on cap-and-trade.

The budget provides $171 million one-time Proposit2 funds to pay down the unfunded liability of
the UC Retirement Plan. This is the second of tpreposed payments from Proposition 2 to UC for
this purpose. The 2015-16 budget provided UC wi# $illion for its pension liabilities. As a
condition of receiving this funding, the UC Regewntsre expected to establish a retirement program
that limits pensionable compensation consistenh wie Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act of
2014, no later than June 30, 2016.

At the March 2016 UC Regents board meeting, theRéGents adopted changes to its retirement plan
for new employees hired on or after July 1, 20N&w hires would have two options for a retirement
plan. For the first option, an employee can eledtave the existing defined benefit plan but wita t
California Public Employees' Pension Reform Act PRA) pensionable salary limit. All employees
would contribute 7 percent of eligible pay up te tRS limit plus a supplemental defined contribatio
plan. In this plan, UC would make an employer dbation of 8 percent up to the PEPRA limit and
also make contributions related to the supplemetghhed contribution plan. For eligible facultyC
would contribute five percent to the supplemengfireed contribution plan on all pay up to the IRS
limit in order to address faculty compensation. Btaff and other academic appointees, UC would
contribute three percent to the supplemental défemmtribution plan on pay above the PEPRA cap up
to the IRS limit. The second option allows an emgpk to only participate in the defined contribatio
plan. For this defined contribution only option, W@l contribute eight percent of faculty or staff
salary up to the IRS limit, and for faculty andfsta contribute seven percent.

Enrollment Growth. UC anticipates enrolling 1,300 fewer resident -futle equivalent (FTE)

students in 2015-16 compared to 2014-15. UC repids throughout spring 2015, it instructed
campuses to keep resident enrollment flat in 208 %Hle to uncertainty over the amount of state
funding it would receive. UC indicates that campusesponded by enrolling fewer new students in
fall 2015. UC reports that it intends to meet tl0a%2-16 budget’s enroliment growth expectations for
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2016-17 by enrolling 5,050 more new freshman aadsfier students in fall 2016, as compared to fall
2014. Currently, there are various legislative s that seek to address enroliment issues at UC.
For example, SB 1050 (De Le6n) seeks to establistranger pipeline from K-12 high schools,
particularly those that enroll 75% or more low-ime® English learner, and foster youth, to the
University of California and other postsecondaryational institutions. The LAO chart below
displays UC’s expected enrollment growth of neweargdaduate students.

Figure 12

Expected Growth in New UC Undergraduate Students
UC’s Growth Plan, 2016-17 Compared to 2014-15
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As of its November 2015 meeting, the UC Board ofétes approved a budget proposal for the 2016-
17 year. The board is seeking the following inceglasxpenditures above the current year levels.

Graduate Student Enrollment - $6 million General Fund to enroll 600 more gradusttelents.

As UC increases enrollment for undergraduatestaites that additional graduate students are
needed to support faculty in the research missfoie university and to help with the teaching
load associated with additional undergraduates.

According to information provided by the UC in theost recent UC Doctoral Placement Survey
data (2012-2013 degree recipients), 46 percentystesiwide Ph.D. graduates are working in
California. Sixty-one percent of domestic doctonaepients intend to stay in California, of which
41 percent received their bachelor's degrees infdCaia and 38 percent attended high school in
California. Even among international alumni, abd@tpercent plan to stay in California. This
proportion is higher in science, technology, engrmg and math (STEM) fields (64 percent of
domestic students and 55 percent of internationadests), indicating that UC graduates are
contributing to California’s robust economy in theareas. Additionally, over 50 percent of
domestic humanities, arts and social science stademain in the state. The figure on the
following page displays post-graduation enrollmgans for the 2008-12 exit cohorts..
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* Cap-and-Trade - $69.1 million in one-time cap-and-trade funds in@a7, which UC would
match with $81 million of university funds, to remugreenhouse gas emissions and reduce energy
use in existing buildings to help support the UGsnmitment to become carbon neutral by 2025.
UC proposes using this funding for energy efficiemprovements, solar installations, and biogas
development, which seeks to convert agriculturateato energy.

» Transportation Research -$9 million over three years from the Public Tramsgiion Account to
augment the state contribution to the Institute Toansportation Studies. The Institute conducts
research in five areas that the state has idemtifie critical, including climate change and
infrastructure development. The institute curremtdgeives less than $1 million from the state’s
Public Transportation Account.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Recommendations

The LAO expresses concerns with the Governor’'sagyr to UC funding, noting it allows UC to set
its own spending priorities without broader stameolvement. In general, the LAO states this proposa
makes it difficult to assess whether the augmematare needed and whether any monies provided
would be spent on the highest state priorities. odding to the LAO, the Administration’s
discretionary funding approach diminishes the Liagise’s role in key policy decisions and allows th
universities to pursue their own interests ratheant the broader public interest. The continued
unallocated base increases at the UC dilute thee antl authority of the Legislature in the budget
process and, as a result, the Legislature will hdiigculty assessing whether augmentations are
needed and ultimately whether any monies providedldvbe spent on the highest state priorities.

The LAO recommends the Legislature set an enrolirtemget for 2017-18 as a part of the 2016-17
budget. LAO states that this will ensure that fuads appropriated for the year which the associated
enrollment growth occurs. To ensure UC compliehhe enrollment expectation, LAO recommends
the Legislature specify in trailer legislation thilaé funding would revert to the state if UC fdllslow

the target by a certain margin.

Regarding deferred maintenance, the LAO statestliealt egislature could consider working with UC
to develop a reasonable estimate of the amountireguo be spent annually to keep UC'’s
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maintenance backlog from growing. This estimate ldgepresent the ongoing amount required to
adequately maintain facilities. The LAO believessthvould create greater transparency to the
budgeting of major maintenance, helping the stateatck and monitor maintenance funding over time.
In tandem with determining an annual earmark, tagescould work with UC to develop a plan for
eliminating the existing backlog. Once a reasongtd® has been developed, the Legislature could
consider codifying it in trailer legislation.

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open
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Issue 2: Non-Resident Enrollment

Panel
» John Baier, Audit Principal, California State Autit
» Kathleen Fullerton, Audit Supervisor, Californiaat Auditor
» Stephen Handel, Associate Vice President, UndeogitadAdmissions, University of California

Background

During the recent recession, state funding to U€limed and, as a result, UC sought other revenue
sources, including philanthropy. Tuition, howevieas been the biggest source of increased revenue.
Tuition grew by 84 percent between 2007-08 and 2lL.IMany campuses, most notably UCLA, UC
Berkeley and UC San Diego, also dramatically inseeathe number of nonresident students it
enrolled. According to the LAO, out-of-state stutdepay approximately $27,000 more in non-resident
supplemental tuition, more than double the amoualifé@nia students pay. Currently, nonresidents
make up 17 percent of all students at UC. Accordiogthe LAO, the share of nonresident
undergraduates has grown from 2007 to 2015 at evé€rycampus. Concerns were raised regarding
these trends, and as a result, the Joint Legislaawdit Committee requested the State Auditor to
conduct an audit on the impact nonresident enreoitrhas at UC.

California State Auditor

The California State Auditor’s reporfhe University of California: Its Admissions and Financial
Decisions Have Disadvantaged California Resident Students, found that over the past 10 years, the UC
has admitted thousands of nonresidents who weeedealified than the upper half of residents it
admitted, and significantly increased nonresidesadsnissions. The descriptions below highlight
various findings of the report.

Nonresident Admissions PolicyThe State Auditor reports that while UC only adedt2,600 more
resident students in 2014-15 than it did in acadeysar 2010-11, a four percent increase, UC
increased the number of nonresidents it admittednbye than 17,200 students, or 182 percent. The
State Auditor asserts that this trend is in padsed by policy changes UC made regarding its
admission standard for nonresidents, which hacktieet of making it easier for nonresidents to gain
admission.

In 2009, the Board of Admissions and Relations wi#ithools (BOARS)—an entity within the
university’s academic senate charged with devetppitimission criteria— developed the university’s
policy related to nonresident undergraduate adomssifhe policy reflected the Master Plan’s
recommendation that nonresidents should demonstirateger admission credentials than residents by
generally requiring that nonresidents possess awadgpialifications in the upper half of residentsov
were eligible for admission. However, BOARS madearges in 2011 that lowered the standard
necessary for nonresident admission so that admittresidents should “compare favorably to
California residents admitted.”

The State Auditor notes that as a result of the BSApolicy change, the university admitted nearly
16,000 nonresidents from academic years 2012-1&udghr 2014-15 who were less academically
gualified on every academic indicator they evaldatgrade point averages (GPA), SAT, and ACT
scores—than the upper half of residents whom itisiddhat the same campus. The report states that if
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the university followed the Master Plan, it wouldt inave admitted these nonresidents and could have
instead admitted additional residents, and as altrddC’s admission decisions have favored
nonresidents. The figure below displays UC admisstoends for nonresident students.

30,000 — + [ Total admitted nonresidents o
[ Atorabove median on at least one academic score
Il Below median on all academic scores

25000 — Total admitted
P " nonresidents
Compare Favorably i
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Academic Year

Sources: Califomia State Auditor's analysis of data obtained from the University of California (university) Office of the President’s Undergraduate Admissions
System and other operational data.

Financial Incentives Led Campuses to Admit More Noresidents.The reports states that many of
the university’s admission decisions in recent yegopear to have been significantly influencedtdy i
desire to increase nonresident revenue. In fiseadr Y014-15, the total revenue the university
generated from nonresident supplemental tuitionuartea to $728 million. To maximize this revenue
source, UC allowed campuses to retain the nonnessi@genue they generated, beginning with fiscal
year 2007-08. In 2008, UCOP began to set systemwit®liment targets for residents and
nonresidents that each campus should strive tdlearml allowed each campus to establish its own
separate enrollment targets. The State Auditorsntitat as a result, nonresident revenue began an
unprecedented increase that continued into fiseat 2014-15.

Impacts of Nonresident StudentsThe State Auditor notes that UC admitted fewerdesis to the

campuses of their choice. Specifically, the peragatof residents to whom the university denied
admission to their campuses of choice increaset 8 percent in academic year 2005-06 to 38
percent in academic year 2014-15. If residentseligible for admission to the university and the
campuses of their choice do not offer them admisstbe university offers them a spot at an
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alternative campus through what it calls a “refepracess.” Under this process, eligible residers
admitted to any of the campuses to which they afdpéire placed into a referral pool and can then
accept admittance to an alternate campus, whictunently limited to the Merced campus. From
academic years 2005-06 through 2014-15, the nuafbesidents offered admission through referral
to alternate campuses increased by 79 percent—étoout 6,000 to 10,700 applicants. The report
notes that average number of residents enrollingeatUC Merced campus through the referral pool is
about two percent, or an average of 155 enrolleeyear.

In addition to denying admission to the campusetheir choice to increasing numbers of residents,
the State Auditor notes that the university ha® @kbowed increasing numbers of nonresidents to
enroll in the most popular majors. From academiary2010-11 through 2014-15, the five most
popular majors that the university offers saw digant increases in nonresident growth at Berkeley,
Irvine, Los Angeles, and San Diego—between abadl@d o 2,100 students coupled with generally
declining resident enroliment— about 800 to 1,20@ents in three of the four campuses.

The State Auditor asserts that the UC’s emphasisnoalling increasing numbers of nonresidents has
hampered its efforts to enroll more underrepresemeorities because only 11 percent of enrolled
nonresident domestic undergraduate students wene dinderrepresented minorities. As of academic
year 2014-15, roughly 86 percent of undergraduataedtic nonresident students identified their
ethnicity as Asian or white. The UC has more thapted its population of undergraduate nonresidents
since academic year 2005-06, resulting in undezsgmted minorities comprising less than 30 percent
of the university’s total undergraduate populatidithough nonresidents bring geographic diversity t
the university’s overall student population, that&tAuditor argues that increasing the number of
nonresidents has slowed its progress in alignireg uhiversity’s percentages of underrepresented
minorities with those of the state’s percentages.

Nonresident Tuition Revenue Did Not Increase in Redent Enrollment. In 2015-16, UC asserted
that increased revenue from nonresident tuitionvides funds to improve the education for all
students and enabled campuses to maintain andaserigs enrollment of California residents.
Contrary to the university’s public statementse tBtate Auditor argues the revenues from the
increased enrollment of nonresidents from acadgescs 2010-11 through 2014-15 did not result in
increased resident enrollment.

Specifically, the report notes that from fiscal ged010-11 through 2014—15 nonresident enroliment
increased by 82 percent, more than 18,000 studamdsresulting revenue increase of $403 million—
or 124 percent. However, the number of residentsllied at the university actually decreased by more
than 2,200—or one percent over the same periodpdrticular, the report notes that resident
enrollment at the Berkeley, Los Angeles, and Sag®icampuses decreased by between two and nine
percent from academic years 2010-11 through 2014exén though these three campuses received
the greatest amount of nonresident revenue inlfisgr 2014-15. Therefore, even though these three
campuses received significantly more revenue fromresident tuition than the other campuses, they
did not enroll more residents; rather they eaclolezd fewer.
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University of California’s Response

The UC recently released a rep@ttaight Talk on Hot-Button Issues: UC Admissions, Finances, and
Transparency, to highlight its commitment to California studenfThe UC notes that enrollment of
California students depends on two factors: UCHmatment to the Master Plan for Higher Education
and the availability of state dollars to fund resitlenrollment growth. UC notes that its state fngd
has not rebounded since the recent recession asduitlikely that the state will be positioned to
replace nonresident tuition revenue. Absent addlicstate funding, the UC asserts that reduced
revenues would lead to decreases in the qualiacaflemic programs and services for all UC students
or increases in tuition.

Enrollment Funding. Until recently, the state had not allocated funadis dnroliment growth since
2010-11. During the recent economic recessionsti#iie was not able to provide sufficient funding fo
UC or other state agencies for many years andresudt even before taking inflation into the acapun
the state provides UC with less funding today thatd in 2007-08, even though UC enrolled nearly
9,000 more California undergraduates in fall 20@Bpared to fall 2007.

The Budget Act of 2015 provided $25 million to U€ enroll 5,000 more resident students in the
2016-17 academic year than it did in 2014-15. UG@#dhat 43 percent of these new California
resident students will attend the three campusssctirrently educate the most nonresidents: Beykele
UCLA, and San Diego. UC asserts this demonstraggswthen state funding for enroliment growth is
available, the number of resident students wilkease independently of the number of nonresident
students. UC states that nonresident students ddisace California students, and that it corgsu

to admit all applicants from the top one-eightrstafdents who graduate from California high schools.
Additionally, UC has plans to increase Californiamra@dment by another 5,000 California
undergraduate students by 2018-19, subject to\tagahility of additional enrollment funding from
the state.

Growing Demand Exceeds State Funding for EnrolimentGrowth. The Master Plan addresses
overall admissions to the system, not admissionshatcampus level. UC notes that declining
admission rates for California residents do notidai that it has reduced its commitment to the
Master Plan. Instead, its obligation under the EiaBlan is to admit all eligible applicants. UC e®t
that in recent years, admissions rates have bdeated by two trends: a continuing increase in the
number of California high school graduates seekingC education, combined with reduced state
funding to enroll them. During many years when skete funding for enrollment was cut, UC held
state resident enrollment flat. Because applioatmntinued to increase and state enroliment alid n
admissions rate went down, and it became diffifarlitan individual California student to be admitted
at specific UC campuses.

Qualified California Residents are Guaranteed Admisions. UC policy guarantees admission to
residents through two paths—a statewide path arndcal path—that recognize and reward the
academic accomplishment of the state's top higlodchraduates. The statewide path includes
students with grade point averages and test saoithe top nine percent of all California high soho
graduates. The local path, known as “eligibility thee local context,” includes students who have
earned at least a 3.0 grade point average and #ne top nine percent of their participating Galiia
high school, regardless of their test scores.

Every resident applicant who is guaranteed adms&oUC, but who is not admitted to any of the
campuses to which the student had originally agpi given the opportunity to enroll at a diffetren
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UC campus through a process called “referral”. émtrast, nonresident applicants who are not
competitive for admission at the campuses theyyajophre denied admission. They are not guaranteed
enrollment at another UC campus.

UC also argues that policies and programs favodeess in significant ways, as more than two-thirds
of applicants (and all those who meet the UC eligytrequirements) are admitted. Admission ratés o

nonresidents are lower.

CA Residents
{eligibla)

Nonresidents

CA Residents
[ELY

Additionally, as shown below, California resideats more likely to be admitted to multiple UC
campuses compared to nonresidents.
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UC Nonresident Admission Policy. The original 1960 Master Plan stated that to hgildé for
admission, nonresident students should “meet higintrance requirements than are required of
residents of California [such that] they stand e tupper half of those ordinarily eligible”. UC
implements this requirement—which applies at thsteypwide level only—by requiring admitted
nonresidents to have a minimum GPA of 3.4, comparedminimum GPA of 3.0 for Californians.

The 1987 revision of the Master Plan dropped thgpéu half of those ordinarily eligible” language
and instead stated that “graduates of ... outaikssecondary schools [should be] held to at least
equivalent levels” of preparation to those of Galiians. UC claims this 1987 change has been widely
acknowledged in higher education policy. Consisteith the 1987 update of the Master Plan, UC
policy holds that nonresidents should “compare fably” to resident students admitted to the campus
where they have applied. The State Auditor sugdesiat the qualitative, non-numeric language of the
“compare favorably” policy reflects a “watering dotWof UC standards. UC argues that this is not the
case, and rather the policy reflects the evolutibdC admissions away from reliance solely on gsade
and test scores toward comprehensive and holestiew.

Access to High Demand Majors Not Affected by Residey. The UC notes that major choice has
little or no bearing on freshman admission selecegcept for a handful of university programs. In
fact, one in four freshmen enters the universitthwio declared major. Moreover, UC notes that an
applicants’ initial selection of a major has litbearing on the degree they ultimately earn, simezely

half change their major before they graduate. A&spbpulation of nonresidents has increased at UC,
the number of nonresidents pursuing specific maj@s increased, while California students have
maintained the same share of enroliments in varimagors as they did before the nonresident
increases of the past five years.
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6610CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

| Issue 1: Governor's Budget Overview and Enrollment

Panel
* Martiza Urquiza, Budget Analyst, Department of Fioa
» Jason Constantouros, Fiscal and Policy Analystidlatigye Analyst Office
* Ryan Storm, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Budg®tfice of the Chancellor
» Nathan Evans, Chief of Staff for Academic and Stiddfairs, Office of the Chancellor

Background. The Budget Act of 2015 provided CSU with its fulldpet request, or about $217.4
million ongoing General Fund above the previous'gesupport. CSU reports this additional funding,
combined with other funds, supported the followahgnges:

e $103.2 million to allow for a three percent enradim growth, or about 10,400 full-time
equivalent students.

e $38 million for support student success and corgiahitiatives at each campus.

* $14 million for technology infrastructure upgradesl renewal.

* $23.1 million for mandatory costs, such as headthefit, retirement benefits, and maintenance
on new facilities.

e $25 million for infrastructure needs.

* $65.5 million for a two percent salary increaserfany CSU employees.

» $200,000 to increase awareness of federal finaagigbrograms for teachers.

* $500,000 was included to increase staff and fellggstipends for the Center for California
Studies.

e $250,000 to support the Mervyn M. Dymally Africanm@rica Political and Economic
Institute.

Budget bill language also directed CSU fundinghia following ways:

» Atleast $11 million of the General Fund appropoiatoe spent to increase tenure track faculty.
* Up to $500,000 was to plan for an engineering @ogat the Channel Islands campus.
» $ 25 million for deferred maintenance.

The Governor’s 2016-17 Budget

The Governor’s proposed budget includes a $148li&>miGeneral Fund increase for CSU to support
the Administration’s fourth installment of theinfyear investment plan in higher education.

The budget proposes: (1) a $125.4 million unalledaiugmentation identical to UC’s base increase,
(2) an additional unallocated $15 million assodatéth savings from changes to the Middle Class
Scholarship program made in 2015-16, and (3) $7llomfor lease-revenue bond debt service. The
Governor does not propose enroliment targets avllement growth funding and assumes no increase
in tuition. Budget bill language requires the CS®J dubmit a three-year sustainability plan by
November 30, 2016 to the Department of Financetl@d.egislature. The first sustainability plan was

required as a part of the 2014-15 budget. The imadtitity plan requires CSU to project available

resources, expenditures and enrollment, and sketrpence goals over three academic years.
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In addition, the budget proposes $35 million omeetiGeneral Fund for deferred maintenance and $35
million one-time cap-and-trade funds for energyjgets for CSU. Last year, the budget provided $25
million for this purpose, which CSU distributed ¢gampuses for projects ranging from roof repair to
fire alarm replacements. CSU has reported thaast foughly $2.6 billion in deferred maintenance
needs, half of which is concentrated in seven caeguwith nearly $2 billion for facilities and the
remainder for campus infrastructure.

At its November 2015 meeting, the CSU Board of T@es approved a budget proposal for the 2016-
17 year. The board is seeking $101.3 million Gdriesad above the Governor's proposal. The chart
below reflects the board’'s adopted budget, whicfleets the board’s proposal for increased

expenditures above the current level.

Expenditure Increase Cost

Three percent enrollment growth $110 million
Student Success and Completion Initiatives $50anill
Two percent Compensation Pool $69.6 million
Academic Facilities and Infrastructure Needs $25an
Mandatory Cost (health, retirement, maintenanaeeef facilities) | $43 million
Total Increase over 2015-16 $297.6 million

Enrollment. As noted previously, the 2015 Budget Act statddgsslative goal for CSU to enroll at
least 10,400 more full-time equivalent studentsfddly2016, when compared to the 2014-15 school
year. Based on preliminary fall 2015 enrollment bens, CSU will hit that mark during the 2015-16
school year. The chart below indicates fall 201Eokment by campus, and the 2015-16 enrollment
targets set for each campus. The chart lists cagspims order of overall undergraduate California
student population.

CA Undergrad CA Undergrad

Enrollment FTE Growth Enrollment FTE, |FTE Growth
C5U Campus FTE, Fall 2015 |in 2015-16 CSU Campus Fall 2015 in 2015-16
Morthridge 28,356.5 544.0 Chico 14,5118 437.0
Fullerton 26,3813 579.0 East Bay 10,782.2 353.0
Long Beach 26,2591 579.0 San Marcos 9,889.5 S80.0
San Die 2o 23,8897 8.0 ﬂomin&uez Hills 9,858.0 462.0
Sacramento 22,6979 460.0 Sonoma 7.840.8 250.0
San Jose 21,0319 453.0 Bakersfield 7,633.1 310.0
5San Francisoo 20,8834 485.0 Humboldt 1.226.7 232.0
Los Angeles 19,559.5 650.0 Stanislaus 68113 329.0
Pamona 18,934.2 538.0 Maonterey Bay 6,084.7 S02.0
Fresno 18,173.7 651.0 Channel |slands 52326 S00.0
San Luis Obispo 16,587.6 4.0 Maritime Academy 1,118.7 90.0
San Bernardino 14 987.5 438.0 Systemwide 344,731.8 10,314.0

Preliminary numbers show that CSU received abo&t932 freshman applications for fall 2015, a six
percent increase from fall 2013. According to daten the California Department of Education, 42
percent of public high school graduates in 2013drhpleted A-G coursework, which is a minimum
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requirement for CSU admittance. The LAO suggesas @SU may be admitting more students than
the Master Plan calls for, however a freshmanlaligy study is currently being conducted, and tesu
are expected by December 1, 2016. This study wdVigde more information on whether or not the
segments are following the Master Plan’s admissgnidelines.

Moreover, impaction is a factor in CSU admissiond &nrollment. When a CSU campus receives
more applications than it can accommodate, the nangan declare “impaction”, which allows for
increased GPA and/or test scores to be set as ommiqualifications. AB 2402 (Block), Chapter 262,
Statutes of 2010, codified an impaction procegzéwide notice to the public and ensure transparenc
of decisions affecting admissions criteria for @6U campuses. In addition to campus impaction,
campuses may have a number of individual majors @@ impacted. When a specific major is
impacted, a student applying for admissions intoagor must meet the GPA or test score requirement,
or have completed the required transfer coursdeymdeed by the department overseeing that major.
The chart below displays impaction by campus angma

No Campus Impaction Campus Impaction Impacted by Major
Bakersfield Chico Fresno
Channel Islands Humboldt Fullerton
Dominguez Hills Los Angeles Long Beach
East Bay Monterey Bay San Diego
Maritime Academy Northridge San Jose
Stanislaus Pomona San Luis Obispo
Sacramento
San Bernardino
San Francisco
San Marcos
Sonoma

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments.

Similar to UC, the LAO expresses major concerndifite Governor's approach to CSU funding,
noting it allows CSU to set its own spending pties without broader state involvement. Accordiag t
the LAO, the Administration’s discretionary fundiagproach diminishes the Legislature’s role in key
policy decisions and allows the universities tosomr their own interests rather than the broadeliqub
interest. The continued unallocated base increasése CSU dilute the role and authority of the
Legislature in the budget process and, as a rekalt.egislature will have difficulty assessing \er
augmentations are needed and ultimately whethermamjes provided would be spent on the highest
state priorities.

As with UC, the LAO recommends the Legislatureaeenrollment target for 2017-18 as a part of the
2016-17 budget. LAO states that this will ensurat fiunds are appropriated for the year which the
associated enrollment growth occurs. To ensure €@hbplies with the enroliment expectation, LAO
recommends the Legislature specify in trailer liegign that the funding would revert to the stdte i
CSU falls below the target by a certain margin.

Regarding deferred maintenance, the LAO states theat_egislature could consider working with
CSU to develop a reasonable estimate of the ammgpired to be spent annually to keep CSU’s
maintenance backlog from growing. This estimate ld/gepresent the ongoing amount required to
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adequately maintain facilities. The LAO believessthvould create greater transparency to the
budgeting of major maintenance, helping the stateaick and monitor maintenance funding over time.
In tandem with determining an annual earmark, theescould work with CSU to develop a plan for
eliminating the existing backlog. Once a reasongtd® has been developed, the Legislature could
consider codifying it in trailer legislation.

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open
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Issue 2: Graduation Rates

Panel
e Loren J. Blanchard, Executive Vice Chancellor f@ademic and Student Affairs, Office of the
Chancellor
* Nathan Evans, Chief of Staff for Academic and Studdfairs, Office of the Chancellor
* Ryan Storm, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Budgdtjd® of the Chancellor

Background

Coming out of the recession, California’s univeesitface numerous critical issues that impact the
state’s ability to meet educational and workforeendnds. In particular, the Public Policy Institate
California (PPIC) released a repdfill California Run Out of College Graduates , which found that,

if current trends in the labor market persist, @cent of all jobs will depend on workers with at
least a bachelor’'s degree, but only about 33 pércemorkers will have one in 2030. By 2030,
California will have a shortage of 1.1 million wens holding a bachelor’s degree. Without more
students entering and completing a college de@akfornia will not meet workforce demands in the
future.

In response to growing concerns regarding perfoomasutcomes of the UC and CSU, the state
recently adopted broad goals for higher educatpecifically, SB 195 (Liu), Chapter 367, Statutés o
2013, establishes three goals for higher educatiprimprove student access and success, such as
increasing college participation and graduationajning degrees and credentials with the state’s
economic, workforce and civic needs, and 3) enslmeeeffective and efficient use of resources to
improve outcomes and maintain affordability.

Moreover, provisional language in the 2015-16 buidge required the UC and CSU to adopt three-
year sustainability plans by November 30, 2015. e segments were required to report on targets
for various performance measures, as well as nesatel nonresident enroliment projections based on
revenue projects from the Department of Finance TAO chart below displays the CSU adopted

sustainability plan.

CSU'’s Current Performance and Performance Targets

State Performance Measure Current Target
Performance

CCC Transfers EnrolledNumber and as a percent of 143,322 (36% 145,480
undergraduate population. (35%)
Low-Income Students EnrolledNumber and as a percent of totaP07,528 (50% 213,614
student population. (50%)
(Fall 2017)
Graduation ratesVarious graduation rates: 2011 cohort 2014 cohort
(1) 4-year rate--freshman entrants. 19% 20%
(2) 4-year rate--low-income freshman entrants. 12% 14%
2009 cohort 2012 cohort
(3) 6-year rate--freshman entrants (CSU only). 57% 59%
(4) 6-year rate--low-income freshman entrants (Q©8LY). 52% 56%
2013 cohort 2016 cohort
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(5) 2-year rate--CCC transfers. 30% 32%
(6) 2-year rate--low-income CCC transfers. 29% 31%

2012 cohort 2015 cohort
(7) 3-year rate--CCC transfers (CSU only). 62% 66%
(8) 3-year rate--low-income CCC transfers (CSU pnly 62% 65%
Degree completiondNumber of degrees awarded annually for:
(1) Freshman entrants. 36,704 45,238
(2) CCC transfers. 42,771 45,443
(3) Graduate students. 18,831 19,513
(4) Low-income students. 45,660 50,030
(5) All students. 105,693 117,146
First-year students on track to graduate on tinfeercentage of 51% 55%
first-year undergraduates earning enough credigsaduate
within four years.(CSU excludes students not eadodit the
beginning of the second year)
Funding per degreeState General Fund and tuition revenue
divided by number of degrees for:
(1) All programs. $38,548 $42,322

(2013-14)

(2) Undergraduate programs only. Not repornted  $51,830
Units per degreeAverage course units earned at graduation fqr: Semester Units
(1) Freshman entrants. 138 138
(2) Transfers. 141 140
Degree completions in STEM fielddlumber of STEM degrees
awarded annually to:
(1) Undergraduate students. 18,519 24,531
(2) Graduate students. 4,278 4,766
(3) Low-income students. 8,802 10,628

The 2015-16 budget act also included budget hilfjleage directing CSU to report by April 1, 2016,
factors that impact graduation rates for all stusleand for low-income and underrepresented student
populations in particular. The description belowaidrief summary of some of the findings of the

report for first time freshman.

CSU reports that graduation rates are improvingabbievement gaps are apparent. During the past

few years CSU notes that graduation rates havdibkteéacreased.

Cohort 4- year graduation rate| 5- year graduation rate| 6-year graduation rate
2004 17.25 percent 41.4 percent 52.4 percent
2009 17.8 percent 44.7 percent 57 percent
2011 19 percent N/A N/A
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CSU also reports significant achievement differsrnmgrace/ ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. The
chart below displays graduation rates by race/eityrfior the fall 2009 cohort.

Race/ Ethnicity 4- year Graduation Ratq 5-year Graduation Rat| 6-year Graduation Rate
White 27.1 percent 55.6 percent 64.1 percent
Asian/ Pacific 14.1 percent 43.3 percent 60 percent
Islander

Black or African 8.2 percent 29.6 percent 41.8 percent
American

Hispanic or Latino 11.7 percent 37 percent 51.5 percent

Moreover, the report found that a student’s ecordrmackground influences graduation rates. Previous
information from CSU also indicates a double daiiterence between students who receive the Pell
Grant versus those who do not. The chart belowlalspgraduate rates by Pell Grant status for the fa
2009 cohort.

4- year Graduation Raf 5-year Graduation Rat¢ 6-year Graduation
Rate
Pell Grant 11.2 percent 36.4 percent 51.7 percent
Non Pell Grant 21.9 percent 49.7 percent 60.3 percent

Many studies indicate that student completion ghificantly tied to a student’s college proficiency
upon arrival on campus. CSU reports that the péagenof students who are ready for college-level
English and math has increased from 44.9 percettanfall of 2004 to 58.7 percent in fall 2014.
However, there is a readiness gap, with 63 pemewhite students who are proficient in both Enfglis
and math, compared to 27.8 percent of Hispanic aimb students, and 17.1 percent of Black or
African American students.

