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II. Proposition 98

The Governor’s 2002-03 Budget proposes $46.0 billion in total (K-14) Proposition 98 spending, a $1.0
billion (2.2 percent) increase over that provided in the adjusted 2001-02 Budget Act. The budgeted amount,
is estimated to fully fund Proposition 98 at the statutorily required minimum “Test 2” level. The proposed
K-12 portion of the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is $41.2 billion, an increase of $1.2 billion or $136
per pupil (2 percent) more than the revised estimate of per-pupil expenditures for 2001-02. In 2002-03,
average per-pupil Proposition 98 funding is estimated to be $7,058. (Combined funding from local, state and
federal sources brings the per pupil total to $9,236).

Table 1
Proposition 98 Summary

(dollars in millions) (November 2001) 2002-03 $ Change % Change
General Fund
K-12 Education $28,270 $28,582 312 1.1
Community Colleges 2,696 2,682 (14) -0.5
Other Departments 93 91 2) 2.2
Loan Repayment 350 0 (350) -100.0
Total, General Fund $31,405 $31,354 (51) -0.2
Local Revenue $13,572 $14,629 1,057 7.8

0 0.0

Total, State and Local Funds $44,977 $45,983 1,006 2.2
Proposition 98 K-12 ADA 5,776,829 5,838,438 61,609 1.1
K-12 funding per ADA (actual $s) $6,922 $7,058 $136 2.0

A. Background. Proposition 98, a constitutional amendment passed by the voters in 1988 and amended
by Proposition 111, established a minimum funding level for K-12 schools and Community Colleges.
Funding from the formula established in Proposition 98 also supports direct educational services
provided by other agencies such as the state’s Special Schools for the Deaf and Blind and the California
Youth Authority.

Proposition 98 funding is generally calculated as the greater of:
e Test 1 —a specified percent (approximately 34.5 percent) of state General Fund revenues.

e Tests 2 and 3 — The amount provided in the prior-year adjusted for K-12 ADA growth and an
inflation factor. For “Test 2,” this inflation factor is the percentage change in per-capita personal
income. For “Test 3” the inflation factor is equal to the annual percentage change in per-capita state
General Fund revenues plus 0.5 percent--used only when it calculates a guarantee that is less than
that determined by “Test 2.”
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Note: Proposition 98 also includes a provision allowing the state to suspend the minimum funding
level for one year through urgency legislation other than the Budget Bill).

The Governor’s budget is based on the assumption that 2002-03 is a “Test 2” year and it fully funds the
Proposition 98 minimum according to the Administration’s estimates of the factors that determine that
minimum. By contrast, the 2001-02 fiscal year was a “Test 3” year. Adjusted for the additional 2001-
02 Budget Act reductions enacted in January, Proposition 98 was ultimately funded at a level that was
$5.7 million above the 2001-02 “Test 3” minimum guarantee, but $1.9 billion below the “Test 2”
calculation for that year. This $1.9 billion “maintenance factor,” as required by statute, has been
restored in the Governor’s proposed 2002-03 budget.

B. The General Fund makes up approximately 68.2 percent, or $31.4 billion, of the Governor’s total
estimated Proposition 98 minimum guarantee. (An estimated $14.6 billion from local property tax
revenues make up the remaining 31.8 percent). The Governor’s estimated $1.0 billion increase in the
total Proposition 98 minimum guarantee results from restoration of the full $1.9 billion 2001-02 Test 3
“maintenance factor” and a combination of estimated statewide ADA growth (1.07 percent); property
tax revenues ($14.6 billion); and the “Test 2” inflation factor (annual change in California per-capita
personal income). Based on the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAQO) projections, however, the General
Fund portion of the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee may be approximately $715 million higher than
that estimated by the Administration. The disparity between their respective Prop 98 “Test 2” minimum
guarantee estimates is attributed to their conflicting projections of the inflation factor, or growth in per-
capita personal income. The Department of Finance (DOF) assumes less optimistic growth in per-
capita personal income (negative 3 percent) than that assumed by the Legislative Analyst’s Office
(negative 1.5 percent). Existing law relative to Proposition 98 requires the use of a federal personal
income index to determine this Proposition 98 factor. Since this index is published each year in April or
May, the official Proposition 98 minimum guarantee will not be known until that time.

The LAO has developed several legislative options for meeting any increase (above the
Administration’s estimate) in the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee:

1. Additional Current-Year (2001-02) One-Time General Fund Savings.

a. Reductions. According to the LAO, current-year reductions in addition to those
already enacted in the Third Extraordinary Session are possible because the current year
appropriation level for Proposition 98 programs remains well above the minimum “Test
3” minimum funding level required for 2001-02. In addition, the LAO opines that the
additional recommended reductions can be implemented with little impact on
educational services to public school or community college students:

Table 1
LAO Options for Current-Year General Fund Savings
(Proposition 98)
2001-02 (In Millions)

Program Amount
Governor’s performance awards $144.3
Support for secondary schools reading 8.0
Charter school facility grants 5.0
Reading Award Program 4.0

Total $161.3
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b.

Substitute Proposition 98 Reversion Account funds for Current Year General
Funds. The Governor’s 2002-03 budget estimates that the Proposition 98 Reversion
Account—into which unspent funds from prior Proposition 98 appropriations are
reverted—currently contains $535 million available for expenditure. While the
Governor’s 2002-03 budget proposes spending the entire amount on various proposals
as indicated below, the Legislature, according to the LAO, could defer approval of all
the reversion account proposals and instead substitute these one-time budget year funds
for an equal amount of programs funded by Proposition 98 appropriations in the current
year. Since Proposition 98 spending in the current year is significantly above the
required “Test 3” minimum, the Proposition 98 General Funds “saved” by this action
could be carried over into the budget year and used for one-time purposes.

Proposed 2002-03 Proposition 98 Reversion Account Expenditures
(in millions)

Textbook Block Grant $200.0
School/ Classroom Library Block Grant 100.0
Math and Reading Professional Development 87.1
Science Lab Materials and Equipment 75.0
Community Colleges scheduled maintenance 229
Community Colleges Equipment 229
California School Information Services (CSIS) 11.0
Principal Training 7.5
CSIS / Fiscal Crisis Management Assistance Team 4.5
High Tech High Schools 4.0
Total $534.8

To the extent the Legislature decides to exercise the option of using any or all of the reversion
account funds for current-year savings and there is an increase in the Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee funding level, the most meritorious of the Governor’s reversion account proposals
could be restored.

(NOTE: Both current-year options (a) and (b) would require the Legislature to enact urgency
legislation that is signed by the Governor by June 30, 2002; the end of the 2001-02 fiscal year.
After that date, the 2001-02 level of appropriations would be “set” for the purposes of
Proposition 98 and not subject to further adjustment).

2. Budget Year Savings Options: Move Non-98 Education Expenditures into Proposition 98.
In the event the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is increased beyond that level estimated and
funded by the Governor’s proposed budget, the LAO suggests, as an option, that the Legislature
“move” certain non-Proposition 98 expenditures into the guarantee (allocating budgeted funds
to school districts) and, thereby, helping meet the increased requirement at no additional
General Fund cost. Options include:

a.

U.C. Professional Development Institutes. Allocate budgeted funds ($141 million) to
school districts. The districts, in turn, could contract for services with UC or use other
teacher training providers.

Child Care. Replace TANF spending on CalWORKSs childcare with Proposition 98 funds.
The resulting TANF savings (up to $770 million) could replace General Fund spending in
other components of the CalWORKSs program. However, to the extent the Proposition 98
minimum guarantee does not increase in May, exercising this option would come at a cost to
other K-14 educational programs proposed in the Governor’s 2002-03 budget.
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3. Meeting Additional K-14 Spending Needs. An increase in the Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee would also afford the Legislature the option of funding those education priorities not
included in the Governor’s proposed budget. These could include restoring funding for revenue
limit equalization ($42 million) and for the reduction of the Public Employees’ Retirement
System (PERS) revenue limit “offset” ($36 million); both of which would increase general
purpose or “discretionary” funding for school districts. (See discussion in :this agenda under
IV. Discretionary Funds).

C. Property Tax Revenue. The other Proposition 98 funding factor upon which the Administration
and the LAO disagree is local property tax revenue. As cited earlier, the Administration estimates
that $14.6 billion in local property tax revenues will be allocated to school districts, county offices of
education, and community college districts. LAO estimates fall $110 million below that amount.
The difference will not affect the overall K-14 minimum guarantee because that minimum is based
on a total amount of General Fund and local property taxes. However, any shortfall in estimated
property tax revenues must be compensated by an increase from the General Fund. In other words, if
the LAO estimate is correct, the Legislature must provide or “find” $110 million in General
Fund to meet the statutorily required Proposition 98 minimum guarantee.

D. K-12 and Community College “Split.” Accounting for the “November Revision” education
reductions, the Proposition 98 “split” between K-12 Education and Community Colleges for 2002-03
is 89.8 percent (K-12) and 10.2 percent (Community Colleges). This is the same split as in 2001-02.
Current law (Education Code Section 41203) calls for a Proposition 98 funding split, between K-12
and Community Colleges, of approximately 89 percent versus 11 percent. This statutory “split” has
been suspended by the Legislature in each of the past 10 Budget Acts to reflect actual spending
percentages.

ITI1. Revenue Limits (Information Only)

Revenue limits provide general purpose support for school districts and county offices of education.
Revenue limits were established in Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972, as part of the state response to the
Serrano v. Priest state Supreme Court decision of 1971. This decision held that the state system of financing
public schools was unconstitutional because it made resources available for education, and by extension the
quality of education, a function of the local property wealth of a school district. The court specified that
wealth-related differences in school funding must be reduced to within a band of equality extending $100 per
pupil above and below the state average per-pupil spending. Adjusted for inflation, the Serrano band in
2001-02 was approximately $345.0

The revenue limit was calculated to be equal to the per-student amount of general purpose student aid and
local property taxes that a district received in 1972-73. As a result of this calculation, revenue limits vary
across districts and reflect historical funding disparities. The limits do not include state categorical funds
(such as state aid for special education or class size reduction), lottery revenue, or any federal aid to local
school districts. Currently, approximately two-thirds of state Proposition 98 support to K-12 school districts
is provided through the revenue limit mechanism. Each year, as required by statute, revenue limit funding is
adjusted for changes in average daily attendance (ADA) and COLA.

The revenue limit formulas allow a district to count the greater of current or prior-year Second Principal (P2)
Apportionment ADA. Under this formula, a district with declining enrollment receives funding in 2001-02
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based on 2000-01 ADA. But if the district’s ADA continues to decline, that district will receive funding in
2002-03 based on 2001-02 P2 ADA as opposed to its funded 2001-02 revenue limit ADA.

The Governor’s 2002-03 budget proposes enrollment growth funding of $438 million, including $304
million (1.07 percent) for school districts and county offices of education apportionments; $39.6
million for special education apportionments (1.11 percent); and $94.0 million for other K-12
categorical programs.

Total revenue limit funding for 2002-03 accounts for $28 billion, or slightly over two-thirds of K-12
Proposition 98 expenditures. The General Fund supports about 56 percent of revenue limit funding ($15.7
billion) with local property taxes providing the remaining 44 percent ($12.3 billion).

IV. Discretionary Funding

Defined as general purpose funds (in the form of increased revenue limits) above those required by statute,
discretionary funds give schools the latitude to improve student outcomes in ways that suit varying local
circumstances and needs. In the past 20 years, general purpose funding as a percent of total K-12
Proposition 98 funding has decreased from a high of 83.4 percent in 1990-91 to 69.0 percent proposed in
2002-03.

A. COLA (Information Only). The Governor’s January 10 budget proposes a cost-of-living
adjustment of 2.15 percent for 2002-03 at a total General Fund cost of $843.0 million. Included in
this amount is $599.1 billion for general purpose district and county offices of education (COE)
apportionments (Revenue Limits); $77.5 million for special education, $10.4 million for summer
school, and $331.8 million for K-3 and 9" grade class-size reduction programs, staff development buy-
back days, adult education and ROCP revenue limits, and all categorical programs that received a
COLA in 2001-02.

For school districts, the proposed 2.15 percent COLA, multiplied times the statewide average prior base
revenue limit, translates into (per pupil) $96 for elementary school districts, $116 for high school
districts and $100 for unified school districts. The 2.15 percent COLA applies to effectively all
components of K-12 revenue limits, including necessary small schools, meals for needy pupils
adjustment and community day schools. It also raised the reimbursement rate for hourly programs
(summer school) to $3.45/hour. The only exception is the apprentice program, the funding for which
remains at $4.86/hour in 2002-03.

Based on data available after the Governor released his January 10 budget, the LAQO estimates that the
COLA could actually approach 1.8 percent instead of the budgeted 2.15 percent. What this means
for K-14 programs is that Proposition 98 funds budgeted for the higher COLA estimate could be
reduced by approximately $150 million for K-12 ($135 million) and Community Colleges ($15 million)
and made available for other K-14 priorities. (A 1.65 percent COLA, as projected by California School
Services sources, would engender a $216 million “savings”—$196 million K-12; $20 million
Community Colleges.

The annual inflation percentage for K-12 revenue limits is established by statute. It is calculated as the
annual percentage change in the “Implicit Price Deflator” for State and Local Government Purchases of
Goods and Services for the United States, as published by the United States Department of Commerce.
Basically a government price index, this inflation index is measured over the one-year period from
March 2001 to March 2002. The Department of Commerce will publish its report finalizing this index
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in May. The Department of Finance will report the official percentage change as part of the Governor’s
“May Revise,” at which time adjustments will be made to the revenue limit and program COLA
numbers.

B. Revenue Limits

1. PERS Offset and Equalization. The 2001-02 Budget Act, as enacted in July 2001, provided
$35 million in discretionary funding for school districts in the form of a PERS Revenue Limit
Offset pursuant to Chapter 794, Statutes of 2001 (SB 6, O’Connell). In addition, Chapter 891,
Statutes of 2001 (SB 735, Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review) included another $40 million
in discretionary funding in the form of Revenue Limit Equalization pursuant to Chapter 155,
Statutes of 2001 (AB 441, Simitian). It was the Legislature’s intent that both these programs be
“ongoing,” (i.e., continuously appropriated a part of a district’s base revenue limit. However,
Chapter 2, Statutes of 2002, Third Extraordinary Session (SB5xxx, Peace), which enacted the
“November Revision,” current-year budget adjustment proposal for education, altered, at least
temporarily that intent. While preserving the current -year funding for both the PERS offset and
equalization as “one-time” appropriations, SBx3 5 “suspended,” until the 2003-04 fiscal year, the
statute assuring continued funding. The Governor’s proposed 2002-03 budget does not include
funding for either of these programs. Based on the clear legislative priority assigned to these
programs and their view of the need for additional general purpose funding for districts, the LAO
recommends, to the extent funds are available, that the Legislature provide $78 million in
budget-year funding to continue revenue limit equalization ($42 million) and a reduced PERS
offset to revenue limits ($36 million).

Subcommittee #1 Action:

2. PERS Employer Contribution Deferral. While recently retracted as an Administration proposal,
the Governor’s January 10 budget reflects a budget year deferral of employer contributions to PERS.
The LAO had recommended in its General Government Section of its Analysis, that the Legislature
reject this proposal, yet noted that so doing would have a $113 million impact on K-12 revenue limit
apportionments. The deferral, it turns out, would have also postponed an anticipated increase in the
PERS school employer rate from “0” to 1.72 percent which would mean K-12 employers would
have had to pay $113 million to PERS in 2002-03. Postponing the increase, however, would not
have translated into direct savings to districts because current “PERS offset” statute “passes through”
to the state all savings or costs that otherwise would accrue to K-12 agencies from annual changes in
the employer rate. In other words, state “savings” would create room within the Proposition 98
guarantee for expenditures on other K-14 programs. State “costs,” on the other hand (e.g., 1.72
percent increase in the employer rate) therefore, create a need to reduce state funding, (in this case
$113 million) to stay within the Administration’s current estimated Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee. Assuming the PERS deferral is not enacted, LAO indicates that the Legislature has two
scenarios to consider in crafting a K-12 budget:

a. If the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee remains at the Governor’s budgeted level, Proposition
98 categorical programs would have to be reduced by $113 million to stay within that target.

b. If the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is determined to be much higher in May, categorical
programs would not have to be reduced. However, other K-12 Proposition 98 options to address
that increase would need to be adjusted to accommodate the additional $113 million in employer
contributions.
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V. Categorical Programs

Categorical programs are governed by a unique set of statutes specifying the intent for the funding, the
uses to which the funding is restricted, application requirements and the method for determining local
education agency (LEA) allocations. A categorical “Mega-Item” was used from 1992-93 through 1998-
99 to appropriate funds for over 30 categorical programs. Under this funding system, the Governor
could reduce the overall amount of the Mega-Item but could not target a funding reduction for a specific
program. Over the years, however, successor Administrations that needed to come up with “savings” to
mitigate the impact of an economic downturn found that by making an across-the-board percentage
reduction in this Item, it was somewhat shielded from constituency group accusations that specific
programs were being targeted for reduction.

The 1999 Budget Act eliminated the Mega-Item and, instead, each allocation for a categorical program
has been assigned a separate budget item and is controlled by the provisional language found in that
Item. The Act, along with subsequent Budget Acts did, however, retain, at expanded levels, the existing
funding flexibility for the original Mega-Item categorical programs to transfer funds between programs.
Budget Act Control Section 12.40 allows up to 20 percent of state funds apportioned to be transferred
out of a program and up to 25 percent of state funds apportioned to be transferred into a program.
Transfers may also be used to begin a conflict resolution program; initiate, continue, or expand a Healthy
Start Program; or augment a School Safety Program for grades 8-12.

The 2001-02 Budget Act allocated approximately 31 percent of K-12 Proposition 98 funds
(approximately $12 billion) for over 70 categorical programs. Most categorical programs are funded
entirely by the General Fund appropriated through separate items in the annual Budget Act; but some,
like the Miller-Unruh Reading Program, require districts to use revenue limits or other local funds to
match state funding. A number of programs are reimbursed as state mandated programs.

Block Grants. As in budget years past, the LAQO is again recommending that the Legislature
consolidate many of the state’s categorical programs into block grants. Specifically, LAO is
recommending that 51 categorical programs (purposely excluding Special Education, K-3 Class
Size Reduction (CSR) and child nutrition programs) be consolidated into five block grants (see
below). Included in the overall block grant proposal is a recommendation for the Legislature to enact
Budget Bill language and statute to allow small school districts (1,500 or fewer ADA) the flexibility to
move funds among block grants. The LAO cites the following problems with the current categorical
funding program that lends support to the type of categorical reform they propose.

e There is no conclusive evidence on the success (or failure) of categorical programs;
State rules restrict needed local flexibility;

e Fragmentation of local programs (i.e., program process requirements) shape local responses rather
than the needs of students;
Funding formulas create negative incentives; and

e Accountability for meeting student needs is blurred.

Mandates. It should be noted that LAO includes in its recommended block grants the budgeted funding
amounts for 31 Proposition 98 mandates, mostly in Academic Improvement ($52 million in mandates) or
School Safety Block Grants ($39.9 million in mandates). First priority for these block grant funds would
be to cover the costs associated with meeting requirements of the specified mandates. In what LAO
considers the unlikely event that a school district’s mandate cost is greater than the funding it receives
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through a proposed block grant, the school district would be eligible for state reimbursement of the
unfunded portion of the cost of meeting the mandate requirements. The advantages cited for including
mandates in the block grants are four-fold:

1. School districts would have an incentive to meet the requirements of the mandates in a cost-effective
manner since school districts would be allowed to redirect their (administrative) savings from
mandate implementation to the education purposes permitted by the block grant.

2. The incentive to maximize claims, a process that contributes to the large amounts of deficiency
requests, would be eliminated.

3. School districts’ administrative costs would decrease due to the elimination of the labor-intensive
reimbursement process.

4. Districts would have an incentive to share information regarding which mandates appear, from their
perspective, no longer to be cost-effective; perhaps prompting the Legislature to reassess the need for
certain education mandates.

Academic Improvement Block Grant 2002-03 Compensatory Education Block Grant — 2002-03

(dollars in millions) (dollars in millions)

®  Ongoing Programs
School Improvement Programs $429.8

: Core Supplemental Instruction 210.6 e Targeted Instructional Improvement Grant $736.5
e Ninth Grade Class Size Reduction 135.2 * Econorplc Tmpact . 4994
« Digital High School 61.0 e Remedial Supplemental Instruction 238.4
e Instructional Materials Block Grant 250.0 : Engﬁlslh Ié?ngfuage Acquisition (ELL) 53'23
e Mandates in School Choice, Health 52.0 calthy Star . . N
and Graduation Requirements e Elementary School Intensive Reading 30.5
Miller-Unruh Readi 29.0
Subtotal $1,138.6 ¢ . rer: “;gl/gtheé‘ lgg Alscbra Academi g
o One-Time Programs e Intensive rade Algebra Academies .
e Instructional Materials Funds 200.0° Total $1,599.7°
e School Library Funds 100.0°
e Science Lab Materials 75.0°
Subtotal $375.0°
Total M ? The 2002-03 Governor’s Budget proposes to eliminate funding for the

Health Start program, for a savings of $39 million.

*Funded from Prop 98 Reversion Acct on a one-time basis.

Alternative Education Block Grant — 2002-03 School Safety Block Grant — 2002-03

(dollars in millions) (dollars in millions)

®  Categorical Programs
e School Safety & Violence Prevention Grants $82.1

* County C~ommunity Schools $118.0° e School Law Enforcement Partnership 14.6
*  Community Day Schools 42~3b e  Gang Risk Intervention Program 3.0
e  Continuation High Schools 33.6 o  State Mandated P
e Partnership Academies 23.0 tate Mandatea "rogranms .
e D . e Emergency Procedures &Violence 14.6
ropout Prevention 21.9 P tion Grant

e  High-Risk Youth Education & Public Safety 18.0 revention ranis

. c e School Crimes Reporting 11 7.5
e  Opportunity Classes and Programs 9.6 e Criminal Back d check 59
e High-Risk Youth 0.6 riminal Background checks .
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e Notify Teachers of Pupil Expulsion 2.9

Total $267.0 e  Pupil Expulsions from School 2.5

e  Pupil Classroom Suspension (Counseling) 1.8

e School Crimes Reporting I 1.6

. e Law Enforcement Agency 1.5
Continuous appropriation from county office of education e Pupil Suspensions: Parent Classroom 1.0
appmlﬁznmems' . ton of - e  School Bus Safety I 1.0

¢ Ezlﬁd: ;;?rrllitlll?zsufioiipcrgsrrllsloofnﬁ; iii.(?urcrlz:tilo(:lnz;pponionments * Juvenile Court Records 0.3

’ Total $139.6

Teacher Support and Development Block Grant”

(dollars in millions)

®  Proposition 98
Instructional Time/Staff Development Reform Program
Math & Reading Professional Development Program
Education Technology Staff Development (4th-8th Grades)

Beginning Teacher Support & Assessment

Peer Assistance and Review

Bilingual Teacher Training Program

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards®
Certification Incentive Program

School Development Plans & Resource Consortia
High School Coaching Education & Training
Alternative Certification Program

Pre-Internship Teaching Program
Paraprofessional Teacher Training Program
California Mathematics Initiative for Teaching
Subtotal

o Non-Proposition 98
California Professional Development Institutes (CDE)
California Professional Development Institutes (UC)

California Subject Matter Projects
Pre-Intern Teacher Academies

CalState TEACH
Subtotal

Governor into a single allocation of $722 million from Proposition 98.

obligations were paid.

Mathematics & Reading Professional Development Program

Education Technology Professional Development Program

$230.0
22.9
9.7
88.3
86.9
1.8
10.0

87.1

25.6
11.8
7.5

1.0
$582.5

$48.0
50.9
313
0.8

6.0

23
$139.3

$721.8

*Block grant would consolidate the listed programs, funding sources, and amounts as proposed by the

bFunding from program would need to be gradually shifted into the block grant as outstanding statewide

In addition, LAO recommends that the Legislature redefine the mission of the SDE to focus on
assisting schools and school districts by:

1. Improving Accountability — Continue to develop the academic performance index (API) and other

educational outcome measures.
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2. Providing Technical Assistance and Program Oversight — Reform the oversight and compliance process
(Coordinated Compliance Reviews [CCRs]) to emphasize outcome and performance, and invest in technical
assistance—to districts with the highest needs—to help schools improve academic achievement as opposed to
spending time and resources administering narrowly defined categorical programs.

3. Improving Research and Evaluation — Create an ongoing research and evaluation program to provide
education models and practices that will help school districts improve outcomes.

Legislative proposals introduced or enacted within the past several years proposing a block grant approach to
categorical reform include:

AB 2120 (Simitian, 2001-02). This recently introduced measure proposes to consolidate and streamline 19
professional development programs for K-12 teachers into a flexible block grant.

AB 1548 (Schiff, 1999-00). As introduced, this measure—to offer greater flexibility in determining local
programmatic priorities—authorized school districts and charter schools with a significant number of schools that met
or exceeded API performance growth targets to receive a block grant of funding in lieu of specified categorical program
allocations. After a series of successive amendments, each narrowing the scope of the bill; the final version allowed
school districts with 80 percent of their school sites eligible for API awards and which showed improvement across all
socioeconomic ethnic and linguistic subgroups, to receive a block grant to reallocate the resources for 11 separate
categorical programs to address specific district needs. This measure died on the inactive file in the Senate without
concurrence in Assembly amendments.