The report also suggests that full-time studeraslggte faster. Students enrolled in less than it§,un
but carrying the necessary 12 units to be considrétime for federal reporting and financial aid
eligibility, are more likely to persist to year twan their full-time, full-load counterparts. Hoves,
they are less likely to complete a bachelor’'s degnefour years, but no less likely to complete the
degree in six years, than their counterparts whst fnrolled in a full-load of at least 15 units.
Enrolling in more units in the first and secondyefstudy is associated with higher four-year aixd
year degree completion.

The report includes more than 60 recommendationsgrfproving student outcomes, divided into six
categories. These categories are:

Improving student preparation for college;

Expanding and improving academic support servicesampuses;

Efforts to mediate the influence of socioeconomifetences;

Ensuring students understand degree pathways a&er cdnoices;

Improving usage of data to ensure students stdsack

Eliminating administrative hurdles, such as registn and enrollment practices.

ok wnE

Graduation Initiative. In 2009, the CSU launched the systemwide Gradudtidiative to increase
graduation rates for all students. The goal ofitiiteative was to raise CSU’s six-year graduatiates
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for freshman by eight percentage points by 20k&mfd6 percent to 54 percent. Results published in
2015 indicate six-year graduation rates rose bypéicentage points for the 2009 student cohort.
However, the achievement gap was not significargtiuced systemwide, and CSU attributes this to
rising graduation rates for all students. CSU rdgdaunched its new initiative, Graduation Initis
2025. The new goals are to:

Increase six-year graduation rate for first timesfrman to 60 percent
Increase four-year graduation rate for first timeshman to 24 percent
Increase the four-year graduation rate for transtigdents to 76 percent
Increase the two-year graduation rate for trarstigents to 35 percent
Close the achievement gap for underrepresentedrsutb seven percent
Close the achievement gap for low-income studentisé¢ percent

Part of the state funding provided to CSU in 2065vtas used to support student success and
completion initiatives at each CSU campus. CSUpisnding $38 million, including $20 million
General Fund on these initiatives. In particuldwe Chancellor's Office reports spending on the
following items:

1. Tenure Track Faculty Hiring (55 percent of fundSBU reports that it will hire 849 tenure
track faculty in 2015-16.

2. Enhanced Advising (17 percent of funds). CSU repidrtvill hire 100 new campus advisors, as
well as, investing in technology to help studergtdy plan a graduation pathway and allow
campuses to offer courses based on student need.

3. Student Retention Efforts (10 percent of funds).isTincludes programs such as the
Educational Opportunity Program, and other progrdhad increase student connections to
their campus.

4. Address Bottleneck Courses (seven percent of fuids} effort seeks to expand courses that
are difficult for students to get into, or improseurses that have a high failure rate.

5. Student Preparation (six percent of funds). ThdyEAssessment Program, and Early Start
Program seek to help high school and incoming geludents prepare for college-level work.

6. Data-Driven Decision Making (five percent of fund$gchnological advances to help students
and campuses make more strategic and informediclesis
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ANNUAL REPORT ON COMPENSATED OUTSIDE PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES FOR
CALENDAR YEAR 2014 INCUMBENTS IN SENIOR MANAGEMENT POSITIONS

Attached is the 2014 annual report of compensated Outside Professional Activities (OPA) for members of the
Senior Management Group (SMG).

As stated in the Senior Management Group Outside Professional Activities policy (Regents Policy 7707),
approved by the Regents in January 2010:

“...Considerable benefit accrues to the University from Senior Management Group (SMG)
members’ association with external educational and research institutions, not-for-profit professional
associations, federal, state and local government offices and private sector organizations. Such
associations foster a greater understanding of the University of California and its value as a
preeminent provider of education, research, public service, and health care. Such associations also
may provide a stimulus for economic development and enhanced economic competitiveness.”

Section I11.B.3.a. of the policy on Senior Management Group Outside Professional Activities states the limits
on compensated OPA:

i An SMG member may serve simultaneously on up to three for-profit boards that are not
entities of the University of California for which s/he receives compensation and for which
s/he has governance responsibilities.

ii.  An SMG member will be required to use his/her personal time to engage in compensated
OPA, by either performing such activities outside his/her usual work hours or debiting accrued
vacation time consistent with applicable leave policy.

iii.  An SMG member who is appointed at 100 percent time shall not receive additional
compensation for any work or services from an entity managed exclusively by the University,
regardless of source or type of payment, with the exception of University Extension.

The attached report reflects the individually certified declarations of every member of the SMG regarding
their compensated OPA that occurred in calendar year 2014. SMG members who left the University before
January 1, 2015 and those who served in SMG positions in an acting capacity are not included in this report.
Compensated OPA that occurred before 2014 or before the SMG member’s appointment to their SMG
position are not included in the report.

Following the individual certification by SMG members, the chancellors, the Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory Director and the division and department heads of the Office of the President certified their
divisional reports as to the inclusion of all SMG members meeting the aforementioned criteria.

In summary, 49 SMG members reported a total of 114 compensated outside activities in 2014. These
activities represented 3,727 total hours and $1.77 million in total compensation. In 2013, 52 SMG members
reported a total of 113 compensated outside activities, which represented 4,200 total hours and $2.12 million
in total compensation.



Outside Professional Activity Final Report
Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
ADLER,JOSHUA S UCSF Chief Medical Officer, Medical Center
Hill Physicians Board P Board 16 7 9 7 $3,200
Member
ALIVISATOS,A PAUL LBNL Laboratory Director
American Chemical N Journal 108 12 96 12 $50,000
Society Editor
Nanosys P Consultant 72 72 0 72 $50,000 Stock No new stock
shares granted
this year, but
retains
common
shares from
previous years.
Science Magazine N Senior 14 14 0 14 $5,000
Editorial
Board
Member
Samsung Electronics P Advisor 112 56 56 56 $30,000
Co., Ltd.
Exxon Mobil P Invited 12 12 0 12 $5,000
Speaker
ARVIN,MARTHA UCLA Chief Compliance Officer, UCLA Health Sciences
Loyola University - N Adjunct 62 8 54 8 $10,000
Chicago Professor
CA Association for N Speaker 12 4 8 4 $1,000
Health Care Quality
LRN P Consultant 10 0 10 0 $1,875
St. Judes Children's N Speaker 6 3 3 3 $1,000

Research Hospital
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Outside Professional Activity Final Report
Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities

Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
HCPro P Consultant 5 0 5 0 $1,050
BABAKANIAN,EDWARD UCSD Chief Information Officer - UCSD Health Sciences
Cognolink Inc. P Advisor 3 0 3 0 $1,500
BAGGETT,MARGARITA M UCSD Chief Clinical and Support Services Officer
Nurse.com N Advisory 4 0 4 0 $250 Time served
Board occured on
Member weekend
American Nurses N Consultant 56 56 0 56 $12,191
Credentialing Center
BECKWITH,STEVEN VAN WALTER UCOP Vice President - Research and Graduate Studies
Canadian Institute for N Research 56 32 24 32 $1,500
Advance Research Council
Member
BELMONT,TERRY A UCI Chief Executive Officer
Cellular Biomedicine P Board 56 16 40 16 $30,000 Stock 7,000 Strike price not
Group Member available
BLUESTONE,JEFFREY A UCSF Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost
Flexus Biosci, Inc. P Consultant 132 16 116 16 $30,000
Genentech P Consultant 16 8 8 8 $5,000
Kadmon Scientific P Consultant 16 0 16 0 $10,000 Stock 20,000 12
Advisory Board Options
Pfizer 7th Frontiers P Participant 16 16 0 16 $2,000
Pfizer Therapeutic P Scientific 16 16 0 16 $50,000
Area Scientific Advisory
Advisory Panel Board
Member
Stanford University N Speaker 8 8 0 8 $200
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Outside Professional Activity Final Report
Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) %) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
University of N Speaker 8 8 0 8 $200
Pennsylvania
Yale University P Speaker 8 8 0 8 $200
BRANDT,SCOTT A uUcscC Vice Chancellor - Research
Symantec [ Expert 55 27 28 24 $35,750 Three of the
Witness hours of time
served during
normal
business hours
occurred
during a day
that university
business was
also conducted.
BRENNER,DAVID ALLEN UCSD Vice Chancellor - Health Sciences and Dean, School of Medicine
Washington Univ N Advisory 16 16 0 16 $1,000
Digestive Diseases Board
Rsrch Core Ctr Member
University of N Penn Center 24 24 0 24 $1,000
Pennsylvania Symposium
and Retreat
Advisor
American Assoc for the N Conference 14 14 0 16 $1,000
Study of Liver Disease Speaker
Merck Research P Speaker 24 24 0 24 $3,575
Laboratories
CLAYMAN,RALPH V UCl Former Dean - School of Medicine
Journal of Endourology N Co-Editor & 100 0 100 0 $30,000
Founder
Chicago Urological N Visiting 16 16 0 0 $1,500
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) %) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
Association Professor
Korean Endourology N Visiting 44 28 16 0 $3,000
Society Speaker
American Urological N Visiting 4 4 0 0 $550
Association Speaker
D'ANIERI,PAUL UCR Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor
United States N Advisor 0 0 0 0 $5,000
Government via Scitor,
Inc.
DIRKS,NICHOLAS UCB Chancellor
Tanner Foundation N Board 14 6 8 6 $4,000 Chancellor's
Board / Lectures on Member participation
Human Values garners the
campus
$54,000
ECONOMOU,JAMES S UCLA VICE CHANCELLOR FOR RESEARCH
Kite Pharma P Co-Founder 150 8 142 8 Stock Multiple 210,000 200,000 of
& Medical Grant Types stocks and
Advisory 10,000 of
Board options
Member
FEINBERG,DAVID T UCLA President, UCLA Health System/Chief Executive Officer, UCLA Hospital System/Associate Vice Cha
OSI Systems, Inc. P Board 40 32 8 32 $89,000 Restricted 2,700
Member Stock Units
Douglas Emmett, Inc. P Board 20 16 4 16 $12,500 Restricted 2,961 (face value of
Member Stock Units $85,000)
Steward & Lynda P Consultant 20 0 20 0 $100,000
Resnick Revocable
Trust
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
FLEMING,GRAHAM R ucB Vice Chancellor - Research
Institute of Molecular N Senior 32 20 12 20 $1,600
Science Advisory Board Scientific
Advisor
FORD,JOHN B UCSF Vice Chancellor-University Development/Alumni Relations
Bill and Susan N Consultant 40 17 23 17 $100,000
Oberndorf Foundation
FREISCHLAG,JULIE ANN UCD VC AND DEAN SOM
Baltimore Veterans N Physician 0 0 0 0 $48,000 There were no
Administration hours to report
as Dr
Freischlag took
vacation from
Baltimore VA
from February
to July and
was paid out
$48,000.
Sacramento Veterans N Physician 51 0 51 0 $26,000
Administration
JAMA Surgery N Editor 15 15 0 16 $38,000
GOLDBERG,CAROLE EUDICE UCLA Vice Chancellor - Academic Personnel
Morongo Gaming N Arbitrator 24 0 24 0 $6,000
Commission
Hualapai Court of N Justice 72 24 48 24 $1,800
Appeals
LexisNexis - Law P Consultant 40 0 40 0 $10,000
School Advisory Board
Banff Centre N Lecturer 32 0 32 0 $1,750

Page: 5



Outside Professional Activity Final Report
Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name

Location Working Title

Time Time
Total During Outside

Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description
Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Comments
HEXTER,RALPH J UCD Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor
New York University N Review 24 16 8 16 $1,500
Board
Member
JONES,KENNETH M UCSF Chief Operating Officer, Medical Center
TDIC Insurance P Board 32 32 0 32 $4,000
Member
JUAREZ,STEVE UCOP Associate Vice President & Director, State Government Relations
Natl Assn of Counties N Board 32 16 16 16 $15,000
Financial Services Corp Member
KATEHI-TSEREGOUNIS,LINDA UCD Chancellor
EMAG Technologies, P Board 80 0 80 0
Member
and Owner
John Wiley & Sons, Inc. P Board 28 16 12 16 $35,000  $30,000 Deferred
Member compensation
represents stocks
NSF Division of N Chair 32 16 16 8 $1,520 Full name of
committee:
Communications, and NSF Division of
Electrical,
Communicatio
ns, and Cyber
Systems,
Committee of
Visitors for
2011-2013
KEASLING,JAY D LBNL Associate Laboratory Director
Radiant Genomics P Scientific 3 0 3 0 Stock Non qualified
Advisory Options stock options.
Board Immediately

Member

received 500
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) %) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
shares. After
year one, will
receive 2000
shares.
Remaining
shares will vest
at the rate of
208.3 shares
per month on
the last day of
each month
over 12
consecutive
months.
Malaysia Life Sciences P Scientific 4 0 4 0 $25,000
Advisory
Board
Member
National University of N Distinguish 16 16 0 16 $3,067
Singapore ed
Academic
Visitor
Lygos P Sci. 12 0 12 0 Stock No new shares
Advisory granted, but
Board & retains stock
Board of from prior
Directors years.
Member
Novo Nordisck (CFB) N Consultant 40 16 24 16 $20,000
Columbia University N Speaker 8 8 0 8 $1,000
Cold Spring Harbor Lab N Speaker 16 16 0 16 $450
Total P Speaker 8 8 0 8 $2,500
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
Ohio State University N Speaker 16 16 0 16 $500
Kalion, Inc. P Scientific 1 0 1 0 Stock 20,750 Non statuary
Advisory Options stock option.
Board Price per share
Member = Fair Market
Value. 4 years
Vesting
Schedule
University of Virginia N Speaker 8 8 0 8 $500
KEISTER,SHAUN B. UCD Vice Chancellor - Development and Alumni Relations
Loyola University N Staff Trainer 32 8 24 8 $6,950
Campbell & Co. P Data 64 16 48 16 $26,445
Analysis
KHOSLA,PRADEEP K UCSD Chancellor
Infosys Foundation N Chair 8 8 0 8 $12,000
Jury of Engineering
Quantapoint P Board 8 8 0 0 Stock 69,276 1.03
Member
Thar Energy P Advisor 3 3 0 0 Stock 5,000 Strike price is $
.001
HCL Infosystems P Board 16 16 0 16 $12,000
Member
Engage Click P Advisor 4 4 0 0 Restricted 50,000 Strike price is
Stock Units .00001
Propel IT P Advisor 2 2 0 0 Stock 60,000 .59
Options
Biometricore LLC P Co-Founder 4 4 0 0 Stock 33 .01 Stock is
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) %) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
33.33% (data
field wouldn't
allow % sign).
Founding
member of
LLC, and
receives
pro-rata share
of the year-end
distribution. No
compensation
received for
board service.
KIRK,JAMES D UCD CMO MED CTR
Society of N Board 28 8 20 8 $13,333
Cardiovascular Patient Member
Care
David Spicer, Attorney P Malpractice 4 0 4 0 $2,750
at Law Case
Reviewer
KRAUS,DAVID V. UCSD Chief Contracting Officer - Medical Center
Marin Medical Practice P Board 8 0 8 0 $1,600
Concepts Member
LARET,MARK R UCSF Chief Executive Officer, Medical Center
Nuance P Board 52 46 6 46 $68,750 $226,485 15,000 Restricted 15,000 15.09 Total
Member deferred Stock Units compensation=
stock units $295,235
paid out at
$22.00 price
per share.
Varian P Board 63 55 8 55 $134,501 $160,034 1,912 Stock 1,912 83.70 Total
Member deferred compensation=
stock units $294,585
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) %) %) Comp ($) Comments
will vest in
2017
LEINEN,MARGARET S UCSD Vice Chancellor Marine Sciences, Dean of School of Marine Sciences, and Director of Scripps In
Gulf of Mexico N Vice Chair, 40 8 32 8 $30,000
Research Initiative Research
Board
LEONARD, THOMAS C UCB University Librarian
University of British N Committee 29 21 8 21 $3,204 To date,
Columbia Library Member University
Review (3-person Librarian
committee) Leonard has
not been
compensated
for his service
to UBC (4,000
CAD).
LEWIN,HARRIS A uUcb Vice Chancellor - Research
Annual Reviews of N Founding 16 0 16 0 $2,000
Animal and Veterinary Co-Editor
Bioscience
Encyclopedia of P Section 2 0 2 0 $2,000
Agriculture and Food Editor
Systems
MAURICE, TIMOTHY R uUCD Chief Financial Officer - UC Davis Health System
Guidepoint Global, LLC P Telephone 16 3 13 8 $6,433
consultation
S
MedQuery P Telephone 1 1 0 8 $350
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
MINEAR,MICHAEL N UCD Chief Information Officer - UC Davis Health System
Johns Hopkins N Adjunct 100 0 100 0 $10,400
University - School of Faculty
Bloomberg HIt
College of Healthcare N Member 16 0 16 0 $500
Information
Management Exec.
PARHAM, THOMAS A. ucCl Vice Chancellor - Student Affairs
New Center for N Invited 2 0 2 0 $500
Psychoanalysis Speaker
Cal Poly San Luis N Diversity 6 0 6 0 $7,500
Obispo Trainer
Multiethnic Advocates N Trainer 8 0 8 0 $2,500 Cash
for Cultural compensation
Competence received
includes trave
expenses and
honorarium.
Honorarium
estimated to be
$1500.
Chaffey College N Trainer 3 0 3 0 $2,000
PAZZANI,MICHAEL J. UCR Vice Chancellor for Research and Economic Development
SNR Denton P Expert 142 72 70 72 $62,950
Witness
Powell Gilbert P Expert 82 0 82 0 $42,300
Witness
PETERSON,THOMAS WILLIAM UCM Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor
Research Council for N Council 28 4 24 8 $1,000
State University of Member
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014

Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments
New York
ROBINSON,CHARLES F UCOP Vice President, General Counsel - Legal Affairs
PJM Interconnection P Board 186 96 90 96 $132,700
Member
ROSENTHAL,J THOMAS UCLA Chief Medical Officer, UCLA Health System
One Legacy N Board 30 0 30 0 $25,000
Member
SCHOTTLAENDER,BRIAN E. UCSD University Librarian
Online Computer N Board 132 56 76 56 $31,500
Library Center Member
Harvard Library N Consultant 32 28 4 24 $2,500
SIMON,HORST D LBNL Deputy Laboratory Director
The Optical Society N Lecturer 3 0 3 0 $1,500
CRC Press P Consultant 48 0 48 0 $3,000
STEELE,CLAUDE UCB Executive Vice Chancellor & Provost
MacArthur Foundation N Board 78 48 30 0 $6,000 Where
Member compensated
activity was
performed
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University
business
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name

Working Title

Name of Org
(Prof'l Svc
Provided For)

Role

Time Time
During Outside
Bus Bus
Hours Hours
(Hrs)  (Hrs)

Cash
Comp
($)

Deferred Description Other Description

Comp Of Other

Comments

Russell Sage
Foundation

Association of
Independent Schools

Smith College /
Amherst College

SUBRAMANI,SURESH

Texas A&M Medical
School
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Board
Member

Speaker

Speaker

Seminar
Speaker

19 18

Executive Vice Chancellor - Academic Affairs

8 0

$3,000

$7,500

$1,500

$1,000

Where
compensated
activity was
performed
during normal
business hours,
EVCP Steele
served an
equal number
of hours on
University
business
during the
evening and/or
weekend.

Where
compensated
activity was
performed
during normal
business hours,
EVCP Steele
served an
equal number
of hours on
University
business
during the
evening and/or
weekend.
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Senior Management Group (SMG) Compensated Activities
Reporting Year: January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2014
Location: ALL

Employee Name Location Working Title
Time Time
Total During Outside
Name of Org Non- Time Bus Bus Vacation Cash Deferred Description Other Description Strike
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other Grant # Price Per
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp Type Granted  Share($) Comments

TRAINA,SAMUEL JUSTIN UCM Vice Chancellor - Research and Economic Development

California Almond N Panel 16 16 0 16 $1,000

Board Science Member

Advisory Panel

TUCKER,WILLIAM TINSLEY UCOP EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-INNOVATION ALLIANCES & SERVICES

Idaho State Board of N Consultant 24 8 16 8 $7,500

Education

VACCA,SHERYL JEANNE UCOP Senior Vice President - Chief Compliance and Audit Officer

Health Care N Academy 72 72 0 72 $43,000

Compliance Teacher

Association

VIVIANO,PAUL UCSD Associate Vice Chancellor - Health Sciences and Chief Executive Officer

Alliance HealthCare P Board 58 48 10 48 $35,011 $60,614 Stock Restricted 2,300 26.36 Board dinners

Services Member Stock Units are held
outside of
normal working
hours

WALSHOK,MARY LINDENSTEIN UCSD Assoc Vice Chan. Extended Studies and Public Service, Dean-University Extension

Girard Foundation N Board 25 0 25 0 $5,000 Meetings held

Member outside of
normal
business hours

Int'l Adv. Board to N Advisor 48 48 0 48 $2,500 Complete org

Tech Review Council of name:

Sultan International
Advisory Board
to Technical
Review Council
of the Sultan of
Oman

WILTON,JOHN UCB Vice Chancellor - Administration & Finance

Leblon Equities P Asset 29 27 2 24 $20,000 Only 24
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Location

Working Title

Name of Org Non-
(Prof'l Svc Profit=N
Provided For) Profit=P Role

Total
Time
Served
(Hrs)*

Time Time
During Outside
Bus Bus
Hours Hours

Vacation Cash
Debited Comp

Deferred Description
Comp
(Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) ®) ®)

Deferred
Comp

Other Description
Comp Of Other

(%)

Comp

Grant
Type

#
Granted

Strike
Price Per
Share($)

Comments

Manageme
nt

Conference
Speaker

Globalization of Higher N
Education

YELICK,KATHERINE A
Institute for Defense N
Analyses

Advisory
Board
Member
and
Consultant
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24

LBNL
32

16 8 0 $50,000

Associate Laboratory Director
32 0 32 $7,200

vacation hours
were debited
because VC
Wilton served
an equal
number of
hours on UC
business
during nights
and weekends
to offset some
of the time
spent on OPA
during
business hours.

Vacation hours
were not
debited
because VC
Wilton served
an equal
number of
hours on UC
business
during nights
and weekends
to offset the
time spent on
OPA during
business hours.
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(Prof'l Svc Profit=N Served Hours Hours Debited Comp Comp Deferred Comp Of Other
Provided For) Profit=P Role (Hrs)* (Hrs)  (Hrs) (Hrs) (%) %) Comp ($) Comp

Strike
Price Per
Share($)

Comments

* Total Time Served equals the combined hours of Time During Business Hours and Time Outside Business Hours.
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CSU PRESIDENTSAND OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT

NAME CAMPUS NATURE OF ANNUAL TIME EXPECTED
OUTSIDE INCOME COMMITMENT | DURATION
EMPLOYMENT
Horace Mitchell Bakersfield None None None Not Apable
Richard Rush Channel Islands| None None None Notiégige
Paul Zingg Chico None None None Not Applicable
Willie Hagan Dominguez Hills| None None None Not Aipable
Leroy Morishita East Bay JA Health Benefits | $14,000- Three hour 5 years
Trust: Board Chair $16,000, all of| quarterly
and Member which is meetings occur
donated. outside of work
($1,000/mo (either Friday at
and $1,000 pef M or on
meeting) weekends). No
university time is
used.
Joseph Castro Fresno None None None Not Applicable
Mildred Garcia Fullerton None None None Not Applitza
Lisa Rossbacher Humboldt None None None Not Applea
Jane Conoley Long Beach None None None Not Apdkcab
William Covino Los Angeles None None None Not Applvle




NAME

CAMPUS

NATURE OF ANNUAL TIME EXPECTED

OUTSIDE INCOME COMMITMENT | DURATION

EMPLOYMENT
Thomas Cropper Maritime None None None Not Applicable
Eduardo Ochoa Monterey Bay None None None Not Apple
Dianne Harrison Northridge None None None Not Aqgddle
Soraya Coley Pomona None None None Not Applicab
Robert Nelsen Sacramento None None None Not Appéca
Tomés Morales San Bernardino United Health Grou$12,000 4 telephonic Open

of New York, Board meetings per year Appointment

Member
Elliot Hirshman San Diego None None None Not Apgthie
Leslie Wong San Francisco None None None Not Apple
Susan Martin San Jose None None None Not Applicalp
Jeffrey Armstrong San Luis Obispg  None None None t Applicable
Karen Haynes San Marcos None None None Not Appécalp
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Joseph Sheley Stanislaus None None None Not Afpbdica
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6870CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES (VOTE ONLY)

| Issue 1: Spring Finance Letter — Capital Outlay |

The Governor submitted a spring finance letter requesting to reappropriate funds from the 2015-16
fiscal year (FY) to 2016-17 FY due to various delays for the following projects:

El Camino Community College District, EI Camino College Compton Center:
Instructional Building Replacement: This project consists of demolishing one permanent
building and parts of two other permanent buildings; removing two portable instructional
buildings; and constructing a new, two-story instructional building on the site of the
demolished structures. The new building will replace 32,117 assignable square feet (asf) in the
current structures with 17,180 asf (26,500 gross square feet). Assignable square feet is the
space in a building that is usable for programmatic purposes. The new building will consist of
9,575 asf classroom space, 4,175 asf laboratory space, 3,180 asf office space, and 250 other
asf. Construction for this project was delayed because the California Environmental Quality
Act review process took longer than anticipated resulting in a several month delay in the
project schedule. This project is now estimated to be completed in July 2019. The
reappropriation of $13.4 million in construction funds will allow this project to continue
without further delay.

Last year, the Legislature approved a spring finance letter which requested to reappropriate
funds for the project’'s working drawings from the 2014-15 FY to the 2015-16 FY. The
preliminary plans were delayed due to legal concerns with the original procurement document
for an architect. This delay in the development of the preliminary plans resulted in the entire
project schedule being revised including delaying the construction phase.

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

Staff Recommendation: Approve spring finance letter to reappropriate construction funds for El
Camino College Compton Center instructional building, and College of the Redwoods utility
infrastructure replacement.

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

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

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

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

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

Background:

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

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

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

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

support the facilities planning unit.

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

| Issue 3: Spring Finance Letters

Description:

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

Federal Funds Adjustments

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

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

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

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

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

“5. Of the funds appropriated in this item—$10;88D $13,514,000 is for dispute resolution
services, including mediation and fair hearing &y, provided through contract for the special
education programs. The State Department of Educatiall ensure the quarterly reports that the
contractor submits on the results of its dispuselgion services include the same information as
required by Provision 9 of Item 6110-001-0890 ad Budget Act of 2006 (Chs. 47 and 48, Stats.
2006) and Section 56504.5 of the Education Coderefhelct year-to-date data and final year-end
data.”
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3. Support and Local Assistance, Transfer of the Comnuity Supplemental Food Program
(6100-001-0890 and 6100-201-0890}t is requested that Schedule (2) of Iltem 6100-0820 be
decreased by $108,000 Federal Trust Fund and tiegpasition be eliminated, and that Schedule
(1) of Item 6100-201-0890 be decreased by $4,501F@@leral Trust Fund to reflect the permanent
transfer of the Commodity Supplemental Food Progiram the CDE to the Department of Social
Services (DSS). This program originally served-ioaome women, children, and seniors. Given
that federal law was changed to limit eligibility low-income seniors, the DSS is better suited to
administer the program. Conforming augmentatioiisbe proposed for the DSS budget to allow
for the administration of the program.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Information Network.

It is also requested that Schedule (3) of this ibemincreased by $5,112,000 federal Title Il funds
to reflect a $2,612,000 increase to the federattgaavard and $2.5 million in one-time carryover
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funds. This program provides services to helpettglattain English proficiency and meet grade
level academic standards.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

at a selected group of low-performing Californiaddie schools.

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

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

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

It is further requested that provisional languagetided as follows to conform to this action:
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Staff Comments:

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

Staff Recommendation:

Approve Spring letter issues 1-17 with conformirigcgholder budget bill language as listed in this
item.
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6600HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW

Issue 4: Spring Finance Letter — Capital Outlay

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

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

Background:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

| Issue 5: State Operations

Description:

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

Panel:

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

Background:

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

California Department of Education
Authorized Positions and State Operations Funding
Proposed

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
Authorized Positions
Headquarters 1,505.80 1,507.80 1,501.30
State Special Schools 948.10 947.10 947.10
Total 2,453.90 2,454.90 2,448.40
Funding
CDE Headquarters
General Fund 55,813,000 59,079,000 54,259,000
Federal Funds 170,340,000168,866,000 160,463,000
Other Funds (Restricted) 32,840,00032,144,000 28,067,000
Total 258,993,000 260,089,000 242,789,000
Percent General Fund 220 23% 22%
Percent Federal Funds 66% 65% 66%
CDE State Special Schools
Proposition 98 GF 52,530,000 54,162,000 54,307,000
Non-Proposition 98 GF 45,462,000 48,608,000 50,280,000
Federal Funds 0 0 0
Other Funds 10,495,000 10,550,000 10,554,000
Total 108,487,000 113,320,000 115,141,000
CDE Headquarters & State Special Schools
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General Fund 153,805,000161,849,00Q 158,846,000
Federal Funds 170,340,000168,866,00Q0 160,463,000
Other Funds 43,335,000 42,694,000 38,621,000
Total 367,480,000 373,409,000 357,930,000

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

Governor’s Budget Proposals:

Additional Workload and Funding for the California Department of Education

2016-17 Governor's Budget (In Thousands)

New Workload Funding | LAO Recommendation and Rationale

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

=

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

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

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

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

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

Program. Ongoing federal funding.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review



Subcommittee No. 1 May 5, 2016

5 | Provide training and assistance to 100 Recommend Approvabome agencies still

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

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

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

=

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

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

Total $1,182

Other State Operations:

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

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

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

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

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

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

2016-17 and 2017-18.

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

Issue 6: After School Education and Safety Program

Panel:

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

Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

Background:

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

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

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

ASES programs must include:

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

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

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

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

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

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

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

Other Proposals:

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

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

Suggested Questions:

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

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

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

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

Issue 7: California Association of Student Councils

Panel:

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

Background:

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

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

Budget Request:

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

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

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

3. What fund sources does CASC rely on currently?

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

Issue 8: Proposition 47 — Education Funding

Panel:

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

Background:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

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

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

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

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

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

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

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

Staff Comments

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

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

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

Issue 9: Charter School Start-up Funding

Panel:

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

Background:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Governor’s Budget:

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

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

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

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

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

so much federal carryover

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

* Does the Administration have a long-term plan fgumorting new charter schools?

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 22



Subcommittee No. 1 May 5, 2016

* What is the need for state operations for the Gi&diminister the proposed grants?

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

Staff Recommendation:Hold open pending updates at the May Revision.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 23



Subcommittee No. 1 May 5, 2016

6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 10: Student Friendly Services

Panel:

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

Background:

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

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

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

Califomia College Guidance Initiative Funding

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

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

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

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

LAQO’s Analysis and Recommendation:

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

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

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

Suggested Questions:

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

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

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

Issue 11: Multi-Tiered Systems of Support

Panel:

Mollie Quasebarth, Department of Finance

Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Debra Brown, Department of Education

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

Background:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* LEA implementation teams that include LEA leadepsémd stakeholders.

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

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

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

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

Suggested Questions:

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

2) How will the work of LEAs under the MTSS framewaakgn with the strategies LEAS are
implementing under their LCAPS, related to the egghte priorities? How does the work of
OCDE support LCAPs?
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Staff Recommendation:Hold issue open pending updated information aMhg Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

| Issue 12: State Special Schools |

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

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

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

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

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

ltem 1:

Deferred Maintenance

Panel:

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

Background:

The state special schools are administered by Bie, @hich is responsible for determining how much
to set aside for maintenance projects from theatpey funding provided for the schools. Historigall
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maintenance projects have been underfunded anteaete maintenance backlog has grown. In 2002,
the CDE took action to begin reducing this backdogl since then has budgeted around $2.4 million
annually, with larger appropriations in recent weg#4.7 million in 2012-13 and $2.8 million in 2013
14). According to the CDE, in 2014-15, the statecgd schools used $1.8 million for deferred
maintenance.