Chapter 369, Statutes of 2000 (AB 615 (Runner/Strom Martin). This act established a pilot program for Categorical
Education Program Flexibility to allow up to 75 school districts—no more than one from the largest five districts; no
more than four from those ranked 6 through 25—to consolidate funding received for various state categorical education
programs into three local block grants: Staff Development and School Improvement; Alternative and Compensatory
education; and “High Priority” District Improvement. Participating districts were required to provide monitoring and
evaluation information in order that the student achievement effects of the categorical program flexibility pilot could be
determined . To date, only five districts have opted to participate.

SB 135 (Alpert, 1997-98). Another iteration of AB 2769 and AB 923, this measure proposed to consolidate 19
categorical programs into two major block grants: Educational Quality Improvement Grants and Statewide Initiative
funding. Despite efforts to address the Governor’s concerns with AB 2769, Governor Wilson again vetoed this
categorical reform effort citing his continued opposition to the bill’s retention of equalization funding targets and
statutory growth and COLA allowances. He also noted concern with provisions that he felt measured student progress
against local, versus state, standards. Finally he opined that the bill imposed numerous mandates on elementary schools
but diverted the block grant COLAs to high school and unified school districts.

AB 2769 (Alpert, 1995-96). A revised version of AB 923, this measure proposed to consolidate 26 categorical funding
programs into two major block grant programs: Educational Quality Improvement Grants and Statewide Initiative
funding. Governor Wilson vetoed this measure stating that it established per-pupil funding targets for the new block
grants at considerably higher levels than current finding would support. He did indicate that he would be amenable to
considering the measure again if the funding targets and statutory cost-of-living and growth allowances were removed.

AB 923 (Alpert, 1995-96). This measure proposed to eliminate 26 categorical programs and consolidate them into
three block grants: (1). Targeted Assistance Grants—Part A, disadvantaged pupils; Part B, gifted and talented pupils.;
(2) Educational Quality Improvement Grants—Part A, pupil performance; Part B, instructional performance; (3)
Statewide Initiative Funding—Subject matter improvement and staff development and statewide initiatives including
local assistance and state operations for school safety. To receive the block grant funds, districts would have had to use
existing or established new school site councils to develop an annual educational quality improvement plan for their
school which was to be evaluated annually by the district governing board. This measure failed passage in the Senate
Appropriations Committee, was granted reconsideration, but died on file pursuant to legislative Joint Rule 56.
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V1. Consent Calendar

Staff recommends that the following Items be approved as budgeted. No issues have been raised
with regard to any of these Items:

1.

2.

6110-001-0119

6110-001-0178

6110-001-0231

6110-001-0687

6110-001-0975
6110-003-0001
6110-101-0231
6110-101-0814
6110-102-0231

. 6110-106-0001
. 6110-108-0001
. 6110-110-0001
.6110-111-0001

. 6110-119-0001
. 6110-122-0001
. 6110-124-0001
. 6110-129-0001
. 6110-131-0001
. 6110-139-0001
. 6110-151-0001
. 6110-152-0001
. 6110-158-0001
. 6110-001-0001
. 6110-177-0001
. 6110-181-0140
. 6110-188-0001
. 6110-197-0001
. 6110-208-0001
. 6110-209-0001
. 6110-224-0001
. 6110-242-0001

Support, Administrative Services to local education agencies (LEAs), payable
from 1998 State School Facilities Fund, $1,920,000.

Support. School Bus Driver Instructor Training Program, payable from the
Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund, $1,068,000.

Support, Health and Physical Education—Drug-Free Schools, payable from
the Health Education Account, Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund,
$952,000.

Support, Donated Food Distribution, payable from the Donated Food
Revolving Fund, $5,5019,000.

Library and Learning Resources, $15,000.

Standardized Account Code Structure, $983,000.

Health and Physical Education—Drug Free Schools, for COEs $3,800,000.

Local Assistance from State Lottery Education Fund, $812,694,000.

Health and Physical Ed.—Drug Free Schools, local assistance, $23,244,000.

West Contra Costa Facilities Payment, $800,000.

Tenth Grade Counseling, $10,923,000.

Student Friendly Services, $500,000.

Home to School Transportation, $523,416,000.

Educational Services for Foster Youth, $8,739,000.

Specialized Secondary Programs, $5,128,000.

Gifted and Talented Pupil Program, (GATE), $56,452,000.

Community Education, Intergenerational Programs, $171,000

American Indian Early Childhood Education Program, $550,000.
School Apportionments, Pupil Residency Verification, $162,000.

American Indian Education Centers, $3,772,000.

American Indian Education Centers, (Non-Proposition 98), $376,000.
Adults in Correctional Facilities, $19,067,000.

Early Intervention for School Success, $2,166,000

Local Arts Education Partnership Program, $6,000,000.
Environmental Education, $800,000

School Apportionments, Deferred Maintenance, $205,360,000
Intersegmental Programs, $2,020,000.

Center for Civic Education, $250,000.

Teacher Dismissal Apportionments, $40,000

Year Round School Grant Program, $84,022,000.

California Association of Student Councils, $33,000.

Subcommittee #1 Action: Put Over
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6420 — California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC)

The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) is a statewide postsecondary
education coordinating and planning agency. CPEC serves as the principal fiscal and program
advisor to the Governor and Legislature on postsecondary educational policy. CPEC’s
responsibilities include conducting analyses and making recommendations related to long-
range planning for public postsecondary education, and analyzing both state policy and
programs involving the independent and private proprietary educational sectors.

Summary of Expenditures

(dollars in thousands) 2001-02  2002-03 $ Change % Change
State Operations
General Fund $3,784 $3,315 ($469) -12.4
Federal Funds 430 430 $0 0.0
Reimbursements 125 3 ($122) -97.6
Subtotal, State Operations $4,339 $3,748 ($591) -13.6
Local Assistance
Federal Funds 8,163 8,163 0 0.0
Subtotal, Local Assistance $8,163 $8,163 $0 0.0
Total $12,502 $11,911 ($591) -4.7

Budget adjustments include:

e Reduction of $125,000 in the current year due to sunset of the Mathematics and
Technology Teacher Pipeline Program on January 1, 2001.

e Reduction of $332,000 from the General Fund for State Operations and the elimination of
five positions.

e Augmentation of $14,000 and the addition of one limited-term position to continue
preparing the 2001 Eligibility Study.

e Augmentation of $2.1 million federal funds in the current year for additional grants under
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional Development Program.

Budget Issues/Recommendations

1. PAYMENTS TO TEALE DATE CENTER (ACTION ITEM). CPEC’s budget includes $96,000 to provide
payments to Teale Data Center for data processing and storage on Teale’s Terradata system. However, in 2000
CPEC moved its data “in house” and has not used Teale Data Center’s services since. Nevertheless, CPEC
continues to make payments of $8,000 per month to Teale for these unused services.

The Legislative Analyst recommends that CPEC terminate its payments for the Terradata services and that
$96,000 be deleted from CPEC’s budget and reverted to the General Fund. CPEC concurs with LAQO’s
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recommendation but requests that it be allowed to retain the $96,000 to offset current-year and budget-year
reductions.

ACTION:

2. INVENTORY OF OUTREACH PROGRAMS (ACTION ITEM). The Governor’s Budget proposal includes a second
year of funding ($150,000) for CPEC to develop an inventory of K-12 student outreach programs. While
$150,000 was initially appropriated for the study in the current year, the funding level for the inventory has been
reduced to approximately $85,000 in current year due to mid-year budget reductions; bringing the total amount
appropriated for the study to approximately $235,000. The Legislative Analyst recommends that the committee
adopt Budget Bill Language, as follows, specifying the parameters and data elements to be included in the study:

Of the amount appropriated in Schedule (2), $150,000 in one-time funds is included to complete a
comprehensive study of state student outreach programs. This study shall include the name and
County-District-School code of all public elementary, middle, and high schools participating in
the following K-12 outreach programs: Advancement via Individual Determination program;
Collaborative Academic Preparation Initiative; Precollegiate Academic Development program,
California Academic Partnership Program; Educational Opportunity Program; Student
Opportunity Access Programs; Early Academic Outreach Program,; Mathematics, Engineering,
and Science Achievement, Puente; and K-12 School-University Partnerships. For each school,
the study shall also include the number of students participating in each program, and estimated
program expenditures. Finally, the study shall identify overlap and duplication among these
programs. The study shall be submitted to the Legislature and the Governor on or before March
1, 2003.

ACTION:

3. CONVENING OF A STUDENT FEE POLICY WORKGROUP (ACTION ITEM). Since 1997, the state has been
without a long-term student fee policy to guide potential increases or decreases in the level of student fees at the
University of California, California State University or California Community Colleges. Unlike UC or CSU, the
fee level for community colleges is set in statute and requires legislation to change. According to the Legislative
Analyst “changes to student fee levels have been influenced more by the availability of state funds in any given
year than through an established policy for sharing the cost of higher education between the state and students.”

In order to move the state towards a comprehensive long-term student fee policy, the LAO and staff recommends

that the committee adopt Supplemental Report Language requesting CPEC to convene a workgroup to develop,
for recommendation to the Legislature, a long-term student fee policy. Proposed language is as follows:

The Legislature requests that the California Postsecondary Education Commission convene interested
constituent groups, including but not limited to, the postsecondary education systems, students, the
Department of Finance, the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and the California Student Aid Commission
to develop, for future legislative consideration, a long-term student fee policy for California’s public
university systems.

In developing a long-term student fee policy recommendation, it is the intent of the Legislature that the
Commission carefully consider the impact of its recommendations on each of the following: (1) the State
General Fund, (2) student access to higher education, (3) student financial aid needs and requirements;,
(4) the resources needed by the State’s public university systems to offer high quality instructional
programs and (35) identifiable subgroups of students.

March 20, 2002 Page 3



Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 1 Education

In developing the long-term student fee policy recommendations, it is the intent of the Legislature that the
Commission be guided by the following policy principles:

Paying for the cost of a public postsecondary education is a shared responsibility of students,
families and the State;

Changes in student fees should be gradual, moderate, and predictable in order to allow students
and their families to prepare financially to accommodate college expenses.

Financially needy students should be provided with sufficient grant aid to offset increases in
student fees.

The Commission shall forward its recommendations to the Legislature by December 1, 2002.

ACTION:

7980 Student Aid Commission

The Student Aid Commission (SAC) administers federal and state student financial aid
programs including grants, work study, and loan programs for postsecondary students attending
California educational institutions. The SAC provides leadership on financial aid issues and
makes policy recommendations concerning student financial aid programs. In addition, the
SAC compiles information on student financial aid issues, evaluates financial aid programs
compared to the needs of the state’s student population and, provides financial aid information
to students, parents and California’s education community.

Summary of Expenditures
(dollars in thousands) 2001-02 2002-03 $ Change % Change

General Fund $571,448  $733,705 $162,257 28.4

Federal Trust Funds 9,480 9,481 1 0.0

Federal Student Loan Operating

Fund 90,870 90,870 0 0.0

Federal Student Loan Reserve

Fund 468,190 468,190 0

Reimbursements 7,455 7,155 (300) -4.0
|[Total $1,147,443 $1,309,401 $161,958 14.1

Highlights

In 2000, the Legislature and the Governor established the Cal Grant Entitlement Award
Program (Chapter 403, Statutes of 2000) which guarantees a financial aid grant to all students
meeting the minimum grade point average and family financial need requirements. After a
budget decrease of $63.8 million in the current year -- due primarily to discrepancies in the
estimates used to budget the number of students eligible for the Cal Grant entitlement awards --
the Governor proposes to increase funding for the Student Aid Commission in the budget year
in order to fully fund the Cal Grant guarantee and to continue providing the Student Aid
Commission with the resources, staffing and technology necessary to expeditiously and
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efficiently implement the entitlement program. To meet this end, General Fund support for the
Student Aid Commission (excluding the California Student Loan Program) is projected to reach
$733.7 million in the budget year, representing an increase of $162.3 million or 28.4 percent
over current-year expenditures.

Budget adjustments include:

e $63.8 million decrease in the current year for the Cal Grant program due to unanticipated
savings in that program

e Net increase of $97.2 million ($94.2 General Fund and $3.0 million Federal Funds) in the
Cal Grant Program to fund both the Entitlement and Competitive Award programs (an increase
of $227.4 million). Increased funding is offset by a $130.2 million decrease primarily due to
the phasing out of the old Cal Grant A and B programs.

e $7.7 million to make loan assumption payments due to the growth in the Assumption
Program of Loans for Education (APLE).

e $300,000 reduction in reimbursement authority from the Child Development program
which sunsets on June 30, 2002.

e $483,000 reduction ($225,000 in current year and $258,000 in budget year) for State
Operations in accordance with the Governor’s budget reduction plan.

Student Aid Commission Budget Issues/Recommendations:

1. UPDATE ON CAL GRANT PROGRAM (INFORMATIONAL ITEM). Given the dramatic changes in the
Cal Grant program in the last two years, both Staff and the Legislative Analyst recommends that the
Student Aid Commission provide an update on (1) the second-year implementation of the
entitlement program and (2) the revised out-year award and cost projections for the Cal Grant
entitlement program.

Note: Remainder of Student Aid Commission budget is recommended for Consent..
HI. UC/CSU/CCC Capital Outlay
OVERVIEW:

1. University of California. The Governor’s Budget proposes $699 million from General Obligation
(GO) and lease-revenue bonds for 32 projects under the UC’s capital outlay program. 23 projects, at a cost of
$85 million are funded in the budget bill from GO bonds and $279 million for 7 projects from lease-revenue
bonds are proposed under separate legislation. The Governor also proposes to shift $335 million of funding
from the General Fund to lease-revenue bonds for the Institutes of Science and Innovation ($308 million) and
the Merced campus ($27 million). The budget also includes $356,000 in General Fund for one project.

2. California State University. The Budget proposes $450 million from GO and lease-revenue bonds for
the CSU’s capital outlay program. Specifically, $259 million is appropriated in the budget bill from the
proposed 2002 GO bond for 31 projects and $191 million is appropriated in legislation from lease-revenue
bonds for three projects. Of that amount, $6 million is proposed for expenditure in the current year and $185
million is in the budget year.
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3. California Community Colleges. The proposed capital outlay program for the community colleges totals
$340 million, and is funded in both the Budget Bill and separate legislation. Specifically, legislation proposes
to fund $109 million in the current year and $62 million in the budget year from lease-revenue bonds, while
the Budget proposes to fund $169.4 million from GO bonds ($7.6 million from 1998 bond funds and $161.8
million from the proposed 2002 GO bond measure).

Higher Education Capital Outlay Budget Issues/Recommendations

1. INTERSEGMENTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY ISSUES. The Legislative Analyst recommends deleting or reducing
funding for three University of California facility projects and five California State University projects due
primarily to the following four reasons: (1) campus assumptions regarding summer enrollment; (2) the utilization
of existing facilities; (3) cost guidelines for construction; and (4) the potential use of Garamendi lease-revenue
bonds at the UC to finance research facilities.

A. ASSUMPTION OF FULL SUMMER ENROLLMENT FOR CAPITAL OUTLAY PLANNING (INFORMATIONAL
ITEM). Currently the UC, CSU and Community Colleges each incorporate assumptions about student
enrollment during the summer term into their future year capital outlay plans; however, the university systems
do not assume “full” year round operations. For the purpose of capital outlay planning “full year round
operations” would be defined as enrollment levels at or near campus capacity and/or summer enrollment
levels equal to or near student enrollment during the fall and spring terms. The Analyst argues that “if full
use of instructional facilities in the summer is not the basis for developing capital outlay plans, the plans may
indicate a need to construct new instructional facilities to accommodate enrollment growth, when there is
actually capacity to increase enrollment in summer and avoid the need to build new instructional facilities.”

While the LAO recommends Supplemental Report Language requiring the UC, CSU and Community
Colleges to assume full summer enrollment when planning for capital outlay, staff notes that “full” summer
enrollment is an unrealistic expectation (no college in the nation exceeds summer enrollment that is 40% of
fall and/or spring term enrollment). If the segments were required to base their capital outlay needs on this
flawed assumption, facilities necessary to accommodate enrollment growth in future years would not be
available to meet student’s needs.

B. UTILIZATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES (ACTION ITEM). The Legislative Analyst raises concerns
regarding the standards by which UC, CSU, and the Community Colleges utilize existing facilities.
Specifically, the Analyst notes that while UC has utilization standards, neither CSU nor the Community
Colleges have such standards. The Analyst defines “utilization” as the amount of time rooms and seats in
classrooms or laboratories are used for instruction.

In order to better understand how CSU and Community College space is currently utilized and to help move
towards the better utilization of existing space, the LAO and staff recommend that the committee adopt the
following supplemental report language:

1. California Community Colleges are directed to report by November 1, 2002 and at least
biennially thereafter, the utilization of classrooms and teaching laboratories for each district and
campus. Such report shall include for each campus the total number of rooms, number of
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stations, weekly student contact hours, and weekly station hours. The report shall also include
the average weekly room hours, average percent station occupancy and actual utilization.

2. The California State University is directed to report by November 1, 2002 and at least
biennially thereafter, its utilization of classrooms and teaching laboratories. Such report shall
include for each campus the total number of rooms, number of stations, weekly student contact
hours, and weekly station hours. The report shall also include the average weekly room hours,
average percent station occupancy, average weekly hours of station use, and actual utilization as
a percent of the utilization standard.

ACTION:

C. CONSTRUCTION COST GUIDELINES (INFORMATIONAL ITEM). The Legislative Analyst recommends
reducing the appropriation levels for various UC and CSU projects due to construction costs which the
Analyst believes are too high. Specifically, the Analyst notes concerns with the guidelines used by UC and
CSU to determine the cost of the specified projects. The Analyst concluded that the UC does not use cost
construction guidelines and that CSU’s cost guidelines have been inflated this year at a rate which exceeds the
annual California Construction Cost Index, as calculated by the Department of Finance.

In response, both UC and CSU believe that their building construction costs are reasonable and in line with
similar types of facilities. Further, CSU notes that it budgeted for increased construction costs (above the
California Construction Cost Index) in order build higher-quality facilities which will likely decrease deferred
maintenance and replacement costs in future years. Staff notes that since the state only provides a portion of
the funding needed to accommodate all the segments’ facilities needs, UC, CSU and the community colleges
have a built-in incentive to keep project costs reasonable.

D. USE OF GARAMENDI LEASE-REVENUE BONDS BY UC TO FUND RESEARCH SPACE (INFORMATIONAL
ITEM). Existing law authorizes the UC and the Public Works Board to finance the construction, renovation,
and equipping of research facilities at UC campuses through the issuance of revenue bonds (known as
Garamendi bonds), which pledge future increases in research-related revenue. The Legislative Analyst
recommends the reduction of state General Obligation Bond funding for two UC projects (UC Irvine
Computer Science facility and the UC Los Angeles Engineering Seismic Replacement) based on the
assumption that the UC should use lease revenue bonds instead.

Staff notes that UC already utilizes Garamendi lease-revenue bonds and is currently financing approximately
$1.5 billion worth of facility projects using this mechanism. In order to use Garamendi bond financing (like
all lease revenue bonds), the UC must identify a funding stream for repayment of the bonds. In particular, the
funding stream for Garamendi bonds must come from an increase in the amount of research money available
to the campus, due to the construction of the newly built facility. Since the primary source of research dollars
to the UC is the federal government, it is important to note that, in most disciplines, federal research budgets
have declined in recent years, with the exception of the health sciences (through the National Institutes for
Health).

Staff notes that the two projects identified by the Analyst for Garamendi bond support do not appear to lend
themselves to this type of financing mechanism. Specifically, the UC Los Angeles Engineering Seismic
Replacement Project is simply a replacement of an existing facility and will not include any new research
space, and as such, does not have the potential to generate new or additional research dollars. While the
Computer Science Unit 3 project at UC Irvine contains new research space, and as such may have the
capacity to generate additional research dollars, it is unlikely given the trends in the federal research budgets
that new research funding would flow to the University as a result of this project. Furthermore, the UC Office
of the President notes that UC Irvine has incurred a substantial amount of lease-revenue debt and is at or near
its debt capacity ceiling.
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2. SPECIFIED PROJECTS (ACTION ITEM). After discussion of the above four topics, staff recommends that the
committee approve the following projects, which were initially singled out by the Analyst for reduction or
alternative funding methods:

A. UC Irvine: Computer Science Unit 3 (cost of construction & use of Garamendi Bonds)

UC Los Angeles:  Engineering 1 Seismic Mitigation (cost of construction & use of Garamendi Bonds)

. UC Santa Cruz: Humanities and Social Sciences Facility (cost of construction)

. CSU, Los Angeles: Science Replacement Building (summer enrollments & utilization of existing space)

MY 0w

CSU, San Luis Obispo: Engineering and Architecture Renovation and Replacement, Phase 11
(summer enrollments & cost of construction)

CSU, San Francisco: J. Paul Leonard Library, Addition and Renovation, Phases 1 & 2 (cost of
construction)

e

G. CSU, San Marcos: Academic Hall 11, Building 13 (Cost of Construction)

H. CSU, Stanislaus:  Science II Seismic (Cost of Construction)

ACTION:
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IV. Consent

Staff recommends that the following budget items be Approved as Budgeted. No issues have been
raised with regard to any of these items:

6420-001-0890 Support, California Postsecondary Education Commission,, payable
from the Federal Trust Fund, $430,000

6420-101-0890 Local Assistance, California Postsecondary Education Commission, payable
from the Federal Trust Fund, $8,163,000

6600-001-0001 Support, Hastings College of Law, $15,422,000

6600-001-0814 Support, Hastings College of Law, payable from the
California State Lottery Education Fund, $154,000

6600-301-0628 Capital Outlay, Hastings College of Law
200 McAllister Street Facility for Code Compliance Update
Preliminary Plans, $831,000

6600-490 Reappropriation, Hastings College of Law.

7980-001-0001 Support, Student Aid Commission, $12,217,000
7980-101-0001 Local Assistance, Student Aid Commission, $720,498,000

7980-101-0890 Local Assistance, Student Aid Commission, payable
from the Federal Trust Fund, $9,481,000

7980-102-0001 Local Assistance, Student Aid Commission, Proposition 98,
for the California Student Opportunity and Access Program (Cal SOAP), $990,000

7980-495 Reversion, Student Aid Commission.
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Staff recommends that the following capital outlay items be Approved as Budgeted. No issues have been raised with regard to any of these
projects:

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES:

New GO Lease Rev Prop 1A
District College Project Name Ph. Bonds Bonds Bonds
1 Allan Hancock CCD Allan Hancock College Library/Media Tech Center w 315,000
2 Butte-Glenn CCD Butte College Learning Resource Center w 608,000
3Cabrillo CCD Watsonville Center Watsonville Center Phase 2 e 1,005,000
4 Cerritos CCD Cerritos College Seismic Retrofit-Metals ¢ 1,148,000
5Cerritos CCD Cerritos College Seismic Retrofit-Electronics c 750,000
6Cerritos CCD Cerritos College Science and Math Complex - Life Safety c 14,646,000
7 Chabot-Las Positas CCD Las Positas College PE Gym - Phase | w 466,000
8 Chaffey CCD Chaffey College Science Bldg. c 9,489,000
9Citrus CCD Citrus College Math/Science Bldg. Replacement ce 8,438,000
10Contra Costa CCD Diablo Valley College Life Sciences Reconstruction e 713,000
11Contra Costa CCD Diablo Valley College Life Science Remodel for Laboratories w 141,000
12Contra Costa CCD Diablo Valley College Seismic Retrofit- Technical Education Building  pwc 1,153,000
13 Contra Costa CCD Los Medanos College Learning Resource Center w 284,000
14Contra Costa CCD San Ramon Valley Center Phase I Bldg. w 1,085,000
15Desert CCD Desert, College of the Seismic Retrofit-Dining Hall ¢ 989,000
16Fremont-Newark CCD Ohlone College Child Development Center c 4,635,000
17Glendale CCD Glendale College Allied Health /Aviation Lab w 332,000
18 Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD Cuyamaca College Science & Technology Mall w 562,000
19Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD Grossmont College New Science Bldg. w 439,000
20Hartnell CCD Hartnell College Library/Learning Resource Center Complex w 690,000
21Lake Tahoe CCD Lake Tahoe College Learning Resource Center w 214,000
22Long Beach CCD Long Beach City College-PCC Replacement of Technology Buildings ce 8,146,000
23Long Beach CCD Long Beach City College-PCC Child Development Center e 197,000
24Los Angeles CCD East Los Angeles College Technology Building e 1,945,000
25Los Angeles CCD Los Angeles City College Child Development Center c 4,580,000
26Los Angeles CCD Los Angeles Mission College Child Development Center w 470,000
27Los Angeles CCD LA Southwest College Child Development Center w 162,000
28Los Angeles CCD Los Angeles Trade Tech College  Child Development Center w 117,000
29Los Angeles CCD LA Valley College Health Sciences Building w 435,000
30Los Rios CCD American River College Learning Resource Center Expansion w 310,000
31Los Rios CCD Folsom Lake Center Instruct Facilities Phase 1B ce 35,770,000
32Mendocino CCD Mendocino College Science Building ce 7,023,000
33Merced CCD Merced College Interdisciplinary Academic Center ce 9,028,000
34Monterey Peninsula CCD Monterey Peninsula College Plant Service Complex (Health & Safety) e 70,000
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New GO Lease Rev Prop 1A
District College Project Name Ph. Bonds Bonds Bonds

35Mt. San Antonio CCD Mt. San Antonio College Seismic Retrofit - Four Buildings ¢ 1,880,000

36Mt. San Antonio CCD Mt. San Antonio College Science Bldg. Replacement c 18,879,000

37Mt. San Jacinto CCD Menifee Valley Center Learning Resource Center ce 10,548,000

38North Orange County CCD Cypress College Library/Learning Resource Center w 499,000