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

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

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

Legislative Analyst’s Office Analysis and Recommerations:

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

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

Suggested Questions:

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

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

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

Panel:

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

Background:

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

Governor’s Budget Proposal:

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

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

Legislative Analyst’'s Office Analysis and Recommenrations:

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

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

Staff Comments:

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

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

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

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

Issue 13: Student Mental Health Services Audit |

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

Panel:

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

Background:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Suggested Questions:

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

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

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

Staff Recommendation:Information only.
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Motion: Approve Issues 1 through 3 as Proposed
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the 2016-17 and 2017-18.
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3) Approve an additional $133,000 in non-Proposition 98 General Fund and one position for
district re-organization workload.
Vote: 2-1(Moorlach)
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
6870CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Issue 1: Proposition 98 Overview

Panel: Department of Finance
Legislative Analyst’s Office
Department of Education
Community College Chancellor’'s Office

GOVERNOR MAY REVISION PROPOSALS
Proposition 98 Overall Funding—K-12 and Community Colleges

California’s Proposition 98 guarantees minimum funding levels fet2Kschools and community
colleges. The estimated Proposition 98 funding obligations included in the May Revision for the
three-year period of 2014-15 to 2016-17, increased by a total of $626 million from the Governor’'s
budget. More specifically, the revised Proposition 98 minimum guarantee levels for the 2014-15
through 2016-17 fiscal years are $67.2 billion, $69.1 billion, and $71.9 billion, respectively. Compared
to January, this reflects the following yearly changes, due to increases in prior year revenues and
slower growth in the current and budget year:

0 An increase of $463 million to the 2014-15 guarantee.
0 A decrease of approximately $125 million to the 2015-16 guarantee.
0 An increase of approximately $288 million to the 2016-17 guarantee.

The Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is determined by comparing the results of three “tests” or
formulas that are based on specific economic and fiscal data. The factors considered in these tests
include growth in personal income of state residents, growth in General Fund revenues, changes in
student enroliment, and a calculated share of the General Fund. Very generally, Test 1 is based on a
percentage of General Fund; Test 2 on growth in personal income; and Test 3 on General Fund
Growth. The May Revision assumes that in 2016-17 Proposition 98 is calculated using Test 3,
including the payment of the required Test 3B supplement. The May Revision continues to estimate
that 2015-16 is a Test 2 year and in 2014-15 a Test 1 is applicable and virtually all new state revenue
goes to K-14 education under Proposition 98.

In addition, these proposed funding levels reflecipBsition 98 Maintenance Factor balances of $155
million in 2015-16 and $908 million in 2016-17.
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Proposition 98 funding by segment and by GenerablFand local property taxes is shown in the table
below:

Changes in Proposition 98 Funding
(In Millions)
January May Change

2014-15 Minimum Guarantee $66,690, $67,153 $463
By Segment:

Schools 59,330 59,742 412
Community colleges 7,281 7,331 51
Other* 80 80 0
By Fund Source:

General Fund 49,554 50,029 475
Local property taxes 17,136 17,124 -12
2015-16 Minimum Guarantee $61,096) $69,050 -$125
By Segment:

Schools 61,096 60,984 -112
Community colleges 7,997 7,983 -14
Other* 82 82 0
By Fund Source:

General Fund 49,992 49,773 -218
Local property taxes 19,183 19,276 93
2016-17 Minimum Guarantee $71,585 $71,874 $288
By Segment:

Schools 63,244 63,496 252
Community colleges 8,259 8,295 36
Other* 83 83 0
By Fund Source:

General Fund 50,972 51,105 133
Local property taxes 20,613 20,769 156

*Includes funding for instructional services at Biate Special Schools,
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, aeg@tment of Development Services.
Source: Legislative Analyst's Office
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Major Program Changes — K-12 Education

Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). The May Revision includes approximately $2.9
billion for implementation of the LCFF formula, vah brings the formula to 95.7 percent of
full implementation in the 2016-17 fiscal year. $h$ an increase of $154 million over the
January proposal of $2.8 billion in ongoing invesiits in LCFF.

Mandates. The May Revision includes a total of $1.4 billiam one-time Proposition 98
General Fund to pay down the backlog of the statblgjations attributable to K-12 education
mandates. This is an increase of $134.8 milliormfrthe January proposal to pay down
approximately $1.3 billion. Similar to last yearisandates payment, the Administration notes
that this is discretionary one-time funding thafLlK-schools could use to make investments in
academic content standards implementation, techgplarofessional development, beginning
teacher induction programs, and deferred maintenamong other uses.

Early Education Block Grant Proposal. Building on the Governor’s January proposal to
create a consolidated $1.6 billion Early Educat®iock Grant, which would target pre-
kindergarten funding and services for low-income aftrisk preschoolers, the May Revision
incorporates feedback from four public comment isess to include: (1) $20 million
Proposition 98 General Fund ($10 million ongoingd &0 million one-time) for county
offices of education to work in the budget year #otransition to the new early education
program; (2) postpones its start date to 2017-3Bdévelopment of a regional early learning
plan that would align pre-K and K-12 programs; #apithe use of an existing locally-based
quality rating system to define pre-K program guyali

Emergency Repair Revolving Loan Program.The May Revision includes $100 million in
one-time Proposition 98 funds to create a new Ipeogram that will allow schools with
immediate health and safety needs to receive loansf through an expedited process to
address immediate facility needs.

Proposition 39 Energy Efficiency Programs for K-12 Education. The May Revision
increases the amount of energy efficiency fundslaa to K-12 schools in 2016-17 by $33.3
million, to $398.8 million, to reflect increasedsemue estimates.

California Center on Teaching Careers.The May Revision includes $2.5 million in one-time
Proposition 98 funds for a competitive multi-yeaarg, administered by the Commission on
Teacher Credentialing, to be awarded to a locata&thnal agency to administer the California
Center on Teaching Careers. This center would stgpatewide recruitment of individuals
into the teaching profession.

Other Technical Adjustments.The May Revision also includes the following adjnents:

o Local Property Taxes.A decrease of $196.5 million in 2015-16 and a ease of $211.3
million in 2016-17 in Proposition 98 General Furad §chool districts, special education
local plan areas, and county offices of educat®a eesult of higher offsetting property tax
revenues. An additional increase of up to $28.3ignilin 2015-16 for special education
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local plan areas for an unexpected decrease iregsofaxes related to the end of the triple
flip.

o Average Daily Attendance.An increase of $11.2 million in 2015-16 and a dase of $2
million in 2016-17 for school districts, chartehsols, and county offices of education as a
result of changes in projected attendance.

o Categorical Program Growth. A decrease of $5.7 million Proposition 98 Genénahd
for selected categorical programs based on updestichates of projected attendance
growth.

o Costof-Living Adjustments. A decrease of $22.9 million Proposition 98 Gené&wahd to
selected categorical programs, including statechies, based on a revised cost-of-living
factor of zero percent for 2016-17, reduced fromQ7 percent estimated in January.

Major Program Changes — California Community Colleges

Increased Operating ExpensesProposes an increase of $75 million PropositiorGéBeral
Fund to support community college operating expgnse

Local Property Tax Adjustment. Proposes an increase of $51.2 million Proposi®@n
General Fund in 2016-17 as a result of decreaststtihg local property tax revenues.
Proposes an increase of up to $38.6 million ProjoosD8 General Fund in 2015-16, provided
on a contingency basis, for an anticipated sharitfiaproperty taxes related to the end of the
triple flip for community college apportionment. Afunds not needed to support the shortfall
would become available for additional mandate payme

Mandate Debt Payment. Proposes an increase of $29.2 million one-timep&sition 98
General Fund to pay for outstanding mandate dela per full-time equivalent student basis,
and provides districts with discretionary one-tifaading for investments in local priorities.

Online Education Initiative. Proposes $20 million one-time Proposition 98 GahEund to
expand and expedite the adaptation and developwfennline courses though the online
course exchange.

Telecommunications and Technology Infrastructure Pogram. Proposes an increase $5
million ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund andndilion one-time Proposition 98 General
Fund to support the Telecommunications and Teclgyolofrastructure Program, which will

expand broadband capacity across campuses.

Adult Education Technical Assistance.Includes a $5 million one-time Proposition 98
General Fund increase to provide consortia withhr@al assistance, coordination, and
capacity building assistance through the 2018-9&xfiyear.

Full-Time Student Success Fundinglncludes an increase of $2.2 million Propositidh 9
General Fund to reflect the inclusion of Cal Gr@ntecipients, and an increased estimate of
eligible Cal Grant B students in 2016-17.
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Academic Senate Fundinglncludes an increase of $300,000 Proposition 98e@¢ Fund to
support the Academic Senate of the Community Cefieg

Deferred Maintenance and Instructional Equipment. A decrease of $65.8 million in
Proposition 98 General Fund to reflect alternathpending priorities. This leaves $219.4
million in one-time Proposition 98 General Fund deferred maintenance.

Cost-of-Living Adjustments. Proposes a cost-of-living adjustment from 0.47ceet to 0.00
percent, and corresponding adjustments in variatisitéees. Specifically, a decrease of $1.3
million Proposition 98 General Fund for the Disdl@s Student Programs and Services
program, the Extended Opportunities Programs amdc®s program, the Special Services for
CalWORKs Recipients program, and the Child Care Baout program; a decrease of
$136,000 Proposition 98 General Fund for the hourbn-credit funding rate for the
Community College and K-12 apprenticeship prograams] a decrease of $29.3 million for
apportionments.

Proposition 39. Proposes an increase of $4.1 million for a tofa$49.3 million to reflect
increased revenue estimates.
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ISSUE 1: CALIFORNIA STATE LIBRARY
VOTE ONLY
. o Staff
Item Subj ect Description Recommendation L anguage
1 |Increased It is requested that Item 612W.1-0001 be increased by $56,000 to providépprove as proposed
Facilities Rent and |additional funds for estimated increases in rentfagilities costs at the State
Augmentation for [Library’s 900 N Street building in Sacramento. Btate Library has limite¢l
Library Services |ability to absorb increases in these costs andratsntain existing program
6120-011-0001 levels. Therefore, this request adjusts the ap@i@n based on changes in BBL
(May Revision) those costs in fiscal year 2016-17.
ISSUE 2: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
VOTE ONLY
: o Staff
Item Subj ect Description Recommendation L anguage
2 |UC Revenue The May Revision includes a decrease of $474,080 the Cigarette and [Approve as proposed
Adjustment Tobacco Products Surtax Fund Research Accountpilitpose of this BBL
6440-001-0234 funding is for tobacco-related disease research.
(May Revision)
3 |Amend Provision |The Administration proposes that the Budget Bityisions related to the |Approve as proposed
Related to Regents’ adoption of a sustainability plan refkbett action. Therefore, it is
Sustainability Plan |[requested that paragraph (1) of subdivision (&ro¥ision 3 of Item 6440-
6440-001-0001 001-0001 be amended to to assume the availabflitysources consistent BBL
(May Revision) with the framework for long-term funding endorsedthe Regents in May
2015.

May 17, 2016
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ISSUE 3: CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION

General Fund for
Cal Grant
Program with
Temporary
Assistance for
Needy Families
(TANF)
Reimbursements
6980-101-0001
(May Revision)

in the amount of TANF reimbursements budgeted ppstt costs of the Ca
Grant program. These reimbursements directly b@smeral Fund costs.

VOTE ONLY
: o Staff
Item Subj ect Description Recommendation L anguage
4 |Increase The May Revision includes a $500,000 increase @entione basis to allow |Approve as proposed BBL
Reimbursements |CSAC to receive funds for a potential partnershighwhe College Futures
for Partnership Foundation. The scope of the arrangement is deiaized. To the extent
with College an agreement is not reached, no additional fundddime expended.
Futures
Foundation
6980-001-0001
(May Revision)
5 |ReviseCal Grant |The May Revision proposes a decrease of $101,582¢0flect revised co|Approve as proposed BBL
Program Estimates|estimates for the Cal Grant program primarly duepdate participation
6980-101-0001 information. Additionally, the May Revision assuna&$51 million decrease
(May Revision) to reflect revised estimates of grant
recipients and average award amounts in 2015-16.
6 |Adjust Offset of |The May Revision proposes a decrease of $282,96%c0@flect an increagé\pprove as proposed BBL

May 17, 2016
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7 |Adjust estimates |The May Revision proposes an increase of $2,006ftect revised cost Approve as proposegd BBL
for variousLoan [estimates for the Graduate Assumption Program ahkdor Education.

Assumption
Programsfor The May Revise proposes a decrease of $91,00@¢ctreevised cost
Education estimates for the State Nursing Assumption Prograbans for
6980-101-0001 Education.The May Revise assumes incremental expeadf $67,000 to
(May Revise) reflect revised cost estimates for 2015-16.
8 |[Supplement to Cal |The May Revision proposes an increase of $3,184®08 total of Approve as proposegd BBL
Grant B Access $5,102,000 to reflect available resources in thke@e Access Tax Credit
Award Fund. This request would allow the Commission &kena supplemental

6980-101-3263 award of $22 to each student who receives a Calt@®&access award.
(May Revise)

9 |Revise Funding for |The May Revision assumes incremental savings ®&088in Item 6980-001{Approve as proposed BBL
Law Enforcement |0001 to reflect revised cost estimates for the Emfiorcement Personnel
Personnel Dependents Grant Program.

Dependents Grant
Program Estimates
6980-001-0001
(May Revise)
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6980-001- 0001
(May Revision)

Grant Delivery System identified a number of risk$1e proposed resource
would be used for staff, consulting, equipment assbciated costs to
mitigate many of the items described in the al@BAC is also expected to
reallocate resources to address any remainingsgssue

10 ([MiddleClass The May Revision assumes incremental savings 06833000 in Item 698QApprove as BBL
Scholar ship 101-0001 to reflect anticipated savings in the Neddlass Scholarship proposed. Adopt
Program Estimates|Program. Existing law appropriates $82 million flee program in 2015-16)placeholder TBL an
6980-101-0001 The Commission estimates costs of $48,461,000yt&t BBL to assume $42
(May Revise) million in savings,

The Legislative Analyst's Office recommends assarig2 million savings |and allow DOF to
for 2016-17. This assumes participation growsne With UC and CSU increase funding up
enrollment and accounts for the scheduled rampingf@award amounts. The the statutory limit
LAO also recommends budget bill language allowir@Mto increase if actual

funding up to the statutory limit if actual expetuges are higher than expenditures are
budgeted. This would ensure award amounts aresdoced due to higher than
insufficient funds. budgeted.

11 (Grant Delivery The May Revision proposes an an increase of $30&0& one-time basis|Approve as BBL
System for planning for the procurement of a new grantveéey system. Limited- |proposed.

Procurement term spending would be used to hire a project mema&@ project oversight,

Project Planning |and an independent verification and validation {ass. The Project

6980-001- 0001 |Approval Lifecycle, as implemented by the DeparthwiTechnology, is a

(May Revision) four-stage process departments follow when planmfaymation technology
projects. CSAC has submitted documents necesséinigh the first stage,
which requires a business analysis. CSAC is erplect perform activities
required in the second and third stages, whicludehlternatives analysis
and solution development, in fiscal year 2016-17.

12 |Fund Support for |The May Revision requests $1,971,000 for upgraoléiset existing Grant  |Approve as BBL
Existing Grant Delivery System. Of this amount, $526,000 is pded on an ongoing basigproposed.

Delivery System  [and $1,445,000 is provided on a one-time basisec&nt security audit of ti
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ISSUE 1: CALIFORNIA

STATE LIBRARY

DISCUSSION and VOTE

6120-211-0001

funding, and it would distribute the ongoing funglin
based on the number of people residing within exdc
the cooperative’s boundaries. The Administration
indicates it intends for the regional cooperatitcease
the funding to engage in “new business practicas’
adopt new technologies to share resources.

The Governor also proposes trailer bill language to
modify the CLSA by removing references to the
transaction-based reimbursement, which previously
covered a small portion of the costs for localdifes
extending lending services beyond their jurisdittio
Since 2011, the state has not provided fundinghfer
transaction-based reimbursement. Trailer bill lsge
also clarifies that cooperatives may use CLSA fogd
for exchanging print and digital materials.

million one-time funds. The repg
'shall include a summary of the
grants awarded, the progress of
grantees towards establishing
regional or statewide E-resourcd
platforms, information about the
utilization of shared E-resourceg
resulting from the grants, and a
description of other funding
lbenefitting the projects.

rt

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
1 California The Governor proposes a $4.8 million increase for|Approve and revise TBL to BBL and [The State Librarian in latg
Library CLSA regional cooperatives. Of this amount, $3  [require the board to submita [TBL April submitted a letter to
Services Act million is one-time and $1.8 million is ongoing. report to the Director of Finance the Legislature with four
(CSLA) According to the Administration, the board would |and the Legislature, by September potential uses for the
program determine in the future how to distribute the aonmget |1, 2017, about the use of the $3 funding. These are (1)

development of a regiong
or statewide E-resource
platform, (2) issuance of
regional or statewide
digital library cards, (3)
expansion of digital
content at local libraries,
and (4) development of
partnerships between
libraries and other public
and private agencies.

The LAO recommends
directing the State Library
to submit plan for
consideration in 2017-18
budget and reject the
proposal without
prejudice.

D
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2  |Augmentation
for Library
Services (May
Revise)
6120-011-0001

The May Revision proposes the Library Services A
be increased by $505,000 to provide additional $un
for costs of publications, database subscriptiand,
other resources. This request provides fundséans
identified in the State Library’s review of its use
needs.

The 2015-16 budget provided $521,000 General F
on a one-time basis for digital scanning equipmient
help the library make critical improvements to bett
preserve historical materials. In addition to tha&t&
Library, the California Historical Society (CHS)
headquartered in San Francisco, also conducts
preservation activities. CHS is the state’s officia
historical society, and has a collection of 50,000

ind

volumes of books and pamphlets, 4,000 manuscrigts,
750,000 photographs, posters, maps and periodicgls,

and artifacts of California history. CHS also hdsa
Angeles office at LA Plaza de Cultura y Artes, whic
holds interactive exhibits and programs regarding

Mexican-American culture. In 2015, the State Lilgrar

worked with CHS to enhance online access to the
collection, including the creation of a digital ess
management system, associated archival cloud-bal
storage infrastructure, and a public facing web-
searchable database.

CHS

1%2)
D
o

Approve May Revision proposal
@nd provide $1 million one-time
General Fund to the State Libra
to support the CHS to increase

access to exhibitions and public
programs in its San Francisco a
Los Angeles offices.

BBL

The Governor's proposal
will provide $343,000 for
microfilm, $141,000 for
databases and other e-
resources, and $21,000 f
periodicals and specialize
academic and scientific
journals.

The LAO recommends
rejecting the Governor's
May Revise proposal
without prejudice until
more information
justifying the associated
costs is available.

or
0|
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ISSUE 2: UNIVERSITY

OF CALIFORNIA

DISCUSSION and VOTE

Item

Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

L anguage

Comments

UC Funding

6440-001-0001

The Governor's budget proposes $125.4 million
General Fund increase for the UC to support the
Administration’s plan in higher education that stdr
in 2013-14. This funding comes with budget bill
language requiring the UC to file a three-year
sustainability plan by November 30, 2016, but therg
no other budget language directing UC on how to
spend this additional funding.

Staff recommends to increase this item by $51 omill

students, with each campus to significantly inceghg
number of resident students enrolled at high schog

with 75 percent or more unduplicated students, and3) require UC provide a report

provide targeted retention and student supporices)
with $6 million General Fund to enroll 600 more
graduate students. If the university does not rireset
enrollment goal specified in provision by at 1e480
students, the Director of Finance shall reverh t
General Fund by May 15, 2018 the amount of fund
equivalent to the marginal cost in provision muié&g
by the difference in actual resident undergraduate
enrollment and the enroliment goal.

Adopt modified BBL to increase
the item by $51 million to do all
the following (1) enroll 4,000
more undergraduate resident
students, and to establish a
pprogram for each campus to
significantly increase the numbe|
of resident students enrolled fro
high schools with 75 percent or

more unduplicated students, and
General Fund to increase enrollment by 4,000 resigigrovide targeted student suppor

services; (2) allocate $6 million f
enroll 600 more graduate studer

May 1, 2018 on whether it has n
the 2017-18 enrollment goal; (4)
the university does not meet the
enrollment goal, funding for the

difference between the enrolime
ggal and actual enrollment will b
reverted back to the General Fu

BBL

Ir
m

0
ts;
y
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4 A-G Success
Initiative

The Administration proposes trailer bill language t
appropriate $4 million General Fund on a one-time
basis for an A-G Success Initiative. The initiativill
provide funds for the development of high-quality
online classes and curriculum that would be appio
by the UC for purposes of satisfying the A-G subjeq
requirements, including advanced placement class
and curriculum. Trailer bill specifies that fundsadl be
used to develop at least 45 A-G online courseslaVi
the proposal does not specify a particular progthm,
Administration indicates this funding will be proed
to UC Scout.

UC Scout currently provides 26 online A-G

and advanced placement courses for high school
students.California high schools and students san
UC Scout for free to supplement face-to-face
instruction. Alternatively, students directly ohsols
on their behalf can pay a course fee ranging fra604
to $299 per semester for UC Scout to provide cred
bearing instruction solely online.

Adopt placeholder TBL for $4
million for the development of A{
G courses at K-12 districts withil
an existing UC outreach prograr
e

£S

n

—

TBL

o ——

LAO notes that the
proposal lacks informatio
on how much unmet
demand exists for
additional online A-G
courses, and which
specifiic course have the
greatest unmet demand.
LAO recommends to reje
with prejudice.

May 17, 2016
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5 Firearm

Violence
Research
Center

Provisions within federal appropriations prohilbiet

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention fromgiganguage for $5 million one-time|

funds to advocate or promote gun control. Staff
recommends providing $5 million one-time Genera
Fund over five years to establish a Firearm Vioéenc
Research Center at the University of CaliforniaisTh
center seeks to fill a void in research by prowdine
scientific evidence on which firearm violence
prevention policies and programs can be based. ItS
research shall include, but not be limited to, the
effectiveness of existing laws and policies intehtte
reduce firearm violence, including the criminal nse
of firearms, and efforts to promote the responsible
ownership and use of firearms.

Adopt placeholder trailerbill

General Fund to establish the
center.

TBL

May 17, 2016
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ISSUE 3: CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
DISCUSSION and VOTE

Item

Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

L anguage

Comments

Unallocated
Base
Augmentation
6610-001-0001

The Governor’s proposed budget includes a $148.
million General Fund increase for CSU to suppoet t
Administration’s fourth installment of their fowyear
investment plan in higher education. The budget
proposes: (1) a $125.4 million unallocated
augmentation identical to UC'’s base increase, 1f2) &
additional unallocated $15 million associated with
savings from changes to the Middle Class Scholars
program made in 2015-16, and (3) $7.9 million for
lease-revenue bond debt service. The Governor dg
not propose enrollment targets or enroliment growt
funding and assumes no increase in tuition.

Staff suggests that of this schedule, $27.35 miliso
for CSU to increase enrollment by 3,565 full-time
equivalent students (FTES) at the CSU by the end
the 2016-17, when compared to 2015-16. The CSU
shall provide a preliminary report to the Legistatby
March 15, 2017, and a final report by May 1, 20dry,
whether it has met the 2016-17 enroliment goal. If
CSU does not meet its total state-supported eneoitr
goal by at least a margin of error of 357 FTES ayM
15, 2107, the DOF will revert the total amount of
enrollment funding associated with the total stadre
the enrollment goal that was not met.

BApprove modified BBL to (1)
nncrease enrollment by 3,565 ful
time equivalent students, (2)
require CSU to provide a
preliminary report to the
\Legislature by March 15, 2017,
and a final report by May 1, 201
bn whether it has met the 2016-
enrollment goal, and (3) should

Tevert to the General Fund.

€U not meet this goal, funds wji

BBL

g

May 17, 2016
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7 One-Time
Funding for
New Plansto
Improve
Graduation
Rates
6610-001-0001]

The Administration proposes trailer bill language t
appropriate $25 million from the General Fund te th
CSU on a one-time basis. Release of these funds
would be contingent upon certification by DOF ttre

plans approved by the trustees to increase four-yeagraduation rates for first

graduation rates and two-year transfer graduattest
are consistent with the approach described in the
Governor's Revised Budget Summary. Given this
proposal, the administration proposes to delete the
required sustainability plan from the budget bill.

Approve $35 million General
Fund and modify TBL to (1)

include a plan and time frame tq
increase four-year and two-year

generation college students, ang
underrepresented minorities
students; (2) clarify that a
comparable institution is of simil
size and has similar student
demographics as CSU, and (3)
require CSU to adopt policy

TBL and
BBL

recommendations for the CSU gnd

the Legislature to address
systemwide and individual camg
time-frame goals of 2-year and 4
year graduation rates, to be
modified as necessary. Reject
proposal to remove the
sustainability plan.

CSU's overall four-year
graduation rate for first
time freshman is 19
percent, where as the fou
year graduation rate for
low-income freshman
students is 12 percent.
Additionally, the overall
two-year graduation rate
for transfer students is 3(
percent, compared to 29
percent of low-income
transfer students.

=

The LAO recommends
rejecting the proposal as
this focuses on one
performance metric, and
notes that it is unclear if
CSU would spend the
funding in ways that
improve its graduation
rates.

May 17, 2016
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8 CSU Student | The May Revise proposes that Item 6610-003-000]Approve as proposed. BBL The network involves 13
Success added in the amount of $1.1 million to support@&U campuses conducting
Networ k Student Success Network. This new network would be foundational research in
6610-003-0001 |led by faculty, staff, and administrators across the CSU, holding

campuses and administered by the Education Insights convenings, and

Center at CSU Sacramento. The network would disseminating key findings

support campus leaders who are committed to to help drive reforms in th

exploring new ways to improve outcomes for studepts CSsu.

and scaling effective practices more broadly by

convening them to identify common challenges, The LAO notes that CSU

conducting research on interventions, and already has available $34

disseminating information across the system. million ongoing to improv:
student outcomes, the
Legislature could earmar
funding for this proposal
from within CSU’s
existing base
appropriation.

May 17, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 13



ISSUE 4: CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION
DISCUSSION and VOTE
Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
9 California The California Student Opportunity and Access  |Adopt modified BBL to provide BBL

Student Program (Cal-SOAP) provides services to improve |$340,000 to create a Cal-SOAP
Opportunity postsecondary opportunities for socioeconomicallytconsortia in the Inland Empire, qf
and Access challenged elementary and secondary school studgwtsich $90,000 is one-time for a
Program (Cal- [Services include providing information about planning grant.
SOAP) postsecondary education and financial aid, tutgring
6980-101-0001 |and academic preparation.

Funding for Cal-SOAP programs is provided on a

matching basis between state funds matched by lotal

consortia partners on at least a 1:1 ratio. Matghin

contributions are provided in the form of cash, kvor

wtudy, or in-kind services, with in-kind services

representing the majority of the match. Curreritigre

are 14 Cal-SOAP consortia, who receive between

$276,000 to $580,000, based on consortium sizee€]

is no consortia currently in the Inland Empire. CSA

notes that various entities have expressed intarest

developing a consortia in the region.

10 [Adjust The May Revision also proposes a decrease of  |Approve as proposed. BBL

estimates for $2,262,000 to reflect revised cost estimates fer th
Assumption Assumption Program of Loans for Education. For 2
Programsfor |16, the May Revision assumes incremental savings of
Education $2.1 million to reflect revised cost estimatestfor

program.

May 17, 2016
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ISSUE 1: CALIFORNIA STATE LIBRARY
VOTE ONLY
. . Staff
Item Subject Description Recommendation Language Vote
1 (Increased It is requested that ltem 612011-0001 be increased by $56,000 to prov|d@prove as 3-0
Facilities Rent and [additional funds for estimated increases in redtfagilities costs at the  [proposed
Augmentation for [State Library’s 900 N Street building in Sacramernibe State Library hag
Library Services [limited ability to absorb increases in these casis also maintain existing
6120-011-0001 |program levels. Therefore, this request adjusisafipropriation based on BBL
(May Revision) changes in those costs in fiscal year 2016-17.
ISSUE 2: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
VOTE ONLY
. . Staff
Item Subject Description Recommendation Language Vote
2 |UC Revenue The May Revision includes a decrease of $474,0a0 the Cigarette and |Approve as 3-0
Adjustment Tobacco Products Surtax Fund Research Accountpiifpose of this proposed BBL
6440-001-0234 |funding is for tobacco-related disease research.
(May Revision)
3 [Amend Provision [The Administration proposes that the Budget Bitiyisions related to the [Approve as 3-0
Related to Regents’ adoption of a sustainability plan refkbett action. Therefore, it ipproposed
Sustainability Plan |[requested that paragraph (1) of subdivision (&rokision 3 of ltem 6440-
6440-001-0001 |001-0001 be amended to to assume the availabflitgsmurces consistent BBL
(May Revision) with the framework for long-term funding endorsadthe Regents in May
2015.
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Cal Grant
Program with
Temporary
Assistance for
Needy Families
(TANF)
Reimbur sements
6980-101-0001
(May Revision)

of the Cal Grant program. These reimbursemenéztljroffset General
Fund costs.

ISSUE 3: CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION
VOTE ONLY
. . Staff
[tem Subject Description Recommendation L anguage Vote
4  |Increase The May Revision includes a $500,000 increase @atine basis to allow |Approve as BBL 3-0
Reimbursements [CSAC to receive funds for a potential partnershiih whe College Futures [proposed
for Partnership Foundation. The scope of the arrangement is Heiatized. To the extent
with College an agreement is not reached, no additional fundddiuze expended.
Futures
Foundation
6980-001-0001
(May Revision)
5 |ReviseCal Grant |The May Revision proposes a decrease of $101,582¢0flect revised |Approve as BBL 3-0
Program cost estimates for the Cal Grant program primauky th update participatiqproposed
Estimates information. Additionally, the May Revision assun&$51 million decreage
6980-101-0001 |to reflect revised estimates of grant
(May Revision) recipients and average award amounts in 2015-16.
6 |Adjust Offset of |The May Revision proposes a decrease of $282,96%¢0fflect an Approve as BBL 3-0
General Fund for |increase in the amount of TANF reimbursements bigdiy® support costs|proposed

May 17, 2016
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Adjust estimates |The May Revision proposes an increase of $2,006fkect revised cost  [Approve as BBL 3-0
for variousLoan |estimates for the Graduate Assumption Program ahkdor Education. |proposed

Assumption

Programsfor The May Revise proposes a decrease of $91,000l¢ctreevised cost

Education estimates for the State Nursing Assumption Progriiboans for

6980-101-0001 |Education.The May Revise assumes incremental expeadf $67,000 to

(May Revise) reflect revised cost estimates for 2015-16.

Supplement to Cal |The May Revision proposes an increase of $3,184f@08 total of Approve as BBL 3-0
Grant B Access  |$5,102,000 to reflect available resources in thke@Ge Access Tax Credit |proposed

Award Fund. This request would allow the Commission #kena supplemental

6980-101-3263 |award of $22 to each student who receives a Calt®&access award.

(May Revise)

Revise Funding for | The May Revision assumes incremental savings @0&Bin Item 6980-001Approve as BBL 3-0
Law Enforcement [0001 to reflect revised cost estimates for the Emfiorcement Personnel [proposed

Per sonnel
Dependents Grant
Program
Estimates
6980-001-0001
(May Revise)

Dependents Grant Program.

May 17, 2016
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10 |MiddleClass The May Revision assumes incremental savings of5833000 in Iltem 698 Approve as BBL 2-1
Scholar ship 101-0001 to reflect anticipated savings in the N#ddlass Scholarship  |proposed. Adopt (Moorlach voting
Program Program. Existing law appropriates $82 million flee program in 2015-1¢placeholder TBL no)
Estimates The Commission estimates costs of $48,461,000/twt and BBL to assumg
6980-101-0001 $42 million in
(May Revise) The Legislative Analyst's Office recommends assgnh?2 million savings|savings, and allow

for 2016-17. This assumes participation growsrie lvith UC and CSU  |DOF to increase
enroliment and accounts for the scheduled rampingfaward amounts. |funding up to the
The LAO also recommends budget bill language aboWdOF to increase |statutory limit if
funding up to the statutory limit if actual expetudes are higher than actual expenditureg
budgeted. This would ensure award amounts aresdoced due to are higher than
insufficient funds. budgeted.

11 |Grant Delivery The May Revision proposes an an increase of $39&00 one-time basisApprove as BBL 3-0
System for planning for the procurement of a new grantwel system. Limited- |proposed.

Procurement term spending would be used to hire a project mandg project oversight,

Project Planning [and an independent verification and validation fpmrs$. The Project

6980-001- 0001 |Approval Lifecycle, as implemented by the DeparttrediTechnology, is a

(May Revision) four-stage process departments follow when planimfaymation
technology projects. CSAC has submitted documeetessary to finish the
first stage, which requires a business analysBACis expected to perform
activities required in the second and third stagddéch include alternativeg
analysis and solution development, in fiscal yer6217.

12 [Fund Support for [The May Revision requests $1,971,000 for upgradléiset existing Grant |Approve as BBL 3-0
Existing Grant Delivery System. Of this amount, $526,000 is pded on an ongoing basjproposed.

Delivery System  |[and $1,445,000 is provided on a one-time basisec&nt security audit of
6980-001- 0001 |the Grant Delivery System identified a number sksi The proposed
(May Revision) resources would be used for staff, consultingjmgeant and associated
costs to mitigate many of the items described énabhdit. CSAC is also
expected to reallocate resources to address arginem issues.
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ISSUE 1: CALI

FORNIA STATE LIBRARY

DISCUSSION and VOTE

The Governor also proposes trailer bill language to
modify the CLSA by removing references to the
transaction-based reimbursement, which previously
covered a small portion of the costs for localdites
extending lending services beyond their jurisdittio
Since 2011, the state has not provided fundinghier
transaction-based reimbursement. Trailer bill lsage
also clarifies that cooperatives may use CLSA fogd
for exchanging print and digital materials.

the grants, and a description of
other funding benefitting the
projects.

and (4) development of
partnerships between
libraries and other public
and private agencies.

The LAO recommends
directing the State Library
to submit plan for
consideration in 2017-18
budget and reject the
proposal without prejudic

11

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments Vote
1 California The Governor proposes a $4.8 million increase for [Approve and revise TBL to requ|BBL and  [The State Librarian in latg 3-0
Library CLSA regional cooperatives. Of this amount, $3ioml|the board to submit a report to th€BL April submitted a letter to
Services Act is one-time and $1.8 million is ongoing. Accordiog [Director of Finance and the the Legislature with four
(CSLA) the Administration, the board would determine ia th(Legislature, by September 1, 2017, potential uses for the
program future how to distribute the one-time funding, &nd |about the use of the $3 million ope- funding. These are (1)
6120-211-0001 |would distribute the ongoing funding based on the |time funds. The report shall development of a regiong|
number of people residing within each of the include a summary of the grants or statewide E-resource
cooperative’s boundaries. The Administration inthsgawarded, the progress of granteps platform, (2) issuance of
it intends for the regional cooperatives to use the |towards establishing regional or regional or statewide
funding to engage in “new business practices” and |statewide E-resource platforms, digital library cards, (3)
adopt new technologies to share resources. information about the utilization expansion of digital
shared E-resources resulting from content at local libraries,

May 17, 2016
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2 Augmentation
for Library
Services (May
Revise)
6120-011-0001

The May Revision proposes the Library Services A{Approve May Revision proposal
increased by $505,000 to provide additional funds {and provide $1 million one-time
costs of publications, database subscriptions, and ¢@General Fund to the State Librar

resources. This request provides funds for items
identified in the State Library’s review of its users’
needs.

to support the CHS to increase
access to exhibitions and public

programs in its San Francisco and

Los Angeles offices.

The 2015-16 budget provided $521,000 General Flind

on a one-time basis for digital scanning equipment,
help the library make critical improvements to bette
preserve historical materials. In addition to the Statg
Library, the California Historical Society (CHS)
headquartered in San Francisco, also conducts
preservation activities. CHS is the state’s official
historical society, and has a collection of 50,000
volumes of books and pamphlets, 4,000 manuscrip
750,000 photographs, posters, maps and periodica
and artifacts of California history. CHS also has a L
Angeles office at LA Plaza de Cultura y Artes, whic
holds interactive exhibits and programs regarding
Mexican-American culture. In 2015, the State Libra
worked with CHS to enhance online access to the (
collection, including the creation of a digital asset
management system, associated archival cloud-bag
storage infrastructure, and a public facing web-
searchable database.

to

IS,
s,
DS

y
CHS

ed

BBL

The Governor's proposal
will provide $343,000 for
microfilm, $141,000 for
databases and other e-
resources, and $21,000 f
periodicals and specializd
academic and scientific
journals.

The LAO recommends
rejecting the Governor's
May Revise proposal
without prejudice until
more information justifyin
the associated costs is
available.

(Block Abstaining)

2-0
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ISSUE 2: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
DISCUSSION and VOTE

Administration’s plan in higher education that starte
2013-14. This funding comes with budget bill langu
requiring the UC to file a three-year sustainability pl

by November 30, 2016, but there is no other budgefprogram for each campus to

language directing UC on how to spend this additio
funding.

Staff recommends to increase this item by $51 milli
General Fund to increase enroliment by 4,000 resig

students, with each campus to significantly increasgsthevices; (2) allocate $6 million t

number of resident students enrolled at high schoo

the following (1) enroll 4,000
ayere undergraduate resident
mtudents, and to establish a

rsidnificantly increase the numbe
high schools with 75 percent or
imore unduplicated students, ang

pnmbvide targeted student suppor

enroll 600 more graduate studer
(3) require UC provide a report i

with 75 percent or more unduplicated students, an

with $6 million General Fund to enroll 600 more
graduate students. If the university does not meet
enrollment goal specified in provision by at least 40
students, the Director of Finance shall revert to the
General Fund by May 15, 2018 the amount of fundi

provide targeted retention and student support ser\]ikfess,/, 1, 2018 on whether it has n

equivalent to the marginal cost in provision multipligdeverted back to the General Fu

by the difference in actual resident undergraduate
enrollment and the enrollment goal.

the 2017-18 enrollment goal; (4)
liee university does not meet the
@enrollment goal, funding for the

difference between the enrollme
lipal and actual enrollment will b

of resident students enrolled from

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments Vote
3 UC Funding The Governor's budget proposes $125.4 million  |Adopt modified BBL to increase [BBL 2-1 (Moorlach
6440-001-0001 |General Fund increase for the UC to support the |the item by $51 million to do all gf Voting No)
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4 A-G Success
Initiative

The Administration proposes trailer bill language t
appropriate $4 million General Fund on a one-time
basis for an A-G Success Initiative. The initiatwill

provide funds for the development of high-quality

online classes and curriculum that would be appiov
by the UC for purposes of satisfying the A-G subjed
requirements, including advanced placement classg
and curriculum. Trailer bill specifies that fundsa be

used to develop at least 45 A-G online courseslanhi

the proposal does not specify a particular progthm,
Administration indicates this funding will be praed
to UC Scout.

UC Scout currently provides 26 online A-G
and advanced placement courses for high school

students.California high schools and students san U

UC Scout for free to supplement face-to-face
instruction. Alternatively, students directly ohsols
on their behalf can pay a course fee ranging fra699
to $299 per semester for UC Scout to provide credi
bearing instruction solely online.

Adopt placeholder TBL for $4

ES

[

million for the development of A-
G courses at K-12 districts within

an existing UC outreach program.
e

TBL

LAO notes that the
proposal lacks informatio
on how much unmet
demand exists for
additional online A-G
courses, and which
specifiic course have the
greatest unmet demand.
LAO recommends to reje
with prejudice.

3-0

5 Firearm
Violence
Research
Center

Provisions within federal appropriations prohibiet
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention fromgi
funds to advocate or promote gun control. Staff
recommends providing $5 million one-time General
Fund over five years to establish a Firearm Viogenc
Research Center at the University of CaliforniaisTh
center seeks to fill a void in research by prowidime
scientific evidence on which firearm violence
prevention policies and programs can be based. Itg
research shall include, but not be limited to, the
effectiveness of existing laws and policies intehtie
reduce firearm violence, including the criminal nge
of firearms, and efforts to promote the responsible
ownership and use of firearms.

Hanguage for $5 million one-time

Adopt placeholder trailerbill

General Fund to establish the
center.

TBL

2-1 (Moorlach
Voting No)

May 17, 2016
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ISSUE 3: CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
DISCUSSION and VOTE

Augmentation
6610-001-0001

Administration’s fourth installment of their foyear
investment plan in higher education. The budget
proposes: (1) a $125.4 million unallocated

augmentation identical to UC’s base increase, 1f2) a
additional unallocated $15 million associated with

savings from changes to the Middle Class Scholprgoin whether it has met the 2016-17

program made in 2015-16, and (3) $7.9 million for

lease-revenue bond debt service. The Governor d(ﬂT&U not meet this goal, funds w

not propose enrollment targets or enrollment growt
funding and assumes no increase in tuition.

Staff suggests that of this schedule, $27.35 miliso
for CSU to increase enrollment by 3,565 full-time

equivalent students (FTES) at the CSU by the end of

the 2016-17, when compared to 2015-16. The CSU
shall provide a preliminary report to the Legistatby
March 15, 2017, and a final report by May 1, 20drv,
whether it has met the 2016-17 enrollment goal. If
CSU does not meet its total state-supported eneolim
goal by at least a margin of error of 357 FTES tayM
15, 2107, the DOF will revert the total amount of
enrollment funding.

time equivalent students, (2)
require CSU to provide a
preliminary report to the
Legislature by March 15, 2017,
and a final report by May 1, 2017

enrollment goal, and (3) should {

evert to the General Fund.

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments Vote
6 Unallocated The Governor's proposed budget includes a $148.3Approve modified BBL to (1) BBL 3-0
Base million General Fund increase for CSU to suppaet thincrease enrolliment by 3,565 full-

May 17, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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One-Time
Funding for
New Plansto
Improve
Graduation
Rates
6610-001-0001

The Administration proposes trailer bill language t
appropriate $25 million from the General Fund te th
CSU on a one-time basis. Release of these fund&l
be contingent upon certification by DOF that thansl
approved by the trustees to increase four-year
graduation rates and two-year transfer graduatitesr|
are consistent with the approach described in the
Governor’s Revised Budget Summary. Given this
proposal, the administration proposes to delete the
required sustainability plan from the budget bill.

Approve $35 million General Fu
and modify TBL to (1) include a
plan and time frame to increase

four-year and two-year graduatign

rates for first generation college
students, and underrepresented
minorities students; (2) clarify th
a comparable institution is of

TBL and
BBL

similar size and has similar studént

demographics as CSU, and (3)
require CSU to adopt policy

recommendations for the CSU ahd

the Legislature to address
systemwide and individual camp
time-frame goals of 2-year and 4
year graduation rates, to be
modified as necessary. Reject
proposal to remove the
sustainability plan.

CSUr's overall four-year
graduation rate for first
time freshman is 19
percent, where as the foy
year graduation rate for
low-income freshman
students is 12 percent.
Additionally, the overall
two-year graduation rate
for transfer students is 30
percent, compared to 29
percent of low-income
transfer students.

The LAO recommends
rejecting the proposal as
this focuses on one
performance metric, and
notes that it is unclear if
CSU would spend the
funding in ways that
improve its graduation
rates.

2-1 (Moorlach
Voting No)

May 17, 2016
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8 CSU Student
Success
Networ k
6610-003-0001

added in the amount of $1.1 million to support@gU
Student Success Network. This new network woul
led by faculty, staff, and administrators acrosspase
and administered by the Education Insights Ceriter g
CSU Sacramento. The network would support canjpus
leaders who are committed to exploring new ways tp
improve outcomes for students and scaling effective
practices more broadly by convening them to idgnti
common challenges, conducting research on

interventions, and disseminating information actbgg
system.

The May Revise proposes that Item 6610-003-000]1Am)r0ve as proposed.

be

BBL

The network involves 1
campuses conducting
foundational research in
the CSU, holding
convenings, and
disseminating key finding
to help drive reforms in th
Csu.

The LAO notes that CSU
already has available $34
million ongoing to improv:
student outcomes, the
Legislature could earmar
funding for this proposal
from within CSU’s existin
base appropriation.

D Ul

3-0

May 17, 2016
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ISSUE 4: CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION
DISCUSSION and VOTE

Subject Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments Vote
9 California The California Student Opportunity and Access Adopt modified BBL to provide BBL 2-1
Student Program (Cal-SOAP) provides services to improve ($340,000 to create a Cal-SOAP (Moorlach Voting
Opportunity postsecondary opportunities for socioeconomically{consortia in the Inland Empire, of No)
and Access challenged elementary and secondary school studgmisich $90,000 is one-time for a
Program (Cal- |Services include providing information about planning grant.
SOAP) postsecondary education and financial aid, tutoamg
6980-101-0001 |academic preparation.
Funding for Cal-SOAP programs is provided on a
matching basis between state funds matched by logal
consortia partners on at least a 1:1 ratio. Matghin
contributions are provided in the form of cash, kvor
wtudy, or in-kind services, with in-kind services
representing the majority of the match. Curreritigre
are 14 Cal-SOAP consortia, who receive between
$276,000 to $580,000, based on consortium sizeelhe
is no consortia currently in the Inland Empire. GSA
notes that various entities have expressed interest
developing a consortia in the region.
10 |Adjust The May Revision also proposes a decrease of Approve as proposed. BBL Held Open
estimates for $2,262,000 to reflect revised cost estimates fer th
Assumption Assumption Program of Loans for Education. For 2D15
Programsfor |16, the May Revision assumes incremental savings| of
Education $2.1 million to reflect revised cost estimatestfo

program.

May 17, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 1: Child Care and Early Education
1 |Early Education Block Grant The Administration proposes to consolidate exiséagy learning Reject without prejudice. |TBL
programs into a single Early Education Block Grahtailer bill
(Governor's Budget and May |language transmitted with the Governor's Budged, amended in the |This recommendation
Revision) May Revision, provides additional details aboutAtgninistration’s includes technical
proposal. The proposed amendments establish bgoearnance modegladjustments to reflect the
for the new block grant, set minimum program stadsladefine rejection of the
eligibility, require local planning, set parametéssfunding and a consolidation of funds fro
transition plan, and allow for ongoing program asseent. State Preschool,
Transitional Kindergarten,
and the Quality Rating
System Improvement.
2 |County Office of Education The Administration proposes to provide $20 milli&10 million in Reject without prejudice | BBL/TBL
Funding for the Early Education|ongoing funds and $10 million in one-time Propasitb8 General Fung
Block Grant for county office of education costs associatedh\piteparing for the
implementation of the Early Education Block Gran2D17-18 and
6100-198-0001 building local capacity to provide early educatfmoegrams.
(May Revision) The May Revision also includes provisional languegeonform to this
action. Specifically, the language would approjeriat county offices of
education the equal amount per unit of regularayedaily attendance
of school districts in each county for the 2015fit6al year. The
language provides a minimum guarantee for COE4@® $00.
3 [Implementation of the Early The May Revision proposes language to adjust treuatrof PropositionReject without prejudice | BBL

Education Block Grant and
State Preschool Cost-of-Living

(May Revision)

98 General for State Preschool, in accordance tivétlproposed Early
Education Block Grant and one-year transition.dditon, the language
reflects a decrease in the cost-of-living for Sfateschool.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
4 |Child Care Development Block [The May Revision proposes provisional language to requires the CI[Heject without prejudice | BBL
Grant Quality Funding develop a new quality funding expenditure plan as an amendment tp the
state's CCDBG state plan. The new quality expenditure plan must
6100-194-0890 prioritize activities supporting the Quality Rating and Improvement
System.
(May Revision)
5 |Child Care Single System Plan |The Administration proposes that CDE must create a plan to move Heatfact without prejudice | TBL
subsidized child care from a model of direct-contract and voucher-driven
(Governor's Budget and May |subsidies to a model of vouchers only. Amendments proposed in the May
Revision) Revision clarify that in addition to a transition plan, the SDE shall
develop recommendations for a single system of provider reimbursement,
a single set of minimum quality standards for care providers, and
improved efficiency in the access and use of vouchers for both families
and providers.
6 [Local Planning Councils The Administration proposes trailer bill language moving local plannReject without prejudice | BBL/TBL
council activities within the purview of county offices of education. This
6100-194-0890 streamlining of local child care planning and data collection maintaips a
collaborative process while identifying county offices of education ag the
(May Revision) regional leaders in setting priorities for child care and early learning
program planning.
7  |Align Provisional Language The May Revision proposes to amend budget bill language to align \Rigject without prejudice | BBL

with Proposed Trailer Bill

Language for Local Planning

Councils

(May Revision)

the Administration’s trailer bill language to bring local planning cou
activities under the purview of county offices of education.

ncil

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
VOTE ONLY

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
8 |Administrative Efficiencies The Administration proposes trailer bill languagdjgreed with several |Approve as proposed. TBL
recommendations of the child care administratifieiehcy stakeholder
(May Revision) workgroups required by Chapter 13, Statutes of 200ftese
amendments streamline processes for single-paeeification and
notices of action.
9 |Eliminate the Child The Administration proposes trailer bill languabetteliminates the Reject without prejudice | TBL
Development Teacher and Child Development Teacher and Supervisor Grantrarag
Supervisor Grant Program Beneficiaries of this program may access sevehardtnancial aid
programs. Eliminating this program allows for $3® in federal Chilg
(May Revision) Care and Development Block Grant funds to be alextéor other child
care quality activities.
10 |Adjust Federal Child Care and |The May Revisions proposes to increase CalifornaalDpportunity |Approve as requested BBL
Development Fund Carryover |and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) carryover 8tage 3 from
$15.4 million to $50.6 million (an increase of $3Million federal fund
6100-194-0890/0001 to reflect an increase in one-time federal carrydurds available from
prior years. The May Revision proposes to reduaBWORKs Stage 3
(May Revision) non-Proposition 98 General Fund by a like amoumefiect this change|.
11 |Adjust Federal Child Care and |The May Revision proposes to increase CalWORKSeSsafyinds by  |Approve as requested

Development Fund Base Grant
6100-194-0890/0001

(May Revision)

$20.5 million Federal Trust Fund to reflect an ease in the federal
grant. The May Revision also requests to make i@sponding decrease
in state funds for Stage 3 of $11.3 million to eeflthe federal fund

offset of non-Proposition 98 General Fund in th&ABARKs Stage 3
child care program. This net increase would alegteral funding for
quality activities with the amount required for 2917 by the federal
Child Care and Development Block Grant.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
12 |Early Head Start—Child Care  |The May Revision proposes to increase funds folyEéead Start by |Approve as requested BBL
Partnership, Federal Carryover |$3.8 million Federal Trust Fund to reflect an ira=e in one-time
carryover funds available from prior years to suppaisting program
6100-294-0890 activities.
(May Revision)
13 |Adjust CalWORKSs Child Care |The May Revisions proposes to decrease CalWORK&Rand 3 Approve as requested
Caseload Funding funding by $43.2 million General Fund to reflectised cost estimates
for the Stage 2 and Stage 3 child care programsSteges 2 and 3, thig
6100-194-0001 adjustment reflects a lower projected increas@éncbst of providing
care; for Stage 3, this adjustment also reflect®tqrojected caseload
(May Revision)
14 |Authorization for Mid-Year The May Revision proposes provisional languagdltavahe Approve as requested BBL
Transfers Between CalWORKs [Department of Finance discretion to authorize ayeiar transfer of
Stage 2 and CalWORKs Stage excess funds in CalWORKSs Stage 3 child care to CHRKs Stage 2
Child Care child care if the need for the funds exists in g@igram. This authority
currently exists for similar transfers from CalWO®RE&tage 2 to
6100-194-0001 CalWORKs Stage 3.
(May Revision)
15 |Adjust Child Care Programs for [The May Revision proposes a decrease of $3.5 milieneral Fund to |Approve as requested BBL

Cost-of-Living
6100-194-0001

(May Revision)

reflect a decrease in the cost-of-living adjustm&he May Revision
includes BBL which amends the standard reimburséna¢a from
$38.47 to $38.29 per day for general child cargms. The language
also adjusts the cost-of-living adjustment from70td 0.00 percent.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

VOTE ONLY

Iltem

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

ISSUE 2: K-12 Local Assistance

16

Local Control Funding Formula
/ Education Protection Account

(January budget and May
Revision)

The May Revision includes adustments to the to&H#E School District]
Base Funding in 2016-17 totaling $1.8 billion and®D15-16 $725
million. This includes adjustments for offsettiraghl revenues,
offsetting Education Protection Account funds, basd pupil transfers,
basic aid supplemental charter school costs, mimrstate aid
adjustments, adjustments to reverse TK changesthierdanuary budge
For county offices of education, in 2016-17 adjumtis include $69
million and $70.5 million in 2015-16 for offsettirigcal revenues,
offsetting Education Protection Account funds, miom state aid
adjustments, (growth and COLA 2016-17 for LCFFrawéed in separa
items below)

The Governor's Budget and May Revision also indutlenges to
Education Protection Account and correspondingstem2015-16 and
2016-17

Approve as proposed.

Conform to Proposition 94
Package.

Staff notes that this item m
change due to any
adjustments made in the fi
Proposition 98 Package.

Ry

17

LCFF Transition Funding

(January budget and May
Revision)

The Governor's Budget and the May Revision pro$2®79 billion in
LCFF transition funding for 2016-17.

Approve $2.964 in LCFF
transition Funding

Conform to Proposition 94
Package.

TBL

Staff notes that this item may

change due to any
adjustments made in the fi
Proposition 98 Package.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Iltem

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

18

Discretionary Funds and
Mandate Debt Payment

(January budget and May
Revision)

The Governor's Budget and the May Revision pro®éi@5 million in
2014-15 Proposition 98 funds for K-12 discretionargndates funds ar,
$586 million in 2015-16 mandates funding (combiméth settle-up
payments of $194 million, the total is $1.4 billjon

Amend and approve
discretionary mandate
funds ($662 million from
2014-15 funds, $280
million from 2015-16
funds, $99.9 million in ong
time Proposition 98
reappropriation funding a
$12.4 million reversion
account for a total of $1.2
billion in K-12
discretionary mandate
payments including $194
million in settle-up
payments. These
adjustments include
technical adjustments to
change the source of one
time funding. Conform to
Proposition 98 package.

BBL/TBL

Staff notes that this item may

change due to any
adjustments made in the fir
Proposition 98 Package.

19

Special Education
6100-161-0001

(January budget and May
Revision)

The Governor's Budget and the May Revision incladigistments to
Special Education in the 2016-17 for offsettingpedy taxes (net
decrease of $6.2 million).

Approve as proposed.

Conform to Proposition 94
Package.

Staff notes that this item m
change due to any
adjustments made in the fi
Proposition 98 Package.

Ry

20

Growth

6100-161, 196, 203, 601, 608, 4
- 0001

(January Proposal and May
Revision)

The May Revision provides a growth adjustment oflacrease of $7.7
million for the Special Education, Preschool, arddi€€CNutrition
programs and Charter School, School District, andry Office of
Education LCFF ADA growth. This change reduces&h@ million
proposed in the January Budget for a total growlfastment of $5.4
million.

Approve as proposed, and
conform to Proposition 98|
package

BBL

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
21 |Cost of Living Adjustment The May Revision provides a COLA adjustment of erdase of $23 |Approve as proposed, and TBL/BBL
(COLA) million for the Foster Youth, American Indian EaBgucation conform to Proposition 98
Childhood Education, American Indian Education @estSpecial package
6100-119, 150, 151, 158, 161, |Education, Preschool, Child Nutrition, and Adutisdorrectional
196, 203, - 0001 Facilities. This is an adjustment removes the CQ@fA.47 percent
proposed in the January Budget and reflects agevXOLA percentage
(January Proposal and May of zero percent.
Revision)
22 |Mandates Block Grant The May Revision requests that this item is inoeddsy $131,000 Approve as proposed and BBL
Proposition 98 General Fund to reflect increaséaicdistrict conform to Proposition 98|
6100-296-0001 participation in the Mandated Programs Block Grarttis combined |package
with a reduction of $829,000 in the January propresults in a total
(January Proposal and May adjustment of -$698,000. This additional fundingeguired to maintain
Revision) statutory block grant funding rates assuming 10@gy@ participation.
23 |Proposition 39 The May Revision requests that Item 6100-139-808thbreased by |Approve as proposed, and Technical adjustment to

6100-139-8080, 6100-639-0001
and 6100-698-8080

(January Proposal and May
Revision)

$33.4 million Clean Energy Job Creation Fund ttefincreased
projected revenues in 2016-17 tied to the corpdetehanges enacted
by Proposition 39. It is further requested thamnke5100-639-0001 and
6100-698-8080 be adjusted to conform to this actidhis adjustment

combined with an increase of $52 million in theulay proposal, resulf
in a total increase of $85.4 million

conform to Proposition 98|
package

n

reflect

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

VOTE ONLY

Iltem

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

24

State Special Schools Deferred
Maintenance

Control Section 6.10 and 6100-
005-0001

(January Budget)

The Governor proposes to provide $4 million in dinge non-
Proposition 98 General Fund to address deferredterance for the
state special schools. This is part of the Gowesnecently released
2016 Five — Year Infrastructure Plan which priaes specific
maintenance projects for existing state facilites] proposes $800
million in General Fund for projects. The funde groposed to be
appropriated through Control Section 6.10, andtbpartment of

Finance would review and approve the lists of prigj¢o be funded. Thepecifying that the state
Department of Education has identified a list ofsidte special schoolgspecial schools continue to

projects that would be submitted for the fundshwaiiority for critical
deficiencies that could be completed within tworgea

Approve $4 million in one
time. Conform to action on
Control Section 6.10 in
Subcommittee.

Add provisional language
to Item 6100-005-0001

use $1.8 million of their
existing operational funds
for deferred maintenance
projects.

TBL

Staff notes that the state
special schools have used
available operational funds
of approximately $1.8
million for deferred
maintenance in 2014-15 an
2015-16. Continuing to
dedicate these funds for thi
purpose will ensure the
maintenance backlog is

reduced in a timely manner|

25

State Special Schools Capital
Outlay

(January Budget)

The Governor proposes to provide $1.749 millionam-Proposition 98
General Fund to construct a new building for thedte school activity
center at the California School for the Deaf infroat. The project
would replace the old modular 1,920 square footding with a new
2,160 square foot permanent building.

Reject

Staff agrees with LAO
concerns that other health
and safety capital outlay
proposals should be a high
priority for these funds.

26

K-12 High Speed Network
Operating Reserve

6100-182-0001
6100-488/6100-602-0001

(January Budget and May
Revision)

The Governor proposed $8 million Proposition 98 &ahFund to fund
the operations of the K-12 High Speed Network (H8Nhe 2016-17
fiscal year. The May Revision included adjustmeatbudget bill
provisional language to specify that $3.5 millidrttee total is from one;
time funding appropriated through trailer bill aihét a portion of
operations costs are to be funded from K-12 HSHrves. In addition,
the May Revision requires reporting on E-rate aatif@nia Teleconneq
Fund subsidies received as a result of network ectiwity grants, and
Department of Finance approval, with notificatiorthe Joint Legislativ|
Budget Committee, prior to expenditure of subsilynbursements
related to these grants.

Approve as proposed with
trailer bill language to be
refined as necessary.

This recommendation
includes technical
adjustments to the source
one-time funds.

a)

BBL/TBL

Staff notes that it is the inte
of the Legislature to seek a
state audit of the K-12 HSN
program to inform future
decisions on program
funding.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
27 |California Association of The California Associated Student Councils (CASC) student-led, nqApprove $150,000 in one BBL
Student Councils profit organization that supports leadership depelent of elementary, [time Proposition 98 fundir
middle, and high school students through a vaoéfyrograms. The for the CASC to support t
CASC provides statewide and regional leadershigtedl conferences, [recruitment of and
student and advisor training, leadership experi¢merigh a 12 —regiorjscholarships for low
structure throughout the state, and opportunitestudent to serve on |income students into the
advisory boards that present to the State BoaEtatation and the organization.
Legislature.
28 |[Student Assessment Program [The January budget and May Revision adjusts funftingtudent Approve as proposed, BBL

6100-113-0001, 6100-113-0890
6100-

(January and May Revision)

assessment contracts to reflect the full costaiestide student
assessment implementation and development of nesgsments as
required by current statute. This includes andase of $3.7 million in
federal funds and a decrease of $16.2 million fatal decrease for
assessment contracts from the 2015-16 year of $alién.

Conform to Proposition 94
Package

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

VOTE ONLY

Y

pe

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
29 |Charter School Start-Up The Governor proposed to provide $20 million in-tinge Proposition |Reject BBL/TBL Staff notes that federal
Funding 98 funding to provide start-up grants to new chatdools. Federal carryover is available in the
funds previously provided for this purpose havelyexn renewed and 2016-17 fiscal year. A new
0985-001-0001 the state is currently spending remaining fedematyover through the federal grant has been
2016-17 year. The May Revision further proposed this new program released and California will
(January Budget and May should be administered by the California SchoohRae Authority in the know if it receives these
Revision) Office of the State Treasurer rather than the Cbéiacluded $50,000 funds in October of 2016.
in non-Proposition 98 General Fund for adminisigtime program. Should the state not receiv
additional federal funding, @
new state program should |
considered in the 2017-18
year after federal funds hay
been exhausted. Staff has
additional concerns about
running two programs in tw
different agencies for the
same purpose in the 2016-
year with different program
requirements.
30 |Multi Tiered Systems of Suppor{The Administration requests $30 million in one-tifPposition 98 Amend to approve $10 |(TBL Staff notes that the $10

6100-488/602-0001

(January Proposal and May
Revision)

funds to the Orange County Department of Educdtiogontinued
support of Multi Tiered Systems of Support (MTS&ptovide technica
assistance and to develop and disseminate stateggdarces to
encourage and assist LEA'’s establishing data-dsystems of learning

million in one-time
Proposition 98 funds.
Amend trailer bill languag
to specify that funds shall

and behavioral supports to meet the needs ofwalksits. In the 2015-1®e used for direct grants

Budget Act, $10 million in one-time Proposition $ding was
provided to the SPI who contracted with the Ora@genty Department
of Education (OCDE) for Developing, Aligning, andproving Systems
of Academic and Behavioral Supports for statewieleetbpment and
scaling up of a MTSS framework.

LEAs to support local
programs and practices
consistent with the MTSS
framework.

This recommendation
includes technical
adjustments to the source
one-time funds.

D

(=)

million provided in 2015-16

has just been awarded to the

Orange County Office of
Education in April of 2016.
Until these funds have bee
expended and the Legislatl
has a chance to evaluate th
development of the prograr
it is reasonable to expand t
program more slowly than
proposed by the Governor.