39North Orange County CCD Fullerton College Library/Learning Resource Center c 15,926,000

40Palo Verde CCD Palo Verde College Technology Bldg. Phase II w 246,000

41Palomar CCD Palomar College High Technology Building ce 29,358,000

42Rancho Santiago CCD Santiago Canyon College Library/Learning Resource Center ce 8,975,000

43Rancho Santiago CCD Santa Ana College PE Seismic Replacement/Expansion w 223,000

44Riverside CCD Riverside College Learning Resource Center e 2,534,000

45Riverside CCD Moreno Valley Center Child Development Center w 65,000

46Riverside CCD Norco Valley Center Child Development Center w 70,000

47San Bernardino CCD San Bernardino Valley College Child Development Center e 125,000

48San Bernardino CCD San Bernardino Valley College Seismic Retrofit - Art/Art Gallery c 1,457,000
49San Bernardino CCD San Bernardino Valley College Seismic Retrofit - Campus Center c 1,653,000
50San Bernardino CCD San Bernardino Valley College Seismic Retrofit - Administration ¢ 2,450,000
51San Francisco CCD Mission Center Mission Center Building ¢ 26,429,000

528San Francisco CCD Chinatown Campus Campus Building w 1,185,000

53San Joaquin Delta CCD San Joaquin Delta College Electrical System c 2,766,000

54San Jose-Evergreen CCD San Jose City College Science Building pw 844,000
55San Luis Obispo CCD Cuesta College Theater Arts Bldg. w 397,000

56San Luis Obispo County CCD  Cuesta College Library Expansion & Reconstruction ce 12,555,000

57San Luis Obispo County CCD  North County Center Initial Bldg.. - Science Cluster c 8,107,000

58San Mateo County CCD Districtwide Fire Alarm Replacement, Phase 2 c 1,998,000

59San Mateo County CCD College of San Mateo Seismic Retrofit-Student Svs. Bldg. #6 c 3,745,000

60San Mateo County CCD Skyline College Seismic Retrofit-Gym Bldg. #3 c 1,431,000

61San Mateo County CCD Skyline College Seismic Retrofit - Bldg. 7 & 8 c 3,923,000

62Santa Barbara CCD Santa Barbara City College Gymnasium Remodel w 164,000

63Sequoias CCD College of the Sequoias Multi-Media Learning Center ce 13,910,000

64 Sequoias CCD Sequoias College Science Center w 390,000

65Shasta Tehama Trinity Jt CCD  Shasta College Library Addition w 243,000

66Sonoma County CCD Santa Rosa Jr. College Learning Resource Center w 1,028,000

67 Southwestern CCD Southwestern College Child Development Center w 193,000

68 State Center CCD Madera Co. Education Center Facilities, Phase 1B ce 17,343,000

69 State Center CCD Reedley College Learning Resource Center Addition w 195,000

70Ventura County CCD Moorpark College Learning Resource and Technology Center e 2,708,000

71Ventura County CCD Moorpark College Child Development Center w 103,000

72 Ventura County CCD Ventura College Learning Resource Center e 2,848,000

73 Victor Valley CCD Victor Valley College Advanced Technology Complex ce 17,520,000
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New GO Lease Rev Prop 1A
District College Project Name Ph Bonds Bonds Bonds
74 Victor Valley CCD Victor Valley College Seismic Retrofit-Auxiliary Gym c 1,000,000
75West Hill CCD Kings County Center Phase 2B Classrooms/Laboratories w 372,000
76 West Valley-Mission CCD Mission College Main Building 3rd Floor Reconstruction w 167,000
77Yuba CCD Yuba College Adaptive Physical Therapy c 1,218,000
78 Yuba CCD Woodland Center Science Building ¢ 5,844,000
Subtotals 161,844,000 170,468,000 7,557,000
Total 339,869,000
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University of New GO Lease Rev  Prop 1A
California Campus Project Ph Bonds Bonds Bonds Other
(5000’s) (5000’s) (5000’s) (3000’s)

Davis Watershed Science Research Center (2002 Water Bond) PWC 3,000
Seismic Corrections, Thurman Laboratory (General Fund) PWC 356
Veterinary Medicine 3A C 66,126
Robert Mondavi Institute for Wine and Food Science P 900

Berkeley Seismic Safety Corrections, Hertz Hall PWC 4,830 850
Stanley Hall Seismic Mitigation C 16,737

Irvine Natural Sciences Unit 2 CE 55,319

Merced Site Development & Infrastructure, Phase 2 wWC 16,449
Classroom & Office Building PWCE 26,739
Site Development & Infrastructure, Phase 3 W 566

Riverside Engineering Building, Unit 2 C 35,675
Biological Sciences WC 17,813 894

San Diego Engineering Building, Unit 3B CE 37,369
Pharmaceutical Sciences w 1,658
Biomedical Library Renovation & Addition PW 1,800
West Campus Utilities Improvements PW 360
Student Academic Services Facility P 959
Campus Emergency Services Facility PW 443

Santa Barbara Life Sciences Building CE 26,904
Engineering-Science Building E 1,454
Psychology Building Addition and Renewal W 476
Snidecor Hall Office Wing Seismic Replacement PW 1,178

Santa Cruz Engineering Building CE 41,183
Emergency Response Center P 517

San Francisco Health Sciences West Improvements, Phase 1 w 618
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Phase
California State University
Campus Project New GO Bonds
($000’s)
Statewide Minor Capital Outlay PWC 20,000
C
Bakersfield Telecommunications Infrastructure 5,336
E
Channel Islands Science Lab Building 1,262
E
Chico Education Classroom/Faculty Office Addition, Phase I 678
P
Student Services Center 811
E
Dominguez Hills Technology Center, Health & Administration Services Building 3,802
Renovate and Upgrade Electrical Infrastructure PWC 2,855
C
Fresno Telecommunications Infrastructure 18,149
Fullerton Life Safety Modifications Campuswide PWC 9,649
E
Physical Education Addition/Renovation 987
Telecommunications Infrastructure © 6,724
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Hayward Business & Technology Building PWC 11,500
Los Angeles Remodel Music Building E 795
E
Long Beach Peterson Hall Addition 3,780
Library Addition and Renovation PWC 19,083
E
Maritime Academy Engineering Building Renovation/Addition 1,037
C
Monterey Bay Telecommunications Infrastructure 10,988
Northridge Engineering Renovation, Phase 11 PWC 14,739
Pomona Library Addition and Renovation PWC 33,209
E
San Diego Chem/Geo/Business Admin./Math Building Renovation 3,805
Phase
California State University
Campus Project New GO Bonds
(3000’s)
C
San Diego Telecommunications Infrastructure 11,248
E
San Francisco Renovate Hensill Hall Seismic 225
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C

Telecommunications Infrastructure 14,593
E

San Jose Joint Library 8,095
C

Telecommunications Infrastructure 7,008
E

San Luis Obispo Engineering/Architecture Renovation & Replacement Phase [ 2,430
E

San Marcos Library Information Center 7,431
C

Telecommunications Infrastructure 1,986

Stanislaus Drama Ceiling, Seismic Upgrade PWC 675
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Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 1 Education

I. Governor’s Initiatives

A. Instructional Materials. The Governor’s 2002-03 budget proposes $625.0 million for the
“Instructional Materials Realignment Initiative.” The proposal includes $250.0 million (ongoing) for a new
Instructional Materials Block Grant which replaces four existing instructional materials categorical
programs, the funding for which totaled $356 million in the current year. They include: 1). Instructional
Materials K-8; 2). Instructional Materials 9-12; 3). School Library Materials; and 4). K-4 Classroom
Library Programs. These programs, together with $250 million from the Schiff-Bustamante Standards-
Based Instructional Materials Program, which will sunset in the current year, make up the $606.3 million
General Fund appropriation for instructional materials in the current year. The Governor’s budget increases
by $19.0 million (3 percent) the total instructional materials funding in the budget year by providing one-
time funding from the Proposition 98 Reversion Account for three programs in addition to the instructional
material block grant. They include: $200.0 million for a Textbook Block Grant; $100.0 million for school
districts to purchase school library materials or K-12 classroom library materials; and $75.0 million for
school districts to purchase science lab equipment and materials to provide standards-based science
instruction in grades 7-12.

1. Instructional Materials Block Grant (6110-189-0001) (AB 1781 Hertzberg). The
Administration’s intent in establishing the $250.0 million Instructional Materials Block grant is to allow
schools to purchase standards-aligned instructional textbooks in the K-12 core curriculum areas of language
arts, mathematics, history/social science, and science. Once school districts certify that every student has
been provided a full set of standards-based textbooks, the block grant funds may be used for any
instructional materials purpose now served by the five separate text book and library materials programs
available in the current year. As part of the Governor’s initiative, AB 1781 (Hertzberg) was introduced to
specify the terms of the various grants (e.g.: a 2-year maximum carryover provision), and also to
appropriate $1.9 billion in future Proposition 98 funds to fund the instructional materials block grant for an
additional four fiscal years following the budget year:

Governor’s Instructional Materials Block Grant (General Fund Proposition 98)

2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
$250 $350 $450 $550 $600
State Board of Education Adoptions Schedule:
English/Language Health (2004) History- Social Science* (2006) Mathematics* (2007)
Arts* (2002) Science* (2005)

*Standards-aligned

The Administration states that its purpose in proposing the advance appropriations is to more closely align
the allocation of state funding with the planned state textbook adoption cycle and estimated cost of, and
demand for, the newly adopted materials. Funding for the more expensive Language Arts textbooks in the
budget year, however, is supplemented by the proposed $200 million in one-time Proposition 98 Reversion
Account funds.

The Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), while supporting consolidation of the existing instructional and
library materials programs into a single block grant to provide districts greater flexibility, identifies the
overall initiative’s internal inconsistency in restricting the use of $375 million in one-time funds to the three
narrowly defined uses for textbooks, library materials, and science lab equipment and materials. The LAO
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recommends, instead, redirecting the initiative’s entire $625 million to the LAO-proposed $1.5 billion
Academic Improvement Block Grant.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

The LAO also recommends denying the Administration’s proposal for $1.9 billion in advance
appropriations in fiscal years 2003-04 through 2006-07 for the Instructional Materials Block Grant.
According to the LAO, “there are too many ‘moving parts’ in this cycle to reliably predict necessary state
levels of funding up to four years in advance.” In addition, the LAO opines that such Proposition 98
allocation decisions are better left to Legislative deliberations, based on annual reassessment of K-14
education needs, through the budget process.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

2. Library Materials. Base funding for both the K-12 school libraries program ($158.5 million), and the
K-4 school libraries program ($25.0 million) are consolidated into the proposed Instructional Materials
Block Grant. As part of the Governor’s overall initiative, an additional $100.0 million (one-time) is
proposed to allow school districts and charter schools to purchase library books for school libraries or K-4
classroom libraries.

The CDE has expressed concern that even with the additional $200.0 million of one-time funds proposed in
anticipation of district purchases of the recent reading/language arts text adoption, the $250.0 million in
block grant funds will not be sufficient to meet the textbook need and as a result, little if any funding will
remain for library materials. Various education organizations estimate that even with the additional one-
time funds, there will be an additional $212 million needed in 2002-03 and another $378 million in 2003-04
to fully fund school district purchases of the newly adopted Reading/ Language Arts textbooks.

In addition, the CDE asserts that while the current Instructional Materials Fund program allows up to 30
percent of that allotment to be used for library materials, the growing demand and cost for standards-aligned
textbooks following the adoptions results in less than 14 percent of that funding going to school libraries.

It is unclear whether the “30 percent rule” is, in effect, negated under the Administration’s proposal due to
the requirement that districts must give first priority to the purchase of standards-aligned materials.

The 1998, California Public Schools Library Act created a separate line item for school library materials
with the intent of fostering the development of school library collections. According to the CDE, prior to
Library Act funding, California’s school libraries were at or near the bottom of school library statistics.
Library Act funding, the Department asserts, has been instrumental in raising the average copyright date of
a California school library book from 1972 to 1982, in the four years it has been in existence. However,
CDE statistics still show California, with only 11.9 “up-to-date, relevant, and enticing” library books per
student, lagging behind the national average of 20. The CDE, therefore, supports continuing a separate line
item for school libraries.

Subcommittee #1 Action:
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3. Proposition 98 Reversion Account. The Governor’s Instructional Materials Realignment Initiative
includes three one-time programs totaling $375 million funded from the Proposition 98 Reversion Account.

e $200.0 million for eligible school districts and charter schools to purchase instructional materials.
To be eligible the local education agency must certify to the State Board of Education prior to the
beginning of the 2002 school year that it will purchase a standards-based adopted
Reading/Language Arts textbook for each pupil by the beginning of the 2002 school year. (9
months from the adoption). LAO recommends 21 months as a more reasonable and realistic
time frame and which would allow districts time to “pilot” the materials before purchasing
them.

e  $100.0 million, apportioned on a per-pupil, K-12 enrollment basis, for school districts and charter
schools to purchase library books for school libraries or K-4 classroom libraries.

e  $75.0 million, to be allocated on a per pupil, grades 7-12, enrollment basis, for the purchase of
science lab equipment to provide standards-based instruction in science.

Staff notes that should the Legislature adopt the LAO recommendation (articulated in the K-12 Overview
Hearing on March 13"™) to defer action on the Administration’s reversion account proposals and adopt
urgency legislation to substitute all ($535 million), or a portion , of the one-time Proposition 98 Reversion
Account funds for an equal amount of Proposition 98 appropriations in the current year—in order to “free
up” General Funds in the budget year—that the above programs would be eliminated. However, should the
Proposition 98 minimum guarantee increase in May, the Legislature could choose to restore what it
considers the most meritorious of the Administration’s Proposition 98 Reversion Account proposals.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

B. Independent Study 10 percent Revenue Limit Reduction. (AB 3005, Assembly Budget
Committee). Based on the assumption that non-classroom-based instruction is less expensive to provide
than classroom-based instruction, the Governor’s budget proposes a 10 percent, non-waivable reduction in
funding for non-charter school students served through non-classroom-based, or “independent” study. The
reduction is to be implemented by counting a full day of independent study as nine-tenths of an ADA,
thereby reducing funding for revenue limits and ADA-based categorical programs. Recently, the
Administration added an amendment to this proposal that would reduce the level of funding for County
Community School Type C* children (participating in independent study), to that of a student’s district of
residence. The provisions for both proposals are included in AB 3005, the annual Education Omnibus
Trailer bill. The Administration now estimates General Fund (Proposition 98) savings of $35.0 million
in the budget year if both proposals are approved. This estimate of total savings takes into account an
anticipated adjustment in May Revise to fix a miscalculation that included Charter School enrollment in the
Administration’s original, budgeted $42.0 million savings estimate. Charter schools are not included in
this proposal due to the enactment of SB 740, O’Connell (Chapter 892, Statutes of 2001), which, in effect,
could potentially reduce funding for charter schools offering independent study programs. (See Discussion
In II. Charter Schools below).

*Probation-referred, on probation or parole; mandatory expelled (as specified in Education Code Sec.
48915(c)).
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1. Background: Independent Study, an educational alternative to classroom instruction, allows students,
under the supervision of a credentialed teacher, to receive attendance credit for work completed outside the
classroom that is based on a written agreement specifying the school district’s course of study requirements.
“Time value” of the work submitted by a student for attendance credit is determined by the student’s
teachers. According to the Department of Education, independent study can provide accommodation, offer
individualized approaches and strategies for effective learning and provide necessary counseling
individualized support services. While County Community Schools—serving students who are expelled, or
who are referred by the juvenile court, probation officer, a School Attendance Review Board (SARB) or
other agency—may offer independent study as part of their program, County and District Community Day
Schools—which provide an educational placement for specified expelled students—may not.

2. Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAQ) Issues. The LAO withholds a recommendation on the proposal
to reduce the funding rate for independent study pending receipt and review of Administration district-level
cost data supporting it’s contention that the per-pupil cost of providing independent study is less costly than
classroom based instruction. While some costs of providing independent study may lower (facilities), some
may be the same (teacher cost) or higher (instructional materials), the LAO states that it is difficult to
determine the overall cost comparison without district level data. However, the LAO does raise the
following points regarding the Administration’s proposal:

a. Estimated Savings includes Charter School Enrollment Data. The Administration’s original $42
million savings estimate assumed that 89,800 or 1.5 percent of statewide ADA would participate in school
district and county office of education independent study programs in 2002-03. While the Administration’s
proposal excludes charter school independent study programs, the data, based on the independent study
enrollment figures collected in the California Basic Education Data System (CBEDS) includes charter
school enrollment. Based on SDE independent study enrollment data which excluded charter schools and,
instead, pegs independent study enrollment at 56,700 ADA in school districts (51,000) and COEs (5,700) in
2002-03, the LAO estimates that the Administration’s budget overstated the expected savings from the
independent study proposal by $13.0 million.

The Administration has acknowledged this error and states that an adjustment will be made in the May
Revision. It should be noted, however, that the Administration currently believes that the additional savings
from the amended proposal, to reduce the funding level for County Community Schools independent study
programs to that of the student’s district of residence, will increase the total adjusted savings estimate back
up to at least $35 million.

b. DOF Estimates Are Based on Enrollment v. ADA. The Department of Finance savings estimates
are based on “enrollment” rather than average daily attendance (ADA). Enrollment figures are generally 5
percent higher than ADA figures since ADA considers that the average student school attendance rate is 95
percent. Here, again, the DOF estimates may be too high.

c¢. Independent Study Proposal Assumes No Change in Level of Service.

(1) The 10 percent Funding Reduction. The overall proposal to achieve General Fund savings by
reducing the funding level of school district and county office of education independent study programs
does not take into consideration the extent to which school districts may react to the reduction. Some
districts may choose to offer less non-classroom-based instruction in favor of more classroom based
instruction thus negating at least a portion of the estimated savings.
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(2) Funding Reduction for County Community Schools offering Independent Study. The
Administration’s proposal to include County Community School’s funding for “Type C” kids participating
in an independent study program in the Education Code Section affected by the 10 percent reduction,
includes a provision to reduce the County Community School funding level for these kids to that of the
participating student’s district of residence. The DOF estimates that the General Fund savings attributed to
this reduction will be approximately $10 million.

County Community Schools are operated by County Offices of Education to serve students who are
expelled from their regular schools, or who are referred by the juvenile court, by a deputy probation officer
or by a School Attendance Review Board (SARB). Offering a 240 minute minimum day, and which
includes an independent study option, they are designed to transition students to an appropriate educational,
training and /or employment setting. Funding for County Community Schools, except for “Type C” kids,
is determined by the base revenue limit of students’ district of residence. The County is provided with a
higher level of funding for it’s “Type C” students; approximately $8,036 per student. Should the
Legislature adopt the administration’s proposal to reduce funding to Community School “Type C” students
participating in independent study; County Offices of Education may drop these programs due to the
significant drop in funding and, instead, compel the resident school districts to establish, within the district
more expensive and structured Community Day Schools in which they could situate these displaced
students.

Community Day Schools, which can be established by either a school district or a county office of
education, require a 360 minute minimum day and cannot offer independent study, provide an educational
placement to all students who are expelled. Priority placement is given to those students expelled for
mandatory expulsion offenses. The placement must be in a program of study that can appropriately
accommodate students with discipline problems, is not provided in a comprehensive school, and is not
housed at the school the student was attending at the time of expulsion. Community Day Schools are
provided with a higher revenue limit ($7,957), with Community Day Schools serving “Type C” kids
receiving an additional $4,550 per student. Since it is not economically feasible for a Community Day
School to serve less than 10 kids, the district can apply to the State Board of Education for a waiver to be
funded as a “necessary small school.” The funding rate for Community Day Schools that are necessary
small schools is approximately $83,140 plus a supplemental amount of $4,550. The less students served in
these schools the higher per pupil cost to the state.

The LAO does not assume that all County Offices of Education operating Community Schools will shut
these schools down as a result of the funding reduction, (they may just abandon the independent study
program). However, it is a option that may appeal to enough counties to negate any cost savings realized
from the rate reduction.

C. Reading Incentive Programs. The Governor’s budget proposes $4.75 million General Fund
(Proposition 98) for the ongoing Governor’s Reading Award Program ($4.0 million) and the California
READs ($750,000) program.

1. Governor’s Reading Award Program. This program, now in its third year, provides competitive
awards to K-8 schools based on the number of books students read; specifically, the number of pages
or books reported to have been read per pupil, as an incentive for K-8 students to read. Winning
schools receive a maximum award of $5,000. In 2001-02, 800 schools (200 in each API quartile)
receiving an award earned the maximum $5,000 award. While administered by the CDE, the
program’s awardees are selected by the OSE. The OSE states that most school awardees use the funds
to purchase library and classroom library books, though some schools also purchased maps, library
computers and supplemental instruction materials in reading.
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According to the LAO, the small amount of awards, the one-time nature of the purchases, and the fact
that the awards are based on a competitive quantity of reading versus quality of reading (i.e. reading
content or comprehension) is not clear that this is a cost effective program to instill better reading skills
among the targeted students.

2. California READs Program. This is a collaborative program involving the Governor’s Office,
CDE, the federal Eisenhower State Grant Program (which, under the newly reauthorized ESEA, has
been combined with federal CSR funds into a new state formula grant that focuses on preparing,
training and recruiting high quality teachers) and Books and Beyond Nonprofit Corporation. It
encourages recreational reading by K-8 students through various incentive based activities e.g.: read-a-
thons, parental involvement activities and professional development.

The LAO recommends deletion of both programs for a General Fund “savings” of $4.75 million for
the following reasons:

1. Unknown effectiveness of either program.

2. Elimination would not effect quality of instruction or level of service for students.

3. School districts can provide alternative reading award activities with local funds.

4. The “savings” from the programs’ elimination can fund other educational priorities.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

D. High Tech High Schools. The 2001-02 Budget Act, as revised by Chapter 1, Third
Extraordinary Session, Statutes of 2002, provided $6.0 million in one-time Proposition 98 funding to
establish the High Tech High Schools Grant Program, reduced the proposed number of high tech high
schools from 10 to 5, and extended the repeal date of the program from January 1, 2003 to January 1,
2004. The Governor’s budget proposes $4.0 million (one-time) from the Proposition 98 Reversion
Account for the 2002-03 fiscal year to provide the remainder of the funding to establish five high tech
high schools.

The five new high tech high schools, modeled after two existing schools located in San Diego and Napa
counties, are to be established throughout the state through a one-time, dollar-to-dollar matching grant of
$2.0 million per school. A high tech high school is defined as a comprehensive high school maintained
by a school district or charter school that integrates technology with a rigorous college preparatory
curriculum emphasizing math, science, and engineering and that have smaller student populations and
competitive admissions requirements. Instruction is required to be consistent with State Board of
Education-adopted academic content standards and the applicable curriculum framework content
standards.

The LAO has cited similar concerns with this high tech high proposal as those expressed in the 2001-02
budget deliberations, i.e. significant additional costs due to frequent technology upgrades and lower
teacher to student ratios; questionable cost effectiveness based on the small number of students served
versus the high start-up and annual operating expenses; and the indeterminate need for state assistance in
light of substantial support from both the private and federal funds. In light of these concerns, the state’s
fiscal situation and the availability of alternative funding sources, The LAO recommends deletion of
the $4.0 million proposed for this program in the budget year. The LAO notes that the $6.0 million
current year funding would, if evenly distributed over the current and budget years, would provide the
five schools with $1.2 million with which to leverage other funds.
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Q: Could potential High Tech High Schools access funds proposed in Item 611-122-0001, Specialized
Secondary Programs?? This program was enacted to assist in the establishment of specialized high
schools to provide advanced instruction and training in high technology fields and in the performing
arts.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

E. Governor’s Distinguished Math and Science Scholars Program (0954-101-0001).

The Governor’s Budget provides $14 million to the Scholarshare Investment Board for the Governor’s
Distinguished Math and Science Scholars Program; an $8 million or 133 percent increase from 2001-02 to
cover expanded eligibility costs. Chapter 404, Statutes of 2000, (SB 1668, Polanco) established both the
Governor’s Merit Scholars Program ($112.0 million) and the Governor’s Distinguished Math and Science
Scholars Program ($6.0 million).

1. The Governor’s Distinguished Math and Science Program. This program provides $2,500
scholarships to those students who qualify to receive the $1,000 Governor’s Merit Scholarships and who
achieve the highest scores, a 4 or 5, on advanced placement tests in calculus (5 on the AB test; 4 or 5 on
the BC test), and either of the biology (5), chemistry (5) or physics(5) exams. The approximately 2,400
students who will qualify for these awards represent the top 7/10ths of 1 percent of the state’s high school
students. Eligibility for the Distinguished Scholars program was expanded by Chapter 734, Statutes of
2001 (AB 804, Assembly Committee on Education) to include students who took AP tests prior to January
1, 2000, and otherwise met test score criteria and those students who achieved equivalent levels on an
International Baccalaureate test.