=

e

=)

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
31 |Proposition 47 The Governor's Budget proposes to expend funds thensafe Approve $9.9 million in  |TBL Staff notes that Legislative
Neighborhoods and Schools Act as provided in implaing legislation|Proposition 98 funds as staff, the CDE, the DOF, thp
6100-601-3286 for the purpose of supporting programs aimed atavipg outcomes fofbudgeted. LAO and other education
6100-695-3286 public school students by reducing truancy and sttpm students who and Proposition 47
6100-611-0001 are at risk of dropping out of school or are vidiof crime. The This includes Rebenching stakeholders are engaged in
Governor's Budget proposal assumed $7.3 millionlavba available fofthe Proposition 98 continuing discussions abopt
(January Budget and May these purposes, and the May Revision increasesithatnt $9.9 millionGuarantee by a like amount. the use of the Proposition 47
Revision) Proposed trailer bill language specifies that fustasll be directed K-12 education funds.
pursuant to Legislation. Potential, related legislatior]
includes SB 527 (Liu) and
AB 1014 (Thurmond).
32 |[Student Friendly Services The May Revision includes $2 million in ongoing position 98 fundingApprove $1.5 million in  |BBL Staff notes that $1.5 million|
for the Student Friendly Services Website to suppoline tools that [ongoing funding and will allow the website to
6100-172-0001 provide college planning and preparation and sesvio students, provisional language. Add operate the open access
teachers, counselors, and administrators. additional provisional services for all students, and
(January Budget and May language to specify allow for growth in the
Revision) reporting on the number gf subsidized fee-for-service
students and type of options for districts to
students served. provide their students with
addition college preparation,
application, and transcript
services.
33 |Exploratorium The Governor's Budget proposes to provide $3.5anilh ongoing Approve as budgeted. TBL Staff notes this fundind wi

6100-601-0001

(January Budget)

Proposition 98 funds to the San Francisco Unifiedd®l District to
provide professional development related to statevwrnplementation o
the Next Generation Science Standards.

f

support ongoing
implementation of the Next
Generation Science
Standards.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Iltem

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

34

After School Education and
Safety Program.

The After School Education and Safety (ASES) Pnogisithe result of
the 2002 voter-approved initiative, Proposition #Be ASES Program
funds the establishment of local after school etiogaand enrichment
programs. These programs are created through psiitpe between
schools and the local community to provide resaitoesupport literacyf
academic enrichment and activities for studentsridergarten through
ninth grade.

As outlined in Proposition 49, the ASES program aasiaranteed
funding level of $550 million annually. The ASESgram has not
received a COLA or other funding increase sincepttogram was

established, however, the ASES program also digate in cuts madée

to K-12 education programs during years of recessio

Approve placeholder trailg
bill language that would
apply a COLA to the ASE
program. In addition, the
language shall specify tha
any reductions due to
negative COLAs will not
reduce the ASES progran;
below the $550 million
constitutional limit.

TBL

=

UJ

—

Staff notes that the May
Revision does not apply a
COLA in the the 2016-17
year, however, in future yea
ASES would be eligible for
COLAs.

35

Adults in Correctional Facilities
6100-158-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision updates a reference in provisitarajuage to reflect
the correct fiscal year.

Approve as proposed.

BBL

Technical adjustment to
correct fiscal year reference
in provisional language.

36

California School Information
Services (CSIS)

Uncodified
6100-488/602-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision includes trailer bill languagettheovides $6.6
million in one-time funding for CSIS from 2014-150position 98 funds
This is a technical adjustment to adjust the soafdands, the January
budget included funding this program from reappiaipd Proposition 9
funding.

Approve as proposed with
trailer bill language, to be
refined as necessary.

TBL/ BBL

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education

Page 13



6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
37 |[Special Education Adjustment |The May Revision includes trailer bill languageprovide a Proposition|Approve trailer bill TBL

for Property Tax Revenue 98 General Fund backfill of up to $28.5 million fgpecial education (language to be refined as

(May Revision) programs for an expected special education propextghortfall in 2018necessary.
16. These funds will be available only if the ambaf local proceeds df
property taxes for special education reported dhetecond principal
apportionment and certified pursuant to EducatiodeCSection 41339
are less than those included in the 2015-16 budget.

38 |Career Technical Incentive The May Revision requests trailer bill languageatiepted to appropriafdpprove trailer bill TBL

Grant Funding Source $60 million of the $300 million provided for yeard of the California |language to be refined as
Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Progiram 2016-17 necessary.

Uncodified Proposition 98 funds. The January budget prewdusided the $60

6100-630-0001 million from 2015-16 Proposition 98 funds.

(January budget and May

Revision)

39 |Improving Teacher Quality The Governor's proposes to reduce schedule (hjitem by Approve as requested with BBL Technical adjustment to ali

$4,837,000 federal Title Il, Part A funds, to alignthe federal grant |a technical correction to with the federal grant award

6100-195-0890 award. amend BBL language and expend available

requested by DOF to carryover funds.

(Spring Finance Letter and May|The May revision further requests to increase salee@) of this item byspecify that carryover in

Revision) $126,000 in federal Title Il, Pa# B carryoverfunds to complete schedule (4) is from federpl
professional development activates for private sthas required by |Title Il, Part B.
federal law. These activities have been delaygtercurrent year due {o
a change in the contractor.

40 |Public Charter Schools Grant |The May revision includes an increase of $34,541 jadederal Approve as proposed. BBL Technical adjustment to

Program
6100-112-0890

(May Revision)

carryover funds available for the federal Publi@a@ér Schools Grant
Program. The funds shall be used to support thetirg program to
provide planning and implementation grants to naerter schools.

expend available carryover
funds.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
41 |English Language Acquisition |The May revision includes an increase of $1,246federal Title Il Approve as proposed. BBL Technical adjustment to
funds in schedule (3) of this item to reflect tvaitability of one-time expend available carryover
6100-125-0890 carryover funds from state level activities. Thasals are redirected tq funds.
local assistance for allocation to LEAs to helmdstuts attain English
(May Revision) proficiency and meet grade level academic standards
42 |National School Lunch Program|The May revision includes an increase of $3,746f@deral trust funds| Approve as proposed. BBL |Technical adjustment to ali
Equipment Assistance Grants |in schedule (1) of this item to reflect the availipof one-time federal with the federal grant awardgl.
funds to provide grants for food service equipment.
6100-201-0890
(May Revision)
43 |Tobacco Use Prevention The May revision provides an increase of $190,@08dhedule (1) of Approve as proposed. BBL |Technical adjustment to ali
Education Program ltem 6100-101-0231 and $568,000 to Schedule (ifeof 6100-102- with increased revenue
0231 in Health Education Account to reflect incezhsevenue estimatgs estimates for the Cigarette
6100-101-0231 and 6100-102- |for the Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax FBnaposition 99). and Tobacco Products Surfax
0231 Funds are used for health education efforts togmeand reduce tobacgo Fund (Prop 99).
use.
(May Revision)
44 |Reporting on federal Carl D. Staff recommends the elimination of budget billgaage (Provision 3 gApprove as requested. BBL This is a technical reqtee$

Perkins Career and Technical
Education Grant

6100-166-0890

this item) that requires the CDE to annually remorthe amount of
carryover in the item, the reasons for carryoved, the plans to reduce
the amount of carryover.

=3

reduce unnecessary and
duplicative reporting. This
report was required in past
years when significant
carryover was identified in
the item. Carryover amounts
have been reduced and
additional information can |
provided by the Department
of Education upon request.

May 18, 2016
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Comments

45

Reporting on federal 21st
Century after school grant

6100-197-0890

Staff recommends the elimination of budget billgaage (Provision 1 @
this item) that requires the CDE to annually reporthe allocation and
expenditure data for all programs funded in thésni$ for the past three
years, the reason for the carryover and the plansed of carryover
funds.

Approve as requested.

BBL

This is a technical reqtee
reduce unnecessary and
duplicative reporting. This
report was required in past
years when significant
carryover was identified in
the item. Carryover amoun
have been reduced and
additional information can |
provided by the Departmen
of Education upon request.

b

it

46

Reporting on Workforce
Investment Act Grantees

6100-156-0890

Staff recommends the elimination of budget billgaage (Provision 3
and 2 (b) of this Iltem)which 1) require an annual report summarizing
activities and performance of federal Workforcedstynent Act grantee
and 2) require an audit report of limited scopedgi@antees receiving
between $25,000 and $500,000 in federal adult educa

Approve as requested.

S

BBL

This is a technical reqtee
reduce unnecessary and
duplicative reporting.
Information in these reportg
id duplicative of other
federally required reports o
information the Department
of Education provides upor
request.

b

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 3: State Operations
47 |State Operations The May revision proposes to move $550,000 in nap&sition 98 Approve as proposed. Technical adjustment
General Fund from schedule (3) of this item to dcife (2) of this item
6100-001-0001 to correct a scheduling error.
(May Revision)
48 |Reversion of Funds from Cruz |The May Revision includes the reversion to the @arfeund of $1.6 Approve as proposed. BBL Adjustment to revert unu
Lawsuit Legal Funds million in funding appropriated in 2014-15 and $#nflion appropriated funds for legal defense cos
in 2015-16. These funds were appropriated for ldgé&nse costs for the to the General Fund.
6100-497 Cruzv. California lawsuit, the lawsuit has since been settled aaseth
remaining funds are no longer needed.
(May Revision)
49 |Career Pathways Trust The May Revision includes the reappropriation d&800 of one-time|  Approve as proposed. BBL

6100-488/602-0001

(May Revision)

Proposition 98 funds provided for the first rourfdtee Career Pathway
Trust Program and unspent to be used to suppotéthaical assistanc
needs of the program in 2016-17.

W

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 4: Trailer Bill Language
50 [Evaluation Rubrics and School |The Governor's Budget proposes trailer bill languegappropriate (lApprove TBL, to be refine TBL
Accountability Report Card $500,000 annually for 2016-17 through 2018-19 ®Sluperintendent ¢&s necessary.
Public Instruction contract with the San Joaquiu@y Office of
Uncodified Education for support of the evaluation rubrics gmelschool
accountability report card.
(January Budget)
51 [Academic Performance Index |[The Governor's Budget proposes trailer bill languegextend the Approve TBL, to be refine| TBL
authority of the Superintendent of Public Instraotto suspend the as necessary.
Education Code Section 52052 |calculation of the Academic Performance Index f@t2 16 with the
approval of the State Board of Education.
(January Budget)
52 |Special Education The May Revision includes trailer bill languageptovide a Proposition|Approve trailer bill TBL
Redevelopment Agency Reveny98 General Fund backfill for special education paogs if language to be refined as
Backfill redevelopment agency revenues distributed to kedatational agenciemecessary.
for special education are less than estimatedar2@16 Budget Act.
Uncodified
(May Revision)
53 [Funding Out of Home Care for [The May Revision requests trailer bill languagé¢oadopted to reflect |Approve trailer bill TBL

Special Education

Education Code Section
56836.165

(May Revision)

anticipated changes in funding for the Out-of-HoG@ge program for
foster students with exceptional needs receiviragisth education
services, pursuant to Chapter 773, Statutes of.2015

language to be refined as
necessary.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
54 |Single Test Delivery System The May Revision requests trailer bill language gpecifies legislative |Approve trailer bill TBL
intent that the CDE ensure, where feasible, théifd@aia computer- language to be refined as
Education Code Section 60602.based assessments utilize the assessment delygggynsinfrastructure [necessary.
and hosting platform outlined in the Smarter Batgh@echnical Hosting
(May Revision) Solution and that assessments, to the extent peseill be developed
operate on existing infrastructure and include otbquirements.
55 |Career Technical Education The January Budget includes trailer bill languageatopted to allow thgApprove trailer bill TBL This adjustment allows
Incentive Grant Superintendent of Public Instruction, in collab@matwith the executive{language to be refined as grants for the CTE Incentivi
director of the State Board of Education, additldkeibility in necessary. Grant Program to be adjust
Education Code Sections 5307(determining the amount of grant funds providedeach applicant. based on the number of
and 53076 applicants in each size
The May revision additionally requests trailer falhguage to allow the category.
(January budget and May SPI to annually review whether grant recipients pliea with the match
Revision) requirement of the CTE Incentive Grant and redbegfdllowing year's
grant funding if the match was not met.
56 |Proposition 98 Settle-up The Governor's budget proposed trailer bill langyagnended by the |Approve trailer bill TBL

Payment
Education Code Section 41207.

(January budget and May
Revision)

May Revision, to specify the amount of settle-ugrpants provided.
($218 million total - $194,173,000 for K-12 mandatand $23,827,000
#ar CCC deferred maintenance)

language to be refined as
necessary.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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57

Mandate - Reasonable
Reimbursement Methodology

Government Code Section
17518.5

(January budget and May
Revision)

The May Revision requests trailer bill languageatiepted to require th
costs used to determine a reasonable reimbursene&hbdology (RRM
for a mandate are based on audited claims. Theitge also requires
the State Controller's Office to audit a represrgasample of claimed
costs used to develop an RRM.

gipprove placeholder traile
)bill language to be refined
as necessary.

=

TBL

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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6360 - Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Item

Subject

Description

| Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

Issue 1: Other Funds

Reappropriation for Attorney
General Services

6360-001-0407 and 6360-490

(May Revision)

The May Revision includes the reappropriation a#%aillion from the
Budget Act of 2015, for use in the 2016-17 fisoaduyfor the cost of
representation by the Office of the Attorney Geheraducator discipline
cases.

Approve as proposed.

BBL

Staff notes that additio
ongoing funds were
provided beginning in
2015-16 for increased
workload at the Attorney
General's Office to addre
a backlog in teacher
misconduct caseload. In
2015-16, not all of the
funds were used, as the
AG's office has not fully
implemented their plan fd
increased staffing levels
the current year.

nal

5 =

May 17, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
Issue 1. Child Careand Early Education
1 |Child Careand Early Staff recommends the approval of $64 million GehBuad and $35 milliofApprove as proposed. BBL/TBL
Education Proposal Proposition 98 in the budget year to: (1) increthseRegional Market Ratg Adopt placeholder trailer
(RMR) to the 75th percentile of the 2014 survegibeing January 1, 201bill language to be refined
($33 million General Fund); (2) increase the StaddReimbursement Ratgas necessary.
by four percent, effective July 1, 2016 ($18 milliGeneral Fund, $35
million P98); and (3) provide 2,000 Alternative Rant slots, effective  |Conform to Proposition 98
October 1, 2016 ($13 million General Fund). Package.
Issue 2: K-12 Local Assistance
2 [Math Readiness Challenge The Governor proposes to use $6.4 million in ometfederal Title Il Approve Governor's BBL/ TBL
Program carryover funds to create the Math Readiness Giggl®rogram to suppofproposal. Amend and adopt
the implementation and evaluation of experiencesiged to grade 12 trailer bill language to
6100-195-0890 students to prepare pupils for placement into geHkevel courses in include preference for
mathematics. The Administration's intent with thisposal is to reduce the_EAs with concentrations
(January Budget, Spring Finangeates of remediation at the California State Ursitgr{CSU). These federalof unduplicated students tp
Letter, May Revision) funds are available for competitive grants for oegil partnerships betweejbe refined as necessary.
postsecondary education and high-need local edunedtagencies.
The technical adjustment to schedule (3) of tlemiteflects an increase of
$3,196,000, which includes total available carryaye$6.4 million and a
reduction to the federal grant award of $3,204,000.
The proposal would require the CDE, with approv¥ahe State Board of
Education to award five grants of $1,280,000 tdrgaships of
postsecondary institutions and LEAs regional plagran the improvement
of math readiness. Grantees must commit to shénmgaterials,
curriculum, and outcome data with other institusiom the state.
May 18, 2015 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 23
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Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

K-12 School Facility Emer gency
Repair Revolving Loan

6100-488/602-0001
6100-485/605-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision includes $100 million in one-tifdeposition 98 funds
for a K-12 School Facility Emergency Repair RevoiyLoan Program to
provide bridge loans to school districts to addigssinent emergency
health and safety facilities repairs. Eligible Eggnts must meet specified
requirements certifying that health and safety irspaeet minimum
standards of need and urgency as specified irtraill language.

School districts that receive a loan through thegpam would have the
option of paying the loan of in full without intestewithin one year or the
Superintendent of Public Instruction can strucatenger-term low intereg
loan. As loans are repaid, funds would go baakthé fund and be
available for emergency repairs at other schoeksit

—

Reject.

BBL/TBL

Staff notes that changes
the facilities program
should be made in the
context of whether or not
statewide bond for schoo|
facilities passes in
November. In addition,
staff has concerns about
the use of Proposition 98
for this purpose and the
structure and implementi
language to provide fund
on a first come - first
served basis.

May 18, 2015

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

Standar dized Account Code

Structure (SACS) Replacement

Project

6100-003-0001, 6100-001-089(¢

6100-491, 6100-497

(January Budget and May
Revision)

The May Revision requests the use of $3 millioprie-time Proposition 99
General Fund for the Superintendent of Public Uredton to contract with g
county office of education for the replacement ACS. SACs is the syster
the state uses to collect and report financial ffata school districts, coun
pffices of education and some charter schools. SS8Currently a
fragmented system that requires manual inputs asdrfany components
that are not supported by current operating systems

CDE proposed a replacement SACs system to address tssues, and ha
an approved Feasibility Study Report in 2011 edfimyacosts of $5.9
million. In 2014, CDE submitted a special projegport that shows total
project costs of $21.2 million based on updated deeds and complexity
Subsequent refinements to the project lowered ¢seto $19.4 million. Th
2015-16 budget act included an installment of $hzilfon to fund the
project, however in the summer of 2015, CDE nddifiee Joint Legislative
Budget Committee that it was terminating fundingtfee project, citing
concerns about the ability to identify ongoing fingdfor system operationg
and maintenance.

The January budget provided a total of $7.2 mil([®8.6 million in
reappropriated General Fund and $3.6.million irefaticarryover funds) fg
CDE to again undertake the SACS Replacement PrdjbetMay Revision
differs from this approach by instead providingraa amount of
Proposition 98 funds to allow a county office ofiedtion rather than the
CDE to develop the replacement system.

Approve as proposed,
including trailer bill
fanguage to be refined as
necessary.

This recommendation
reflects the technical
changes to eliminate the
(67.2 million provided in th
January budget for the
SACs replacement projec
and the appropriation of $
million one-time
Proposition 98 funds in
trailer bill for the SPI to
contract with a county
office of education.

This recommendation als(
reflects the reversion to th
General Fund of unspent
SACS appropriations from
prior years in Item 6100-
497

(0]

BBL / TBL

Staff notes that the $3
million is only the first
installment of funding for
the SACs replacement
project. Actual project
costs will be unknown
until the CDE contracts
with a county office of
education for this project,
Trailer bill language
includes a provision that
the funding only be made|
available for expenditure
upon approval of the
Department of Finance
with 30 day notice to the
Joint Legislative Budget
Committee.

May 18, 2015
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
5 [California Collaborative for Staff recommends providing $45 million in one-tiposition 98 fundingApprove as proposed with TBL Staff notes that the CCEE
Educational Excellence to the California Collaborative for Educational EXence (CCEE) to implementing trailer bill has a statutorily-assigned
conduct statewide training on the evaluation ruband their use to inform{language to be refined as role to provide technical
the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP)tlva focus on necessary. assistance and support fq
improving student outcomes and closing the achieveémap. The CCEE the continuous
shall ensure that training is provided in all regi®f the state, to all schoa| improvement of LEAs.
districts, county offices or education, charteragg, and would include The evaluation rubrics wi
education stakeholders (as defined in the LCAPg flinds would also be be a critical piece of the
used to establish a pilot program to provide techlrssistance and suppgrt new state accountability
to LEAs that volunteer to participate. This teclahiassistance will assist system and statewide
LEAs in improving their student outcomes but alsimim the CCEE in training for all education
developing its system of support and assistanceH#és. stakeholders will help to
support the system.
6 |K-12 College ReadinessBlock |Staff recommends providing $200 million in one-tifwoposition 98 Approve as proposed with TBL Staff notes that these one

Grant

funding to be available for 2016-17, 2017-18, afii&19 to provide block
grants to school districts and charter schoolsépgre high school studen
particularly unduplicated students as defined indation Code Section
42238.02, (low-income, English learner and fostrrtly), to be eligible for
admission into a postsecondary institution, andeiase the 4-year-college
going rates of these pupils.

Implementing trailer bill language would specifiatigrant funds will be
provided to school districts and charter schootb whduplicated pupil
enroliment. The SPI would determine a per undapdid pupil amount, wit
a minimum grant amount per school district or atasthool. School
districts and charter schools could use funds rfofggsional development
related to college readiness, college admissionssaling services for
students and families, instructional materials tgtport college readiness
support of student completion of A—G requiremeimtsluding increased A-
G course offerings, collaborative partnerships \pitstsecondary
institutions, and advanced placement exam feesrfduplicated students.

implementing trailer bill
Enguage to be refined as
necessary.

time funds will be used tq
help school districts and
charter schools increase
college-going rates for
high school students,
particularly low-income,
English learner, and fostg
youth pupils.

May 18, 2015
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Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments

7 |Teacher Residency Staff recommends providing $60 million in one-tiposition 98 fundingApprove as proposed with TBL Staff notes that these
to be available for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2D &scal years to implementing trailer bill program would provide a
establish a pilot program for LEAS to create orangbteacher residency |(language to be refined as path for LEAs to bring
programs targeted to chronic shortage areas, imgjigpecial education arjdecessary. well-trained, fully-
bilingual teachers. These programs would be sebaséd teacher credentialed teachers intp
preparation programs in which a prospective teaalweild teach alongside the classrooms. Researgh
an experienced mentor teacher, as defined, whiterakeiving teacher has shown that teachers jn
training instruction in a teacher credentialinggyeon in a qualified residency programs are
institution of higher education also more likely to stay in

teaching, making this cog

Implementing trailer bill language would establakrant program that effective investment which
provides LEAs with grants of $20,000 per resideitha dollar for dollar will help alleviate the
local match requirement. LEAs could use grant fuiedsuition assistance, teacher shortage.
living stipends for residents, stipends for mattachers, and residency
program operations.

8 [Special Olympics Staff recommends increasing the LCFF apportionraergunt for the Los |Approve as proposed with TBL
Angeles County Office of Education by $1 millionane-time Proposition |implementing trailer bill

6100-608-0001 98 General Fund to allow the county office to caatiwith the Special language to be refined as

Olympics Northern and Southern California to exptrelSpecial Olympics$necessary.
Unified Strategy for Schools. The Special Olympitsfied Strategy for
Schools aims to promote positive school communftiesll students,
including those with intellectual disabilities, amtludes unified sports
activities, young athletes programs, youth leadprahd advocacy progran
and whole school engagement programs.

9 [Career Technical Education The Governor requests that Budget Bill Item 6100-0801 be added to |Approve as proposed. BBL Staff notes that this action

Pathways Program
6100-170-0001

(Spring Finance Letter)

reflect the reimbursement of $15,360,000 for théf@aia Department of
Education to continue administration of the CafBehnical Education
Pathways Program with the California Community €géls Chancellor's
Office. This request allows for the enactmentrofraeragency agreemen
between the California Department of Education twedCalifornia
Community Colleges Chancellor's Office.

conforms to actions take
in the CCC budget.

May 18, 2015

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education

27



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

L

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 3: State Operations
10 |Distinguished After School The May Revision requests that $59,000 in non-Fsitipa 98 General FurjApprove as proposed BBL Staff notes that this is 4
Health Recognition Program be redirected from the support of child care sewi the administration gf technical adjustment to
Administration the Distinguished After School Health Program tppsaurt 0.5 position in reflect program funding.
2016-17. The Distinguished After School Health Paog provides
6100-001-0001 recognition for school programs that provide heaftibcation and include
health food and physical activity.
11 |Stateand Federal The May Revision provides $251,000 non-Proposiéi8rGeneral Fund for|Approve as proposed BBL
Accountability System Support |the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal yearsippart 2 existing
positions to continue the development, implemeotatand maintenance gf
6100-001-0001 the state and federal accountability systems.
(May Revision)
12 |State Operations, Instructional [The May Revision provides $362,000 in one-time,-Rooposition 98 Approve as proposed BBL
Quality Commission General Fund to support curriculum framework at¢égeaof the Instructional
Quality Commission (IQC). In the 2016-17 year, I®€ is working on the
6100-001-0001 development of the science and health curricul@méworks. Proposed
provisional language also includes the abilitytef CDE to use the funds f
(May Revision) other 1QC frameworks-related workload with the apit of the Departme
of Finance.
13 |Uniform Complaint Procedures [The May Revision provides $200,000 in one-time Rooposition 98 Approve as proposed BBL
General Fund to support the CDE's workload rel&tete review of
6100-001-0001 Uniform Complaint Procedures (UCP) appeals forl cights, physical
education, lactation accommodations, foster andetess youth rights, and
(May Revision) courses without education content. These fundiégaded to support UQ
activities in the 2016-17 year. The State Audisaanticipated to release an
audit report on UCP processes in December 201&hakill inform future
funding decisions.
14 |Health Framework Expert The May Revision reappropriated $135,000 in Itefd03001-0001 provided Approve as proposed. BBL Staff notes that work w
in the Budget act of 2015 for use in the 2016-14t yer the CDE to contra delayed until the 2016-17
6100-491 with a researcher/writer with expertise in sexficking and sexual abuse fiscal year and this
for purposes of drafting a section for the IQC @asider including in the reappropriates associate
(May Revision) Health Framework. funding.

)

May 18, 2015
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Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
15 |Charter School Facility Grant [The May Revision includes $132,000 in non-Proposi@8 General Fund fo  Approve as proposed Staff notes that additional
Program provide the California School Finance Authoritydenthe State Treasurer's funding and extended
Office, with 1 position to address Charter Schaifity Grant Program eligibility was provided fo
0985-001-0001 workload. This program provides grants to chartiiosls for rent and lease this program in the 2015-
expenditures. 16 year, resulting in
(May Revision) increased participation.
16 |Charter School Facilities The May Revision includes $230,000 in Federal TFustd to provide the Approve as proposed Staff notes that program

Incentive Grants Program
0985-001-0890

(May Revision)

California School Finance Authority, under the 8tateasurer's Office, wi
2 positions to support workload associated witleéased participation on
the Charter School Facilities Incentive Grants Paog This federally
funded program provides grant funding to chartéosets for the cost of rer
leases, or construction.

has increased patrticipation
and increased workload
due to coordination with
changes in the state
Charter School Facility
Grant Program

May 18, 2015
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Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

Issue4: Trailer Bill Language

17

The May Revision includes language that would ditkat, commencing
with the 2016-17 fiscal year, the allocation foe foster Youth Services

%or each participating county office of educatidn.addition 70 percent of

in the county and 30 percent of the allocationf@ntumber of school
districts.

Coordinating Program funds would provide a basetgaenount of $75,000

the annual funding allocation would be based omtimaber of foster youth

Approve trailer bill
language to be refined as
necessary.

TBL

Staff notes that this
language specifies an
allocation methodology fqg
the Foster Youth Serviceg
Coordinating Program that
provides more of the
funding to county offices
of education based on th¢
number of foster youth
served while still providin

=

18

Staff recommends the elimination of section 5636@.Bis section prohibit
former employees of LEAs from working for a Non-RalAgency (NPA),
which provides services such as mental health Mehspecialists, and
Autism services to students through contracts bEths for 365 days.

sApprove trailer bill
language elimination to be
refined as necessary.

TBL

Staff notes that this statute
was applicable for
addressing an issue with
the old special education
reimbursement system and
is no longer necessary
under the current system
In addition, in some LEAS
it is likely exacerbating
existing difficulties in
providing special
education services.

19

The Governor's Budget proposes trailer bill langutt defines which
records can be maintained as electronic files @fitek "electronic file". In
addition the language that the original documerglectronic file is valid fo
audit purposes.
on

Approve trailer bill
language to be refined as
necessary.

TBL

Staff notes this change
allows for LEASs to reduce
paperwork while

maintaining verifiable
records electronically.

Subj ect

Foster Youth Services
Coordinating Program
Education Code Section 42920
(May Revision)

Special Education - Non Public
Agencies

Education Code Section 56366
Independent Study

Education Code Section 51747
January Budget and May Revis
May 18, 2015
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6360 - Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Discussion / Vote

Item Subject Description | Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 1. Local Assistance
1 |Teacher Preparation Grant The May revision includes $10 million in one-time non-Proposition 98 Amend to provide $10 BBL/ TBL
General Fund for a competitive grant program, administered by the CTC to |million in one-time
6360-002-0001 and Education award one or two year grants of $250,000 to postsecondary institutions to Proposition 98 funding to
Code Section 44259.1 create or improve existing four-year integrated programs of teacher CCC to work with the CTC
preparation. to provide funds to
(May Revision) partnerships between CCCs
Grant funds could be used for faculty release time to redesign courses, and postsecondary
provide program coordinators to assist in collaboration with subject matter  [institutions to create or
professors, create summer courses for students, and recruit individuals into a [improve existing four-year
four-year program. In selecting grant recipients, the CTC shall prioritize integrated programs of
those programs that produce teachers in chronic shortage areas including teacher preparation. Adopt
specia education and partner with community colleges or K-12 LEAs. implementing trailer bill
language to be refined as
Grantees shall provide outcome data to the CTC for at least three years after |necessary.
receipt of the grant.
2 |California Center on Teaching |The May revision includes $2.5 million in one-time Proposition 98 General |Amend to provide a total TBL Staff notes that this

Careers

6360-601-0001

Fund for the CTC award, through a competitive bid, a grant to an LEA to
establish the California Center on Teaching Careers. The center would be
established to recruit individuals into the teaching profession and would
develop and disseminate recruitment publications, provide information on

amount of $7 million,
Approve trailer bill
language to include a focus
on chronic teacher shortage

proposal is a cost-effective
way to begin to address the
teacher shortage. The state
has funded similar teacher

(May Revision) credentialing, teacher preparation programs, and financial aid, create a areas, including special recruitment effortsin the
referral database for teachers seeking employment, provide outreach to high [education, and bilingual past that have been
school and college students, and existing teachers. teachers, to be refined as effective.

necessary.
May 17, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 31
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 1: Child Care and Early Education
1 |Early Education Block Grant  |The Administration proposes to consolidate exiséagy learning Reject without prejudice. |TBL
programs into a single Early Education Block Grahtailer bill
(Governor's Budget and May |language transmitted with the Governor’'s Budged, amended in the |This recommendation
Revision) May Revision, provides additional details aboutAugninistration’s includes technical
proposal. The proposed amendments establish bgoearnance modegladjustments to reflect the
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) for the new block grant, set minimum program stadsladefine rejection of the
eligibility, require local planning, set parametéssfunding and a consolidation of funds fro
transition plan, and allow for ongoing program asseent. State Preschool,
Transitional Kindergarten,
and the Quality Rating
System Improvement.
2 |County Office of Education The Administration proposes to provide $20 milli&10 million in Reject without prejudice | BBL/TBL
Funding for the Early Education|ongoing funds and $10 million in one-time Propasitb8 General Fung
Block Grant for county office of education costs associatedh\piteparing for the
implementation of the Early Education Block GranD17-18 and
6100-198-0001 building local capacity to provide early educatfmoegrams.
(May Revision) The May Revision also includes provisional languegeonform to this
action. Specifically, the language would approjeriat county offices of
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) education the equal amount per unit of regularayedaily attendance
of school districts in each county for the 2015fit6al year. The
language provides a minimum guarantee for COE4@® $00.
3 |Implementation of the Early The May Revision proposes language to adjust treuatrof PropositionReject without prejudice | BBL

Education Block Grant and
State Preschool Cost-of-Living

(May Revision)
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach)

98 General for State Preschool, in accordance tivétlproposed Early
Education Block Grant and one-year transition.dditon, the language
reflects a decrease in the cost-of-living for Sfateschool.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

VOTE ONLY

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
4 |Child Care Development Block [The May Revision proposes provisional languagetpires the CDE tqReject without prejudice | BBL
Grant Quality Funding develop a new quality funding expenditure planraamendment to the]
state's CCDBG state plan. The new quality expereliplan must
6100-194-0890 prioritize activities supporting the Quality Ratingd Improvement
System.
(May Revision)
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach)
5 |Child Care Single System Plan |The Administration proposes that CDE must cregitana to move stateiReject without prejudice | TBL
subsidized child care from a model of direct-coettend voucher-driven
(Governor's Budget and May |subsidies to a model of vouchers only. Amendmerdpgsed in the Maly
Revision) Revision clarify that in addition to a transitiotap, the SDE shall
develop recommendations for a single system ofigesweimbursement,
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) a single set of minimum quality standards for qaviders, and
improved efficiency in the access and use of vorgcfar both families
and providers.
6 [Local Planning Councils The Administration proposes trailer bill languageving local planning |Reject without prejudice | BBL/TBL
council activities within the purview of county afés of education. This
6100-194-0890 streamlining of local child care planning and datdiection maintains a
collaborative process while identifying county oéfs of education as the
(May Revision) regional leaders in setting priorities for childeand early learning
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) program planning.
7  |Align Provisional Language The May Revision proposes to amend budget billdagg to align with |Reject without prejudice | BBL

with Proposed Trailer Bill

Language for Local Planning
Councils

(May Revision)
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach)

the Administration’s trailer bill language to bgitocal planning counci
activities under the purview of county offices aueation.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
VOTE ONLY

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
8 |Administrative Efficiencies The Administration proposes trailer bill languagdjgreed with several |Approve as proposed. TBL
recommendations of the child care administratifieiehcy stakeholder
(May Revision) workgroups required by Chapter 13, Statutes of 200ftese
Vote: 3-0 amendments streamline processes for single-paeeification and
notices of action.
9 |Eliminate the Child The Administration proposes trailer bill languabetteliminates the Reject without prejudice | TBL
Development Teacher and Child Development Teacher and Supervisor Grantrarag
Supervisor Grant Program Beneficiaries of this program may access sevehardtnancial aid
programs. Eliminating this program allows for $3® in federal Chilgl
(May Revision) Care and Development Block Grant funds to be alextéor other child
Vote: 3-0 care quality activities.
10 |Adjust Federal Child Care and |The May Revisions proposes to increase CaliforncalRDpportunity |Approve as requested BBL
Development Fund Carryover |and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) carryover 8tage 3 from
$15.4 million to $50.6 million (an increase of $3Million federal fund
6100-194-0890/0001 to reflect an increase in one-time federal carrydurds available from
prior years. The May Revision proposes to redua®WORKs Stage 3
(May Revision) non-Proposition 98 General Fund by a like amoumefiect this change|.
Vote 3-0
11 |Adjust Federal Child Care and |The May Revision proposes to increase CalWORKSeSsafyinds by  |Approve as requested

Development Fund Base Grant
6100-194-0890/0001

(May Revision)

$20.5 million Federal Trust Fund to reflect an ease in the federal
grant. The May Revision also requests to make i@sponding decrease
in state funds for Stage 3 of $11.3 million to eeflthe federal fund

offset of non-Proposition 98 General Fund in th&ABARKs Stage 3
child care program. This net increase would alegteral funding for

Vote 3-0 quality activities with the amount required for 2917 by the federal
Child Care and Development Block Grant.
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education Page 4




6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

VOTE ONLY

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
12 |Early Head Start—Child Care  |The May Revision proposes to increase funds folyEéead Start by |Approve as requested BBL
Partnership, Federal Carryover |$3.8 million Federal Trust Fund to reflect an ira=e in one-time
carryover funds available from prior years to suppaisting program
6100-294-0890 activities.
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
13 |Adjust CalWORKSs Child Care |The May Revisions proposes to decrease CalWORK&2and 3 Approve as requested
Caseload Funding funding by $43.2 million General Fund to reflectised cost estimates
for the Stage 2 and Stage 3 child care programsSteges 2 and 3, thig
6100-194-0001 adjustment reflects a lower projected increas@éncbst of providing
care; for Stage 3, this adjustment also reflect®tqrojected caseload
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
14 |Authorization for Mid-Year The May Revision proposes provisional languagdltavahe Approve as requested BBL
Transfers Between CalWORKs |Department of Finance discretion to authorize ayeiar transfer of
Stage 2 and CalWORKs Stage excess funds in CalWORKSs Stage 3 child care to CHRKs Stage 2
Child Care child care if the need for the funds exists in g@igram. This authority
currently exists for similar transfers from CalWO®RE&tage 2 to
6100-194-0001 CalWORKs Stage 3.
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
15 |Adjust Child Care Programs for [The May Revision proposes a decrease of $3.5 milieneral Fund to |Approve as requested BBL

Cost-of-Living
6100-194-0001

(May Revision)
Vote 3-0

reflect a decrease in the cost-of-living adjustm&he May Revision
includes BBL which amends the standard reimburséna¢a from

$38.47 to $38.29 per day for general child cargms. The language
also adjusts the cost-of-living adjustment from70td 0.00 percent.

May 18, 2016
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VOTE ONLY

Iltem

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

ISSUE 2: K-12 Local Assistance

16

Local Control Funding Formula
/ Education Protection Account

(January budget and May
Revision)

Vote 3-0

The May Revision includes adustments to the to&H#E School District]
Base Funding in 2016-17 totaling $1.8 billion and®D15-16 $725
million. This includes adjustments for offsettiraghl revenues,
offsetting Education Protection Account funds, basd pupil transfers,
basic aid supplemental charter school costs, mimrstate aid
adjustments, adjustments to reverse TK changesthierdanuary budge
For county offices of education, in 2016-17 adjumtis include $69
million and $70.5 million in 2015-16 for offsettirigcal revenues,
offsetting Education Protection Account funds, miom state aid
adjustments, (growth and COLA 2016-17 for LCFFrawéed in separa
items below)

The Governor's Budget and May Revision also indutlenges to
Education Protection Account and correspondingstem2015-16 and
2016-17

Approve as proposed.

Conform to Proposition 94
Package.

Staff notes that this item m
change due to any
adjustments made in the fi
Proposition 98 Package.

Ry

17

LCFF Transition Funding

(January budget and May
Revision)
Vote 3-0

The Governor's Budget and the May Revision pro$2®79 billion in
LCFF transition funding for 2016-17.

Approve $2.964 in LCFF
transition Funding

Conform to Proposition 94
Package.

TBL

Staff notes that this item may

change due to any
adjustments made in the fi
Proposition 98 Package.

May 18, 2016
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Ry

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
18 |Discretionary Funds and The Governor's Budget and the May Revision pro®@@5 million in  |Amend and approve BBL/TBL  [Staff notes that this item may
Mandate Debt Payment 2014-15 Proposition 98 funds for K-12 discretionaigndates funds andiscretionary mandate change due to any
$586 million in 2015-16 mandates funding (combiméth settle-up funds ($662 million from adjustments made in the fir
payments of $194 million, the total is $1.4 billjon 2014-15 funds, $280 Proposition 98 Package.
(January budget and May million from 2015-16
Revision) funds, $99.9 million in ong-
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) time Proposition 98
reappropriation funding a
$12.4 million reversion
account for a total of $1.2
billion in K-12
discretionary mandate
payments including $194
million in settle-up
payments. These
adjustments include
technical adjustments to
change the source of one
time funding. Conform to
Proposition 98 package.
19 |Special Education The Governor's Budget and the May Revision incladieistments to  |Approve as proposed. Staff notes that this item m
Special Education in the 2016-17 for offsettingpedy taxes (net change due to any
6100-161-0001 decrease of $6.2 million). Conform to Proposition 9§ adjustments made in the fi
(January budget and May Package. Proposition 98 Package.
Revision)
Vote 3-0
20 |Growth The May Revision provides a growth adjustment oflacrease of $7.7|Approve as proposed, and BBL

6100-161, 196, 203, 601, 608, €
- 0001

(January Proposal and May
Revision)

Vote 3-0

million for the Special Education, Preschool, arddi€€CNutrition
programs and Charter School, School District, andrity Office of
Education LCFF ADA growth. This change reduces&h@& million
proposed in the January Budget for a total growlfastment of $5.4
million.

conform to Proposition 98|
package

May 18, 2016
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
21 |Cost of Living Adjustment The May Revision provides a COLA adjustment of erdase of $23 |Approve as proposed, and TBL/BBL
(COLA) million for the Foster Youth, American Indian EaBgucation conform to Proposition 98
Childhood Education, American Indian Education @esitSpecial package
6100-119, 150, 151, 158, 161, |Education, Preschool, Child Nutrition, and Adutisdorrectional
196, 203, - 0001 Facilities. This is an adjustment removes the CQ@fA.47 percent
(January Proposal and May proposed in the January Budget and reflects agevOLA percentage
Revision) of zero percent.
Vote 3-0
22 |Mandates Block Grant The May Revision requests that this item is inceddsy $131,000 Approve as proposed and BBL
Proposition 98 General Fund to reflect increaséaicdistrict conform to Proposition 98|
6100-296-0001 participation in the Mandated Programs Block Grarttis combined |package
(January Proposal and May with a reduction of $829,000 in the January propresults in a total
Revision) adjustment of -$698,000. This additional fundingeiquired to maintain
Vote 3-0 statutory block grant funding rates assuming 10@gy@ participation.
23 |Proposition 39 The May Revision requests that Item 6100-139-808(hbreased by |Approve as proposed, and Technical adjustment to

6100-139-8080, 6100-639-0001
and 6100-698-8080

(January Proposal and May
Revision)
Vote 3-0

$33.4 million Clean Energy Job Creation Fund tteafincreased
projected revenues in 2016-17 tied to the corpdetehanges enacted
by Proposition 39. It is further requested thamnke5100-639-0001 and
6100-698-8080 be adjusted to conform to this actidhis adjustment
combined with an increase of $52 million in theulay proposal, resulf
in a total increase of $85.4 million

conform to Proposition 98|
package

n

reflect

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education

Page 8




6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Iltem
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Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

24

State Special Schools Deferred
Maintenance

Control Section 6.10 and 6100-
005-0001

(January Budget)
Vote 3-0

The Governor proposes to provide $4 million in dinge non-
Proposition 98 General Fund to address deferredterance for the
state special schools. This is part of the Gowesnecently released
2016 Five — Year Infrastructure Plan which priaes specific
maintenance projects for existing state faciliteas] proposes $800
million in General Fund for projects. The funde groposed to be
appropriated through Control Section 6.10, andtbpartment of
Finance would review and approve the lists of prigj¢o be funded. TH
Department of Education has identified a list ofsidte special schools
projects that would be submitted for the fundshwaitiority for critical
deficiencies that could be completed within tworgea

Approve $4 million in one
time. Conform to action o
Control Section 6.10 in
Subcommittee.

Add provisional language
to Item 6100-005-0001
gpecifying that the state
special schools continue to
use $1.8 million of their
existing operational funds
for deferred maintenance
projects.

TBL

Staff notes that the state
special schools have used
available operational funds
of approximately $1.8
million for deferred
maintenance in 2014-15 an
2015-16. Continuing to
dedicate these funds for thi
purpose will ensure the
maintenance backlog is

reduced in a timely manner|

25

State Special Schools Capital
Outlay

(January Budget)
Vote 3-0

The Governor proposes to provide $1.749 millionam-Proposition 98
General Fund to construct a new building for thddte school activity
center at the California School for the Deaf infroat. The project
would replace the old modular 1,920 square fooding with a new
2,160 square foot permanent building.

Reject

Staff agrees with LAO
concerns that other health
and safety capital outlay
proposals should be a high
priority for these funds.

26

K-12 High Speed Network
Operating Reserve

6100-182-0001
6100-488/6100-602-0001

(January Budget and May

The Governor proposed $8 million Proposition 98 &ahFund to fund
the operations of the K-12 High Speed Network (H8Nhe 2016-17
fiscal year. The May Revision included adjustmeatbudget bill
provisional language to specify that $3.5 millidrttee total is from one;
time funding appropriated through trailer bill aihét a portion of
operations costs are to be funded from K-12 HSHrves. In addition,
the May Revision requires reporting on E-rate aatif@nia Teleconneq

Approve as proposed with
trailer bill language to be
refined as necessary.

This recommendation
includes technical
adjustments to the source

BBL/TBL

Staff notes that it is the inte
of the Legislature to seek a
state audit of the K-12 HSN
program to inform future
decisions on program
funding.

Revision) Fund subsidies received as a result of network ectivity grants, and |one-time funds.
Vote 3-0 Department of Finance approval, with notificatiorthe Joint Legislative
Budget Committee, prior to expenditure of subsilynbursements
related to these grants.
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education Page 9
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
27 |California Association of The California Associated Student Councils (CASC) student-led, nqApprove $150,000 in one BBL
Student Councils profit organization that supports leadership depelent of elementary, [time Proposition 98 fundir
middle, and high school students through a vaoéfyrograms. The for the CASC to support t
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) CASC provides statewide and regional leadershigtedl conferences, [recruitment of and
student and advisor training, leadership experi¢merigh a 12 —regiorjscholarships for low
structure throughout the state, and opportunitestudent to serve on |income students into the
advisory boards that present to the State BoaEtatation and the organization.
Legislature.
28 |[Student Assessment Program [The January budget and May Revision adjusts funftingtudent Approve as proposed, BBL

6100-113-0001, 6100-113-0890
6100-

(January and May Revision)
Vote: 3-0

assessment contracts to reflect the full costaiestide student
assessment implementation and development of nesgsments as
required by current statute. This includes andase of $3.7 million in
federal funds and a decrease of $16.2 million fatal decrease for
assessment contracts from the 2015-16 year of $alién.

Conform to Proposition 94
Package

May 18, 2016
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Y
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
29 |Charter School Start-Up The Governor proposed to provide $20 million in-¢inge Proposition |Reject BBL/TBL Staff notes that federal
Funding 98 funding to provide start-up grants to new chasthools. Federal carryover is available in the
funds previously provided for this purpose havelyexn renewed and 2016-17 fiscal year. A new
0985-001-0001 the state is currently spending remaining fedematyover through the federal grant has been
2016-17 year. The May Revision further proposed this new program released and California will
(January Budget and May should be administered by the California SchoohRae Authority in the know if it receives these
Revision) Office of the State Treasurer rather than the CBéiacluded $50,000 funds in October of 2016.
Vote: 2-1 (Moorlach) in non-Proposition 98 General Fund for adminisigtime program. Should the state not receiv
additional federal funding, @
new state program should |
considered in the 2017-18
year after federal funds hay
been exhausted. Staff has
additional concerns about
running two programs in tw
different agencies for the
same purpose in the 2016-
year with different program
requirements.
30 |Multi Tiered Systems of Suppor{The Administration requests $30 million in one-tifPkposition 98 Amend to approve $10 |TBL Staff notes that the $10

6100-488/602-0001

(January Proposal and May
Revision)

Vote 2-1 (Moorlach)

funds to the Orange County Department of Educdtioontinued
support of Multi Tiered Systems of Support (MTS&ptovide technica
assistance and to develop and disseminate stateggdarces to
encourage and assist LEA’s establishing data-drsystems of learning

million in one-time
Proposition 98 funds.
Amend trailer bill languag
to specify that funds shall

and behavioral supports to meet the needs ofualksits. In the 2015-1f6e used for direct grants t

Budget Act, $10 million in one-time Proposition Rfding was
provided to the SPI who contracted with the OraBganty Department
of Education (OCDE) for Developing, Aligning, andproving Systems
of Academic and Behavioral Supports for statewieeetbpment and
scaling up of a MTSS framework.

LEAs to support local
programs and practices
consistent with the MTSS
framework.

This recommendation
includes technical
adjustments to the source
one-time funds.

Y%

O

million provided in 2015-16

has just been awarded to the

Orange County Office of
Education in April of 2016.
Until these funds have bee
expended and the Legislaty
has a chance to evaluate
development of the progran
it is reasonable to expand t
program more slowly than
proposed by the Governor.

=

e

=3

May 18, 2016
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31 |Proposition 47 The Governor's Budget proposes to expend funds thensafe Approve $9.9 million in  |TBL Staff notes that Legislative
Neighborhoods and Schools Act as provided in implaing legislation|Proposition 98 funds as staff, the CDE, the DOF, thp
6100-601-3286 for the purpose of supporting programs aimed atavipg outcomes fofbudgeted. LAO and other education
6100-695-3286 public school students by reducing truancy and sttpm students who and Proposition 47
6100-611-0001 are at risk of dropping out of school or are vidiof crime. The This includes Rebenching stakeholders are engaged in
Governor's Budget proposal assumed $7.3 millionlevba available fofthe Proposition 98 continuing discussions abopt
(January Budget and May these purposes, and the May Revision increasesithatnt $9.9 millionGuarantee by a like amount. the use of the Proposition 47
Revision) Proposed trailer bill language specifies that fustasll be directed K-12 education funds.
pursuant to Legislation. Potential, related legislatior]
Vote 2-1 (Moorlach) includes SB 527 (Liu) and
AB 1014 (Thurmond).
32 |[Student Friendly Services The May Revision includes $2 million in ongoing position 98 fundingApprove $1.5 million in  |BBL Staff notes that $1.5 million|
for the Student Friendly Services Website to suppoline tools that [ongoing funding and will allow the website to
6100-172-0001 provide college planning and preparation and sesvio students, provisional language. Add operate the open access
teachers, counselors, and administrators. additional provisional services for all students, and
(January Budget and May language to specify allow for growth in the
Revision) reporting on the number gf subsidized fee-for-service
students and type of options for districts to
Vote 3-0 students served. provide their students with
addition college preparation,
application, and transcript
services.
33 |Exploratorium The Governor's Budget proposes to provide $3.5anilh ongoing Approve as budgeted. TBL Staff notes this fundind wi

6100-601-0001
(January Budget)
Vote 2-1 (Moorlach)

Proposition 98 funds to the San Francisco Unifiedd®l District to
provide professional development related to statewnplementation o
the Next Generation Science Standards.

f

support ongoing
implementation of the Next
Generation Science
Standards.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
34 |After School Education and The After School Education and Safety (ASES) Pnogisathe result of |Approve placeholder trailgr TBL Staff notes that the May
Safety Program. the 2002 voter-approved initiative, Proposition #Be ASES Program |bill language that would Revision does not apply a
funds the establishment of local after school etlosaand enrichment [apply a COLA to the ASES COLA in the the 2016-17
Vote 2-1 (Moorlach) programs. These programs are created through psiitpe between program. In addition, the year, however, in future yea
schools and the local community to provide resaitoesupport literacyllanguage shall specify that ASES would be eligible for
academic enrichment and activities for studentsridergarten through |any reductions due to COLAs.
ninth grade. negative COLAs will not
reduce the ASES progran;
As outlined in Proposition 49, the ASES program aasiaranteed below the $550 million
funding level of $550 million annually. The ASESgram has not constitutional limit.
received a COLA or other funding increase sincepttogram was
established, however, the ASES program also dicgiate in cuts mad¢
to K-12 education programs during years of recessio
35 [Adults in Correctional Facilities [The May Revision updates a reference in provisitarajuage to reflect|Approve as proposed. BBL Technical adjustment to
the correct fiscal year. correct fiscal year reference
6100-158-0001 in provisional language.
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
36 [California School Information |The May Revision includes trailer bill languagettheovides $6.6 Approve as proposed wit TBL/ BBL

Services (CSIS)

Uncodified
6100-488/602-0001
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0

million in one-time funding for CSIS from 2014-150position 98 funds
This is a technical adjustment to adjust the soafdands, the January
budget included funding this program from reappiaipd Proposition 9
funding.

trailer bill language, to be
refined as necessary.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
37 |[Special Education Adjustment |The May Revision includes trailer bill languageprovide a Proposition|Approve trailer bill TBL

for Property Tax Revenue 98 General Fund backfill of up to $28.5 million fgpecial education (language to be refined as

(May Revision) programs for an expected special education propextghortfall in 2018necessary.
16. These funds will be available only if the ambaf local proceeds df

Vote 3-0 property taxes for special education reported aee@tecond principal
apportionment and certified pursuant to EducatiodeCSection 41339
are less than those included in the 2015-16 budget.

38 |Career Technical Incentive The May Revision requests trailer bill languageatiepted to appropriatdpprove trailer bill TBL

Grant Funding Source $60 million of the $300 million provided for yeard of the California |language to be refined as
Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Progiram 2016-17 necessary.

Uncodified Proposition 98 funds. The January budget prewousided the $60

6100-630-0001 million from 2015-16 Proposition 98 funds.

(January budget and May

Revision)

Vote 3-0

39 |Improving Teacher Quality The Governor's proposes to reduce schedule (hjitem by Approve as requested with BBL Technical adjustment to ali

$4,837,000 federal Title II, Part A funds, to alignthe federal grant |a technical correction to with the federal grant award

6100-195-0890 award. amend BBL language and expend available

requested by DOF to carryover funds.

(Spring Finance Letter and May|The May revision further requests to increase salee@) of this item byspecify that carryover in

Revision) $126,000 in federal Title Il, Pa# B carryoverfunds to complete schedule (4) is from federpl

Vote 3-0 professional development activates for private sthas required by |Title Il, Part B.
federal law. These activities have been delaygtercurrent year due {o
a change in the contractor.

40 |Public Charter Schools Grant |The May revision includes an increase of $34,541 jadederal Approve as proposed. BBL Technical adjustment to

Program

6100-112-0890
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0

carryover funds available for the federal Publi@a@ér Schools Grant
Program. The funds shall be used to support thetimg program to
provide planning and implementation grants to naerter schools.

expend available carryover
funds.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
41 |English Language Acquisition |The May revision includes an increase of $1,246federal Title Il Approve as proposed. BBL Technical adjustment to
funds in schedule (3) of this item to reflect thvaitability of one-time expend available carryover
6100-125-0890 carryover funds from state level activities. Thasals are redirected tq funds.
(May Revision) local assistance for allocation to LEAS to helpdstuts attain English
Vote 3-0 proficiency and meet grade level academic standards
42 |National School Lunch Program|The May revision includes an increase of $3,746federal trust funds| Approve as proposed. BBL |Technical adjustment to ali
Equipment Assistance Grants |in schedule (1) of this item to reflect the availipof one-time federal with the federal grant awardgl.
funds to provide grants for food service equipment.
6100-201-0890
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
43 |Tobacco Use Prevention The May revision provides an increase of $190,@08dhedule (1) of Approve as proposed. BBL |Technical adjustment to ali
Education Program Item 6100-101-0231 and $568,000 to Schedule (ifeof 6100-102- with increased revenue
0231 in Health Education Account to reflect incezhsevenue estimatgs estimates for the Cigarette
6100-101-0231 and 6100-102- |for the Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax KBnaposition 99). and Tobacco Products Surfax
0231 Funds are used for health education efforts togmeand reduce tobacgo Fund (Prop 99).
(May Revision) use.
Vote 3-0
44 |Reporting on federal Carl D. Staff recommends the elimination of budget billaage (Provision 3 gApprove as requested. BBL This is a technical reqtee$

Perkins Career and Technical
Education Grant

6100-166-0890
Vote 3-0

this item) that requires the CDE to annually remorthe amount of
carryover in the item, the reasons for carryoved, the plans to reduce
the amount of carryover.

~

reduce unnecessary and
duplicative reporting. This
report was required in past
years when significant
carryover was identified in
the item. Carryover amounts
have been reduced and
additional information can |
provided by the Department
of Education upon request.

May 18, 2016
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VOTE ONLY
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b

t

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
45 |Reporting on federal 21st Staff recommends the elimination of budget billjaage (Provision 1 gApprove as requested. BBL This is a technical reqtee
Century after school grant this item) that requires the CDE to annually reperthe allocation and reduce unnecessary and
expenditure data for all programs funded in thésni$ for the past three duplicative reporting. This
6100-197-0890 years, the reason for the carryover and the plansed of carryover report was required in past
Vote 3-0 funds. years when significant
carryover was identified in
the item. Carryover amoun
have been reduced and
additional information can |
provided by the Departmen
of Education upon request.
46 |Reporting on Workforce Staff recommends the elimination of budget billjaage (Provision 3 [Approve as requested. BBL This is a technical reqtee

Investment Act Grantees

6100-156-0890

and 2 (b) of this Iltem)which 1) require an annual report summarizing
activities and performance of federal Workforcedstynent Act grantee
and 2) require an audit report of limited scopedgi@antees receiving

S

reduce unnecessary and
duplicative reporting.
Information in these reportg

b

Vote 3-0 between $25,000 and $500,000 in federal adult educa id duplicative of other
federally required reports o
information the Department
of Education provides upor
request.

May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education Page 16
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 3: State Operations
47 |State Operations The May revision proposes to move $550,000 in nap&sition 98 Approve as proposed. Technical adjustment
General Fund from schedule (3) of this item to dcife (2) of this item
6100-001-0001 to correct a scheduling error.
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
48 |Reversion of Funds from Cruz |The May Revision includes the reversion to the @arfeund of $1.6 Approve as proposed. BBL Adjustment to revert unu
Lawsuit Legal Funds million in funding appropriated in 2014-15 and $gnflion appropriated funds for legal defense cos
in 2015-16. These funds were appropriated for ldgé&nse costs for the to the General Fund.
6100-497 Cruzv. California lawsuit, the lawsuit has since been settled aaseth
(May Revision) remaining funds are no longer needed.
Vote 3-0
49 |Career Pathways Trust The May Revision includes the reappropriation d&800 of one-time|  Approve as proposed. BBL

6100-488/602-0001
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0

Proposition 98 funds provided for the first rourfdtee Career Pathway
Trust Program and unspent to be used to suppotéthaical assistanc
needs of the program in 2016-17.

T

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY

F EDUCATION

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 4: Trailer Bill Language
50 [Evaluation Rubrics and School |The Governor's Budget proposes trailer bill languegappropriate (lApprove TBL, to be refine TBL
Accountability Report Card $500,000 annually for 2016-17 through 2018-19 ®Sluperintendent ¢&s necessary.
Public Instruction contract with the San Joaquiu@y Office of
Uncodified Education for support of the evaluation rubrics gmelschool
(January Budget) accountability report card.
Vote 3-0
51 [Academic Performance Index |[The Governor's Budget proposes trailer bill languegextend the Approve TBL, to be refine| TBL
authority of the Superintendent of Public Instraotto suspend the as necessary.
Education Code Section 52052 |calculation of the Academic Performance Index f@t2 16 with the
(January Budget) approval of the State Board of Education.
Vote 2-1 (Moorlach)
52 |Special Education The May Revision includes trailer bill languageptovide a Proposition|Approve trailer bill TBL
Redevelopment Agency Reveny98 General Fund backfill for special education paogs if language to be refined as
Backfill redevelopment agency revenues distributed to kedatational agenciemecessary.
for special education are less than estimatedar2@16 Budget Act.
Uncodified
(May Revision)
Vote 3-0
53 [Funding Out of Home Care for |The May Revision requests trailer bill languagé&doadopted to reflect |Approve trailer bill TBL

Special Education

Education Code Section
56836.165

(May Revision)

Vote 3-0

anticipated changes in funding for the Out-of-HoG@age program for
foster students with exceptional needs receiviragisth education
services, pursuant to Chapter 773, Statutes of.2015

language to be refined as
necessary.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT O
VOTE ONLY
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Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
54 |Single Test Delivery System The May Revision requests trailer bill languagé gpecifies legislative |Approve trailer bill TBL
intent that the CDE ensure, where feasible, théifd@aia computer- language to be refined as
Education Code Section 60602.ased assessments utilize the assessment delygggynsinfrastructure [necessary.
and hosting platform outlined in the Smarter Batgh@echnical Hosting
(May Revision) Solution and that assessments, to the extent peseill be developed
Vote 3-0 operate on existing infrastructure and include otbquirements.
55 |Career Technical Education The January Budget includes trailer bill languageatopted to allow thpApprove trailer bill TBL This adjustment allows
Incentive Grant Superintendent of Public Instruction, in collaba@matwith the executive{language to be refined as grants for the CTE Incentivi
director of the State Board of Education, additldkeibility in necessary. Grant Program to be adjust
Education Code Sections 5307(determining the amount of grant funds providedeach applicant. based on the number of
and 53076 applicants in each size
The May revision additionally requests trailer falhguage to allow the category.
(January budget and May SPI to annually review whether grant recipients pliea with the match
Revision) requirement of the CTE Incentive Grant and redhecfdllowing year's
Vote 3-0 grant funding if the match was not met.
56 |Proposition 98 Settle-up The Governor's budget proposed trailer bill languagnended by the |Approve trailer bill TBL

Payment
Education Code Section 41207.
(January budget and May

Revision)
Vote 3-0

May Revision, to specify the amount of settle-ugrpants provided.
($218 million total - $194,173,000 for K-12 mandatand $23,827,000
#ar CCC deferred maintenance)

language to be refined as
necessary.

May 18, 2016
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6100 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

VOTE ONLY

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
57 |Mandate - Reasonable The May Revision requests trailer bill languageatiepted to require thppprove placeholder trailgr TBL
Reimbursement Methodology |costs used to determine a reasonable reimbursenethbodology (RRM)bill language to be refined
Government Code Section for a mandate are based on audited claims. Tlhyzitage also requires |as necessary.
17518.5 the State Controller's Office to audit a represirgasample of claimed
(January budget and May costs used to develop an RRM.
Revision)
Vote 3-0
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education Page 20
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6360 - Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Item

Subject

Description

| Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

Issue 1: Other Funds

Reappropriation for Attorney
General Services

6360-001-0407 and 6360-490

(May Revision)
Vote 3-0

The May Revision includes the reappropriation a##aillion from the
Budget Act of 2015, for use in the 2016-17 fisoaduyfor the cost of
representation by the Office of the Attorney Geheraducator discipline
cases.

Approve as proposed.

BBL

Staff notes that additio
ongoing funds were
provided beginning in
2015-16 for increased
workload at the Attorney
General's Office to addre
a backlog in teacher
misconduct caseload. In
2015-16, not all of the
funds were used, as the
AG's office has not fully
implemented their plan fd
increased staffing levels
the current year.

nal

5 =

May 17, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education

22



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item

Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

Issue 1. Child Careand Early Education

Child Careand Early
Education Proposal
Vote 2-1(Moor lach)

Staff recommends the approval of $64 million GehBuad and $35 milliofApprove as proposed.

Proposition 98 in the budget year to: (1) increthseRegional Market Rate
(RMR) to the 75th percentile of the 2014 surveibeing January 1, 201

Adopt placeholder trailer
/bill language to be refined

($33 million General Fund); (2) increase the StaddReimbursement Ratgas necessary.

by four percent, effective July 1, 2016 ($18 milliGeneral Fund, $35
million P98); and (3) provide 2,000 Alternative Ragnt slots, effective
October 1, 2016 ($13 million General Fund).

Conform to Proposition 98
Package.

BBL/TBL

Issue 2: K-12 Local Assistance

Math Readiness Challenge
Program

6100-195-0890

Letter, May Revision)
Vote 3-0

(January Budget, Spring Finang

The Governor proposes to use $6.4 million in ome-tfederal Title 1l
carryover funds to create the Math Readiness Giggl€rogram to suppo
the implementation and evaluation of experiencesiged to grade 12
students to prepare pupils for placement into geHkevel courses in
mathematics. The Administration's intent with thisposal is to reduce th
eates of remediation at the California State Ursitgr(CSU). These federal
funds are available for competitive grants for oegil partnerships betwee
postsecondary education and high-need local edunedtagencies.

The technical adjustment to schedule (3) of tlemiteflects an increase o
$3,196,000, which includes total available carryaye$6.4 million and a
reduction to the federal grant award of $3,204,000.