The LAO, as it has in prior years, opines that the students who qualify for these awards tend to be high
achievers anyway, and are motivated as much or more by college admissions considerations and the cost
savings for receiving credit for the college-equivalent courses than by a monetary award. The LAO,
therefore, recommends that the Legislature enact legislation to eliminate the Governor’s
Distinguished Math and Science Scholar Program and use the $14 million for other legislative
priorities.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

2. Governor’s Merit Scholarship Program. In an effort to assist the Legislature in addressing what
the LAO estimated to be a $5.0 billion budget problem—in addition to that identified by the
Administration and the LAO in November—the LAO included in its February “Options for Addressing
the State’s Fiscal Problem,” a proposal to legislatively suspend, on a one time basis, the Governor’s Merit
Scholarship program. This would represent a General Fund (non Proposition 98) savings of approximately
$112.0 million. The Governor’s Merit Scholarships provide $1,000 scholarship savings accounts to ninth
through 11™ graders (maximum $3,000), based on their scoring in the top 5 percent statewide or in the top
10 percent of their high school class on the standards aligned STAR exam. According to the LAO, a one
year suspension of this program would mean that one cohort of 9" graders would have two opportunities,
instead of three to earn scholarships in their high school careers.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

F. Adult Education
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1. CalWORKS Recipient Services. The Governor’s Budget proposes a $36.0 million reduction
from Item 6110-156-0001 (K-12 Adult Education) to reflect a deletion of funds allocated for services to
CalWORKSs recipients. Of the $36.0 million proposed reduction, $26.0 million is an elimination of adult
education and ROCP education services for CalWORKSs recipients, $10.0 million from remedial and job
training services for CalWORKSs recipients through an interagency agreement with the Department of
Social Services. According to the DOF, these funds are in excess of the maintenance of effort (MOE)
monies required as a condition of the state’s receipt of federal Temporary Aid for Needy Families (TANF)
grant funds. The excess funds have been used primarily to allow Adult Education and Regional
Occupational Centers and Programs (ROCPs) to claim funds above their average daily attendance cap if
they used the additional funds to provide instruction to CalWORKSs recipients. The DOF asserts that
these funds are no longer necessary to ensure that the state meets its MOE requirement for its federal
TANF grant and that CalWORKSs recipients can still access adult education and ROCP programs or other
CalWORKSs employment or training services and funds through the counties. by counties. According to
the DOF approximately $15 million of the $36.0 million was not spend on MOE activities but could only
be spent on “overcap” services.

While K-12 ROCP and adult education programs are not required to serve CalWORKSs recipients, i.e.:
CalWORKSs recipients must compete for these services if there is excess demand, counties can contract
with providers if these programs are seen as a county priority. However, in this time of shrinking
revenues, funding these programs may come at the expense of other county priorities.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

2. Workforce Development Proposal (Update). As part of his January 10, Budget Summary, the
Governor outlined a proposal to reform and streamline the State’s $4.6 billion workforce development
system which he described as a “patchwork of 34 job training programs administered by 13 different state
entities. The proposed “Labor and Workforce Development Agency while subject only to a Legislative
veto, must gain approval of the 13 member Little Hoover Commission to be enacted. The Governor has
set up a task force within his Administration to vet his proposal with key constituency groups including
community colleges and K-12 education. Among the stated goals of the proposed Agency are:
e Streamline the existing job training system to provide better access to services for those out of work
and those seeking skills for career ladder development
e Consolidate all existing job training programs that provide core employment services, economic
development and job training services under a proposed new Labor Agency.
e Consolidate all existing apprenticeship programs under the Department of Industrial Relations (DIR).
Consolidate all vocational and adult education programs under the Community Colleges system.
e Block grant all existing job training funds to the extent permitted by federal law to consolidate the
focus of resources to various workforce development needs.
Apply rigorous standards of accountability to state and local job training programs.

o  Shift the focus of the current workforce development system from short-term job training to economic
development.

The Governor’s Office has recently stated that there will be no proposed transfer of authority of funding
for services of K-12 career technical programs. While services and funding for workforce development
programs will be among the programs reviewed, no changes will be included in the May Revise to
transfer authority for funding to another entity.
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II. Charter Schools

A. Background. A charter school is a public school that may provide instruction in any of grades K-12.
This type of school is usually created or organized by a group of teachers, parents and community leaders
or a community-based organization and initiated through a charter petition that is usually submitted to and
approved by a local public school board. By statute, county offices of education and the State Board of
Education also have chartering authority in cases where a petition has previously been denied by a school
district governing board. Specific goals and operating procedures for the charter school are detailed in an
agreement (or "charter") between the sponsoring board and charter organizers.

A charter school is generally exempt from most laws governing school districts, except where specifically
noted in the law. However, charter schools are required to participate in the STAR (Standardized Testing
and Reporting) program. The law also requires that a public charter school be nonsectarian in its
programs, admission policies, employment practices, and all other operations, and prohibits the conversion
of a private school to a charter school. Public charter schools may not charge tuition and may not
discriminate against any pupil on the basis of ethnicity, national origin, gender, or disability.

B. Charter School Direct Funding Model. The 1999 Budget Act Omnibus Education Trailer Bill,
Chapter 78, Statutes of 1999 (AB 1115, Strom-Martin), adopted the Charter School Direct Funding Model
which provides charter schools with operational funding that is equal to the total funding that would be
available to a similar school district servicing a similar pupil population. The Model provides funding to
charter schools through:

¢ Revenue Limits: Equal to the state average revenue limit as determined by type (elementary,
unified, high school) and distributed through a continuous appropriation in the annual Budget Act.

e  Charter School Categorical Block Grant (6110-211-0001): Provides Charter schools a per-
pupil amount equivalent to what a school district receives for the average student through 34
specified categorical programs. In addition, such schools will be ineligible to apply for any new
categorical programs created by the Legislature, unless the legislation specifically requires charter
schools to participate in order to receive funding.

e Direct Application Programs. Charter schools must apply directly for numerous programs and
must adhere to all laws governing those programs. These programs include K-3 class size
reduction, staff development buyout, after school and summer school programs, home-to-school
transportation, state testing, Digital High School, English Language Acquisition program (AB
1116), Child Nutrition Programs, After School Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships
Program, all federal programs and numerous other programs.

1. Access to Revenue Limit Funding to Sunset July 1, 2002 (Information Only) . The
provisions of Chapter 78 that provide charter schools with a continuous appropriation of revenue limits
will sunset on July 1, 2002. A budget driven evaluation of charter school effectiveness, however, is
scheduled to be submitted by RAND by July 1, 2003. Without a legislative extension of this sunset or
enactment of an alternative funding mechanism, charter schools would no longer be able to receive
revenue limit (or approximately 60 percent of their) funding. Assemblyman Nation has introduced
AB 168 to extend the sunset of the continuous appropriation to July 1, 2005. A similar bill, AB 1132,
(Canciamilla) was vetoed last year for reasons unrelated to the extension provision. Senate Bill 168
passed the Senate Education Committee 12-0, on March 13™.

April 3, 2002 Page 10



Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 1 Education

2. District Funding Model Option to End in 2002. Under current law, all charter schools must
participate in the Charter School Direct Funding Model by 2002-03. Schools chartered before June 1,
1999, had or have the option in 1999-00, 2000-01, and 2001-02 of either continuing their current
funding arrangement with their chartering school districts or participating in the Charter School Direct
Funding Model. Schools chartered June 1, 1999 or later had to participate in the funding model for
1999-00 and subsequent years.

According to CDE, 277 charter schools—representing an ADA of 91,911—have chosen, or were
required, to participate in the Charter School Funding Model in the current year. There are 74 charter
schools—representing an ADA of 41,38 1—not participating. Of those not participating, 6 charter
schools, representing 4,100 ADA are also designated as charter districts; on which the Education
Code is silent as to whether or not they are required to join the direct funding model even absent the
grandfather clause. In addition, the CDE indicates that of the 68 non-district charter schools, 60-70
percent receive revenue limits in excess of the charter school block grant rate. Therefore, if the
remaining non participating schools are required to transition to the direct funding model there may be
a state savings. This savings would be difficult to determine, however, due to the lack of
disaggregated data representing a district’s, and, therefore, an individual school’s, various revenue
limit components; one of which is state aid.

The LAO estimates that there would be a $15.0 million funding shift from school districts to the
Charter School Categorical Block Grant, as categorical funding followed the charter schools now
funded out of the block grant. However, for at least one year following the fund shift to the Charter
School Categorical Block Grant, school districts would retain their same categorical funding level
since categorical funding is based on prior year ADA. Since the data may not be available to allow
the CDE to “back out” prior year charter school ADA, this could represent a one-time $15.0 million
cost to the state General Fund. According to the CDE, however, except for the first year the funding
model was in place, the CDE has adjusted the authorizing district’s ADA to reflect the ADA “taken
away” by the charter. Therefore, there is no double counting that would result in a funding shift cost
to the state.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature extend the date by which charter schools must
transition over to the Categorical Block Grant two years (2004) in order to allow the Legislature
to consider the direct funding model as part of reauthorization of charter school law. The
alternatives would, for 2002-03, be to fund a higher categorical block grant level and, concurrently,
reduce the funding level of those district categorical programs upon which the charter school
categorical block grant is based.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

3. Funding Model Calculation Based on May Revise not Final Budget Act Numbers.

The Charter School Categorical Block Grant (CSCBG) was created to provide funding in lieu of any
categorical programs for which charter schools are not required to apply separately. Anticipating the
creation of new categorical programs over time, Chapter 78 requires the DOF to submit at the annual
May Revise, the funding growth rate of categorical programs for which charter schools do not have to
apply separately. It is this calculation upon which CSCBG funding level is based. In effect, the DOF
can therefore determine which categorical programs are not included in the block grant and for which
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they must apply separately. The LAO cites four problems with basing the CSCBG funding level on
May Revision calculation versus final Budget Act calculations.

a. The anticipated benefits of using the May Revision calculation to determine CSCBG funding level are
not met.

b. Legislative Authority is compromised when it takes a subsequent budget actions contrary to that proposed
by the DOF in the May Revision. The DOF CSCGB funding assumes adoption of DOF May Revision
proposals affecting the block grant, thereby potentially preventing a charter from either receiving funding for
a categorical program in the block grant or being able to apply for it separately.

c. The CSCBG calculation does not necessarily reflect the Budget Act as adopted by the Legislature.

d. It is difficult for stakeholders to verify the DOF calculation because much of the fiscal data needed to
make that calculation is not publicly available at the time of the May Revision.

The LAO, therefore, recommends that the Legislature amend current statute to have the DOF
calculate the CSCBG funding level based on the adopted Budget Act and accompanying trailer
bill legislation.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

C. Basic Aid District Students Attending a Non-Basic Aid District Charter School. Chapter 586,
Statutes of 2001, (SB 955, Alpert) limits—to the lesser of the charter school’s revenue limit or the basic
aid district’s property tax per pupil—the amount of property tax transferred in support of pupils who reside
in a basic aid district, but attend a charter school in a non-basic aid district. The purpose of this funding
adjustment was to ensure fiscal neutrality for the state and, as a result, potentially save the state an
estimated $1 million (Proposition 98) per 220 students.

A basic aid district is a school district in which the amount of property taxes exceeds its revenue limit.
These districts, numbering 61 in 1999-00, may retain the excess funds and still receive the state General
Fund basic aid of $120 per ADA (or minimum $2,400 per district).

Due to lack of comprehensive data regarding the number of basic aid district students attending charter
schools in non-basic aid districts, or how many basic aid districts have charter schools outside their district,
the CDE has not implemented, and the Governor’s Budget does not assume, any General Fund
(Proposition 98) savings pursuant to the implementation of SB 955.

The Subcommittee may wish to: 1. Ask the CDE to report on the status of its data collection for, and
implementation of, SB 955. 2. Ask the DOF if there are discussions or plans to assume any budget
year SB 955 savings in the May Revision.

D. Independent Study (SB 740) Update. While neither current nor budget year “savings from the
enactment of SB 740 O’Connell, (Chapter 892, Statutes of 2001) are assumed in the Governor’s January
10, budget, charter schools are not included in the Governor’s independent study proposal. Senate Bill
740, in effect, could potentially reduce funding for charter schools offering independent study programs.
Chapter 892 required the State Board of Education (SBE) to develop a policy to review funding for charter
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schools providing 80 percent or less of their instruction in a classroom-based environment. Based on data
provided by these charter schools—the CDE has never been required to collect non-classroom based
instruction ADA data—the SBE can decide not to fund a charter school for its non-classroom based
instruction; reduce a charter schools funding by up to 30 percent over three years, beginning with 10
percent in 2001-02, or fully fund the charter offering non-classroom based instruction. At its March 7™,
meeting, the Board of Education approved 46 determinations at the 95 percent funding level and 44
determinations at the 100 percent funding level. An additional 28 funding requests were deemed late or
incomplete and will be considered by the Board at its April 25" meeting.

III. Mandate Claims

A. Background. Current law provides for the reimbursement of costs incurred by local agencies and
school districts for costs mandated by the state; i.e., any increased cost which a local agency or school
district is required to incur after July 1, 1980 as a result of nay statue enacted after January 1, 1975, or an
executive order implementing such statute which mandates a new program or higher level of service of an
existing program. Estimated claims that show costs to be incurred in the current fiscal year and
reimbursement claims that detail the costs actually incurred for the prior fiscal year may be filed with the
State Controllers Office (SCO). Claims for on-going programs are filed annually by January 15. When a
program has been reimbursed for three or more years, the COSM may approve the program for inclusion
on the State Mandates Apportionment System (SMAS) in which the SCO determines each claimant’s
entitlement based on a consecutive three-year average actual costs adjusted by the implicit price deflator.
Claimants with an established entitlement do not file further program claims. The SCO is authorized to
make payments for costs of mandated programs form amounts appropriated by the State Budget Act, the
State Mandates Claims fund, or specific legislation. In the event the appropriation is insufficient to pay
claims in full, claimants will receive prorated payments in proportion to the dollar amount of approved
claims for the program. Balances of prorated payments will be made when supplementary funds are made
available.

B. School Bus Safety Il Mandate. Between 1994 and 1997, the Legislature enacted several measures
that imposed additional requirements intended to increase school bus student safety. Among the
provisions were requirements to provide expanded instruction to pupils in school bus safety; prepare,
follow and revise transportation plans; provided written information to parents on school bus safety; and
employ flashing signal lights under a broader set of circumstances. In December 1997 a test claim—which
has come to be known as School Bus Safety II—was filed with the COSM regarding these additional
requirements. The COSM found, in July 1999 that the new requirements constituted a reimbursable state
mandate. By 2001-02 the liability had grown to, and the Governor had set aside, $290 million for this
mandate. Of this amount, $223.7 million was proposed as a one-time allocation from the Proposition 98
Reversion Account to reimburse prior-year and 2000-01 fiscal year costs. Another $66.7 million was
proposed from the General Fund (Proposition 98) for the estimated 2001-02 costs of this mandate. The
$66.7 million was to be included in the annual “claims bill.” The Commission on State Mandates (COSM)
estimated that the state would be responsible for similar annual costs in the future.

During the course of its 2001-02 budget analysis, the LAO reviewed approximately 50 cost claims and

found a number of irregularities that it felt warranted further investigation. They included:

e Considerable cost variations across districts of equal size and transportation use.

e (Claims for staff time spent on mandated activities that may or may not have
involved added costs.
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e (laims for “fundamental” activities that are so related to the job of school bus driver that they may
likely be outside the scope of the new requirements.

The Legislature in 2001-02 decided to delete the entire $290 million School Bus Safety II mandate claims
payment pending the results of an investigation of the appropriateness of the costs of this mandate by the
State Auditor’s Office. This report was released March 28".  Based on findings that include the
following:

o The costs for the mandate are substantially higher than was initially ($1.0 million per year) expected.
The cost claims for the 7 districts reviewed varied significantly depending on the approach taken by
the various consultants hired by 6 districts as well as the one district which “self-filed.”

e The various approaches appeared to result from the lack of clarity in the Commission-adopted
guidelines.

e Most districts lack sufficient documentation for the amounts they claimed.

The Commission could have avoided approximately 14 months in delays in determining whether a
state mandate existed and in developing a cost estimate.

The Bureau of State Audits made the following recommendations to the Legislature:

e The Legislature enact legislation to amend the parameters and guidelines to more clearly define
activities that are reimbursable and to ensure that those activities reflect what the Legislature intended.

e The Commission should ensure that all relevant state departments and legislative fiscal committees are
provided with the opportunity to provide input on test claims and parameters and guidelines and notify
all relevant parties including legislative fiscal committees of the decisions made at critical points in the
process e.g.: the test claim statement of decision, the adoption of parameters and guidelines and the
adoption of the statewide cost estimate.

e The Commission should ensure it carries out its process for deciding test claims approving parameters
and guidelines, and developing the statewide cost estimate for mandates in a timely manner.

e School Districts should ensure that they have sufficient support for the costs they have claimed

e The Commission should work with the Controller, state agencies and other interested parties to make
sure the language in the guidelines and claiming instructions reflects the Commission’s intent and the
Controller’s expectations relative to supporting documentation.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

C. Governor’s Proposal to Defer/Suspend Mandates. The Governor’s 2002-03 Budget proposes to
delay the budget year reimbursement appropriation ($66.7 million) for the School Bus Safety II mandate
and also suspend five other education mandates ($23.0 million) for a total of $89.7 million. The Budget
assumes that this $89.7 million is “freed up” for use for other K-14 educational purposes proposed in the
Governor’s 2002-03 Budget. It should be noted that the “deferral” of the School Bus Safety II mandate
does not free local agencies from the need to comply with the mandate’s requirements. The proposed
“suspension” for the other five mandates would make the requirements “permissive.” Suspension of a
mandate requires a statutory change. The Administration proposes to effect these changes in AB 2995
(Assembly Budget Committee), a budget trailer bill designated for this purpose. The LAO views this
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proposal as reasonable under the state’s fiscal circumstances with the caveat that the state will be required
to eventually pay any unfunded mandate liabilities (with interest, at the Pooled Money Investment Account
rate—about 3 percent) through future budget acts.

Governor’s Proposal to Defer/Suspend Mandates
2002-03
(in millions)

Mandate Requirements Amount
School Bus Certain school bus safety measures such as implementing a transportation $66.7
Safety II safety plan.

School District of Notify parents of attendance options. 10.2

Choice Transfer and

Appeals

Habitual Truants Hold at least one conference with pupil’s parents and classify pupil as a 5.4
habitual truant after four truancies in the same year.

Discipline Rules Develop and adopt rules for pupil discipline every four years and distribute 1.7
these rules to pupils and parents.

Absentee Ballots Districts must provide ballots to registered voters upon request. 1.3

Pupil Suspensions Staff who refers students for suspension must participate in conferences and 1.0

report the cause to the district board. Pupils found to have weapons must be
suspended immediately.

Total $86.3

Subcommittee #1 Action:
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D. Potential Mandate Liabilities. The Governor’s Budget provides $153.3 million* (Proposition
98) for education mandates (see table below). This figure assumes approval of the proposed mandate
“suspensions” outlined above and also assumes suspension of the “Open Meetings Act” mandate ($3.4
million) that was recently withdrawn from the Governor’s proposal. The LAO, in advising the Legislature
that any deferred/unfunded mandate liabilities must eventually be paid, cites several types of current and
potential future mandates for which the state could be liable. To the extent the Proposition 98 minimum
funding level increases in May, the LAO indicates that the Legislature should consider funding at least a

portion of these liabilities.

*Does not include the Administration’s withdrawal of its proposal to eliminate the Open Meetings Act

mandate ($3.4 million).

e Deferrals—The Administration has not budgeted for the either the
current year ($66.7 million) or the budget year proposed ($66.7
million) deferral for the School Bus Safety II Mandate:

e Deferral of Mandate Deficiency (2001-02) Based on Administration
underestimates of mandate costs attributed to the 2001-02 fiscal year,
the COSM estimated a $193.8 million mandate deficiency in 2001-02.
The 2001-02 Budget Act provided only $62.5 million of that amount.

o Potential Mandate Deficiency (2002-03). Estimate assumes a similar
level of mandate deficiencies in the budget year as in past years.

e Newly Identified Mandates (2002-03) $ 7.0 million (ongoing)

$47.0 million (PY/CY)
Ongoing Total
1. Financial and Compliance Audits
(additional LEA audit requirements) $904,000 $7.89m

2. School Site Councils

(abbrev. set of open meeting requirements) $6.047 m $45.77m
3. Physical Education Reports

(new reporting/compliance requirements) ~ $ 8,000 $48,000

Total

$133.4 million

131.3 million

100.00 million

54.1 million

$418.8 million
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98 State-Mandated Local Programs -- Local Assistance 2001-02* 2002-03*
Ch. 36/77 et al. Annual Parent Notification $3,585 $3,667
Ch. 77/78 & Ch. 920/94 Absentee Ballots-Schools 1,295 -
Ch. 87/86 School Discipline Rules 1,726 -
Ch. 161/93 Intradistrict Attendance 5,262 5,383
Ch. 172/86 Interdistrict Attendance 1,789 1,830
Ch. 172/86 Interdistrict Attendance Parent’s Employment 1,111 1,137
Ch. 160/93 School District of Choice Transfer and Appeals 10,207 -2
Ch. 486/75 Test Claims and Reimbursement Claims 11,856 12,129
Ch. 498/83 Graduation Requirements 13,898 14,217
Ch. 498/83 Notices of Truancy 7,975 8,158
Ch. 624/92 School Bus Safety 938 960
Ch. 641/86 Open Meetings Act 3,395 3,400
Ch. 781/92 Charter Schools 598 612
Ch. 799/80 PERS Death Benefits 771 789
Ch. 818/91 AIDS Prevention Instruction 3,118 3,190
Ch. 961/75 Collective Bargaining 40,532 41,463
Ch. 965/77 Pupil Classroom Suspension (counseling) 1,794 1,835
Ch. 965/77 Pupil Health Screenings 3,212 3,286
Ch. 1011/84 Juvenile Court Records 336 344
Ch. 1107/84 Removal of Chemicals 1,302 1,332
Ch. 1117/89 Law Enforcement Agency 1,510 1,545
Ch. 1176/77 Immunization Records 3,444 3,523
Ch. 1253/75 Expulsion Transcripts 28 29
Ch. 1284/88 Pupil Suspensions: Parent Classroom Visits 1,019 1,042
Ch. 1306/89 Notification to Teachers of Public Expulsion 2,853 2,919
Ch. 1347/80 Scoliosis Screening 2,242 2,294
Ch. 1398/74 PERS Unused Sick Leave Credit 3,191 3,264
Ch. 1607/84 School Crimes Reporting 1,557 1,593
Ch. 1659/84 Emergency Procedures 14,229 14,555
Ch. 1675/84 School Testing—Physical Fitness 680 696 b
Ch. 98/94 Caregiver Affidavits 387 396
Ch. 1213/91 Collective Bargaining Disclosures 271 277
Ch. 1184/75 Habitual Truants 5,397 -
Ch. 783/95 Investment Reports 157 161
Ch. 498/83 Pupil Expulsions from School 2,427 2,483
Ch. 668/78 Pupil Health Exclusions 387 396
Ch. 134/87 Pupil Suspensions from School 1,022 -2
Ch. 975/95 Physical Performance Test 1,176 1,203
Ch. 1463/89 School Accountability Report Cards 2,115 2,164
Ch. 778/96 American Government Course Document** 202 207 °
Ch. 309/95 Pupil Residency Verification and Appeals 219 224
Ch. 558/97 Criminal Background Check 5,090 5,207
Ch. 731/94 School Bus Safety II 66,728 -
Ch. 929/97 Annual Parent Notification-Staff Development 1,290 1,320
Ch. 410/95 School Crimes Reporting I 7.301 7,469
Totals $239.622  $156,699 ¢
*Dollars in thousands, except in salary range.

*Mandates Administration proposed for suspension for 2002—-03.

" Mandates LAO proposes for suspension for 2002-03

“Includes proposed restoration of $3.4 million for the Open Meetings Act mandate.

NOTE: COLA is provided by ER unit.
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Subcommittee #1 Action:

E. Mandates and Categorical Reform Mandates. As mentioned during the Categorical Reform
discussion at the Subcommittee’s March 13", overview hearing, the LAO includes in its recommended
block grants the budgeted funding (Proposition 98) for 31 education mandates. These mandates are, for
the most part, categorized in the Academic Improvement ($52 million in mandates) or School Safety
Block Grants ($39.9 million) First priority for these block grant funds would be to cover the costs
associated with meeting requirements of the specified mandates. In what LAO considers the unlikely
event that a school district’s mandate cost is greater than the funding it receives through a proposed block
grant, the school district would be eligible for state reimbursement of the unfunded portion of the cost of
meeting the mandate requirements. The advantages cited for including mandates in the block grants are
four-fold:

1. School districts would have an incentive to meet the requirements of the mandates in a cost-effective manner
since school districts would be allowed to redirect their (administrative) savings from mandate implementation
to the education purposes permitted by the block grant.

2. The incentive to maximize claims, a process that contributes to the large amounts of deficiency requests, would
be eliminated.

3. School districts’ administrative costs would decrease due to the elimination of the labor-intensive
reimbursement process.

4. Districts would have an incentive to share information regarding which mandates appear, from their
perspective, no longer to be cost-effective; perhaps prompting the Legislature to reassess the need for certain
education mandates.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

F. Test Claims and Reimbursement Claims. The Governor’s budget proposes $12.1 million for the
Proposition 98 portion of the reimbursable mandate created by Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975 (AB 1375,
Knox). This mandate is for the administrative costs associated with filing an initial test claim and with
the process and procedures involved in filing a reimbursement claim. Should the Legislature enact the
LAO’s recommended categorical program block grants, which include mandated programs, the
LAO further recommends that the Legislature reduce the appropriation for this mandate by $6.0
million (leaving a balance in the base to fund potential future test claims).

Subcommittee #1 Action:

G. Collective Bargaining Mandates. The Governor’s budget proposes $41.5 million from the General
Fund (Proposition 98) to reimburse K-14 districts for collective bargaining costs in 2002-03.

1. Background. The 1975 “Rodda Act” (Chapter 961, Statutes of 1975. SB 160 Rodda) provided
K-14 employees with the right to bargain collectively over working conditions and the scope of
employment. In 1998, the predecessor agency to the COSM, the Board of Control, found that the Rodda
Act imposed a state-reimbursable mandate on K-12 districts because it included provisions requiring that
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districts “meet and negotiate, thus setting up a “collective-bargaining atmosphere for public school
employees.” Subsequent Budget Acts have appropriated funds for reimbursement of the this mandate.
The LAO points out however, that at the time the Rodda Act was declared a reimbursable mandate,
reimbursement of such mandates was a frequently waived statutory provision versus a constitutional
requirement which came after the passage of Proposition 4 in 1979 and therefore, the Board had little
legal precedent upon which to guide its decision making. In the late 1980’s, however, California
appellate courts ruled that a mandate was created when a the state requires local governments to provide
a new or upgraded program to the public , or imposes a new requirement on local governments that do not
apply generally to residents and entities in the state. In two subsequent State Supreme Court decisions the
court’s rulings formed the basis of the “law of general applicability; i.e.: if a statute imposes a similar
obligation on the private and public sector ,the public sector’s costs to comply with the requirement do
not constitute a state-reimbursable mandate. In the case of the Rodda Act, however, the Board of
Control only compared the Act’s provisions against local employment obligations in place before it’s
enactment. While the commission lacks the legal authority to go back and reconsider the merits of a
decision after 30 days; the state never stepped in to reconsider this or any other mandate decision.
According to the LAO it’s review of the state’s collective bargaining law indicates that its general intent
was to, extend the same collective bargaining rights widely available to their employees to K-14
employees. While the Rodda Act does contain some procedures that may be considered “in excess” of
the duties of other employers, e.g. negotiation impasses, unfair labor practices, and public disclosure of
collective bargaining proposals, an LAO review revealed that they account for less than 10 percent of the
overall claimed costs for this mandate.

2. Points to consider regarding the Collective Bargaining Mandate.

a. In light of prevailing legal rulings, the Rodda Act may no longer meet the criteria of a state reimbursable
mandate.

b. Uneven funding distribution (more than 20 fold on a per student basis) among districts reflects local record
keeping and claim filing practices more than policy objectives, need, or legislative intent.

C. State reimbursement of costs provide little if any incentive to undertake collective bargaining efficiently.

d. Based on historical “underestimates” (averaging $11.9 million) of the per year cost to fund this mandate,
which ultimately have led to large deficiencies that are included in deficiency bill every spring, and
inflation adjustments, the LAO estimates that K-14 mandate claims under the collective bargaining
mandate will actually be above $54.0 million in 2002-03; $12.5 million more than provided in the
Governor’s budget.

The LAO, therefore, recommends:

1. That the Legislature initiate a reconsideration of the collective bargaining mandate by redirecting funds for the
mandate appropriation to other legislative priorities.

2. Approve budget bill language specifying that Chapter 961 (The Rodda Act) no longer meets the criteria of a
state-reimbursable mandate.

In making this recommendation, the LAO notes that absent the current existence of any administrative
mechanism to reexamine a mandate in light of modern legal rulings, the authority to review mandates
rests with the courts. By not funding this mandate in the budget the Legislature will, in effect, initiate that
reexamination process by “inviting” a K-14 district to challenge this budget decision. Should a court rule
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that any portion of Chapter 961 constitutes a mandate, the state may be liable for the costs of these claims
in the budget year with interest; albeit at the Pooled Money Investment Account rate of 3 percent.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

H. School Testing—Physical Fitness Mandate. The Governor’s budget includes $696,000 General
Fund (Proposition 98) for the School Testing—Physical Fitness mandate for 2002-03. The requirements
for this mandate, that school districts and COEs conduct physical fitness tests was, repealed by SB 622
(Hart) in 1991 as of January 1, 1995. The Controller’s Office has not received any claims for this mandate
since 1996, though the each annual budget since 1997-98 has provided funding for the its potential
claims. A different mandate, The Physical Performance Tests mandate, created by AB 265, Alpert
(Chapter 975, Statutes of 1995) and beginning in 1996, has a separate budget appropriation of $1.2
million in 2002-03. In light of the above, the LAO recommends that the Legislature delete $696,000
of funding for the expired mandate, thus freeing up this amount of budget year Proposition 98
funds for other education priorities.

I. American Government Course Documents Mandate. The Governor’s budget provides $207,000
for the American Government Course Documents mandate, the claims for which have grown significantly
since 1996-97, (created by AB 3086 (Olberg) in 1996), and are likely to grow further in the future.
Assembly Bill 3086, (Chapter 778, Statutes of 1996), imposed several American Government related
requirements on school districts; specifically, that as part of the

American Government and Civics courses required for high school graduation, school districts must
teach, and students read, The Federalist Papers, the Emancipation Proclamation, the Gettysburg Address,
George Washington’s Farewell address, the Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights. The
LAO points out that all of the requirements for the American Government Course Documents mandate
are also part of the State Board adopted (1998) History/Social Science content standards, the standards-
aligned curriculum for which, schools are already responsible for providing per implementation of the
statewide accountability system. The LAO recommends, therefore, that the Legislature enact
legislation to make compliance with the American Government Course Documents mandate
voluntary. ($207,000 “savings” in 2002-03 if enacted).

Subcommittee #1 Action:

IV. Section 28.0 Letters—Review.

A. Background: The legislative intent of Budget Bill Section 28.00 is to “provide flexibility for
administrative approval of augmentations for the expenditure of unanticipated federal funds or other non-state
funds in cases that meet all the following requirements:

1. The funds will be expended for a purpose that is consistent with state law.
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2. The funds are made available to the state under conditions permitting their use only for a specified purpose,
and the additional expenditure proposed under this section would apply to that specified funding purpose.

3. Acceptance of the additional funding does not impose any state requirement to commit or expend new state
funds for any program or purpose.

4. The need exists to expend the additional funding during the [current] fiscal year.

For those Section 28.0 requests that meet the above requirements, the Director of the DOF may authorize the
augmentation or reduction of 1). the amount available for expenditure for any program, project or function in
a budget item schedule or 2) the amount of additional, current year, unanticipated funds expected to be received
by the state from any non state sources including local and federal funds for any additional program, project or
function.

Augmentations or reductions that exceed either $200,000 or 10 percent of the amount available for expenditure,
cannot be authorized less than 30 days after written notification to the chairs of both the Assembly and Senate
Committees on Appropriations, Budget, appropriate Budget subcommittees and Joint Legislative Budget
Committee regarding the necessity of the change.

B. 2001-02 Budget Act Section 28.0 Requests. Senator Steve Peace, chair of the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee, recently sent a letter to Department of Finance Director Tim Gage, regarding Department’s intent to
approve several K-12-related augmentations pursuant to Section 28.0 of the 2001-02 Budget Act. He
specifically raised concerns, supported by the Legislative Analyst, that the proposed augmentations in an
increasing number of K-12 Section 28.0 Letters including the four listed below, do not meet all the requirements
of Section 28.0; i.e. that the proposed funds are (1). “unanticipated,” (2) are available only for a specified
purpose, and (3). need to be expended in 2001-02. Senator Peace, therefore, requested that the DOF defer
approving the proposals until both the appropriate Assembly and Senate Budget Subcommittees consider the
proposals during a scheduled hearing and report their recommendations to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee.

The issue facing the Subcommittee is whether or not the proposals as dated and outlined below, should be
approved under Section 28.0 of the 2001-02 Budget Act or whether they should be addressed as part of the
2002-03 budget deliberations.

1. February 13, 2002. Alternative Assessment. This letter proposes an augmentation of $1.2 million
(federal funds) for the CDE to (1) develop an alternative assessment for special education pupils unable to take
the state’s standardized tests (even with special accommodations).

(2) further develop an alternative accountability model for alternative schools and (3) ensure that students
affected by either the alternative assessment or alternative model are also taken into account in the state’s overall
school accountability system.

2. February 15, 2002. Evaluation of High Risk First Time Offenders Program. This letter proposes
$650,000 from carry-over federal funds (Improving America’s Schools Act) for CDE to evaluate the High Risk
First-Time Offenders program. These federal carryover funds will replace $650,000 in General fund originally
budgeted for this evaluation but deleted as part of CDE’s compliance with an Executive Order which imposed a
statewide reduction of at least $150.0 million in 2001-02 General Fund operating expenses and equipment
expenditures.
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3. March5,2002. High School Reform Grant Program. This letter proposes to increase CDE’s federal
fund expenditure authority by $998,000 for a new, one-time High School Reform Grant Program. The United
States Department of Education awarded California $998,000 for high school reform through the High School
Reform Grant competition. The CDE has 36 months to expend the award funds intended to help low performing
high schools improve student achievement, attendance, and graduation rates. The annual state match, however,
increases each year by 10 percent beginning with 30 percent the first year. To minimize the state match
requirements CDE proposes allocating the full amount in the first year; providing matching funds from existing

Specialized Secondary Programs (SSP) funds.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

V. Consent Calendar

Staff recommends that the following Items be approved as budgeted. No issues have been raised with regard
to any of these Items:

1.

2.

6110-001-0119

6110-001-0178

6110-001-0231

6110-001-0687

6110-001-0975
6110-003-0001
6110-101-0231
6110-101-0814
6110-102-0231

. 6110-103-0001
. 6110-105-0001
. 6110-106-0001
. 6110-108-0001
. 6110-110-0001
. 6110-117-0001
. 6110-119-0001
. 6110-122-0001
. 6110-124-0001
. 6110-131-0001
. 6110-139-0001

6110-151-0001

. 6110-152-0001
. 6110-158-0001
. 6110-163-0001
. 6110-177-0001
. 6110-181-0140
. 6110-188-0001
. 6110-208-0001
. 6110-209-0001
. 6110-224-0001
. 6110-242-0001

Support, Administrative Services to local education agencies (LEAs), payable
from 1998 State School Facilities Fund, $1,920,000.

Support. School Bus Driver Instructor Training Program, payable from the
Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund, $1,068,000.

Support, Health and Physical Education—Drug-Free Schools, payable from
the Health Education Account, Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund,
$952,000.

Support, Donated Food Distribution, payable from the Donated Food
Revolving Fund, $5,019,000.

Library and Learning Resources, $15,000.

Standardized Account Code Structure, $983,000.

Health and Physical Education—Drug Free Schools, for COEs $3,800,000.
Local Assistance from State Lottery Education Fund, $812,694,000.

Health and Physical Ed.—Drug Free Schools, local assistance, $23,244,000.
Apprentice Programs, $15,852,000.
Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROCPs). $375,679,000

West Contra Costa Facilities Payment, $800,000.

Tenth Grade Counseling, $11,460,000.

Student Friendly Services, $500,000.
California Association of Student Councils, $562,000.

Educational Services for Foster Youth, $8,739,000.

Specialized Secondary Programs, $5,128,000.

Gifted and Talented Pupil Program, (GATE), $56,452,000.

American Indian Early Childhood Education Program, $550,000.

School Apportionments, Pupil Residency Verification, $162,000.
American Indian Education Centers, $3,772,000.

American Indian Education Centers, (Non-Proposition 98), $376,000.
Adults in Correctional Facilities, $19,067,000.

Early Intervention for School Success, $2,166,000

Local Arts Education Partnership Program, $6,000,000.

Environmental Education, $800,000

School Apportionments, Deferred Maintenance, $205,360,000

Center for Civic Education, $250,000.

Teacher Dismissal Apportionments, $40,000

Year Round School Grant Program, $84,022,000.

California Association of Student Councils, $33,000.

Subcommittee #1 Action:
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6360 — California Commission on Teacher Credentialing

The Commission on Teacher Credentialing is responsible for developing standards and
procedures for the preparation and licensing of public school teachers and administrators,
issuing and revoking credentials, evaluating and approving programs of teacher training
institutions, developing and administering competency exams, establishing policy leadership in
the field of teacher preparation and administering Alternative Teacher Certification Programs.

Summary of General Fund

Expenditures
(dollars in thousands) 2001-02 2002-03 $ Change % Change
State Operations
Teacher Credential Fee Buyout 1,650 1,575 -75 -5%
Teacher Credentialing Service
Improvement Project 1,200 0 -1,200 -100
Governor’s Teaching
Fellowships 79 66 -13 -16
Paraprofessional Training
Program 60 51 -9 -15
Adjustments -25 0 25 -100
Subtotals 2,964 1,692 -1,272 -43%
Local Assistance
Internship Teaching Program 31,800 25,600 -6,200 -19
Pre-Internship Teaching
Program 11,800 11,800 0 0
Paraprofessional Training
Program 11,478 7,478 -4,000 -35
CA Mathematics Initiative 1,613 1,013 -600 -37
Teacher Mis-Assignment
Monitoring 350 350 0 0
Subtotals 57,041 46,241 -10,800 -19%
Total $60,005 $47,933 -12,072 -20%

1. BUDGET REDUCTIONS (ACTION ITEM). The Governor’s Budget proposes to reduce the amount of funding
available for several alternative credentialing programs administered by the Commission on Teacher
Credentialing. Specifically, the Governor reduces funding for the Internship and Pre-Internship Programs — which
allows participants to receive on-site training as part of their credential curriculum (Internship Program) and
provide subject matter preparation as well as basic training for uncredentialed teachers who have not demonstrated
subject matter competency (Pre-Internship Program). Further, the Governor proposes to reduce the amount of
funding available for the Paraprofessional Teacher Training Program which supports paraprofessionals seeking
both a baccalaureate degree and a teaching credential.

The Legislative Analyst recommends that the programs outlined above essentially be Approved as Budgeted and
then rolled into a formula-driven teacher professional development block grant (to be discussed below). The
Commission on Teacher Credentialing notes that with the reductions, it anticipates still being able to accommodate
Intern, Pre-Intern and Paraprofessional Program participants in Budget Year (2002-03); however, participation in
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the program would need to be reduced in 2003-04 if the reductions continue into the following fiscal year. Staff
recommends that CTC’s local assistance budget items be Approved as Budgeted.

ACTION:

2. DELETION OF FEE WAIVER FOR FIRST-TIME CREDENTIAL APPLICANTS (ACTION ITEM). The Governor’s
budget includes $1.6 million for a teacher credential fee buyout program. This program waives the $55 application
fee for first-time applicants for the multiple subject, single subject, special education, and specialist credential by
providing General Fund support to the CTC in lieu of the revenue provided by the fee.

According to the LAO, there does not appear to be evidence suggesting that the $55 application fee prevents
individuals from becoming teachers. Further, the LAO notes that there is also no evidence that waiving the fee
helps attract better qualified teachers. As such, the LAO recommends that the fee waiver program for first-time
credential applicants be eliminated, resulting in a $1.6 million savings of General Fund (non Prop-98). Staff
recommends that this issue/reduction be placed on the “checklist” and that all other CTC budget items be
Approved as Budgeted.

ACTION:

3. SECTION 28.00 REQUEST (ACTION ITEM). The committee is in receipt of a Section 28.00 request from the
Department of Finance and the Commission on Teacher Credentialing which seeks a $2,691,000 increase in
expenditure authority for item 6360-001-0890 of the Budget Act of 2001, due to the receipt of unanticipated Title
II Teacher Quality and Enhancement monies. According to the CTC, funds will be used to contract for the
development of a Teaching Performance Assessment, to contract for assistance in developing methodologies to
help teacher preparation programs to incorporate new pedagogical and academic requirements, to fund planning
grants for teacher preparation programs that agree to pilot the early implementation of the new credentialing
standards, and for research into the effectiveness of the new credentialing standards.

This request was initially denied by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee primarily due to the concerns raised
by the LAO. The LAO questioned whether the federal funds are indeed “unanticipated” as required by Section
28.00 since $2.5 million is attributable to prior-year carryover and whether CTC really has a need to expend the
funds in the current year. Staff recommends that the Section 28.00 request be approved.

ACTION:
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II. Teacher Professional Development Programs: Proposed Reductions & Augmentations

Summary of Proposed Reductions

to Professional Development Dollars in Millions
Programs Budget Act Revised Proposed
(dollars in thousands) Budget/Fund Description 2001-02 2001-02 2002-03
e Peer Assistance and Review Provides mentoring services to veteran
(PAR) teachers to help them improve

performance. Funds allocated by CDE;
Prop 98/  program at local district determined by

CDE collective bargaining. 134.2 84.2 86.9
e CA Professional Development Provides stipends for teachers
Institutes (PDIs) — Stipends participating in the UC Professional

Development Institutes, which were
established to provide specific subject-
matter training to both beginning and
Prop 98/  veteran teachers in various subject areas
CDE and grade levels. 54.0 48.0 48.0
e CA PDI’'s— UC Support Funding is for the UC to operate the
General seven statutorily-established Professional
Fund/  Development Institutes. Institutes

ucC provide a minimum of 120 hours 56.9 50.9 50.9
e Beginning Teacher Support and Grants awarded to LEA’s to provide
Assessment (BTSA) Prop 98/  individualized support and assessment of
CDE teaching practices for beginning teachers 104.6 84.6 88.3
e National Board for Professional CDE provides a one-time award of
Teaching Standards $10,000 to National Board Certified
Certification Incentive Program teachers. In 2000-01, awards increased
Prop 98/  to $20,000 for teachers who commit to
CDE teach in a low-performing school. 15.0 10.0 10.0
e High School Coaching Provides grants to high schools to offset
Education and Training Program  Prop. 98/  the costs of providing education and
CDE training to athletic coaches. 1.0 0.0 0.0
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e C(California Subject Matter General  Discipline-specific training for teams of
Projects Fund/  teachers. Training usually lasts about
ucC three weeks. 35.1 35.1 30.8
e Education Technology General  Provides professional development on
Professional Development Fund/  how to integrate technology effectively
Program CSU into the classroom. 12.5 12.5 6.0
e School Personnel Staff Funding provided for planning and
Development Plans Prop 98/  implementing school professional
CDE development plans. 17.3 17.3 0.0
e Regional Professional Grants provided to COEs to support
Development Consortia coordination and direct services related
to the implementation of high quality
Prop. 98/ professional development programs by
CDE resource agencies and consortia. 4.3 4.3 0.0
e Demonstration Programs in Grant program which was developed in
Intensive Instruction 1969, to help struggling middle school
students, and sunset in 1995. 126 middle
schools currently receive grants to
develop model programs in language
Prop. 98/  arts, math, history/social science and
CDE science in grades 6-8. 6.1 6.1 0.0
e Math and Reading Professional An incentive program to encourage
Development districts to provide teachers and aides
with standards-based professional
development in math and reading.
Funded in 2002-03 using a combination
of one-time P-98 Reversion Account
Prop. 98/ monies($87.1 million) and Prop. 98
CDE ($22.9 million). 80.0 31.7 110.0
Total
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1. REDUCTION/AUGMENTATIONS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS (ACTION ITEM). On an
individual program-by-program basis, the LAO does not raise any issues with the reductions or
augmentations proposed within the array of professional development programs. Further, the Governor’s
Budget proposes to retain a Control Section 12.60 which allows funds to be transferred between a variety of
professional development programs (including BTSA, National Board Certification, Instructional Time and
Staff Development and PAR) in order to accommodate the ever-changing numbers of participants. Staff
recommends that these programs (as illustrated in the chart on the pages 4-5 of this agenda) be Approved as
Budgeted (please note UC Professional Development Institute and Math and Reading Professional
Development items below).

ACTION:

2. MATH AND READING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (ACTION ITEM). The Governor’s Budget
proposes a total funding level of $110 million in 2002-03 for the Math and Reading Professional
Development program (MRPDP), a new program established last year by Assembly Bill 466 (Chapter 737,
Statutes of 2001). The purpose of the program is to train every teacher and instructional aide in California,
over several years, in the new state reading and mathematics standards. While the program initially
envisioned training all teachers within a three-year period, that time frame has since been revised to span a
five-year horizon. Specifically, the program provides school districts with $2,500 per teacher and $1,000 per
instructional aide trained through the program. The program also provides districts with a supplemental
“bonus” of $500 per teacher for those teachers that have attended or plan to attend a UC Professional
Development Institute (PDI). The intent of this “bonus” is to ensure that teachers who attended a PDI in a
prior year receive training related to the new instructional materials, which may not have been adopted when
the initial PDI training occurred.

In the current year, the Legislature reduced the amount of funding available for the MRPDP through Senate
Bill 3X 1 (Peace) to reflect the delayed implementation of the program. As a result of the reductions, no
funds are being used in the current year to directly train teachers. Of the amount appropriated for the program
all $31.7 million is currently being used to either provide a $500 per teacher bonus to those districts where
teachers have already attended (or plan to attend) a UC Professional Development Institute ($21.7 million) or
to reimburse school districts (at a cost of $2,500 per teacher) for costs they already incurred to send teachers
to PDI training in 2000-01 ($10 million).

In the budget year, the DOF estimates that approximately 32,100 teachers and 7,100 instructional aides will
be trained through the MRPDP program (at a cost of $87.4 million). It is anticipated that approximately $1
million will be used to provide $500 bonuses to teachers that attended a PDI in the current year (2001-02) and
$21.7 million will be used to provide districts with $500 bonuses for the approximately 43,000 teachers
expected to attend a PDI in 2002-03. Staff recommends that funding for this program be placed on the
“checklist” pending the May Revision.

ACTION:

3. MOVEMENT/CONSOLIDATION/REDUCTION OF UC PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTES AND
SUBJECT MATTER PROJECTS INTO PROPOSITION 98 (ACTION ITEM). As part of its consolidation and
block grant proposal (to be discussed below), the LAO recommends moving funding for the Professional
Development Institutes and the Subject Matter Projects from the UC into the proposed block grant. While the
decision to include these programs in the proposed block grant will be dealt with in the legislative process,
staff notes that the committee may wish to consider (1) reducing funding and/or (2) shifting funding for these
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two programs from UC to CDE, pending the May Revision, in order to save General Fund non-Proposition 98
funds. Under this scenario, a minimal amount of base funding (exact amount to be determined) would need to
be retained by the UC in order to preserve the infrastructure and base staff support for these programs. Staff
recommends that, independent of any pending legislation, this option be placed on the “checklist” for further
consideration, pending the May Revision.

ACTION:

4. REDUCE FUNDING FOR ADVANCED PLACEMENT CHALLENGE GRANT PROGRAM (ACTION ITEM). The
Advanced Placement Challenge Grant Program provides nonrenewable four-year grants to high schools, with
first priority for funding given to schools that offer three of fewer Advanced Placement (AP) courses. CDE
states that a majority of the funding is used for staff development, such as sending teachers to College Board
AP workshops, UC workshops, or other summer AP training institutes. According to the LAO, the program
is already serving almost all of the schools it is designed to serve. Specifically, 56 high schools offered fewer
than three rigorous courses in 2000-01; of these schools, 48 already receive AP Challenge Grant Funding and
the remainder are very small schools for whom offering additional courses would be difficult. The
Governor’s proposed budget appropriates $16.5 million for the program, which according to the LAO is
approximately $8.3 million more than necessary to fund the third-year commitment to the program.

The LAO recommends that funding for this program be reduced by $8.3 million and that the funds redirected
to its newly proposed competitively-based teacher block grant program. Staff recommends that Item 6110-

193-0001 (5) be reduced by $8.3 million, resulting in a Proposition 98 savings of that amount.
ACTION:

5. ELIMINATE FUNDING FOR THE SUPPORT FOR SECONDARY SCHOOLS READING PROGRAM (ACTION
ITEM). The Support for Secondary Schools Reading Program (SSSR) distributes grants on a competitive basis
to county offices of education or consortia of county offices, to provide professional development
opportunities to secondary school teachers who instruct students who are reading below grade level.

The LAO notes that the state already has three other professional development programs that address high
school reading. Specifically, the new Math and Reading Professional Development Program provides
standards-based professional development for every English and social science public high school teacher in
the state over the next four years. In addition, the state supports the High School English Language Institutes
and the English Language Learner Institutes, as well as the UC-administered Reading and Literature Project
(through the California Subject Matter Projects). Further, the LAO notes that this program was never
established in California statute because it was originally a federal program funded with federal dollars.

The LAO recommends eliminating funding for this program and capturing $8.0 million in Proposition 98
savings: staff notes that the program could be reinstated at CDE’s discretion using federal reading-related
dollars, if desired.

ACTION:
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III. Consolidation/Block Grant of Teacher Professional Development Programs

1. CREATION OF NEW FORMULA-BASED AND COMPETITIVELY-BASED TEACHER SUPPORT AND
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS (INFORMATIONAL ITEM). The Legislative Analyst identifies a myriad of
problems inherent in the current array of teacher preparation, induction and professional development
programs. Specifically, the LAO sites the (1) sheer number of programs; (2) duplicative nature of the
programs; (3) administrative hurdles faced by districts in accessing the programs; (4) administration and
tracking of programs at the state level; and (5) lack of coordination with federal funds available for similar
purposes. In order to remedy these problems and provide districts with flexibility, the LAO proposes to
consolidate 18 of the existing teacher preparation, induction and professional development programs and
create a new formula-based “block grant” which would be allocated by CDE on a per-teacher basis (LAO will
present a handout, during the committee hearing detailing the proposal). The funding rate per teacher would
vary based on the teachers’ level of preparation and experience. Further, the LAO proposes to consolidate an
additional six programs into a $20 million competitively-based block grant program to be distributed by CDE.

Staff notes that two pieces of legislation which relate to the development of a professional development block
grant, Assembly Bill 2120 (Simitian) and Assembly Bill 2433 (Steinberg), are currently under consideration
in the Assembly. While the content of these bills is still being determined, it is important to note that the
nature and configuration of a “block grant” could vary, pursuant to legislation, and could take a variety of
forms.

Staff recommends that: (1) the development of a block grant, (2) designation of which programs are to be

included and (3) the specifics regarding how a block grant would be structured, administered and allocated be

addressed within the legislative process.