The proposal would require the CDE, with approv¥ahe State Board of
Education to award five grants of $1,280,000 tdrgaships of
postsecondary institutions and LEAs regional plagran the improvement
of math readiness. Grantees must commit to shénmgaterials,
curriculum, and outcome data with other institusiom the state.

Approve Governor's
fproposal. Amend and ado|
trailer bill language to
include preference for

H EAs with concentrations
of unduplicated students t
fbe refined as necessary.

pt

BBL/ TBL

May 18, 2015
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item

Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

K-12 School Facility Emer gency
Repair Revolving Loan

6100-488/602-0001
6100-485/605-0001

(May Revision)
Vote 2-1(Moorlach)

The May Revision includes $100 million in one-tifdeposition 98 funds
for a K-12 School Facility Emergency Repair RevoiyLoan Program to
provide bridge loans to school districts to addigssinent emergency
health and safety facilities repairs. Eligible Eggnts must meet specified
requirements certifying that health and safety irspaeet minimum
standards of need and urgency as specified irtraill language.

School districts that receive a loan through thegpam would have the
option of paying the loan of in full without intestewithin one year or the
Superintendent of Public Instruction can strucatenger-term low intereg
loan. As loans are repaid, funds would go baakthé fund and be
available for emergency repairs at other schoeksit

—

Reject.

BBL/TBL

Staff notes that changes
the facilities program
should be made in the
context of whether or not
statewide bond for schoo|
facilities passes in
November. In addition,
staff has concerns about
the use of Proposition 98
for this purpose and the
structure and implementi
language to provide fund
on a first come - first
served basis.

May 18, 2015

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item

Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

Standar dized Account Code

Structure (SACS) Replacement

Project

6100-003-0001, 6100-001-089(¢

6100-491, 6100-497

(January Budget and May
Revision)
Vote 3-0

The May Revision requests the use of $3 millioprie-time Proposition 99
General Fund for the Superintendent of Public tredton to contract with g
county office of education for the replacement ACS. SACs is the syster
the state uses to collect and report financial ffata school districts, coun
pffices of education and some charter schools. SS8Currently a
fragmented system that requires manual inputs asdrfany components
that are not supported by current operating systems

CDE proposed a replacement SACs system to address tssues, and ha
an approved Feasibility Study Report in 2011 edfimyacosts of $5.9
million. In 2014, CDE submitted a special projegport that shows total
project costs of $21.2 million based on updated deeds and complexity
Subsequent refinements to the project lowered ¢seto $19.4 million. Th
2015-16 budget act included an installment of $hzilfon to fund the
project, however in the summer of 2015, CDE nddifiee Joint Legislative
Budget Committee that it was terminating fundingtfee project, citing
concerns about the ability to identify ongoing fingdfor system operationg
and maintenance.

The January budget provided a total of $7.2 mil([®8.6 million in
reappropriated General Fund and $3.6.million irefaticarryover funds) fg
CDE to again undertake the SACS Replacement PrdjbetMay Revision
differs from this approach by instead providingraa amount of
Proposition 98 funds to allow a county office ofiedtion rather than the
CDE to develop the replacement system.

Approve as proposed,
including trailer bill
fanguage to be refined as
necessary.

This recommendation
reflects the technical
changes to eliminate the
(67.2 million provided in th
January budget for the
SACs replacement projec
and the appropriation of $
million one-time
Proposition 98 funds in
trailer bill for the SPI to
contract with a county
office of education.

This recommendation als(
reflects the reversion to th
General Fund of unspent
SACS appropriations from
prior years in Item 6100-
497

(0]

BBL / TBL

Staff notes that the $3
million is only the first
installment of funding for
the SACs replacement
project. Actual project
costs will be unknown
until the CDE contracts
with a county office of
education for this project,
Trailer bill language
includes a provision that
the funding only be made|
available for expenditure
upon approval of the
Department of Finance
with 30 day notice to the
Joint Legislative Budget
Committee.

May 18, 2015
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item

Subj ect

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

Comments

California Collabor ative for
Educational Excellence
Vote 2-1 (M oorlach)

Staff recommends providing $45 million in one-tiposition 98 funding
to the California Collaborative for Educational EXence (CCEE) to
conduct statewide training on the evaluation ruband their use to inform|
the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP)tlva focus on
improving student outcomes and closing the achievemap. The CCEE
shall ensure that training is provided in all regiof the state, to all schoog
districts, county offices or education, charteragg, and would include
education stakeholders (as defined in the LCAPg flinds would also be
used to establish a pilot program to provide texdirissistance and suppq
to LEAs that volunteer to participate. This teclahiassistance will assist
LEAs in improving their student outcomes but alsimim the CCEE in
developing its system of support and assistanceH#s.

Approve as proposed with
implementing trailer bill
language to be refined as
necessary.

TBL

Staff notes that the CCEH

has a statutorily-assigned
role to provide technical
assistance and support fq
the continuous
improvement of LEAs.
The evaluation rubrics wi
be a critical piece of the
new state accountability
system and statewide
training for all education
stakeholders will help to
support the system.

Grant

K-12 College Readiness Block

Vote 2-1(Moor lach)

Staff recommends providing $200 million in one-tifwoposition 98
funding to be available for 2016-17, 2017-18, afii&19 to provide block
grants to school districts and charter schoolsépgre high school studen
particularly unduplicated students as defined indation Code Section
42238.02, (low-income, English learner and fostrrtly), to be eligible for
admission into a postsecondary institution, andeiase the 4-year-college
going rates of these pupils.

Implementing trailer bill language would specifatigrant funds will be
provided to school districts and charter schootb whduplicated pupil
enroliment. The SPI would determine a per undapdid pupil amount, wit
a minimum grant amount per school district or atasthool. School
districts and charter schools could use funds rfofggsional development
related to college readiness, college admissionssaling services for
students and families, instructional materials tgtport college readiness
support of student completion of A—G requiremeimtsluding increased A-
G course offerings, collaborative partnerships \pitstsecondary
institutions, and advanced placement exam feesrfduplicated students.

Approve as proposed with
implementing trailer bill
Enguage to be refined as
necessary.

TBL

Staff notes that these one
time funds will be used tq
help school districts and
charter schools increase
college-going rates for
high school students,
particularly low-income,
English learner, and fostg
youth pupils.

May 18, 2015

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
7 |Teacher Residency Staff recommends providing $60 million in one-tiposition 98 fundingApprove as proposed with TBL Staff notes that these
Vote 2-1(Moorlach) to be available for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2D &scal years to implementing trailer bill program would provide a
establish a pilot program for LEAS to create orangbteacher residency |(language to be refined as path for LEAs to bring
programs targeted to chronic shortage areas, imgjigpecial education arjdecessary. well-trained, fully-
bilingual teachers. These programs would be sebaséd teacher credentialed teachers intp
preparation programs in which a prospective teaalweild teach alongside the classrooms. Researgh
an experienced mentor teacher, as defined, whiterakeiving teacher has shown that teachers jn
training instruction in a teacher credentialinggyeon in a qualified residency programs are
institution of higher education also more likely to stay in
teaching, making this cog
Implementing trailer bill language would establakrant program that effective investment which
provides LEAs with grants of $20,000 per resideitha dollar for dollar will help alleviate the
local match requirement. LEAs could use grant fuiedsuition assistance, teacher shortage.
living stipends for residents, stipends for mattachers, and residency
program operations.
8 [Special Olympics Staff recommends increasing the LCFF apportionraerdgunt for the Los |Approve as proposed with TBL
Angeles County Office of Education by $1 millionane-time Proposition |implementing trailer bill
6100-608-0001 98 General Fund to allow the county office to caatwith the Special language to be refined as
Vote 2-1(Moor lach) Olympics Northern and Southern California to exptrelSpecial Olympics$necessary.
Unified Strategy for Schools. The Special Olympitsfied Strategy for
Schools aims to promote positive school communftiesll students,
including those with intellectual disabilities, amtludes unified sports
activities, young athletes programs, youth leadprahd advocacy progran
and whole school engagement programs.
9 [Career Technical Education The Governor requests that Budget Bill Item 6100-0801 be added to |Approve as proposed. BBL Staff notes that this action

Pathways Program
6100-170-0001

(Spring Finance Letter)
Vote 3-0

reflect the reimbursement of $15,360,000 for théf@aia Department of
Education to continue administration of the CafBehnical Education
Pathways Program with the California Community €géls Chancellor's
Office. This request allows for the enactmentrofraeragency agreemen
between the California Department of Education twedCalifornia
Community Colleges Chancellor's Office.

conforms to actions take
in the CCC budget.

May 18, 2015
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

L

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 3: State Operations
10 |Distinguished After School The May Revision requests that $59,000 in non-Fsitipa 98 General FurjApprove as proposed BBL Staff notes that this is 4
Health Recognition Program be redirected from the support of child care sewi the administration gf technical adjustment to
Administration the Distinguished After School Health Program tppsaurt 0.5 position in reflect program funding.
6100-001-0001 2016-17. The Distinguished After School Health Paog provides
Vote 3-0 recognition for school programs that provide heaftibcation and include
health food and physical activity.
11 |Stateand Federal The May Revision provides $251,000 non-Proposiéi8rGeneral Fund for|Approve as proposed BBL
Accountability System Support |the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal yearsippart 2 existing
6100-001-0001 positions to continue the development, implemeotatand maintenance gf
(May Revision) the state and federal accountability systems.
Vote 3-0
12 |State Operations, Instructional [The May Revision provides $362,000 in one-time,-Rooposition 98 Approve as proposed BBL
Quality Commission General Fund to support curriculum framework at¢égeaf the Instructionadl
Quality Commission (IQC). In the 2016-17 year, I®€ is working on the
6100-001-0001 development of the science and health curricul@méworks. Proposed
(May Revision) provisional language also includes the abilitytef CDE to use the funds {
Vote 3-0 other IQC frameworks-related workload with the apait of the Departme
of Finance.
13 |Uniform Complaint Procedures [The May Revision provides $200,000 in one-time Rooposition 98 Approve as proposed BBL
General Fund to support the CDE's workload rel&tete review of
6100-001-0001 Uniform Complaint Procedures (UCP) appeals forl cights, physical
education, lactation accommodations, foster andetess youth rights, and
(May Revision) courses without education content. These fundiézaded to support UQ
Vote 3-0 activities in the 2016-17 year. The State Audisaanticipated to release gn
audit report on UCP processes in December 201&hakill inform future
funding decisions.
14 |Health Framework Expert The May Revision reappropriated $135,000 in Itefd08001-0001 provided Approve as proposed. BBL Staff notes that work w
in the Budget act of 2015 for use in the 2016-14t yer the CDE to contra delayed until the 2016-17
6100-491 with a researcher/writer with expertise in sexfichking and sexual abuse fiscal year and this
(May Revision) for purposes of drafting a section for the IQC @asider including in the reappropriates associate
Vote 3-0 Health Framework. funding.

)
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DISCUSSION/ VOTE

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Comments
15 |Charter School Facility Grant [The May Revision includes $132,000 in non-Proposi@8 General Fund fo  Approve as proposed Staff notes that additional
Program provide the California School Finance Authoritydenthe State Treasurer's funding and extended
Office, with 1 position to address Charter Schaifity Grant Program eligibility was provided fo
0985-001-0001 workload. This program provides grants to chartiiosls for rent and lease this program in the 2015-
(May Revision) expenditures. 16 year, resulting in
Vote 3-0 increased participation.
16 |Charter School Facilities The May Revision includes $230,000 in Federal TFustd to provide the Approve as proposed Staff notes that program
Incentive Grants Program California School Finance Authority, under the 8tateasurer's Office, wi has increased patrticipation
2 positions to support workload associated witleéased participation on and increased workload
0985-001-0890 the Charter School Facilities Incentive Grants Paog This federally due to coordination with
(May Revision) funded program provides grant funding to chartéosets for the cost of rer changes in the state
Vote 3-0 leases, or construction. Charter School Facility
Grant Program

May 18, 2015
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF E
DISCUSSION/ VOTE

DUCATION

=

Item Subj ect Description Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue4: Trailer Bill Language
17 |Foster Youth Services The May Revision includes language that would ditieat, commencing |Approve trailer bill TBL Staff notes that this
Coordinating Program with the 2016-17 fiscal year, the allocation foe ffoster Youth Services ([language to be refined as language specifies an
Coordinating Program funds would provide a basatgaenount of $75,000 necessary. allocation methodology fqg
Education Code Section 42920{%or each participating county office of educatidn.addition 70 percent of the Foster Youth Serviceg
the annual funding allocation would be based omtimaber of foster youth Coordinating Program that
(May Revision) in the county and 30 percent of the allocationf@ntumber of school provides more of the
Vote 3-0 districts. funding to county offices
of education based on the
number of foster youth
served while still providin
18 |Special Education - Non Public |Staff recommends the elimination of section 56366.8is section prohibitsApprove trailer bill TBL Staff notes that this statute
Agencies former employees of LEAs from working for a Non-RalfA\gency (NPA), |language elimination to be was applicable for
which provides services such as mental health Miehspecialists, and  [refined as necessary. addressing an issue with
Education Code Section 56366Jautism services to students through contracts hiths for 365 days. the old special education
Vote 3-0 reimbursement system and
is no longer necessary
under the current system
In addition, in some LEAS
it is likely exacerbating
existing difficulties in
providing special
education services.
19 |Independent Study The Governor's Budget proposes trailer bill langutgt defines which  |Approve trailer bill TBL Staff notes this change
records can be maintained as electronic files a&ficies "electronic file". Inlanguage to be refined as allows for LEAs to reduce
Education Code Section 51747 |addition the language that the original documerglectronic file is valid fojnecessary. paperwork while
January Budget and May Revisjandit purposes. maintaining verifiable
Vote 3-0 records electronically.
May 18, 2015 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 30



6360 - Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Discussion / Vote

Item Subject Description | Staff Recommendation Language Comments
Issue 1. Local Assistance
1 |Teacher Preparation Grant The May revision includes $10 million in one-time non-Proposition 98 Amend to provide $10 BBL/ TBL
General Fund for a competitive grant program, administered by the CTC to |million in one-time
6360-002-0001 and Education award one or two year grants of $250,000 to postsecondary institutions to Proposition 98 funding to
Code Section 44259.1 create or improve existing four-year integrated programs of teacher CCC to work with the CTC
preparation. to provide funds to
(May Revision) partnerships between CCCs
Vote 2-0 (Allen Abstained) Grant funds could be used for faculty release time to redesign courses, and postsecondary
provide program coordinators to assist in collaboration with subject matter  [institutions to create or
professors, create summer courses for students, and recruit individuals into a [improve existing four-year
four-year program. In selecting grant recipients, the CTC shall prioritize integrated programs of
those programs that produce teachers in chronic shortage areas including teacher preparation. Adopt
specia education and partner with community colleges or K-12 LEAs. implementing trailer bill
language to be refined as
Grantees shall provide outcome data to the CTC for at |east three years after |necessary.
receipt of the grant.
2 |California Center on Teaching |The May revision includes $2.5 million in one-time Proposition 98 General  |Amend to provide a total TBL Staff notes that this

Careers
6360-601-0001

(May Revision)
Vote 2-1(M oorlach)

Fund for the CTC award, through a competitive bid, a grant to an LEA to
establish the California Center on Teaching Careers. The center would be
established to recruit individuals into the teaching profession and would
develop and disseminate recruitment publications, provide information on
credentialing, teacher preparation programs, and financial aid, create a
referral database for teachers seeking employment, provide outreach to high
school and college students, and existing teachers.

amount of $7 million,
Approve trailer bill
language to include a focus
on chronic teacher shortage
areas, including special
education, and bilingual
teachers, to be refined as
necessary.

proposal is a cost-effective
way to begin to address the
teacher shortage. The state
has funded similar teacher
recruitment effortsin the
past that have been
effective.
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| ssue 1: 6980 - California Student Aid Commssion

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation L anguage
1 Assumption Program |The APLE program allows the state to issue agreements for loan assumptions Staff recommends reinstating the APLE BBL
of Loansfor annually to students and district interns who are pursuing careersin teaching and  |program to provide 170 APLE new warrants
Education credentialed teachers. Award recipients must teach in a subject shortage area at any |annually. No costs are expected in 2016-17
school or teach any subject at a school associated with shortages (including schools |because awardees must compl ete one full
with alarge low-income population, at least 20 percent of teachers holding year of teaching prior to receiving aloan
emergency permits, ranked in the bottom 20 percent of the Academic Performance |repayment. At full implementation in 2020-
Index, or loated in arural area). The base award provides up to $11,000 over four (2021, costs are expected to be $2,262,000.
years. |n addition, award recipients teaching in certain subject areas (such as math,
science or special education) in certain schools could quality for additional awards
up to atotal $19,000 over four years. Beginning in 2012-13, no new APLE
warrants have been issued; only renewals continue to be funded.
2 Assumption Program |The May Revision proposes a decrease of $2,262,000 to reflect revised cost Approve as proposed. BBL

of Loansfor
Education

estimates for the Assumption Program of Loans for Education. For 2015-16, the
May Revision also assumes incremental savings of $2,129,000 to reflect revised
cost estimates for the program.




Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Community Colleges
Augmentation

6870-101-0001
(May Revise)

Senate of California Community Colleges by $300,@0thore
expeditiously develop, promote, and act upon pediéh support of
recent statewide community college programmatioreffand

initiatives.

ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
1 Clean Energy Job The May Revision proposes an increase of $4.12amitb reflect an |Approve as proposed BBL
Creation Fund Revenue|increase in estimated Clean Energy Job Creatiod Fewenue.
Estimate
6870-139-8080
(May Revision)
2 Academic Senate for theThe May Revision proposes to increase fundingtierAcademic  [Approve as proposed BBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Languagge

May Revise Technical
Adjustments

The May Revision requests an increased of $164)980p reflect a
decrease in apportionment funding associated witih@ease in
estimated net offsetting EPA revenue.

The May Revision also requests that item 6870-1@1(e increasq
by $51,179,000 to reflect an increase in apportemnfunding
associated with a decrease in estimated net offgdtical tax
revenue.

The May Revision proposes Item 6870-101-0001, Budgt of 2015
be increased and conforming adjustments be macléat a
$115,766,000 decrease in estimated 2015-16 EPAuese

The May Revision proposes Item 6870-101-0001, Budgeof 2015
be decreased by $578,000 to reflect differencesdsat the estimate)
and actual impact of excess revenue districts vexpEPA funding
that does not offset apportionment funding.

Approve as proposed

BBL

Offsetting Student Fee
Revenues

6870-101-0001
(May Revise)

The May Revision proposes that (1) of Item 6870-20Q1 be
decreased by $9,837,000 to reflect a decreaseprignment
funding associated with an increase in estimatésitiing student fe
revenue.

1%

Approve as proposed

BBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
5 Increase Student The May Revision proposes an increase of $2,333®@0&lect an |Approve as proposed BBL
Financial Aid increase of $1,173,000 for the Student Financidl Administration
Program and an increase of $1,160,000 for the Beahcial
6870-101-0001 Assistance Program. These adjustments reflected\@stimates of
the number of units with fees waived and the dalaount of fees
waived.
6 Increase The May Revision proposes to increase Item 68706001 by $41.59Approve as proposed BBL
Apportionments million to reflect the City College of San Fran@&estimated
Estimate to Reflect the [declining enrollment protection. The purpose of tdjustment is to
City College of ensure that, if the community college system meetsliment targets,
San Francisco's there will be sufficient appropriation to fund eftroliment growth to
Statutory Current Year |which districts are entitled plus the extendedistatbunding that
Declining Enroliment  [CCSF will receive.
Protection
6870-101-0001
7 Technical Provisional |The May Revision proposes provisional budget biiguage Approve as proposed BBL
Language adjustments to include references to the StuderteSs Basic Skills
Zero-Text-Book degrees the Strong Workforce proposa
6870-101-0001
(May Revision)
8 Technical Base The May Revision proposes to increase Item 68706001 by $5.34 Approve as proposed BBL

Apportionment
Adjustment

6870-101-0001

(May Revision)

million to reflect various technical base apportr@nt adjustments
associated with updates in enrollment.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education



Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Partnership Initiative

98 General Fund. Specifically, the proposal augmtre statewide
professional development activities by $8 milliand augments
technical assistance funding by $2 million.

ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
9 Cost-of- Living The May Revision proposes to decrease the costogladjustmentsApprove as proposed BBL
Adjustment from 0.47 percent to O percent, resulting in tH®Wing decreases:
(1) $29.29 million apportionments, (2) $61,000 &7&,000 for the
(May Revision) hourly non-credit funding rate for community cokegnd K-12
apprenticeship programs, (3) $579,000 decreashédextended
Opportunity Programs and Services Program, (4) g®&4€2for the
Disabled Student Programs and Services Prograr1¢#),000 for
the Student Services for CalWORKSs Recipients Prog(8) $16,000
for the Campus Childcare Tax Bailout Program.
10 [Institutional The Governor's January budget proposed augmeihgnipstitutional|Approve as proposed and |BBL
Effectiveness Effectiveness Partnership Initiative (IEPI) by $hdlion Proposition [amend reporting to include

information about activities
under both components of
the program, including
college participation in thos
activities, as well as college
progress toward their goals
for each of the institutional
effectiveness indicators.

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Languagge

11

Full-Time Student
Success Grant Funding

6870-102-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision proposes an increase of $2.174omiio reflect
the inclusion of Cal Grant C recipients, and ameased estimate of
eligible Cal Grant B students in fiscal year 2076-The maximum
grant is $300 per semester, or prorated amourtoiteges using a
guarter system, to community college districtsigtribute an equal
amount of funding to each eligible student as fogdillows. If
eligible students exceed funding available in itegm, awards shall b
proportionally reduced to fit within available fund

The 2015-16 budget act provided $39 million for Eu#l-Time
Student Success Grant. This grant provides additsupport to full-
time Cal Grant B recipients. This proposal seelexmand the
eligibility pool to include Cal Grant C recipients.

Approve as proposed

e

BBL

12

Equal Opportunity
Program

6870-101-3273

(May Revision)

The May Revision includes a proposal to provide3$gillion one-
time from the Employment Opportunity Fund to proenetjual
employment opportunities in hiring and promotiorcammunity
college districts. This fund contains penaltiesdgai districts who dd
not meet their full-time faculty obligation numbef$he proposal
requires funds to be spent pursuant to Educatiate ®3108, which
includes accommodations for applicants and employath
disabilities, and outreach and recruitment.

Approve as proposed

BBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
13 |Increase Mandate Debt [The May Revision proposes to increase mandatepdsiobents by [Approve as proposed BBL
Repayment $29 million to reflect proposed 2014-15 and 2015”téposition 98
General Fund appropriations of $26 million and $ion,
(May Revision) respectively, to pay for outstanding mandate dekd per full-time
equivalent student basis. This flexible one-tinmeding will reduce
mandate debt while also providing districts withaletion to pay for
other one-time expenses such as professional geweldt, campus
security infrastructure, technology infrastructuaed developing opgn
education resources and zero-textbook cost degrees.
14 |Mandate Block Grant |It is requested that Item 6870-296-0001 be decdelg&134,000 to [Approve as proposed. BBL
(May Revision) align block grant funding with the revised estimatdull-time
equivalent students.
6870-296-0001
15 [CCC May Revise The May Revision proposes trailer bill languageppropriate $38.5[Approve and adopt BBL and
Technical Adjustments |million in 2015-16 Proposition 98 General Fund &zkfill a projecteqplaceholder trailer bill TBL

for the Current and
Prior Year

(May Revision)

shortfall in estimated offsetting local communitllege district
revenue. To the extent the appropriation exceralfital shortfall,
the language proposes that the funding would be tessmake
additional mandate debt payments.

language

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Clarification

allocated in the 2015-16 budget for increasingniinmber full-time
faculty at the community colleges were to be alteddo all districts,

including basic aid districts.

ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
16 |Compton Community |The May Revision proposes trailer bill languageadgust the interes§{Approve placeholder trailefTBL
College District Loan |rate to 2.307 percent on any outstanding Generad Emergency |bill language
apportionments made to Compton Community Colleggriot,
(May Revision) which is reflective of the rate recently providedother K-12
agencies. The administration requests General Fl@cest revenue
be reduced by approximately $134,000 in 2016-17paimetipal
repayment amounts be increased by approximatelp88in 2016-
17 to revise the interest rate on three Comptonr@anity College
District emergency apportionments. The currenttantiing loan
balance is $17.8 million.
17  [Full-Time Faculty Staff recommends trailer bill language to clartigt the $62.3 millionAdopt placeholder TBL to QTBL

refined as necessary.

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Vote Only

Item

Subject

Description Staff Recommendation

Languagge

18

System wide Data
Security

(January Proposal)

The Governor proposes $3 million Proposition 98 €@aehFund to  |Approve as proposed
support a range of technical services for commuwutieges and
statewide projects through the system’s TTIP pnogra

The Chancellor’s Office reports that the proposalid enable the
system to create a comprehensive suite of sea@ertyces for
community colleges and statewide technology prejeservices
would include providing support for colleges in #nent of a data
breach, offering more in—depth vulnerability scand risk analyses,
promoting the CCC information security standards ereating
incentives for institutions to meet these standaadd enhancing
security monitoring. The funding also would suppweation of a
CCC system wide data sharing committee to ensersehburity of
personally identifiable information.

BBL

19

Enrollment Growth

The Governor’s budget proposes an additional $1llbm Approve as proposed
Proposition 98 General Fund for to reflect a twocpat CCC
enrollment growth (an additional 23,000 FTE studemt50,000
students by headcount).

BBL

May 18, 2016
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Vote Only

Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Languagge

20 |Awards for Innovation

The Governor proposes $25 million one-time Propmsi®8 General
Fund for the Awards for Innovation in Higher EducatProgram.

The Governor proposes to provide six innovationrdeaf at least $
million each in 2016-17. This proposal differs fréme 2014-15 and

2015-16 proposals in four ways: (1) only CCC dissrivould be ablg

to apply for awards, which would be funded by Pipon 98
General Fund; (2) awards would be based on propasedties
instead of initiatives applicants already have enpnted; (3) award
would need to focus specifically on effective artation and transfer
pathways, successful transitions from higher edocanto the
workforce, and innovations in technology and datad (4) the
Governor would have more discretion in selectirgydppointees to
the awards committee. Members no longer would bavepresent
any of the higher education segments or the StasedBof Education

174

()

Reject

BBL and
TBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
21 |Inmate Education The Senate Budget Subccommittee No 5. approveeXension of |Approve BBL to be refined |BBL
SB 1391 (Hancock) to include five additional pris@nd two as necessary.
permanent positions in the Community Colleges Cabmis Office to
coordinate community college programs within theesprison
system. Specifically, the California DepartmenCairrections and
Rehabilitation shall provide $2 million in one-tiGeneral Fund over
two years for five additional community collegegbiprograms, and
$1 million in on-going General Fund to create awmarent
infrastructure at the Chancellor’s Office for staffd administrative
expenses related to inmate education. Staff recoms® take
conforming action.

22 |One-time Physical Plant The May Revision proposes to decrease Schedulé{2865.9 Approve 2016-17 reduction|BBL and
and Instructional million to reflect alternative spending prioritiead that provisional |in Schedule 23, and adopt |TBL
Equipment language be revised to reflect the 2016-17 praest threshold for [modified trailer bill language

scheduled maintenance and repair projects. to provide $17.4 million in
6870-101-0001 Proposition 98 Settle-up
The May Revision also proposes to provide $23.8oniin funds for instruction
(May Revision) Proposition 98 Settle-up fund for these purposégaiter bill equipment.
language.
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only
ltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag
23 |Adult Education Fund |Staff recommends to amend and move language framdtidn |Approve trailer bill TBL
Code Section 52616 to Section 84914.1 to clarify tnds language to be refined ag
Education Code received from the Adult Education Block Grant sltoe| necessary.
Sections 52616 and ([deposited in an "adult education fund" and spentife purpose

89414.1 of adult education.

These language changes are technical and clarifyimgppport
of the Adult Education Block Grant program enadtethe 2015
16 Budget Act.

May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education



Issue 3: 6870 - California Comm
Discussion / Vote

unity Colleges

S

6870-101-0001

(May Revision)

Telecommunications and Technology Infrastructugkam to bill languge to be refing
expand broadband capacity across community colegguses to |as necessary.

ensure appropriate internet access is availablstfmients, faculty,
and community college administrators. The Admimistn notes thajt
the improvements are needed to meet demand fonectimity and tq
prepare for statewide rollout of the common assessneducation
planning, online education, and other statewidBrielogy initiatives.

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendatior] Language @mments
1 Online Education The May Revision proposes trailer bill languagepgropriate $20 |Approve TBL The state initially funded th
Initiative million in one-time Proposition 98 General Funceigedite and effort with $17 million in
enhance the adaptation and development of couratare available 2013-14, and has provided
(May Revision) through the online course exchange component obtiime $10 million annually
Education Initiative (OEI). thereafter. The proposal do
not provide clear goals and
The online course exchange, a component of the i©l the expectations on how
development phase for an initial pilot launch it 2016 at eight additional funds will be
colleges and for 20 courses. Through the courseasge, students spent.
who cannot get the courses they need at their looflege, will be
able to enroll online at another college that haslable seats in the]
equivalent course via a streamlined registratiacess at their homg
college.
2 Technology The May Revision requests $5 million ongoing, aich8llion in Approve as proposed, | BBL and
Infrastructure 2015-16 Proposition 98 General Fund to suppodreffwithin the [with placeholder trailer TBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

@mments

Inmate Digital
Instructional Materials

6870-101-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision proposes to provide $3 million oing to providg Approve as proposed.

digital course content to inmates under the jucisoin of the
California Department of Corrections and Rehatibitathat are
enrolled in a California community college courseourses.

Currently, CDCR has 7,000 eReader tablets thaestddmates
enrolled in community college use to read collegetiook content.
The content is downloaded onto the eReader taBi¢hough the
tablets are owned by CDCR, the electronic contenhiy available
for a limited period until it eventually expireé current content
expires in September of 2016). The Administratiefidves there is
need for funding to support the ongoing purchasstége content
to be used on the eReader tablets. Expanding eReadtent for
offenders encourages learning gains beyond thgrétte level and
supports greater possibility for employment afedease.

BBL

Basic Skills Proposal

The Governor proposes to augment the existing B2idlts Initiative
by $30 million ongoing Proposition 98 General Fulbdnging total

funding for the initiative to $50 million Propogiti 98 General Fungkemove allocation

The Governor also proposes trailer bill language tepeals the
existing BSI and creates a new program which imples
performance-based funding.

The May Revision revised the proposal to includeltAO to the list
of agencies that must concur with the Chancel®@ffe if
additional factors are used to distribute funding.

Amend BBL and adopt
placeholder TBL to (1)

formula, (2) direct the
Chancellors Office to
convene a workgroup
with relevant
stakeholders to
determine the allocation
of funds, and (3) redire¢
the additional $30
million in 2016-17 to
fill eligible
Transformation Grants
applicants that did not
receive funding.

~

BBL and

TBL

The 2015-16 budget
established the Community,
College Basic Skills and
Student Outcomes
Transformation Program, a
provided $60 million in one
time Proposition 98 Generg
Fund for the program.
However, because of limite
funding, 22 colleges that
were eligible for funding did
not receive an award.

May 18, 2016
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

(January proposal and
May Revision)

would compete for grants of up to $500,000 eaatffier an associaj
degree, certificate, or credential program a sttden complete
entirely by taking Open Education Resource couBgsrity would

be given to developing a new degree from an exjstansfer degreg.

The May Revise proposes the following changesétioposal: (1
reflect maximum grant amounts per ZTC degree oD$ZRID, (2)
clarify that discretionary student printing costs allowable within g
ZTC degree, (3) prioritize existing open educatioraources and
initiatives to expedite development of ZTC degréésclarify that
districts comply with existing copyright and acdb#gy law, and (5)
reflect various other clarifying amendments, suglg@ants may be
used to obtain professional development to agsiste developmen
of degrees.