IV. Federal Funds

UPDATE ON FEDERAL FUNDING RELATED TO TEACHER PREPARATION AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
(INFORMATIONAL ITEM). Congress recently approved the No Child Left Behind Act, which reauthorizes the
federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the longstanding federal law that assists schools
serving poor children. The ESEA reauthorization contains a number of major policy changes and increased
accountability, as well as increases in the level of funding for California.

Budgetary changes related to the ESEA reauthorization have not been included in the Governor’s January budget
proposal due to the timing of the federal budget. The Department of Finance expects to present an expenditure
plan as part of its May Revision process. Note: The full federal ESEA reauthorization will be discussed more
fully at this sub committee hearing next week (April 17, 2002).

Specifically related to the areas of teacher professional development, Title Il of the ESEA consolidates two
existing professional development programs — the Class Size Reduction Program and the Eisenhower Professional
Development State Grants — into a single new program known as State Grants for Improving Teacher Quality.
The net change in funding is expected to increase by approximately $105 million (46%) as illustrated in the table
below. In addition, California is expected to receive an increase of approximately $30 million to encourage the
use of education technology in instruction.
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Federal Title II Professional
Development Programs

(dollars in millions) 2001 2002 $ Change % Change
Class Size Reduction $174.7 0 $-174.7 -100%
Eisenhower Professional -100%
Development State Grants 53.7 0 -53.7
State Grants for Improving Teacher
Quality 0 3335 3335 100%
Education Technology State Grants 55.9 85.5 29.6 53%

Totals 284.3 19 134.7 47.4

In addition to the appropriation changes, the federal reauthorization contains a number of new requirements,
including the following:

¢ Highly-qualified teachers in four years. The new law requires that all teachers in California (not just
those at schools receiving Title I funds) be "highly qualified" by December 31, 2005, in order for California
to receive Title I funds. “Highly Qualified” is not defined by the federal law and it will be the
responsibility of individual states to determine how it is defined. In addition, all Title I teachers hired on or
after July 1, 2002 must be "highly qualified". (Charter schools are exempt from this requirement.) The law
requires states to establish annual measurable objectives to achieve this goal by the deadline. Districts
receiving funding under the new State Grants for Improving Teacher Quality must meet these annual
objectives, or face state intervention.

¢ Qualified paraprofessionals in four years. All Title I paraprofessionals hired after the beginning of this
calendar year must have either completed two years of higher education study, or have an associates
degree, or have completed a formal assessment. Within four years, all existing Title I paraprofessionals
will have to have completed one of the above requirements. These requirements apply to all
paraprofessionals, except for translators and those hired for parental involvement purposes.

¢ Professional development. School districts receiving Title I funds must spend at least 5 percent of their
Title I Part A grant to help teachers become credentialed. This is a new requirement, and will provide
approximately $69 million in new funds to districts for this purpose, presumably to help the state meet the
requirement to have all teachers be credentialed in four years.

¢ Professional development for K-3 reading. The federal law creates a new Title I program called the
Student Reading Skills Improvement Grants, to support success in reading in grades K-3. Total funding for
this program is $133 million, and the law allows states to use up to 13 percent ($17.3 million) of this for
state-directed professional development related to the program.
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V. Consent

Staff recommends that the following items be Approved as Budgeted. No issues have been raised with regard to
any of these items:

1) 6110-134-0001 Local Assistance, Department of Education (Proposition 98), Program 10 — Instruction,
for allocation to local education agencies  ..........cocceccerveereenierierieeneneenns 118,650,000

Funds available for teacher recruitment and retention block grant program (Teaching
As a Priority — TAP)

2) 6110-485 Reappropriation (Proposition 98) Department of Education. Reappropriated from the Proposition 98
Reversion Account.

(6) 7,500,000 to the State Department of Education for the Principal Training Program.

Staff recommends that the following items be approved. No issues have been raised with regard to any of these
items:

3) Section 28.00 Letters

March 26, 2002 Augment Item 6360-101-0890 by $229.,000 for the implementation of the
Transition to Teaching Program over a three-year period. Pilot program will allow 400 existing
emergency-permit teachers to participate in either the Alternative Certification Program or the
California Pre-intern program, in the current year. This appropriation constitutes the first year of the
three-year period.

4) April Finance Letters

Addition of Ttem 6360-101-0890 — Local Assistance, Commission on Teacher Credentialing, Payable from
the Federal Trust FUNd ......oc.ooiiiiiiiiiiicee ettt eaae e $386,000

1. The funds appropriated in this Item shall be for the Transition to Teaching Program, for
emergency-permit teachers to transition into either the Alternative Certification Program or the
California Pre-Internship Teacher Program, depending on their level of preparation.

This appropriation constitutes the second year of the three-year Transition to Teaching Program
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I. Item 6120 — California State Library

The California State Library provides library and information services to the legislative and executive
branches of state government, members of the public and California Public Libraries. In addition, the
State Library administers and promotes literacy outreach programs such as the California Literacy
Campaign, develops technological systems to improve resource sharing and enhance access to
information, and administers the Public Library Foundation which, based on a funding formula, provides
state funding for basic local library services.

The Governor’s proposed budget includes a total of $105.7 million for the California State Library, a
reduction of about $22.1 million or 17.3% from the revised current-year budget. Of these funds, the
Governor’s budget proposes $84.8 million in General Fund support, which represents a $24 million or 22
percent reduction from the revised current year. Following are the major components of the California
State Library Budget:

e State Operations. The Governor proposes a reduction of $3.2 million in the California State Library
State Operations budget, which includes the elimination of 18.2 personnel years. These reductions
will affect the California Research Bureau, library acquisitions, outreach and technical assistance to
local libraries, and regional resource sharing.

e Library Maintenance and Repairs. The Governor Proposes a $76,000 augmentation for maintenance
and repairs for the Library and Courts buildings.

e Public Library Foundation. As initially introduced, the Governor proposed a current-year reduction
of $7.9 million for this program; however, the Legislature through SB 3X 1 retained funding for the
program at the originally-budgeted level. For 2002-03, the Governor proposes to reduce funding for
the library foundation by $11.2 million, leaving a budget of $41.7 million for the program. This
reduction will reduce the amount of funding available to local libraries for acquiring library materials,
staff support, and operating expenses and equipment.

Public Library Foundation (Action Item). As part of the November revision to the 2001-02 (current-
year) budget, the Governor proposed reducing funding for the Public Library Foundation by $7.9 million
The Legislature, through Senate Bill 3X 1 rejected this proposal and retained the current year funding
level for the program ($53 million). As an additional note, the 2001-02 budget, as sent to the Governor
by the Legislature, contained an additional $4.1 million for the Public Library Foundation which was
subsequently vetoed by the Governor.

For the budget year, the Governor’s proposal assumes the continuation of the $7.9 million cut and further
reduces the program by $3.3 million, for a 2002-03 reduction of $11.2 million.

The Legislative Analyst offers no recommendations on this program; however staff recommends that
funding for the Public Library Foundation be placed on the “checklist” pending the May Revision.

II. No Child Left Behind Act 2001 (Federal Funds)

The federal reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was signed into law
(P.L. 107-110) on January 8, 2002. The “No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,” authorizes approximately
$26.3 billion in federal FY 2002 for federal elementary and secondary education programs targeted to
economically disadvantaged students. This is an $8.5 billion increase from federal FY 2001. California
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is slated to receive an additional $800 million in federal NCLB Act funds, the receipt of which is
contingent upon the submittal of a State Implementation Plan that outlines how the state plans to comply
with the various new requirements and related state responsibilities imposed by the Act. Because the
Governor’s budget was crafted prior to the final approval of the federal budget for FY 2002, only $100
million of these new funds are included in the Governor’s proposed budget.

The NCLB Act of 2001 builds upon the accountability and assessment requirements of the ESEA of
1994—for which California recently received a federal waiver until November, 2003 to complete its final
Title I assessment system—but is more specific and imposes consequences for non-compliance.

Assessments: Sets deadlines for the development of annual assessments aligned to state standards and
the use of achievement on these tests as the primary measure of district and school accountability. The
Act requires assessments to include the participation of all students including two additional subgroups:
students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency. Test results must include the
individual student scores and be reported by race, income and other categories to measure the progress of
various subgroups as well as overall trends. Specifically, states must administer annual reading/language
arts and math assessments in grades 3-8 and once in grades 10-12 by 2005-06. Science assessment is
required for grades 3-5, 6-9 and 10-12 by 2007-2008. Annual assessment of English proficiency for
English learners is required by 2002-03.

Accountability/Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): Student achievement must be comparable from year
to year and all students (not just those in Title I) must make “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) in equal
yearly increments toward a “proficient” level of achievement within 12 years. Both “adequate yearly
progress” and “proficient” are to be defined by the state. For the last three years, the CDE has defined
AYP as achieving the Academic Performance Index (API) annual growth target, which, according to the
LAO, may mean redefining how the API is calculated. Relative to proficiency, the State Board of
Education (SBE) recently established achievement (proficiency) levels on the language arts assessment
but is still developing achievement levels for the mathematics assessment. Based on the state’s current
proficiency benchmark for language arts—which may not coincide with its definition of proficiency for
purposes of Title [——approximately one third of all students taking the California standards test for
language arts in grades 4 and 8 currently perform “below basic” or “far below basic .” Approximately
one half of economically disadvantaged students in those grades tested below basic or far below basic.

Interventions/Sanctions: Title I schools that do not achieve adequate yearly progress (AYP) goals for
two consecutive years are identified as a “School Improvement” schools and must participate in an
intervention / sanction process that becomes more severe for each year a school does not achieve its AYP.
According to the LAO, currently 1,281 California schools are at some stage in the School Improvement
sanctions process. CDE has identified approximately 18 California schools that could face Title I
sanctions in fall 2002.  The federal accountability program differs from current California’s Public
School Accountability Act (PSAA), specifically the II/USP program, in that the state program is
voluntary and provides supplemental funding. Among the cumulative federally imposed interventions/
sanctions for schools not achieving AYP in consecutive years are:
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After 2 years

After 3 years

After 4 Years

After 5 years

Develop two-year
improvement plan

Provide supplemental
tutoring /after school
services from a CDE-
approved public or
private vendor

Corrective Action: School
district must do one of the
following:

Sanctions:

Prepare plan
Do one of the following
within 1 year:

Use 10 % of Title I funds
for professional
development focused on
school improvement

Provide student options
to transfer to another
district school and pay
transportation costs

e Replace staff
Implement new curriculum,

e Significantly decrease
management authority at
school level

e Appoint external expert to
advise school

e Extend school day or school
year

Reopen school as a charter
school

Replace most of the school
staff

Hire private management
company to operate school
Turn operation of school
over to CDE

e Restructure the internal
organizational structure of
the school

Data Collection: The NCLB Act, Title I accountability system requirements include student assessment
data and high school graduation rates. According to the CDE, the seventeen ESEA performance indicators
the state is mandated to adopt will require a wide range of data to be collected at the student school and
state levels. While some of this data is currently available, the CDE states that new systems will have to
be developed and existing systems modified to capture all the data and meet the new reporting
requirements.  California does not currently collect student-level data, however, the Legislature is
currently awaiting the imminent completion of two Budget Act studies to assess how the state collects or
should collect student data. The DOF contracted study required an independent contractor to report on
potential efficiencies and improvements in the CDE data collection and management. The OSE
contracted study is to determine how the state should collect data on graduation rates, student and teacher
attendance rates and other potential API academic indicators. = Meanwhile, the CDE has submitted a
proposal to the DOF to develop a state-wide longitudinal data base that will contain student-level STAR,
High School Exit Exam, and English Language Development Test data. Specifically, the CDE proposes
the establishment of a data management office to implement standards policies and procedures and to
coordinate these activities as a key component of the longitudinal student data base system. Finally the
CDE proposal requests information technology technical support for project management and oversight,
Internet /Web development and applications development and maintenance to bring about the necessary
technology changes needed to meet the NCLB requirements. Senator Dede Alpert has introduced SB
1453, to require the CDE to contract with an entity to develop, host and maintain a longitudinal pupil
achievement data system for the STAR, California English Language Development Test (CELDT), and
the High School Exit Examination (HSEE). Discussion on whether, or how, any longitudinal data system
will be linked with the current California Student Information Services (CSIS) system will be further
addressed in the context of the Subcommittee’s April 24™ hearing.

A. State Implementation Plan. Prior to receiving NCLB Act funds the law requires states to develop
and submit a plan for implementing the new requirements of the Act. The plan is due to the U.S
Department of Education by May 28, 2002. This initial plan, to be refined through a subsequent plan
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supplement due in May, 2003, is to outline how the state intends to achieve the 6 mandated “ESEA
Performance Goals:”

1.

bk

By 2013-2014, all students will reach high standards, at a minimum attaining proficiency or better in reading
and mathematics.

By 2013-14 all students will be proficient in reading by the end of the third grade

All limited English proficient students will become proficient in English.

By 2005-06, all students will be taught by highly qualified teachers.

All students will be educated in learning environments that are safe, drug-free and conducive to learning.
All students will graduate from high school.

The CDE will submit its state plan to the State Board of Education (SBE) for approval at the Board’s
April 24-25 meeting. The Legislature will appropriate the new NCLB funds through the 2002-03
budget process.

B. Title I. The federal government provides the state with $1.78 billion of Title I funds the purpose of
which is to focus on improving the quality of education for socio-economically disadvantaged
children. While the Governor’s Budget assumes a $60.0 million increase in Title I program federal
funds, the state has since received additional funds and the total increase over 2001-02 is $411
million, or 30 percent.

1.

Title I Part A. Disadvantaged Children Meet High Academic Standards. This comprises the
largest ESEA program and makes up the bulk of the new federal funds ($268 million) which are
distributed to local education agencies on a targeted grant formula (v. competitive) basis.
However, the new accountability provisions of Title I Part A require that states reserve a
minimum of 2 percent (increases to 4 percent in 2003-04) of these allocations for “School
Improvement” purposes (including interventions and sanctions) in 2002-03. For California, this
means $29.1 million of its $411 million increase must be used for School Improvement to meet
this requirement in the budget year. Proposals for use of these funds will be discussed in
section “IV. Accountability,” below. It is unclear whether the 2 percent constitutes a
“maximum” as well or whether the CDE can or will seek a waiver for the authority to use more of
these funds for school improvement in 2002-03. In addition, the NCLB allows a state set aside
of up to 1 percent of their total basic grant for related state operations activities. For California, 1
percent of the increased funding for Title I Part A translates into $7.32 million in additional
federal funds ($14.5 million total) for state operations to implement this program.

Title I Part B. Student Reading Skills Improvement Grants: “Reading First.” This is a new
program to assist states and local education agencies in establishing scientific research-based
reading programs for all children in Kindergarten through grade three. It replaces the Reading
Excellence Program, a competitive grant program to states. California is slated to receive
$133.0 million for this program. Funds for this new program are to go to states under a
poverty-based formula. Beginning in 2004, up to 10 percent of new funds would be available as
incentive grants to states that successfully increase the number of students reading at a proficient
level. States may use 20 percent of the funds to a) develop and implement a program of
professional development for teachers of grades K-3 ($17.3 million—13%); b) provide technical
to help local school district in implementing Reading First and Early Reading First and to identify
and fund eligible alternative providers of reading instruction selected by the student’s parents
$6.7 million—5%); and ¢) provide state support for planning administration and reporting ($2.66
million—2%). States must distribute at least 80 percent of their funds to LEAs through a
competitive process. In doing so states must give priority to high poverty areas in which there are
a high percentage of students in grades K-3 reading below grade level. In addition, LEAs are
required to target funds within the district to schools with high percentages of students below the
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poverty line, or that have a high percentage of K-3 students reading below grade level, and are
also identified for school improvement under Title L.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

C. Title II. Part D—Enhancing Education Through Technology. New funding for states under the
existing Educational Technology Grants results from the elimination of five other federal educational
technology programs (LEA competitive grants) that were not reauthorized under the new NCLB Act.
Among the major programs eliminated were the: Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, Technology
Innovation Challenge grants and Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology program.
California will receive an additional $30 million under the newly authorized Education State
Grants program that can be used for: promoting innovative state and local initiatives using technology
to increase academic achievement; increasing access to technology, especially for high-need schools;
and improving and expanding teacher professional development in technology. Of the local
assistance funds, 50 percent of the $85.5 million in total funds provided in 2002 is to be distributed
through a state formula based 100 percent on what the state received under Title I Part A, while the
other 50 percent is to be distributed on a competitive basis. Five percent of the total funds ($4.3
million) can be used to provide technical assistance and to conduct a longitudinal study of the
effectiveness of using educational technology to increase student academic achievement.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

D. Title III. English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement and Academic Achievement
Act. The NCLB Act consolidates the Bilingual Education Act (a federal competitive grant to LEAs)
with the Emergency Immigrant Education program; a total of 13 bilingual and immigrant education
programs. Under the new consolidated program, California is to receive $115 million, or $83.3
million more than it received in 2001 under the former Immigrant Education program. Funds are
provided to states on a formula that is based 80 percent on the number of limited English proficient
(LEP) children in the state and 20 percent on the number of immigrant children and youth in the state.
Ninety five percent of the funds must be used for grants to eligible LEAs to teach limited English
proficient (LEP) children. Three percent of the funds ($3.5 million) are available for state operations
purposes and 2 percent ($2.3 million) for “other state level activities.” \

Eligible entities are able to choose the method of instruction they would use to teach limited English
proficient children. (NCLB eliminated the requirement that 75 percent of funding be used to support
programs using a child’s native language for instruction). LEAs are required to provide informed
parental notification as to why their child is in need of placement in a specialized language instruction
program. Parents have the right to choose among instruction programs if more than one type of
program is offered and have the right to immediately remove their child from a program for LEP
children. NCLB also requires LEAs to implement effective means of parental outreach to encourage
parents to become informed and active participants in their child’s participation on a language
instruction educational program

The LAO recommends that $2.1 million of these federal local assistance funds be used to offset the
Governor’s proposed General Fund increase of $2.1 million to cover the additional costs of district
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apportionments for administering the California English Language Development Test (CELDT).
According to the LAO this would free up $2.1 million in General Funds for other educational
priorities. This use of federal funds seems to meet the federal anti supplanting restrictions on this
funding.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

E. Title VI. State Assessment. The NCLB Act provides California with $28.9 million to offset state
costs associated with the new ESEA assessment requirements; specifically, the development and
administration of state standards—aligned assessments in language arts and mathematics in grades 3-8.

1. LAO General Fund Offset Proposal. Since California is one of nine states whose current
assessment system essentially meets the new federal testing requirement, the LAO is proposing
that $2.1 million of these federal funds be used to offset a corresponding General Fund increase
proposed in the Governor’s budget, for the state Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR)
program. The LAO reiterates its position regarding federal anti supplanting restrictions on these
funds similar to that for federal English Language Acquisition funds, opining that the $2.1 million
in federal funds may be used for cover proposed STAR growth and COLA costs. This would
therefore, free up $2.1 million in General Funds.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

2. LAO Federal Waiver Proposal: Reallocate Assessment Funds for Title I Needs. Considering
that California’s assessment system substantially meets the new federal NCLB Act requirements and
the fact that the potential intervention and assistance needs (discussed in IV. Accountability below)
for California’s low performing schools exceed the funding proposed in Governor’s 2002-03 Budget,
the LAO recommends that the Legislature direct the CDE to seek a federal waiver to reallocate $26.5
million of the remaining $26.8 million ($28.9 million -$2.1 million) in federal assessment funds for
federally required assistance and intervention in Title I schools. A waiver would be necessary
because while the new NCLB Act encourages inter-program funding flexibility to encourage states to
move funds into Title I programs, the federal assessment funding does not fall within these flexibility
provisions.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

3. LAO Proposal: Assessment funds for CDE STAR-related Workload (6110-001-0890). The state
assessment system or Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program, was established by
Chapter 975 Statutes of 1995 (AB 265 Alpert). Reauthorized until January 1, 2005 by Chapter 722,
Statutes of 2001 (SB 233, Alpert), the STAR program consists of three tests administered in multiple
subjects: The Stanford-9 (nationally norm referenced test), the California Standards Tests and the
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Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (SABE II). CDE’s assessment related workload has
increased over the years in part due to the expansion of grade specific and subject specific tests—
mainly the California Standards Tests—( from 42 in 1998 to the current 100). Pursuant to Chapter
722, the CDE also must now link the Golden State Exams—a series of 13 rigorous, standards-aligned
(except 2™ year Spanish) exams in key academic subjects for grades 7-12—with the California
Standards Tests in subject areas where both are offered. In addition, the CDE, while receiving no
additional support when the program was established, must support the Governor’s Scholarshare
Program (administered by the Treasurer’s Office) by dealing with program eligibility issues. In light
of the above, the LAO is recommending that the CDE be provided with $300,000 of the federal
assessment funds and three permanent positions to address the increased STAR administration
workload. In particular it has been mentioned that a high priority need for the CDE is for a
psychometrician, to assist the department with test development and test validity components of the
state’s assessment system.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

4. California Department of Education (CDE) Title IV Proposal. The CDE, in a Budget Change
Proposal submitted to the Department of Finance in March, requested $29,189,880 from the
reauthorized ESEA, No Child Left Behind Act to continue development of California’s statewide
assessment and accountability system to meet the higher level of accountability required by the Act
including the collection and analysis of longitudinal student and school data. The BCP request
includes 19 positions for the development, administrative and monitoring tasks required of a state’s
educational agency under the Act.

According to the CDE, the proposals are designed to meet significant needs within CDE in the
assessment and accountability area while also maintaining flexibility over the use of Title VI funds in
future years. This flexibility is necessary since final federal regulations governing the Act will not be
published until later this year, and it is unclear precisely how the NCLB Act will directly affect
California’s program. However, a literal reading of the Act suggests that California will have to enact
several major changes to its assessment and accountability programs. The CDE proposal, therefore,
focuses on those activity areas that may not require federal changes. The proposal also limits to $17.0
million, or 57 percent, of the $29.8 million available the amount of ongoing funding obligations to
allow future state flexibility in 2003-04 when the final regulations specifying the state requirements
will be available. The following is a list of the CDE’s proposals:

(dollars in millions)
e  Contract to establish a longitudinal data base that would contain $6.0
student —level STAR, High School Exit Exam and English Language
Development Test data.
e Complete development and continue administration activities 775
for the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM).
e Training and ongoing technical assistance to ASAM schools and .670
provide ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the impact of the
ASAM.
e Improve state assessment accommodations to improve .140
participation of disabled students. (1 position)
e Provide technical assistance to LEAs to refine state standards .640
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and assessments for students with disabilities; $500,000 of
which is for a contract to develop training materials and provide
statewide training assisting student in providing a standards-
based curriculum to students with disabilities with the
appropriate use of accommodations for state assessments. (1
position)
e Set-aside for development and implementation of an alternate 3.0
assessment for students who cannot take the statewide HSEE
even with accommodations or modifications.

e Develop and implement the standards-based science tests, as .800
approved by the State Board of Education, for students in grade
5.

e Develop workbooks that students and their parents can use to 2.86

increase their understanding of the state content standards and
the statewide California Standards Test. $2.5 million of this
amount is for the initial development of “camera-ready” copies
of student workbooks enabling students and their parents to
work together at home to prepare for success on the California
Standards Tests, grades 2-11.

e Develop website targeted at parents to inform them of the 1.0
purpose of each state assessment and accountability programs.

e Support for new STAR program options as part of the 2002-05 2.0
STAR contract for a new norm referenced test to replace the
SAT 9.

e Increase the level of local reimbursement for the California 5.6
English Language Development Test (CELDT) to $5.0 per
student.

e Develop an alternative assessment instrument for English 750
Learners students who are unable to participate in the CELDT
even with appropriate accommodations.

e Develop a pilot program for a computer-based version of the .500
CELDT.

e Develop additional CELDT test items .500

e Develop training materials for teachers on using assessment data 2.31
on state standards to improve instruction. (3 positions)

e Develop an Assessment Data Collections and Edit software .300

application usable by any California school district that would
simplify districts’ assessment-related administration and result in
more accurate and current student demographic information.
e Provide an adequate level of staff support for the existing level 920
of program workload for the CDE Assessment Division. (7
positions)
e Provide funding for three positions in the Policy and Evaluation 420
Division to support the new accountability requirements in the
NCLB Act.
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III. Assessment (General Fund)

The Governor’s budget proposes $137.6 million for the development and administration of California’s
assessment programs including the High School Exit Exam, English Language Development Assessment,
the STAR examination and the Golden State Examinations.

High School Exit Exam Workbooks. The Governor’s budget provides $2.35 million (ongoing) to the
CDE to contract for the development and distribution of student workbooks to help pupils prepare for the
High School Exit Exam (HSEE). In 2002-02, $3.0 million in one-time Proposition 98 Reversion Account
funds were provided for this purpose.

According to budget trailer bill language enacted as part of the 2001-02 budget, one workbook is to be
distributed to all pupils in the tenth grade. These workbooks are to assist in ensuring the HSEE is fair and
legally defensible by helping ensure students have adequate “opportunity to learn” the material included
on the HSEE. The workbook is to contain:

e Information on the proficiency levels that must be demonstrated by pupils on the HSEE.

e Sample questions, with explanations describing how these sample questions test pupil knowledge of
the language arts and mathematics content standards adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE).

According to the CDE, all four proposals received in response to the Departments RFP for the workbook
contract were rejected and another RFP was recently released. A contract is expected to be in place by
June, 2002. Therefore, current year funding for the HSEE workbooks has not gone out. The
Subcommittee may wish to ascertain whether or not any of the current year funds will be expended in the
current year and if any remaining funds could be carried over to the budget year, thus freeing up the
budget year funds for other educational purposes.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

IV. Accountability

The Public School Accountability Act (PSAA) (6110-123-0001) was established in Chapter 3x, Statutes
of 1999-00, First Extraordinary Session. It encompasses a number of related programs designed to assess
the quality and progress of California’s public schools. It created a statewide school accountability
system which:

e Rewards schools for academic achievement,
e Provides assistance for lower performing schools, and
e Potentially sanctions schools which continue to fail after receiving external assistance.

The three main components of the PSAA are: (1) the Academic Performance Index (API), which
measures a school’s academic performance and the growth in performance over time and is the measure
by which participants of the other two components are determined; (2) immediate
Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP), which provides assistance to lower performing
schools; and (3) the Governor’s Performance Award Program (GPAP), which rewards schools for
academic achievement. All are currently in the process of being implemented, but complete
implementation as intended by statute is still a number of years away.
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A. Academic Performance Index (API) -- (Information Only). The API is the cornerstone of the
PSAA. Its purpose is to measure a school’s academic performance and the growth in performance
over time. However, the API is still a work in progress. It is currently based on only one measure,
the Stanford 9 test results. This is an “off-the-shelf” nationally normed student assessment published
by Harcourt Brace and administered to students in grades 2-11. Beginning with the 2002 API,
however, the CDE will include the English-language arts and mathematics (except to the extent that
performance standards for the standardized mathematics tests, which have yet to be adopted are
involved) California Standards Test in the API. Other California Standards Tests in science and social
science will be added to the API in the future. The PSAA requires the API include at least four
additional measures: graduation rates, student attendance rate, teacher attendance rate and the High
School Exit Exam (HSEE). The purpose of these additional measures is to ensure that increases in
the API are based upon real gains in achievement and not temporary fluctuations in a single measure.
The CDE has not included these additional measures in the API because either it cannot collect
accurate school-level data on either the graduation or attendance rates, and because neither the
Standards-Aligned STAR nor the High School Exit Exam are fully operational. Because the API is
not fully developed as intended by the PSAA, concerns have been raised on the rationale of awarding
millions of dollars in performance awards based solely on an assessment (Stanford 9) which is not
even aligned to state academic content standards.

B. API-Related Award Programs.

1. Governor’s Performance Awards. The Governor’s budget proposes $157.0 million for the
PSAA High Achieving/Improving Schools Program (AKA: Governor’s Performance Awards).
These awards will be granted to schools that meet the following growth and participation targets
as measured by the API:

e A 5 percent API score increase of the difference between the school’s prior-year score and 800,
or an API score increase of five points, whichever is greater;

o All subgroups meeting 80 percent of the school’s target;

e Student participation rate of 95 percent of eligible test takers for elementary and middle schools
and 90 percent of eligible test takers for high schools.

e For schools with API scores above 711, the Governor proposed, and the Legislature adopted,
budget trailer bill language in 2001, that requires a five point gain versus the current 1 to 4 point
gain. It also limits the number of students schools can count in claiming the rewards. Excluded
are kindergartners, 1* graders, seniors, and anyone else who does not actually take the exam. In
January, 2001, the State Board of Education (SBE), in an attempt to boost test participation, voted
to retroactively disqualify any school from the rewards program if 15 percent or more of their
students had parental waivers from taking the test last spring.

While the program provides awards for up to $150 per student, the $144.3 million allocated for the
program in 2001-02—including the additional $12.7 million current year reduction made in Chapter
1, Statutes of the Third Extraordinary Session of 2002, in January—was only sufficient to fund the
Performance Awards at $80 per student. However, this was an increase over the previous year’s $63
per student award, perhaps due to the trend whereby fewer and fewer schools are meeting their API
growth target.

Subcommittee #1 Action:
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2. Certificated Staff Performance Incentive Act Awards. (6110-133-0001). While not officially part
of the PSAA, these awards are part of the state’s overall accountability efforts and are linked to the
PSAA by using the API as a determining measure. The Governor’s 2002-03 budget proposes $50.0
million for site-based Certificated Staff Performance Incentive Act awards. This program was
created by AB 1114 (Chapter 52, Statutes of 1999). Under the program teachers and other staff in
low performing schools—those ranking in the bottom half of the API—that most exceed their
statewide performance targets, are eligible for one-time performance awards of $5,000, $10,000, or
$25,000. The actual amount of the awards may vary because under the law, districts and unions must
negotiate how the funds are distributed among the certificated school staff. In the November
Revision, the Governor proposed reducing the 2001-02 appropriation from $100.0 million to $50
million and cutting the number of awards in each category in half. Based on Chapter 52 and SBE
regulations, 500 teachers and principals would have received $25,000 bonuses; another 1,875 member
group: $10,000 bonuses, and another group of 3,750 staff: $5,000 awards in the current year. The
Legislature, in the Third Extraordinary Session, however, suspended this program on a one time basis
thus eliminating the program’s funding in 2001-02.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature to eliminate the Certificated Staff Performance Award
Program; saving $50.0 million in (Proposition 98) General Funds for other education purposes
because:

e The awards may go to schools based on short term fluctuations in test scores v. long term
academic growth.

e The small number of awards is not likely to create a strong incentive for teachers and principals
because the probability of receiving an award is so small and there is so little direct connection
between the receiving the award and their hard work. . In addition, unlike the Governor’s
performance awards, schools are not able to determine the exact achievement gain necessary to
receive an award.

e There is little discretion over the use of the rewards. They can only be used for teacher bonuses
and not for improvements in educational services to students.

The DOF, in response to the LAO’s comments, cites a report by Dr. David Rogosa, from Stanford
University, that examines the progress of a number of elementary, middle and high schools given AB
1114 (Certificated )awards; concluding that these schools, by and large, did continue to improve over
the 1999-00 in the 2001-02 period or at least maintained the improvement made in the 1999-00
period.

It should be noted that elimination, opposed to suspension, of this program would require a change in
statute. However, since SB 1114 states that the level of awards to teachers can not exceed the amount
appropriated for that purpose, the Legislature could also take an action to suspend, i.e.: eliminate the
funding for, this program in 2002-03, without removing the program from statute.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

C. Federal Title I Accountability Requirements. As mentioned above in the ESEA / NCLB Act Title
I discussion, the reauthorization of the ESEA Title I makes major changes to the federal
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government’s statewide Title I plan. The ESEA reauthorization requires states to have one
accountability system meeting both the state and federal requirements. One of the main differences
between Title I accountability requirements and the states is how academic improvement is measured.
Federal law requires states to improve the achievement of all students to a state defined proficiency
level over a 12 year period. A key issue in aligning the state and federal accountability systems will
be in redefining the API to measure the progress of students achievement toward meeting the
proficiency requirement and defining the term “proficient” which implicitly defines the “adequate
yearly progress” (AYP) that schools must make to avoid interventions and sanctions. California’s
current proficiency designation for the California Standards tests is such that only one third of
students presently meet the definition of proficient or above. In some of the state’s lower performing
schools, only 5 percent to 10 percent of students currently perform at a proficient level. These latter
schools would have to achieve unprecedented growth to move all students to a SBE-defined
proficiency level over the required 12 year period. To this end, California, to conform to federal law,
must also define adequate yearly progress—that to date has been defined as meeting the API growth
target annually—to ensure that schools will reach the required proficiency level over a 12 year period.
This redefinition will involve adjusting the way the API is calculated.

The LAO recommends that the Legislature amend the PSAA to align the federal Title I
accountability systems by :

¢ Defining minimum proficiency level for all students for Title I purposes.

e Adjusting the API calculation to measure the growth in the number of students meeting the
Title I proficiency level.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

D. Low Performing Schools Assistance Interventions and Sanctions:

In accountability systems, interventions are the first steps taken after a school has demonstrated a lack
of progress in meeting its goals. The CDE administers four low performing school intervention
programs including:

1. Title I Accountability-School Improvement (federal).

2. The High Priority Grant Program (HP) Check $38 million Nov Revise.

3. The Intermediate Intervention for Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP).
4. Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) (federal)

Schools participating in these programs must begin to improve the academic performance of its
students or face increasingly severe interventions and sanctions. The first set of participating
California schools could potentially face sanctions in the fall of this year.

As mentioned earlier, the new accountability provisions of the reauthorized ESEA Title I Part A
reserve a minimum of 2 percent, ($29.1 million in California), of these funds for School Improvement
activities in 2002-03. It is unclear whether the 2 percent constitutes a “maximum” as well or whether
the CDE can or will seek a waiver for the authority to use more of these funds for school
improvement in 2002-03. The Governor’s budget does not include the increased Title I Part A
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funding so it does not include a spending plan for the $29.1 million reserved for School Improvement
Funds. Noting that this amount may not be sufficient to cover the potential additional costs of
implementing interventions and sanctions, the LAO has suggested that the CDE seck a waiver to
redirect $26.5 million of the $28.9 million in federal funds provided for federal assessment
requirements to Title I School Improvement efforts (See II. NCLB Act, D. Title VI State
Assessment, above).

1. Title I Accountability-School Improvement. As addressed in the No Child Left Behind Act
overview section of this document, Title I schools that do not make “adequate yearly progress”
(AYP) for two consecutive years are deemed “School Improvement” schools under federal law
and are subject to an increasingly stringent intervention and sanctions timeline for not attaining
AYP. Congress added various requirements to these sanctions as part of the ESEA
reauthorization including:

e Expanding school choice provisions for school improvement,
e Requiring schools to use Title I funding for public or private tutoring
e Providing more serious sanctions for schools that continue to fail.

The timeline for those schools previously identified as Improvement schools does not start over
with the new reauthorization components. Schools that achieve their AYP for two out of three
years exit the School Improvement program. However, many schools will have to use their Title
I funds to provide greater school choice and offer tutoring and after school vouchers in 2002-03.
Some schools will face corrective actions. Currently 1,281 California schools are in some stage
of School Improvement intervention. CDE has identified as many as 18 schools that could face
Title I sanctions this fall. The number of schools sanctioned is likely to increase in subsequent
years.

CDE is required under federal law to determine from a menu of options how School
Improvement schools are sanctioned. The sanctions process established by the PSAA would
meet the federal sanction requirements.

In order to align the state and federal accountability systems, the LAO recommends that the
Legislature enact legislation to include School Improvement schools subject to federal
sanctions in the PSAA sanctioning process.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

2. The High Priority Grant Program (HP). This program was established by Chapter 749,
Statutes of 2001 (AB 961, Steinberg) to provide assistance to the lowest performing schools
(deciles 1-5) with priority given to those in deciles one and two. While the $197.0 originally
provided in the 2001-02 budget was deferred to the budget year by the November Revision,
funding for the HP program is to provide an additional $200 per pupil to those schools, as
required by the statute, participating in the PSAA’s Intermediate Intervention for
Underperforming Schools (I/USP) program, for a total of $400 per pupil for improvement plan
implementation. Chapter 1, Statutes of 2002, Third Extraordinary Session, (SB 1xxx, Peace) did
provide $18 million for planning grants for decile 1 schools in anticipation of the HP program
being fully funded in the budget year, with 87 districts representing 359 schools, applying to
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receive the planning grants. According to the CDE all but $50,000 of the $18 million has been
allocated. First priority for these funds was to be given to HP program applicants that committed
to apply for participation in the federal Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD)
Program (described below) by May 15, 2002. For the 88 decile 1 schools that applied but did not
receive state HP planning grant funding, unencumbered federal CSRD funds are available for this
purpose. According to the LAO, approximately $22.3 million in CSRD funds must be expended
soon in order to avoid reversion back to the federal government. The LAO estimates that the CDE
would need to provide the $200 per pupil grants to 110 schools (with 1,000 ADA) in order not to
lose these funds. Another $29.5 million is available in the budget year that must be encumbered
within 3 years, in order not to revert to the federal government.

An additional $20 million was provided in SB 1xxx, for planning grants for decile 2 schools that
applied for both the HP and CSRD programs and will be distributed during the budget year.

The Subcommittee may wish to ascertain from the CDE the status of the CSRD funding applications
and the implications for fully funding decile 1 schools and encumbering the current year CSRD funds
before they revert back to the federal government.

To streamline the various planning requirements of the various intervention programs, and in light of
the fact that the Legislature cannot change the requirements of the School Improvement or School
Improvement Plan, the LAO recommends that the Legislature:

a. Allow a CSRD application or a School Improvement corrective action plan to meet the planning
requirements of a II/USP or HP school.

b. Consolidate the planning requirements of the I[I/USP and HP intervention programs.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

3. The Intermediate Intervention for Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP). The budget
includes a $29.6 million General Fund augmentation ($190.6 million General Fund and $33.0 million
federal funds) for the Immediate Intervention/ Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) as
established in the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) (SB1, Chapter 3, Statutes of 1999, First
Extraordinary Session). The total amount fully funds implementation grants for three cohorts (430
schools each) in the School Accountability, Rewards and Intervention Program at $200 per pupil.
This program provides resources for under-performing schools to support development and
implementation of school action plans aimed at increasing student achievement.  There are no
planning grants funded in the budget year because there is no new, or fourth, cohort proposed in the
budget year. The “first” cohort schools, that are receiving their second year of implementation grants
in the 2001-02 fiscal year, will be assessed in the fall of 2002 as to whether or not they will be subject
to 1) Release from the program for meeting their API targets; 2) sanctions for failing to make
“significant progress” toward meeting their API targets; or 3) a third year of implementation funding
for achieving “significant progress” toward their API targets. The budget assumes that 80 percent of
these cohort 1 schools will qualify for a third year of funding. The remaining 20 percent will be
subject to either sanctions or awards. In January, Senator Alpert introduced SB 1310, to provide
clarification regarding the implementation of the “take over” provisions of the II/USP, specifically
regarding the areas of principal hearings, timing of implementation, funding for schools ,exit criteria
for sanctioned schools, facilities funds, data issues and deadlines.
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Note: SB 1xxx, (Peace), enacted in January as part of the 2001-02 “November Revision,” provided
$8.0 million in one-time Proposition 98 Reversion Account funds to allow II/USP schools which
received their first year of implementation funding in 2000-01, to receive a third year of
implementation funding if they 1) achieved their API growth targets for two consecutive years, 2)
were not receiving CSRD funds and 3) were in API decile 1 in 2000-01.

At its February, 2002 meeting the SBE defined “significant growth” as making positive growth in one
of the two implementation years. Based on data representing the achievement of II/USP schools in
their planning and first year implementation grant years (1999-00 and 2000-01) and extrapolating
similar data to determine which schools make significant growth (2000-01 and 2001-02) this fall, the
LAO estimates that approximately two-thirds v. the Administration’s 80 percent figure, would make
significant growth and receive a third year of funding. The LAO, therefore, estimates that the
II/USP program is over budgeted by $6.0 million.

a). LAO Proposal for “Over-budgeted ” II/USP funds. Under Chapter 749, Statutes of 2001, (AB
961, Steinberg) the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) may require a school district with
an II/USP school that is subject to state sanctions to contract with a “school assistance and
intervention team” to provide intensive support and expertise to implement school reform. In that
schools would have to pay for these services the LAO recommends that the Legislature adopt
budget bill language authorizing the CDE to use any excess II/USP funds to 1) assist school
districts in paying for school assistance and intervention teams and 2). assist school districts
in paying for costs of other state sanctions.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

b) LAO Proposal for State Operations Component of Title I Part A School Improvement
Funds. Most of the II/USP schools subject to sanctions are likely to also be School Improvement
schools.

While some of the external evaluators currently assisting II/USP schools may be qualified to
participate on the above referenced school assistance and intervention teams, these teams
presently do not exist and it is questionable whether they will be in place by fall 2002 when they
could be initially called upon for school intervention. The LAO recommends that of the $1.5
million (5 percent) of Title I Part A Improvement funds ($29.1 million) that the state can use for
state operation purposes, a portion of these funds be used to establish and train school assistance
and intervention teams.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

4. The Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) Program. Until recently, only
II/USP eligible schools were allowed to apply to the federally funded Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration Program (CSRD) which provides competitive grants to low performing schools to
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initiate structural reforms, including improved resource allocation, instruction and curriculum,
classroom management and professional development. = The CDE has expanded eligibility in
applying for CSRD for spring 2002, to all Title I schools in II/USP, HP, and Title I School
Improvement. Like the II/USP program, the CSRD program requires participating schools to contract
with an “external evaluator” to assist in school reform. While this program, until the current year,
provided a higher, ($200) per pupil rate than the state program, which has no per student funding
guarantee and continues to provide an additional (third) year of implementation grants; eligible
schools typically have not availed themselves to this program due to its more competitive application
process and rigorous planning, reporting and evaluation process. As a result, the state’s federal
CSRD grant funds have gone largely unused. (Barring corrective action, this problem will likely
worsen in the budget year since the 2001-02 Budget Act removed the financial incentive for applying
for the CSRD funds by increasing the per pupil rate from a proposed $146-$168 in 2000-01-to $200.)
For example, $2.5 million of $26.5 million in federal CSRD funds available to schools in the 2000-
01 Budget Act were reverted back to the federal government when there were no takers for that
money by September 30, 2001, the end of the federal fiscal year. For 2001-02, only $10.6 million of
$32.9 million in CSRD funds were encumbered by the state’s schools leaving $22.3 million for which
the state needs to encumber prior to September 30, 2002. The state will be receiving an additional
$40.1million in 2002-03. The Governor’s budget assumes a $32.0 million

Currently, CSRD applicants must meet 9 CSRD requirements and complete a 22 requirement [I/USP
action plan. However, except for a requirement that its components align with state academic content
standards, the 9 CSRD application requirements are very similar to the general goals of the II/USP
action plan’s 22 requirements. In order to reduce the current disincentive to apply for the CSRD
program the LAO recommends that the Legislature enact legislation to allow a State Board of
Education (SBE)-approved CSRD application—with the added requirement that all
components of the CSRD application are aligned to state academic content standards—to
substitute for the requirements of the II/USP action plan.

To provide a long term solution to the problem of timely expenditure of CSRD funds, the LAO also
recommends that the Legislature adopt legislation to give priority to schools that commit to
apply for CSRD funding when selecting future II/USP cohorts.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

E. PSAA Evaluation. The Governor’s proposed budget contains no additional funds for a second year
of the PSAA evaluation. The PSAA requires the CDE to contract for an external evaluation of the
PSAA including the Governor’s Performance Awards Program, the II/USP program and the impact of
these programs on student achievement. The 2000-01 Budget Act provided CDE with an initial
$250,000 for the PSAA evaluation. Due to a lack of qualified bids received by CDE in response to
the summer 2000 release of the Request For Proposal, this amount was carried over in the current
year and together with $250,000 in additional Goals 2000 funds, a total of $500,000 was available for
the evaluation in 2001-02. The CDE has contracted with American Institute of Research (AIR) to
conduct the evaluation.

LAO believes that the available $500,000 is inadequate given the complexity and extensiveness of
issues that the evaluation must address including the implementation, impact, costs, and benefits of
II/USP and Governor’s Performance Awards Program. In addition, the CDE had requested a
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multiyear evaluation costing up to $500,000 per year in its RFPs for the evaluation and not funding
the second year, according to the LAO, would significantly reduce the value of the study. Other
considerations include the state’s distribution of over $1.7 billion related to these programs between
1999-00 and 2001-02, and, perhaps most important, as early as fall 2002, schools and employees of
schools participating in the II/USP could face sanctions from the state under the terms of the PSAA..

As mentioned earlier, the state has an excess amount of CSRD funds and has in the past had difficulty
spending those funds. The federal CSRD grant allows the state to use up to 5 percent of the grant
amount to pay the costs of administering the program—including evaluation activities. Since federal
law requires the state to evaluate CSRD as part of administering the program, the AIR scope of work
focuses mainly on II/USP and CSRD and the effectiveness of these intervention strategies, and
federal funds are available for this purpose, the LAO recommends that the Legislature provide
$500,000 of CSRD funds to continue the PSAA evaluation.

In addition, since CDE /AIR were not able to begin the evaluation in the current year due to time and
funding constraints and, therefore, will not be able to submit a meaningful report on the final
evaluation by the current statutory deadline of June 31, 2002 (nor the preliminary findings report due,
March 30, 2002), the LAO also recommends that the Legislature amend statute to extend by one
year both the preliminary findings deadline and final report deadline to March 31, 2002 and
June 31, 2003, respectively.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

V. Class Size Reduction (CSR)

Chapter 163, Statutes of 1996 (SB 1777, O’Connell) established California’s Class Size Reduction (CSR)
program for grades Kindergarten through three. The Morgan-Hart CSR program for high schools which
began in 1989 to serve a limited number of grades 9-12 high schools was amended in 1998 by Chapter
334, Statutes of 1998 (SB 12, O’Connell) to fund all ninth graders in two core subject areas. Both these
programs are voluntary and are funded through the annual Budget Act.

A. K-3 Class Size Reduction Deficiency Issue (Oversight Issue). The Governor’s budget proposes
$1.6 million for K-3 CSR in 2002-03. A similar amount provided for the K-3 Class Size Reduction
Program in 2001-02; this after the Legislature remedied a disagreement between CDE and the
Administration over the per pupil funding rate for 2000-01—leading to a $32.0 million deficiency
issue for that year—by rebenching the per pupil rate for 2001-02 at $888 per pupil for the full day
option and $444 per pupil for the half day option. The CDE recently submitted a $30 million
deficiency request to the DOF for the K-3 CSR program in fiscal year 2001-02. According to the
CDE, the enrollment projections used in computing the 2001-02 budget appropriation were too low,
assuming a decline in K-3 enrollment statewide, though participation in the K-3 CSR program has
been increasing each year. The current deficiency, based on estimated participation rates as
submitted by LEAs by October 24, 2001 is $4.6 million. Though actual enrollment won’t be known
until May or June of this year, the CDE anticipates that the deficit could grow to approximately $30
million based on prior years’ performances.

According to the LAO, while the current year deficiency may increase to $32 million in the current
year, any deficiency in the current year, or as yet unknown in the budget year, could be addressed
within Budget Control Section 12.6 which, as adopted in 2001-02, provided unobligated funding

April 17, 2002 Page 18



Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 1 Education

transfer flexibility among specified programs with voluntary participation (including CSR) to the
extent needed to fully fund eligible participation.

The Subcommittee may wish to request the DOF, as well as the CDE, to speak to the issue of
recurring deficiencies in the K-3 CSR program.

V1. Holdover Item

A. 2001-02 Budget Act Section 28.0 Requests. Senator Steve Peace, chair of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee, recently sent a letter to Department of Finance Director Tim Gage, regarding
Department’s intent to approve several K-12-related augmentations pursuant to Section 28.0 of the
2001-02 Budget Act. He specifically raised concerns, supported by the Legislative Analyst, that the
proposed augmentations in an increasing number of K-12 Section 28.0 Letters including the three
listed below, do not meet all the requirements of Section 28.0; i.e. that the proposed funds are (1).
“unanticipated,” (2) are available only for a specified purpose, and (3). need to be expended in 2001-
02. Senator Peace, therefore, requested that the DOF defer approving the proposals until both the
appropriate Assembly and Senate Budget Subcommittees consider the proposals during a scheduled
hearing and report their recommendations to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.

The issue facing the Subcommittee is whether or not the proposals as dated and outlined below,
should be approved under Section 28.0 of the 2001-02 Budget Act or whether they should be
addressed as part of the 2002-03 budget deliberations.

1. February 13, 2002. Alternative Assessment.  This letter proposes an augmentation of $1.2
million (federal funds) for the CDE to a) develop an alternative assessment for special education
pupils unable to take the state’s standardized tests (even with special accommodations); b) further
develop an alternative accountability model for alternative schools; and c) ensure that students
affected by either the alternative assessment or alternative model are also taken into account in
the state’s overall school accountability system.

2. February 15, 2002. Evaluation of High Risk First Time Offenders Program. This letter
proposes $650,000 from carry-over federal funds (Improving America’s Schools Act) for CDE to
evaluate the High Risk First-Time Offenders program. These federal carryover funds will replace
$650,000 in General fund originally budgeted for this evaluation but deleted as part of CDE’s
compliance with an Executive Order which imposed a statewide reduction of at least $150.0
million in 2001-02 General Fund operating expenses and equipment expenditures.

3. March 5, 2002. High School Reform Grant Program. This letter proposes to increase CDE’s
federal fund expenditure authority by $998,000 for a new, one-time High School Reform Grant
Program. The United States Department of Education awarded California $998,000 for high
school reform through the High School Reform Grant competition. The CDE has 36 months to
expend the award funds intended to help low performing high schools improve student
achievement, attendance, and graduation rates. The annual state match, however, increases each
year by 10 percent beginning with 30 percent the first year. To minimize the state match
requirements CDE proposes allocating the full amount in the first year; providing matching funds
from existing Specialized Secondary Programs (SSP) funds.

Subcommittee #1 Action:
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VII. Consent

Staff recommends that the following Items be approved as budgeted. No issues have been raised with regard
to any of these Items:

1.

® =N »

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.
20.

6120-011-0001, Support of California State Library, Division of Libraries and California Library Services Board.
$14,787,000.

6120-011-0020 Support, California State Library. State Law Library - Payable from the California State Law
Library Special Account. $764,000.

6120-011-0890 Support, California State Library. Payable from the Federal Trust Fund. $4,099,000.

6120-011-6000. Support, California State Library. Library Development Services — Office of Library
Construction. Payable from the California Library Construction and Renovation Funds. $2,461,000.

6120-012-0001. Support, California State Library. Rental payments on lease revenue bonds. $2,394,000.

6120-013-0001. Support, California State Library. Sutro Library Special Repairs. $24,000.

6120-102-0001. Local Assistance, California State Library. Library of California. $3,390,000.