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendatior] Language @mments
5 Zero-textbook-cost The Governor proposed $5 million in one-time Pratas 98 Approve placeholder BBL and
degrees General Fund for zero—textbook—cost pathways. Conitsnaollegesitrailer bill language. TBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

@mments

Strong Workforce
Program

6870-101-0001

(January proposal and
May Revision)

The May Revision proposes changes to the Strongkfgtae
Program trailer bill language to: (1) require thea@cellor's Office t
provide the Legislature and Administration withlarpto expedite
and improve the course approval process to adapses in one
academic year or one semester, (2) authorize thacaiior’s Office
to distribute a 60 percent of funds directly to coamity colleges, (3
require that no more than 60 percent of funds piedvidirectly to
districts could be used for ongoing costs, (4) meqiine Chancellor’
Office, DOF, and the LAO to investigate future colidation of
community college career technical education progranto the
Strong Workforce Program, (5) establish a cameehiriical educatio
faculty subcommittee within the Academic SenatéhefCalifornia
Community Colleges, (6) other clarifying amendments

The Governor's January proposal also sought taged48 million
ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund to make the Eatways
Program permanent.

Approve BBL and
modify TBL to remove
the requirement that nog
more than 60 percent of
funds provided to
districts could be used
for ongoing costs, and
adopt TBL to extend the
CTE pathways progran
for one year and state
legislative intent that
begining in 2017-18 thg
CTE pathways may be
part of the Strong
Workforce program.

92}

TBL

CTE Pathways, created in
2012, is grant program helqg
regions develop sustainablq
CTE pathways among
schools, community collegg
and regional business and
labor organizations. The
program was set to expire §
the end of 2014-15, but thd
2015-16 budget provided g
additional $48 million and
extended the program for o
more year. If the Chancello
Office, DOF and LAO are
investigating the possible
consolidation of CTE
programs, it may be pruden
to extend the program by
only one year.

37

—

May 18, 2016
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

e
d

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendatior] Language @mments
7 Restore Various Staff recommends to increase funding to (1) thel&tt Services fofAdopt BBL to restore BBL The Student Services for
Categorical Programs [CalWORKs Recipients by $8.68 million Proposition@8neral funding to the Student CalWORKS Recipients
Fund, (2) part-time faculty office hours categolrioa $3.66 million [Services for CalWORK$S categorical provides
Proposition 98 General Fund, and (3) the Fund fodénht Success,|Recipients, and Part- counseling, tutoring and
which includes the Puente Project and Mathematncgrigering, Time Faculty Office other support for
Science Achievement Program by $2.37 million Prims98 Hours. CalWORKS students. The
General Fund. These increases bring funding bapketwecession MESA programs support
levels financially and educationall
disadvantaged students
seeking majors in math and
science based fields, and the
Puente works to improve th
transfer rate for underserve
students
8 Early Care and Staff recommends to provide $1.4 million one-timmeg®sition 98 |Adopt placeholder TBL TBL

Education Pilot
Program

General Fund over three years to the Los AngeladeFirech
Community College to provide job training, mentgrind college
courses through the Early Care and Education Apicesship Pilot
Program in Los Angeles. The project will enrolbgal of 150
workers, helping participants become licensed, ectree college
level coursework, receive paid on the job trairamg coaching,
benefit peer support, and advance to higher |lefetsedentialing
within the industry.

to provide $1.4 million
one-time Proposition 98
General Fund to LA
Trade-Tech college to
provide job training,
mentoring and college
courses through the eaf
care and education
apprenticeship programn.

y
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

D

 t

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendatior] Language @mments
9 Increase Base The May Revision proposes to increase base apparéat by $75 |Adopt modified BBL to BBL

Apportionment Funding [million to reflect additional base apportionmending in increase base

to Reflect Increased recognition of increased operating expenses iratbas of facilities,|apportionment by $10.4

Operation Expenses [retirement benefits, professional development; fifle faculty, and [million, for a total of
other general expenses. $85.29 million.

6870-101-0001

(May Revision)

10 [Adult Education The Governor proposes to provide $5 million to kpemded over a|Approve as proposed TBL Staff notes that state

three year period (2016-17 through 2018-19) for@iC and CDE [with trailer bill languagg leadership activities will

(May Revision) to contract with a community colleges district, @ohdistrict, county|to be refined as provide continued support
office of education, or adult education consonigtovide statewidgnecessary. for adult education consorti
leadership for consortia members participatindnaAdult Educatio as they expand and refine
Block Grant. program offerings in their

regions. In addition, the
The May Revision includes trailer bill language awhieg Education proposed fiscal agent traile
Code Section 84905 to require that the fiscal affereach adult bill language will ensure tha
education consortium develop a process to appoftiods within 45 funds are received in timely
days of receiving funds from the state that dodsenuire manner.
consortium members to be funded on a reimbursebzesis.
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendatior] Language @mments
11 |Adult Education Staff recommends adding trailer bill language t@achthe date adApprove placeholder | TBL/ SRL |Staff notes that the extensipn

education outcomes reporting is required pursu@BiaS 84917 |trailer bill language and in the reporting timelines

(Education Code Sectio|from Sept 30 to a two-part report on October 30tth January 1st ofplaceholder better aligns with workload

84917 and 84920) each year. supplemental reporting of collecting, verifying and

language as proposed {o analyzing the required datal
The Senate also proposes to add trailer bill laggta require be refined as necessary.
additional reporting from the Chancellor of the Goumity Colleges The additional proposed
and the Superintendent of Public Instruction nerlgtan August 1, reporting requirements wo\
2017 on options for integrating the adult educatiesessments intd inform the Legislature and
the common assessment system developed by the autyroolleged the Administration on the
pursuant to section 78219. The report shall addresgpliance with continued implementation gf
requirements for federal and state funding of addltcation the Adult Education Block
programs, identify estimated project costs and tines, and identify Grant in time for the next
changes in policies that may be necessary to aligiticate testing cycle of budget discussiongd.
requirements.
The Senate also proposes to add supplementalireptarhguage as
follows: "No later than January 1, 2017, the chlocand the
Superintendent shall submit to the Director of Rtg the state
board, and the appropriate policy and fiscal corteed in the
Legislature a report on their progress in meetirggrequirements of
the Education Code, section 84920, subdivisionsuiio) (e). The
report shall describe the agreements, policiegguhares, and data
systems planned, developed, or implemented to cowigh these
requirements."”
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 20



Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Discussion / Vote

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language

@mments

12

Outreach Funding for
the Board of
Governor's Fee
Waiver Program and
the Baccalaureate
Degree Program

Staff recommends to provide $5 million one-time dotreach
to promote the Board of Governors Fee Waiver at agethe
Baccalaureate Degree Pilot Program.

On September 28, 2014, California Governor Jeromsr
signed SB 850 (Block) authorizing the Board of Gowees of
California's Community Colleges (BOG), in consutiatwith
representatives of the California State Univer&a$U) and
University of California (UC), to establish a staide
baccalaureate degree pilot program at no morelban
California Colleges.

The California Community Colleges Board of Govemor
(BOG) Fee Waiver program waives tuition fees foaficially-
needy students. For the past 30 years, the BOGMadeer has
kept pace with tuition, making a community collegkication
tuition-free for all financially-eligible Califormins. Between
1984 and 2015, the waiver has been provided to ®er
million students

Approve placeholder
trailer bill language to
provide $5 million ong
time for outreach on
BOG Fee Waiver and
Baccalaureate Degre
Pilot Program

1%

TBL

May 18, 2016
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Issue 1: 6980 - Califor nia Student Aid Commssion

Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation L anguage Vote
1 Assumption Program |The APLE program allows the state to issue agreements for |oan assumptions Staff recommends reinstating the APLE BBL 3-0
of Loansfor annually to students and district interns who are pursuing careersin teaching and |program to provide 170 APLE new
Education credentialed teachers. Award recipients must teach in a subject shortageareaat  |warrants annually. No costs are expected in
any school or teach any subject at a school associated with shortages (including  |2016-17 because awardees must complete
schools with alarge low-income population, at least 20 percent of teachers one full year of teaching prior to receiving &
holding emergency permits, ranked in the bottom 20 percent of the Academic loan repayment. At full implementation in
Performance Index, or loated in arural area). The base award provides up to 2020-2021, costs are expected to be
$11,000 over four years. In addition, award recipients teaching in certain subject |$2,262,000.
areas (such as math, science or special education) in certain schools could quality
for additional awards up to atotal $19,000 over four years. Beginning in 2012-
13, no new APLE warrants have been issued; only renewals continue to be funded.
2 Assumption Program [The May Revision proposes a decrease of $2,262,000 to reflect revised cost Approve as proposed. BBL 30

of Loansfor
Education

estimates for the Assumption Program of Loans for Education. For 2015-16, the
May Revision also assumes incremental savings of $2,129,000 to reflect revised
cost estimates for the program.




Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Community Colleges
Augmentation

6870-101-0001
(May Revise)

Senate of California Community Colleges by $300,&0More
expeditiously develop, promote, and act upon padién support of
recent statewide community college programmatioreffand
initiatives.

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote
1 Clean Energy Job The May Revision proposes an increase of $4.12amitb reflect arfApprove as proposed BBL 3-0
Creation Fund Revenue|increase in estimated Clean Energy Job Creatiod Fenenue.
Estimate
6870-139-8080
(May Revision)
2 Academic Senate for th§The May Revision proposes to increase fundingHerAcademic |Approve as proposed BBL 3-0

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language¢ Vote

May Revise Technical
Adjustments

The May Revision requests an increased of $16400800 reflect &
decrease in apportionment funding associated witingrease in
estimated net offsetting EPA revenue.

The May Revision also requests that item 6870-100t(he
increased by $51,179,000 to reflect an increas@portionment
funding associated with a decrease in estimatedffssitting local
tax revenue.

The May Revision proposes Item 6870-101-0001, Budgt of
2015 be increased and conforming adjustments be toacflect a
$115,766,000 decrease in estimated 2015-16 EPAuese

The May Revision proposes Item 6870-101-0001, Budgeof

2015 be decreased by $578,000 to reflect differebeéwveen the
estimated and actual impact of excess revenueéathisteceiving EP/
funding that does not offset apportionment funding.

Approve as proposed

BBL

3-0

Offsetting Student Fee
Revenues

6870-101-0001
(May Revise)

The May Revision proposes that (1) of Item 6870-0001 be
decreased by $9,837,000 to reflect a decreasepmrégnment
funding associated with an increase in estimatésktiing student fq
revenue.

Approve as proposed

BBL

3-0

Increase Student
Financial Aid

6870-101-0001

The May Revision proposes an increase of $2,333@0€flect an
increase of $1,173,000 for the Student Financidl Administration
Program and an increase of $1,160,000 for the BBia@hcial
Assistance Program. These adjustments reflected\dstimates of
the number of units with fees waived and the dalaount of fees
waived.

Approve as proposed

BBL

3-0

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote
6 Increase The May Revision proposes to increase Item 68700001 by Approve as proposed BBL 3-0
Apportionments $41.5 million to reflect the City College of SaraRcisco’s estimatefd
Estimate to Reflect the |declining enrollment protection. The purpose o$ thiljustment is td
City College of ensure that, if the community college system meetsliment
San Francisco's targets, there will be sufficient appropriatiorfied all enroliment
Statutory Current Year |growth to which districts are entitled plus theesded stability
Declining Enroliment  [funding that CCSF will receive.
Protection
6870-101-0001
7 Technical Provisional [The May Revision proposes provisional budget hitiguage Approve as proposed BBL 3-0
Language adjustments to include references to the Studecteds Basic Skillg,
Zero-Text-Book degrees the Strong Workforce proposa
6870-101-0001
(May Revision)
8 Technical Base The May Revision proposes to increase Item 68700001l by Approve as proposed BBL 3-0

Apportionment
Adjustment

6870-101-0001

(May Revision)

$5.34 million to reflect various technical base apipnment
adjustments associated with updates in enroliment.

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education




Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

activities, as well as
colleges’ progress toward
their goals for each of the
institutional effectiveness
indicators.

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote
9 Cost-of- Living The May Revision proposes to decrease the costiol Approve as proposed BBL 3-0
Adjustment adjustments from 0.47 percent to 0 percent, rewpiti the following
decreases: (1) $29.29 million apportionments, 64),$00 and
(May Revision) $75,000 for the hourly non-credit funding rate fommunity collegg
and K-12 apprenticeship programs, (3) $579,000ede&r for the
Extended Opportunity Programs and Services Progi4in$542,000
for the Disabled Student Programs and Servicesr&mg5)
$164,000 for the Student Services for CalWORKSs Blenis
Program, (6) $16,000 for the Campus Childcare TaioBt
Program.
10 |Institutional The Governor's January budget proposed augmeiinpstitutionalApprove as proposed and (BBL 3-0
Effectiveness Effectiveness Partnership Initiative (IEPI) by $hdlion Propositionfamend reporting to include
Partnership Initiative 98 General Fund. Specifically, the proposal augmére statewide |information about activities
professional development activities by $8 milliand augments  |under both components of
technical assistance funding by $2 million. the program, including
college participation in thoge

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language¢ Vote

11

Full-Time Student
Success Grant Funding

6870-102-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision proposes an increase of $2.17domio reflect
the inclusion of Cal Grant C recipients, and améased estimate o
eligible Cal Grant B students in fiscal year 2076-IThe maximum
grant is $300 per semester, or prorated amourdditeges using a
quarter system, to community college districtsittrgbute an equal
amount of funding to each eligible student as fogdillows. If
eligible students exceed funding available in ifeis1, awards shall
be proportionally reduced to fit within availablenfls.

The 2015-16 budget act provided $39 million for Eub-Time
Student Success Grant. This grant provides additisupport to full-
time Cal Grant B recipients. This proposal seekexiwand the
eligibility pool to include Cal Grant C recipients.

Approve as proposed

BBL 3-0

12

Equal Opportunity
Program

6870-101-3273

(May Revision)

The May Revision includes a proposal to provide3$gillion one-
time from the Employment Opportunity Fund to proenetual
employment opportunities in hiring and promotiorc@ammunity
college districts. This fund contains penaltiesidgaj districts who d
not meet their full-time faculty obligation numbefhe proposal
requires funds to be spent pursuant to Educatiae®3108, which
includes accommodations for applicants and empkoyséth
disabilities, and outreach and recruitment.

Approve as proposed

BBL 3-0

May 18, 2016
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Vote Only

Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote
13 |Increase Mandate Debt|The May Revision proposes to increase mandatepdsiobents by |Approve as proposed BBL 3-0
Repayment $29 million to reflect proposed 2014-15 and 2015Ptéposition 98
General Fund appropriations of $26 million and $Bion,
(May Revision) respectively, to pay for outstanding mandate deld per full-time
equivalent student basis. This flexible one-timmeding will reduce
mandate debt while also providing districts withaletion to pay fof
other one-time expenses such as professional gevelat, campus
security infrastructure, technology infrastructuaed developing
open education resources and zero-textbook costeleg
14 |Mandate Block Grant |ltis requested that Item 6870-296-0001 be deccebg&134,000 tgApprove as proposed. BBL 3-0
(May Revision) align block grant funding with the revised estimatdull-time
equivalent students.
6870-296-0001
15 |CCC May Revise The May Revision proposes trailer bill languageppropriate Approve and adopt BBLand |3-0
Technical Adjustments |$38.57 million in 2015-16 Proposition 98 Generahéto backfill a [placeholder trailer bill TBL

for the Current and
Prior Year

(May Revision)

projected shortfall in estimated offsetting locatmunity college
district revenue. To the extent the appropriaggoeeds the final
shortfall, the language proposes that the fundiogldvbe used to
make additional mandate debt payments.

language

May 18, 2016
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Vote Only

Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote
16 |Compton Community |The May Revision proposes trailer bill languagadgust the interestApprove placeholder trailefTBL 3-0
College District Loan |[rate to 2.307 percent on any outstanding Generad Emergency |bill language
apportionments made to Compton Community Colleggrit,
(May Revision) which is reflective of the rate recently providedother K-12
agencies. The administration requests General Fuekst revenue
be reduced by approximately $134,000 in 2016-17mimtipal
repayment amounts be increased by approximately0$8lin 2016-
17 to revise the interest rate on three Comptonr@onity College
District emergency apportionments. The currenttantling loan
balance is $17.8 million.
17 |Full-Time Faculty Staff recommends trailer bill language to clartiatthe $62.3 Adopt placeholder TBL to |TBL 3-0
Clarification million allocated in the 2015-16 budget for incriegghe number fu|be refined as necessary.
time faculty at the community colleges were to becated to all
districts, including basic aid districts.
18 |System wide Data The Governor proposes $3 million Proposition 98 &ehFund to |Approve as proposed BBL 3-0

Security

(January Proposal)

support a range of technical services for commuwutieges and
statewide projects through the system’s TTIP pnogra

The Chancellor’s Office reports that the proposalld enable the
system to create a comprehensive suite of se@aiiyices for
community colleges and statewide technology prejegervices
would include providing support for colleges in #neent of a data
breach, offering more in—depth vulnerability scand risk analyseg
promoting the CCC information security standards ereating
incentives for institutions to meet these standaadd enhancing
security monitoring. The funding also would suppw#gation of a
CCC system wide data sharing committee to ensereehurity of
personally identifiable information.

[y

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote

19 |Enrollment Growth The Governor’s budget proposes an additional $1illbm Approve as proposed BBL 3-0
Proposition 98 General Fund for to reflect a twecpat CCC
enrollment growth (an additional 23,000 FTE student50,000
students by headcount).

20 [Awards for Innovation |The Governor proposes $25 million one-time Propmsi®8 General|Reject BBL and |2-1
Fund for the Awards for Innovation in Higher EducatProgram. TBL (Moorlach

Voting

The Governor proposes to provide six innovationrawaf at least No)

$4 million each in 2016-17. This proposal diffenafi the 2014-15
and 2015-16 proposals in four ways: (1) only CC&riits would be
able to apply for awards, which would be fundedbgposition 98
General Fund; (2) awards would be based on propactbdties
instead of initiatives applicants already have enpdnted; (3) awar(
would need to focus specifically on effective artition and transfe
pathways, successful transitions from higher edocanto the
workforce, and innovations in technology and dated (4) the
Governor would have more discretion in selectirggadppointees to
the awards committee. Members no longer would bavepresent
any of the higher education segments or the StagedBof
Education.

174

May 18, 2016
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Issue 2: 6870 - California Community Colleges

Vote Only

Iltem Subject Description Staff Recommendation | Languag¢ Vote

21 |Inmate Education The Senate Budget Subccommittee No 5. approveex@nsion of [Approve BBL to be refined|BBL 3-0

SB 1391 (Hancock) to include five additional pris@nd two as necessary.
permanent positions in the Community Colleges Chbors Office

to coordinate community college programs within stege prison

system. Specifically, the California DepartmenGCafrrections and

Rehabilitation shall provide $2 million in one-tif&eneral Fund

over two years for five additional community cokegilot programs,

and $1 million in on-going General Fund to creapeananent

infrastructure at the Chancellor’s Office for staffd administrative

expenses related to inmate education. Staff recordsn® take

conforming action.

22  |One-time Physical Plan{The May Revision proposes to decrease Schedulé{28§5.9 Approve 2016-17 reductionBBL and |3-0
and Instructional million to reflect alternative spending prioritiaad that provisional |in Schedule 23, and adopt|TBL
Equipment language be revised to reflect the 2016-17 prajest threshold for |modified trailer bill languag

scheduled maintenance and repair projects. to provide $17.4 million in
6870-101-0001 Proposition 98 Settle-up
The May Revision also proposes to provide $23.8aniin funds for instruction
(May Revision) Proposition 98 Settle-up fund for these purposégaiter bill equipment.
language.
23 |Adult Education Staff recommends to amend and move language from Approve trailer bill TBL 3-0

Fund

Education Code
Sections 52616 and
89414.1

Education Code Section 52616 to Section 84914.1atdyc
that funds received from the Adult Education Bloala shall
be deposited in an "adult education fund" and sforthe
purposes of adult education.

These language changes are technical and clarifymsupport
of the Adult Education Block Grant program enactethe
2015-16 Budget Ac

language to be refined a
necessary.

vJ

May 18, 2016

Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education

11



Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language|

Comments

Vote

Online Education

Initiative

(May Revision)

The May Revision proposes trailer bill language to appropriate $2
million in one-time Proposition 98 General Fund to expedite and
enhance the adaptation and development of courses that are avg
through the online course exchange component of the Online
Education Initiative (OEI).

The online course exchange, a component of the OEI, is in the
development phase for an initial pilot launch in fall 2016 at eight
colleges and for 20 courses. Through the course exchange, studg
who cannot get the courses they need at their home college, will
able to enroll online at another college that has available seats in|
equivalent course via a streamlined registration process at their H
college.

Bpprove

ilable

bnts

be
the
ome

TBL

The state initially funded thi

effort with $17 million in

2013-14, and has provided

$10 million annually

thereafter. The proposal dog
not provide clear goals and

expectations on how

additional funds will be spent.

£S

Technology

Infrastru

6870-10

cture

1-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision requests $5 million ongoing, and $7 million in
16 Proposition 98 General Fund to support efforts within the
Telecommunications and Technology Infrastructure Program to
expand broadband capacity across community college campuseg
ensure appropriate internet access is available for students, facu
community college administrators. The Administration notes that
improvements are needed to meet demand for connectivity and {
prepare for statewide rollout of the common assessment, educati
planning, online education, and other statewide technology initiat

Approve as proposed,
with placeholder trailer
bill languge to be refined
de necessary.

the
o]

bn
ves.

BBL and
TBL

3-0

May 18, 2016
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May 18, 2016

Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote
Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation| Language) Comments Vote
3 Inmate Digital The May Revision proposes to provide $3 million ongoing to prov|ég@prove as proposed. BBL 3-0
Instructional Materials [digital course content to inmates under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation that are
6870-101-0001 enrolled in a California community college course or courses.
(May Revision) Currently, CDCR has 7,000 eReader tablets that student-inmates
enrolled in community college use to read college textbook contept.
The content is downloaded onto the eReader tablet. Although th¢
tablets are owned by CDCR, the electronic content is only availal
a limited period until it eventually expires (the current content exgires
in September of 2016). The Administration believes there is a neg¢d for
funding to support the ongoing purchase of college content to be used
on the eReader tablets. Expanding eReader content for offenderp
encourages learning gains beyond the 9th grade level and suppofts
greater possibility for employment after release.

4 Basic Skills Proposal |The Governor proposes to augment the existing Basic Skills Initigweend BBL and adopt | BBL and |The 2015-16 budget 3-0
by $30 million ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund, bringing tot@placeholder TBL to (1) TBL established the Community
funding for the initiative to $50 million Proposition 98 General Funemove allocation College Basic Skills and
The Governor also proposes trailer bill language that repeals the |formula, (2) direct the Student Outcomes
existing BSI and creates a new program which implements Chancellors Office to Transformation Program, and
performance-based funding. convene a workgroup provided $60 million in one-

with relevant time Proposition 98 General
The May Revision revised the proposal to include the LAO to the|lssakeholders to determipe Fund for the program.
of agencies that must concur with the Chancellor's Office if additifthalallocation of funds, However, because of limiteg
factors are used to distribute funding. and (3) redirect the funding, 22 colleges that we
additional $30 million in eligible for funding did not
2016-17 to fill eligible receive an award.
Transformation Grants
applicants that did not
receive funding.
Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 13



Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language|

Comments

Vote

Zero-textbook-cost
degrees

(January proposal and
May Revision)

The Governor proposed $5 million in one-time Proposition 98 Ge

epplrove placeholder

Fund for zero—textbook—cost pathways. Community colleges woulttailer bill language.
compete for grants of up to $500,000 each to offer an associate degree,

certificate, or credential program a student can complete entirely

by

taking Open Education Resource courses. Priority would be given to

developing a new degree from an existing transfer degree.

The May Revise proposes the following changes to the proposal:
reflect maximum grant amounts per ZTC degree of $200,000, (2)
clarify that discretionary student printing costs are allowable with

ZTC degree, (3) prioritize existing open educational resources and
initiatives to expedite development of ZTC degrees, (4) clarify that

districts comply with existing copyright and accessibility law, and
reflect various other clarifying amendments, such as grants may

used to obtain professional development to assist in the developr

degrees.

@)

N a

®)

pbe

BBL and
TBL

2-1

May 18, 2016
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote
Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation| Language Comments Vote
6 Strong Workforce The May Revision proposes changes to the Strong Workforce Progpprove BBL and TBL CTE Pathways, created in |2-1
Program trailer bill language to: (1) require the Chancellor's Office to proviftaodify TBL to remove 2012, is grant program helps
the Legislature and Administration with a plan to expedite and |the requirement that no regions develop sustainable
6870-101-0001 improve the course approval process to adopt courses in one acadarecthan 60 percent of CTE pathways among
year or one semester, (2) authorize the Chancellor’s Office to disjfunds provided to schools, community colleges,
(January proposal and [a 60 percent of funds directly to community colleges, (3) require tlaistricts could be used fi and regional business and
May Revision) no more than 60 percent of funds provided directly to districts cojongoing costs, and adopt labor organizations. The
used for ongoing costs, (4) require the Chancellor’s Office, DOF, |afeL to extend the CTE program was set to expire at
the LAO to investigate future consolidation of community college |pathways program for the end of 2014-15, but the|
career technical education programs into the Strong Workforce |one year and state 2015-16 budget provided ap
Program, (5) establish a career technical education faculty legislative intent that additional $48 million and
subcommittee within the Academic Senate of the California begining in 2017-18 the extended the program for one
Community Colleges, (6) other clarifying amendments. CTE pathways may be a more year. If the Chancellons
part of the Strong Office, DOF and LAO are
The Governor's January proposal also sought to provide $48 milligdorkforce program. investigating the possible
ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund to make the CTE Pathway consolidation of CTE
Program permanent. programs, it may be pruden
to extend the program by or
one year.
7 Restore Various Staff recommends to increase funding to (1) the Student ServicegAolopt BBL to restore BBL The Student Services for  [2-1
Categorical Programs |CalWORKSs Recipients by $8.68 million Proposition 98 General Fiiadding to the Student CalWORKS Recipients
(2) part-time faculty office hours categorical by $3.66 million Services for CalWORKS categorical provides
Proposition 98 General Fund, and (3) the Fund for Student Succ¢Becipients, Part-Time counseling, tutoring and other
which includes the Puente Project and Mathematics Engineering{Faculty Office Hours, support for CalWORKS
Science Achievement Program by $2.37 million Proposition 98 |and the Fund for Student students. The MESA
General Fund. These increases bring funding back to pre-recessi@uccess. programs support financially
levels and educationally
disadvantaged students
seeking majors in math and
science based fields, and the
Puente works to improve the
transfer rate for underserved
students
May 18, 2016 Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 15



Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote

Item

Subject

Description

Staff Recommendation

Language|

Comments

Vote

Early Care and
Education Pilot
Program

Staff recommends to provide $1.4 million one-time Proposition 99
General Fund over three years to the Los Angeles Trade-Tech
Community College to provide job training, mentoring and collegg
courses through the Early Care and Education Apprenticeship Pi
Program in Los Angeles. The project will enroll a total of 150 wor
helping participants become licensed, access free college level

coursework, receive paid on the job training and coaching, benefiinpeetoring and college

support, and advance to higher levels of credentialing within the
industry.

Adopt placeholder TBL
to provide $1.4 million
one-time Proposition 98
@eneral Fund to LA
Trade-Tech college to
provide job training,

courses through the ear
care and education
apprenticeship program

TBL

ly

2-1

Increase Base
Apportionment Funding
to Reflect Increased
Operation Expenses

6870-101-0001

(May Revision)

The May Revision proposes to increase base apportionment by §

million to reflect additional base apportionment funding in recogniiiccrease base

of increased operating expenses in the areas of facilities, retirem
benefits, professional development, ftiline faculty, and other gene
expenses.

Aslopt modified BBL to

Fportionment by $10.2
million, for a total of
$85.29 million.

BBL

2-1

10

Adult Education

(May Revision)

The Governor proposes to provide $5 million to be expended ove

three year period (2016-17 through 2018-19) for the CCC and CI)itlo trailer bill language

contract with a community colleges district, school district, county

office of education, or adult education consortia to provide statewjdecessary.

leadership for consortia members participating in the Adult Educy
Block Grant.

The May Revision includes trailer bill language amending Educat]
Code Section 84905 to require that the fiscal agent for each adul

education consortium develop a process to apportion funds within 45

days of receiving funds from the state that does not require consq
members to be funded on a reimbursement basis.

Agpprove as proposed
to be refined as

\tion

on

rtium

TBL

Staff notes that state
leadership activities will
provide continued support for
adult education consortia ag
they expand and refine
program offerings in their
regions. In addition, the
proposed fiscal agent trailer
bill language will ensure that
funds are received in timely
manner.

3-0
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote
Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation| Language Comments Vote
11 |Adult Education Staff recommends adding trailer bill language to amend the date pijatrove placeholder TBL/ SRL [Staff notes that the extensiga-0
education outcomes reporting is required pursuant to ECS 84917 triter bill language and in the reporting timelines
(Education Code SectionSept 30 to a two-part report on October 30th and January 1st of ¢pletteholder supplemental better aligns with workload
84917 and 84920) year. reporting language as collecting, verifying and
proposed to be refined as analyzing the required data
The Senate also proposes to add trailer bill language to require |necessary.
additional reporting from the Chancellor of the Community Colleges The additional proposed
and the Superintendent of Public Instruction no later than August{1, reporting requirements would
2017 on options for integrating the adult education assessments |nto inform the Legislature and t
the common assessment system developed by the community cdlleges Administration on the
pursuant to section 78219. The report shall address compliance yith continued implementation o
requirements for federal and state funding of adult education prog the Adult Education Block
identify estimated project costs and time lines, and identify chandes in Grant in time for the next
policies that may be necessary to avoid duplicate testing requirer cycle of budget discussions
The Senate also proposes to add supplemental reporting language as
follows: "No later than January 1, 2017, the chancellor and the
Superintendent shall submit to the Director of Finance, the state board,
and the appropriate policy and fiscal committees in the Legislature a
report on their progress in meeting the requirements of the Education
Code, section 84920, subdivisions (b) and (e). The report shall
describe the agreements, policies, procedures, and data systemg
planned, developed, or implemented to comply with these
requirements."
17
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Issue 3: 6870 - California Community Colleges
Discussion / Vote
Item Subject Description Staff Recommendation| Language) Comments Vote
12 |Outreach Funding for |Staff recommends to provide $5 million one-time for outreaphpprove placeholder TBL 2-1
the Board of to promote the Board of Governors Fee Waiver as well as tfimiler bill language to
Governor's Fee Baccalaureate Degree Pilot Program. provide $5 million one-
Waiver Program and time for outreach on
the Baccalaureate On September 28, 2014, California Governor Jerry Brown |BOG Fee Waiver and
Degree Program signed SB 850 (Block) authorizing the Board of Governors Baccalaureate Degree
California's Community Colleges (BOG), in consultation witfPilot Program
representatives of the California State University (CSU) and
University of California (UC), to establish a statewide
baccalaureate degree pilot program at no more than 15
California Colleges.
The California Community Colleges Board of Governors (B
Fee Waiver program waives tuition fees for financially- needy
students. For the past 30 years, the BOG Fee Waiver has Kept
pace with tuition, making a community college education tu
free for all financially-eligible Californians. Between 1984 and
2015, the waiver has been provided to over 5.1 million students.
Senate Subcommittee #1 on Education 18
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