6120-150-0001. Local Assistance, California State Library. Civil Liberties Public Education Program.
$1,000,000.

6120-160-0001. Local Assistance, California State Library. California Newspaper Project. $300,000.

6120-211-0001. Local Assistance, California State Library. Library Development Services. $21,120,000.

6120-211-0890. Local Assistance, California State Library. Library Development Services, Payable from the
Federal Trust Fund. $12,518,000.

6110-102-0890. Learn and Serve America Program, payable from the federal Trust Fund, $2,131,000.
6110-103-0890. Robert C. Byrd Honors Scholarship Program, payable from the federal Trust Fund, $4,994,000.
6110-112-0890. Public Charter Schools, payable from the federal Trust Fund, $30,187,000.

6110-141-0890 Title I Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Migrant Education, payable from the
federal Trust Fund, $116,585,000.

6110-166-0890. Vocational Education, payable from the federal Trust Fund, $130,445,000.

6110-176-0890. DELETE. Emergency Immigrant Education, payable from the federal Trust Fund,
$41,191,000. (consolidated under NCLB Title III, Language Acquisition.

6110-183-0890. Health and Physical Education, Instructional Support—Safe and Drug Free Schools and
Communities Act of 1994, payable from the federal Trust Fund, $40,512,000.

6110-232-0001 (9th Grade) Class Size Reduction Program, $135,185,000

6110-234-0890 DELETE. Federal Class Size Reduction Program, $174,726,000 (funding eliminated in NCLB
Act 0f 2001).
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Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 1 Education

I. Proposition 98 Update

The Governor’s 2002-03 January 10, Budget proposes $46.0 billion in total (K-14) Proposition 98 spending, a
$1.0 billion (2.2 percent) increase over that provided in the adjusted 2001-02 Budget Act. The budgeted
amount, is estimated to fully fund Proposition 98 at the statutorily required minimum “Test 2" level. The
proposed K-12 portion of the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is $41.2 billion, an increase of $1.2 billion or
$136 per pupil (2 percent) more than the revised estimate of per-pupil expenditures for 2001-02. In 2002-03,
average per-pupil Proposition 98 funding is estimated to be $7,058. (Combined funding from local, state and
federal sources brings the per pupil total to $9,236).

A. Background. Proposition 98, a constitutional amendment passed by the voters in 1988 and amended by
Proposition 111, established a minimum funding level for K-12 schools and Community Colleges.
Funding from the formula established in Proposition 98 also supports direct educational services provided
by other agencies such as the state’s Special Schools for the Deaf and Blind and the California Youth
Authority.

Proposition 98 funding is generally calculated as the greater of:
e Test 1 —a specified percent (approximately 34.5 percent) of state General Fund revenues.

e Tests 2 and 3 — The amount provided in the prior-year adjusted for K-12 ADA growth and an
inflation factor. For “Test 2,” this inflation factor is the percentage change in per-capita personal
income. For “Test 3” the inflation factor is equal to the annual percentage change in per-capita state
General Fund revenues plus 0.5 percent--used only when it calculates a guarantee that is less than that
determined by “Test 2.”

Note: Proposition 98 also includes a provision allowing the state to suspend the minimum funding
level for one year through urgency legislation other than the Budget Bill).

The Governor’s budget is based on the assumption that 2002-03 is a “Test 2” year and it fully funds the
Proposition 98 minimum according to the Administration’s preliminary estimates of the factors that
determine that minimum. By contrast, the 2001-02 fiscal year was a “Test 3” year. Adjusted for the
additional 2001-02 Budget Act reductions enacted in January, Proposition 98 was ultimately funded at a
level that was $5.7 billion above the 2001-02 “Test 3” minimum guarantee, but $1.9 billion below the
“Test 2” calculation for that year. This $1.9 billion “maintenance factor,” as required by statute, has been
restored in the Governor’s proposed 2002-03 budget.

B. The General Fund makes up approximately 68.2 percent, or $31.4 billion, of the Governor’s total
estimated Proposition 98 minimum guarantee. (An estimated $14.6 billion from local property tax
revenues make up the remaining 31.8 percent). The Governor’s estimated $1.0 billion increase in the total
Proposition 98 minimum guarantee results from restoration of the full $1.9 billion 2001-02 Test 3
“maintenance factor” and a combination of estimated statewide ADA growth (1.07 percent); property tax
revenues ($14.6 billion); and the “Test 2 inflation factor (annual change in California per-capita personal
income). Based on the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) initial projections, however, the General Fund
portion of the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee was estimated to be approximately $715 million higher
than that estimated by the Administration. The disparity between their respective Prop 98 “Test 2”
minimum guarantee estimates is attributed to their conflicting projections of the inflation factor, or growth
in per-capita personal income. The Department of Finance (DOF) assumed less optimistic growth in per-
capita personal income (negative 3 percent) than that assumed by the Legislative Analyst’s Office
(negative 1.5 percent). Existing law relative to Proposition 98 requires the use of a federal personal
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income index to determine this Proposition 98 factor. This index was just released on April 23™ . Though
not yet official, the new personal income growth estimate for California translates into a per capita
change of minus 1.26 per cent. It further translates into a 2002-03 Proposition 98 minimum guarantee
that is $830 million above the Governor’s estimate (and $115 million above the LAO’s original $ 715
million estimate).

The LAO has developed several legislative options for meeting any increase (above the
Administration’s estimate) in the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee:

1. Additional Current-Year (2001-02) One-Time General Fund Savings.

a. Reductions. According to the LAO, current-year reductions in addition to those already
enacted in the Third Extraordinary Session are possible because the current year
appropriation level for Proposition 98 programs remains well above the minimum “Test
3” minimum funding level required for 2001-02. In addition, the LAO opines that the
additional recommended reductions can be implemented with little impact on educational
services to public school or community college students:

Table 1
LAO Options for Current-Year General Fund Savings
(Proposition 98)
2001-02 (In Millions)

Program Amount
Governor’s performance awards $144.3
Support for secondary schools reading 8.0
Charter school facility grants 5.0
Reading Award Program 4.0

Total $161.3

b. Substitute Proposition 98 Reversion Account funds for Current Year General
Funds. The Governor’s 2002-03 budget estimates that the Proposition 98 Reversion
Account—into which unspent funds from prior Proposition 98 appropriations are
reverted—currently contains $535 million available for expenditure. While the
Governor’s 2002-03 budget proposes spending the entire amount on various proposals as
indicated below, the Legislature, according to the LAO, could defer approval of all the
reversion account proposals and instead substitute these one-time budget year funds for
an equal amount of programs funded by Proposition 98 appropriations in the current year.
Since Proposition 98 spending in the current year is significantly above the required “Test
3” minimum, the Proposition 98 General Funds “saved” by this action could be carried
over into the budget year and used for one-time purposes.

Proposed 2002-03 Proposition 98 Reversion Account Expenditures
(in millions)

Textbook Block Grant $200.0
School/ Classroom Library Block Grant 100.0
Math and Reading Professional Development 87.1
Science Lab Materials and Equipment 75.0
Community Colleges scheduled maintenance 229
Community Colleges Equipment 229
California School Information Services (CSIS) 11.0
Principal Training 7.5
CSIS / Fiscal Crisis Management Assistance Team 4.5
High Tech High Schools 4.0
Total $534.8
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To the extent the Legislature decides to exercise the option of using any or all of the reversion
account funds for current-year savings and there is an increase in the Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee funding level, the most meritorious of the Governor’s reversion account proposals
could be restored.

(NOTE: Both current-year options (a) and (b) would require the Legislature to enact urgency
legislation that is signed by the Governor by June 30, 2002; the end of the 2001-02 fiscal year.
After that date, the 2001-02 level of appropriations would be “set” for the purposes of Proposition
98 and not subject to further adjustment).

2. Budget Year Savings Options: Move Non-98 Education Expenditures into Proposition 98. In
the event the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is increased beyond that level estimated and
funded by the Governor’s proposed budget, the LAO suggests, as an option, that the Legislature
“move” certain non-Proposition 98 expenditures into the guarantee (allocating budgeted funds to
school districts) and, thereby, helping meet the increased requirement at no additional General
Fund cost. Options include:

a. U.C. Professional Development Institutes. Allocate budgeted funds ($141 million) to school
districts. The districts, in turn, could contract for services with UC or use other teacher training
providers.

b. Child Care. Replace TANF spending on CalWORKSs childcare with Proposition 98 funds. The
resulting TANF savings (up to $770 million) could replace General Fund spending in other
components of the CalWORKSs program. However, to the extent the Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee does not increase in May, exercising this option would come at a cost to other K-14
educational programs proposed in the Governor’s 2002-03 budget.

c¢. Early Start Program. Enact Legislation to authorizing program expenditures--$45 million in
2002-03 to be counted towards Proposition 98. This program, jointly administered by the
Department of Development services and CDE, provides early intervention services to children
under age three who have disabilities or are at risk of disabilities.

3. Meeting Additional K-14 Spending Needs. An increase in the Proposition 98 minimum
guarantee would also afford the Legislature the option of funding those education priorities not
included in the Governor’s proposed budget. These could include restoring funding for revenue
limit equalization ($42 million) and for the reduction of the Public Employees’ Retirement
System (PERS) revenue limit “offset” ($36 million); both of which would increase general
purpose or “discretionary” funding for school districts. (See discussion in :this agenda under IV.
Discretionary Funds).

C. K-12 and Community College “Split.” Accounting for the “November Revision” education
reductions, the Proposition 98 “split” between K-12 Education and Community Colleges for 2002-03
is 89.8 percent (K-12) and 10.2 percent (Community Colleges). This is the same split as in 2001-02.
Current law (Education Code Section 41203) calls for a Proposition 98 funding split, between K-12
and Community Colleges, of approximately 89 percent versus 11 percent. This statutory “split” has
been suspended by the Legislature in each of the past 10 Budget Acts to reflect actual spending
percentages.
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II. State Operations, OSE

The Secretary of Education, a member of the Governor’s Cabinet, is responsible for advising the Governor
and making recommendations on state education policy and legislation. The Office of the Secretary for
Education (OSE) administers several education programs, including the Academic Volunteer and Mentor
Service Program, the Governor’s Reading Award Program, READ California, and the Education
Technology Grant Program.

A.

B.

State Operations. The Governor’s budget proposes $1.25 million for support of the Office of the
Secretary for Education (OSE) in Item 0558-001-0001. This amount is an estimate of the funding needs
for the OSE from January 1, 2003 to June 30, 2003. The Governor’s budget also proposes $1.16 million
for support of the OSE in Item 0650-011-0001. This amount is the estimated cost of supporting the OSE
from July 1, 2002 to December 31, 2002. The latter funds are included in the Office of Planning and
Research pending enactment of legislation establishing an Education Agency. The support funding
proposed in the Governor’s budget represents a $6.9 million reduction in OSE state operations, a 74
percent decrease from 2001-02. This includes a reduction of two Associate Intergovernmental Program
Analysts, representing a 7 percent decrease in OSE personnel, $3.0 million in one-time funds for
contracting to develop and validate research-based school readiness assessment instruments for the
School Readiness Initiative in cooperation with the Children and Families (Proposition 10) Commission,
and $3.8 million for the READ California public involvement campaign to promote reading.

Local Assistance

1. Education Technology Grant Program. The Governor’s budget proposes a reduction of
$550,000 from this program which was established by Chapter 78 Statutes of 2000 (AB 2882,
Reyes), and funded with $175.0 million in one-time funds in the 2000-01 Budget Act. This
reduction represents the balance of unallocated funds from the appropriation. The appropriation
was to have provided one-time grants to school districts and charter schools for the acquisition of
computers for classrooms and for access to on-line advanced placement courses.

2. School to Career Technology Grant Program. The Governor’s budget proposes a reduction of
$440,000 from this program. This reduction represents the expenditure in 2001-02 of the
remaining, original $2.0 million for this program established by Chapter 793, Statutes of 2000
(AB 1873, (Wiggins).

3. Academic Volunteer and Mentor Service Program. The Governor’s budget proposes $10.0
million Proposition 98 General Fund to maintain funding for this program at the level provided the
2001-02 Budget Act. Under this program, university students offer tutoring services to 20,000 at-
risk children and youth. This program, established by Chapter 901, Statutes of 1992 (SB 1114,
Leonard), which funds local projects to recruit, screen, train and place volunteers who want to act
as mentors to students. Each year, three-year grants of up to $100,000 are awarded on a
competitive basis to over 145 local mentor programs operated by school districts and county offices
of education. As the three-year grants expire, funding from these grants becomes available to
support new program sites.

Taking issue with past proposals to expand this program beyond the $10.0 million base, the LAO
had raised the arguments that 1. other state and federal mentor programs already exist and 2.
There is a lack of conclusive evidence of the program’s effectiveness.
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The Subcommittee may also wish to consider continuing budget bill language included in this item
in 2001-02 that “$500,000” (or some lesser or greater amount), of the $10.0 million be prioritized

for mentoring programs targeted at youth in foster care placement.

Subcommittee #1 Action:

II1.State Operations, CDE

In a series of letters from the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Administration, the Department of
Education has made a number of requests to address it’s state operations needs. In light of an increased
workload, additional responsibilities and the administration implications of the receipt of a significant
increase in new federal funds, in part due to the newly reauthorized ESEA. No Child Left Behind Act of

2001, the SPI has outlined the following state support needs:

General Fund

Independent verification consultant(s) for CSIS independent project oversight
Independent Evaluation of the Advanced Placement Challenge Program

CDE Legal Office Staffing: 5 additional staff attorneys

Administration funding (restore) for the College Preparation Partnership Program
Monitoring and close out activities for Federal school-to-work program—
extend three limited term positions.

Restore portion of Governor’s East End Project rent reduction proposal
Existing lease obligations due to expedited move to East End Project

Principal Apportionment System Rewrite 2001-02 carryover funds

High Priority Schools Grant Program (to attain full year funding)

California School Information Services (CSIS) 1 position

CSIS reauthorization of limited term position

San Francisco Unified School District Interagency Agreement—

desegregation activities (reimbursement authority)

Oversight of SBE Approved Charter Schools $130,000 reimbursement
authority; $71,000 for one of two requested new positions

CalSAFE Support permanent authorization for limited term position
Chapman, et. al v. CDE U.S. District Court Case--Attorney General’s Office
State Board of Education Meeting Minutes

Data Management Study of the CDE $275,000 for 3 positions to support and
implement state functions associated with comprehensive data management and
Develop a Data Management Framework Implementation plan; $725,000 set aside
for systematic work to implement the plan’s recommendations.

$150,000
500,000
661,000
83,000
324,024

886,010
4,555,155
658,666
494,000
118,000
63,000
57,027

130,000
71,000
87,000

536,000
34,000

1,000,000
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Federal Funds

NCLB Act of 2001

Title I Reading First Program 13 positions 6 re-directed; 7 new 2,274,000
Title I Policy and Partnership Office 4 positions 796,000
Title III English Learner Programs 4,184,000
Title IV 21* Century Community Learning Centers Grant Program 2,070,000
High School Leadership Division: Assist regional centers in assisting Low 1,450,000
Performing/High Priority schools

NCLB Data Management for ESEA 777,000
School Fiscal Services increased workload to provide fiscal services to NCLB 201,000
programs

Quality Teacher Program (per Title 1) Regional infrastructure for professional 558,000
development

Math and Science Partnerships :technical support, professional development 416,000
Reading First, professional development, upper grades students 352,000
“No Child Left Behind” Uniform Management Information and Reporting System 359,000
ESEA Title V funds: Smaller Learning Communities Grant for Low Performing High Schools 202,000
Audits and Investigations. Increased workload under NCLB Act 3 positions 281,000
Counseling and School Support to assist under performing students and low performing schools. 250,000
1 position and a contract to technical assistance network

Title I and Title II Administrator Support Program 377,000
Assessment and Accountability System 19 positions 14,585,000
Accounting services associated with expansion of ESEA 2 positions 150,000
Title V Innovative Programs 1 position 213,334
Title II New Paraprofessional Standards 1,460,000
Information Technology Support: new/enhanced programs under NCLB 3 positions 309,000
Title I NCLB, Homeless Education (McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act) 183,000
NCLB Rural and Low-Income Schools 1 position 112,000
NCLB Community Services for Expelled or Suspended Students 334,000
State Interventions and Sanctions for Low Performing Schools 371,000
Comité de Padres v. SPI, SBE compliance with court order 15 positions 1,500,000
Even Start Literacy Program 3 positions to support administration/ implementation 1,382,000
Enhancing Education Through Technology: 5 new; | reauthorized position(s) 867,000
California Healthy Kids Survey 900,000
Other Federal Funds

Special Education-operating expenses to meet federal IDEA and state mandates $2,400,000
New School Renovation Program—Education Technology Office: AGPA $96,000-CDE 302,000
Legal workload associated with McGeorge School of Law due process contract $2,013,390
Outside contractor: administer Family Empowerment Centers proposals(SB 511) 25,000
Special Education: $1.995 million in federal carryover funds for critical one-time 6,676,000
activities; $4,681,000 (of additional $19.3 million federal funds not proposed in the

Governor’s Jan 10, budget) for one-time and ongoing state operations activities and

grants to LEAs.

Vocational Education - $330,000 for CDE administration; $163,000 for CA 330,000
Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) administration. 163,000
Child Development Data Collection 3,684,000
Child Development Audit Resources 397,000
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IV. March 29" Finance Letter—Education

A. Remedial Supplemental Instruction Programs (Issue 405) Items 6110-104-0001, 6110-204-0001,
and 6110-205-0001. In its March 29" Finance Letter, the Administration proposes to amend
provisional language in the Remedial Supplemental Instruction, 7" and 8" Grade Math Academies and
Elementary Schools Intensive Reading programs, as shown below to: (1) clarify that the authority
granted by provisional language to transfer funds within the program schedule is in lieu of similar
authority granted by Section 26.00, and (2) stipulate that any transfers shall be allowable only for the
purpose of providing additional instructional hours. According to the DOF, these technical changes
will allow SDE to more effectively administer the program, apportion funds, and address deficiency
demands in a timely manner, as intended.

Item 6110-104-0001

“3. Notwithstanding Section 26 of this act, or any other provision of law, the Director of Finance may;
transfer funding between schedules, to prevent deficiencies for instructional hours in any of the programs
funded by-the-apprepriation-in this items. use-the-autheritygranted-by-Seetion26-00-of this-act-to-transter
funding between-schedules-of this-item- The Department of Fmance shall notify the Joint Legislative Budget

Committee of any transfers made pursuant to this provision.”

“5. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Department of Finance may transfer amounts between
Items 6110-104-0001, 6110-204-0001, and 6110-205-0001 of this act in order to minimize deficiencies for
instructional hours in any of the programs budgeted in those items.”

Item 6110-204-0001

“3. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Department of Finance may transfer amounts between
Items 6110-104-0001, 6110-204-0001, and 6110-205-0001 of this act in order to minimize deficiencies for
instructional hours in any of the programs budgeted in those items.”

Item 6110-205-0001

“2. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Department of Finance may transfer amounts between
Items 6110-104-0001, 6110-204-0001, and 6110-205-0001 of this act in order to minimize deficiencies for
instructional hours in any of the programs budgeted in those items.”

Subcommittee #1 Action:

B. Migrant Education Program (Issue 406) Item : 6110-141-0890. In its March 29" Finance Letter,
the Administration proposes that Provision 1 of this Item be amended to provide administrative
flexibility for redirecting any unexpended federal Mini-Corps funds in excess of $6 million to local
Migrant Education grants. The Mini-Corps program has not fully spent its prior allocations and it is
estimated that current year expenditures will be approximately $6 million.

“1. Of the funds appropriated in this item, the State Department of Education shall use no less than
$6.,000,000 and up to $7,100,000 is for the California Mini-Corps Program.”

Subcommittee #1 Action:
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V. California School Information Services (CSIS)

A. Governor’s Budget Proposal.

1. Local Assistance. The Governor’s budget proposes $11.0 million from audit recovery funds to
FCMAT for CSIS implementation grants to local education agencies (LEAs). To the extent that
audit recovery funds are not available, the $11.0 million is proposed to be backfilled with one-
time, prior year Proposition 98 Reversion Account funds. (The Administration proposes to revert
$2.58 million of unexpended funds from the $11.6 million provided for implementation grants in
2001-02. FCMAT will be unable to use these funds because a school district started, but pulled
out of the implementation process before contracting with FCMAT; and not enough quality
applications were received to effectively use the entire amount of funding). (Action Items: See D
and E below)

2. Support (FCMAT). The Governor’s budget proposes $4.5 million from one-time, prior year
Proposition 98 Reversion Account funds for support of FCMAT’s CSIS operation costs. An
additional $250,000 is proposed to fund FCMAT project management services for CSIS. Both
these amounts are the same as that provided for these purposes in 2001-02. (Action Items: See D
below).

3. Support (CDE). The Governor’s budget proposes $650,000 to support CDE’s CSIS-related
workload; $175,000, contingent on the findings of the DOF data management study, the release of
which is imminent, for comparability studies associated with the third set of CSIS data
collections; and $150,000 to continue to contract for independent project oversight, including
quarterly reports to the Administration and the Legislature. (Action Item See G, below)

B. Background. CSIS is a multiyear project to develop, implement, and manage a statewide student-level
database and information—transfer network. . CSIS is not intended to maintain or store the student data
for LEAs, but is to facilitate the movement of this data from district to district, and aggregate the school
district data required for state reporting. CSIS is administered by the Kern County Office of Education’s
Fiscal Crisis and Management Team (FCMAT) which, under a contract with the state, provides fiscal
advice, management assistance, and training to school districts. The CDE is the state’s responsible
agent for administering the local assistance grants to FCMAT and advises FCMAT on the student level
database. The CDE also has a direct role in CSIS implementation by supporting the transition of state
data reporting to electronic submission The CSIS program was authorized in the 1997-98 Budget Act
and established in the Education Code (§49080) by Chapter 78, Statutes of 1999, (AB 1115, Strom-
Martin), an education budget trailer bill.

The goals of CSIS are threefold:

1. To build local capacity to maintain and use student information systems to facilitate informed
educational decision making.

2. To enable school districts and school sites to electronically transfer (a) student records (i.e.,
transcripts, test scores, health records) to any other district or school in the state and (b) student

transcripts to institutions of higher education.

3. To simplify and increase the accuracy of district data reported to the state.
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C. CSIS Implementation Update: California School Information Services is in the third year of a
multiyear implementation plan. As of January of 2002, 12 consortia consisting of 216 local education
agencies (LEAs) were participating in CSIS. These LEAs represent over 1.8 million students, or
approximately 30 percent of state enrollment. LEA participation in CSIS is voluntary; thus avoiding
the risk of state mandate costs, and incentive-driven, largely based on implementation grants covering
about 50 percent of implementation costs and, also, the potential benefits to be derived from a student-
level data base, (now necessary under the new requirement of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 for a longitudinal student data for English language learners, high school graduation rates and
possibly, assessment data—depending on the federal regulations defining adequate yearly progress
(AYP)).

The following is provided by CSIS to illustrate current CSIS implementation efforts:

California School Information Services (CSIS)
LEA Implementation Status

Planning: The first year during which the LEA new to CSIS participation makes changes in its
local Student information system and administrative procedures necessary to conduct
electronic state reporting and records transfer activities through the CSIS system.

Paralleling: The second or later year of CSIS participation in which the LEA demonstrates the
accuracy and reliability of CSIS electronic information exchange by submitting CSIS
records in parallel with CDE state reports and paper transcripts to be replaced in order
to establish comparability between "old" and "new " systems.

Production: LEAs that have successfully demonstrated comparability and have been certified to
submit only CSIS records.

FY 02-03

FY 99-00 FY 00-01 FY 01-02 Projected
Student Student Student Student
Level/Year LEAs Enrollment LEAs Enrollment LEAs Enrollment LEAs Enrollment
Planning 63 589,000 56 539,700 102 746,115 103 1,478,303
Paralleling* 63 589,000 71 778,949 106 789,761
Production* 43 339,827 110 1,075,130
Total LEAs/Student 63 589,000 119 1,128,700 216 1,864,891 319 3,343,194

Enrollment

* Currently, paralleling and production activities are limited to transitioning of the CDE California Basic Education Data System (CBEDS)

D. CSIS Full Implementation / Completion Date Issue. Since its inception four years ago, there has
been much discussion relative to the intended completion date for CSIS; i.e. when close to 100 percent
of school districts would be participating and on track to be certified to electronically submit student
data. FCMAT has developed a funding formula, including a separate one for small districts, to estimate
the costs to fund grants for the remaining school districts still not participating. School districts, other
than small districts, would receive one time implementation funding of $8.51 per student, plus $2,500
per school site, plus a COLA. The level of CSIS funding provided by the annual Budget Act could,
therefore, ultimately determine, at least to the extent districts are technically able and desirous of
participating, the rate at which CSIS is fully implemented.
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Last fall the Legislature passed, but the Governor vetoed, AB 295 (Strom-Martin), which, among other
things required CSIS to be fully operational in 90 percent of LEAs by 2004-05. Prior to the 2001
Budget Act appropriation, Legislative intent and funding for CSIS appeared on track for CSIS to be
completed by that year as the program ramped up to accommodate the participation of an increasing
number of LEAs.

Budget Act funding in 2001-02 did not keep pace. According to the LAO, if the Legislature chose to
continue appropriated around $11 million annually for LEA implementation grants, the FCMAT would
not be able to provide grants to all LEAs until 2007-08. Since implementation takes 2 years, all LEAs
would not be fully CSIS operational until 2009-10.

CSIS Funds
(in millions) 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
Received/ CSIS  Received / CSIS Proposed
CSIS Requested Budget Act Requested Budget Act Requested 20