
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Friday, November 4, 2011 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
 

1. Welcome  
 

2. Defunding of California's Schools Reaches Tipping Point Update 
and Discussion 

  
Guest Speakers 

 
 Jeannie Oropeza, Deputy Superintendent, CA Department of 

Education 

 Edgar Cabral, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legislative 
Analyst Office 
 

 
 

3. Informational Items 
 Education Funding and Budget Triggers 
 Bill Recap 
 AB 131 (Cedillo) Fact Sheet and Governor’s Press Release 
 Linked Learning Federal Bill, H.R. 1354 
 

 

4. Next Meeting: To be Determined  
 

 
Sponsored By: 

 

 

Vice Chair:   James Herr,  
                      The Boeing Company 
Vice Chairs: Deane Leavenworth,  
                      Time Warner Cable 
Vice Chairs: Edward Munoz, Raytheon 
 



 

 
         
 
  

 

Jeannie Oropeza 
Deputy Superintendent of the Services for Administration, Finance, 

Technology & Infrastructure Branch 
California Department of Education 

 

Jeannie Oropeza is the Deputy Superintendent of the Services for Administration, 
Finance, Technology & Infrastructure Branch for the California Department of Education 
(CDE). The Branch oversees the CDE budget, accounting, information systems, and 
personnel services; apportionment of state and federal resources to local educational 
agencies (LEAs); assistance to LEAs for fiscal and business aspects of public school 
administration; and providing the children of California with safe and educationally 
appropriate facilities and transportation services.Prior to coming to the CDE, she was the 
Program Budget Manager of the Education Systems Unit (K-20) at the Department of 
Finance. Jeannie was with the Department of Finance since 1990 and worked in two 
units, Capital Outlay and Education Systems. She also worked in the Legislature for 2 
years for the Assembly Budget Committee as the Education Budget Consultant for K-12, 
Community Colleges, and Capital Outlay K-20.  

Prior to working at the Department of Finance, she worked at the Department of Food 
and Agriculture, first as an auditor and then as an accounting systems analyst. Jeannie has 
a Bachelor of Science degree from Sacramento State University. She majored in Business 
Administration with an emphasis in accounting. In addition, she obtained a minor in 
Spanish.  

 

 



 

 
         
 
  

 

Edgar Cabral 
Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst 

Legislative Analyst Office 
 

Edgar Cabral is a Principal Fiscal and Policy Analyst at the Legislative Analyst's Office. 
His issue areas include Proposition 98 funding, school district fiscal oversight, district 
cash management, school facilities, instructional materials, and student assessments. 
During his six years at the LAO, he has also covered the Judicial Branch and the 
Department of Justice.  
 
Edgar has a Bachelor of Arts in Sociology from the University of California, Irvine and a 
Master's degree in Public Policy from the University of California, Berkeley. He was 
born and raised in La Puente, CA. 
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  Decline in General Fund revenues in 2011-12 primarily due to the 
expiration of temporary taxes adopted in February 2009 (relating 
to the sales tax, vehicle license fee, and income tax).

  In 2007-08, prior to the economic downturn, state General Fund 
revenues and transfers totaled $103 billion. 

2011-12 Budget: General Fund Estimates

General Fund Condition
(Dollars in Millions)

2010-11 2011-12
Percent 
Change

Prior-year balance -$4,507 -$1,206
Revenues and transfers 94,781 88,456 -6.7%
 Total resources available $90,274 $87,250

Total expenditures $91,480 $85,937 -6.1%
Fund balance -$1,206 $1,313
 Encumbrances $770 $770

 Reserve -$1,976 $543

 Note: Department of Finance estimates.
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  K-12 per-pupil funding has decreased by $522, or 6.3 percent, 
since 2007-08.

  School districts have somewhat mitigated reductions in ongoing 
K-12 funding by using one-time state payments, one-time federal 
funds, and short-term borrowing. 

  Funding for the State Preschool program was unaffected until 
2011-12, when the income eligibility ceiling was reduced to 
70 percent of State Median Income and enrollment slots were 
reduced by 11 percent.

K-12 Education Funding

K-12 “Programmatic” Fundinga

(Dollars in Millions Unless Otherwise Specifi ed)

Programmatic Funding
2007-08 

Final
2008-09 

Final
2009-10 

Final
2010-11 
Final

2011-12 
Budget Act

K-12 ongoing fundingb $48,883 $43,215 $40,717 $43,017 $43,179
Payment deferrals — 2,904 1,679 1,719 2,064
Settle-up payments — 1,101 — 267 —
Public Transportation Account 99 619 — — —
Freed-up restricted reservesc — 1,100 1,100 — —
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act fundingc — 1,192 3,575 1,192 —
Federal education jobs fundingc — — — 421 781

Totals $48,982 $50,130 $47,070 $46,616 $46,024
Per-Pupil Programmatic Funding
K-12 attendance 5,947,758 5,957,111 5,933,761 5,953,259 5,966,942
K-12 Per-Pupil Funding (In Dollars) $8,235 $8,415 $7,933 $7,830 $7,713
a Excludes federal funds not associated with stimulus packages, lottery, and various other local funding sources.
b Includes ongoing Proposition 98 funding, Proposition 98 accounting adjustments, and funding for the Quality Education Investment Act.
c Refl ects LAO estimates of funds spent in each year.
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  Larger class sizes.

  Elimination or reduction of categorical programs.

  Reduction of school year (up to fi ve days), often corresponding 
with furlough days.

  Fewer staff to work on operations and maintenance of school 
sites. 

  Suspension of cost-of-living adjustments for personnel.

  Increased employee costs for health benefi ts and/or reduced 
health benefi ts.

Effects of Budget Reductions on 
School Districts
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  To mitigate the effects of budget reductions, the University 
of California (UC) and the California State University (CSU) 
increased tuition signifi cantly in the last four years (56 percent 
increase at UC, 60 percent at CSU). 

  UC has restricted enrollment at most popular campuses. 

  CSU campuses restricted enrollment, thereby increasing the 
number of programs that are “impacted.”

  Community college fees have increased from $20 to $36 per 
unit since 2008-09.

  Availability of community college courses has not kept pace with 
increased demand. 

Higher Education Funding

Higher Education Programmatic Supporta

Selected Core Funds (Dollars in Millions)

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

Change From 2010-11

Amount Percent

University of California $4,399.7 $4,326.4 $4,067.0 $4,841.9 $4,313.6 -$528.22 -11%
California State University 3,945.0 4,018.4 3,599.0 4,015.1 3,587.8 -427.30 -11
California Community Colleges 6,702.9 6,796.0 6,442.6 6,595.4 6,228.6 -366.80 -6
Hastings College of the Law 32.3 36.8 39.1 42.7 42.4 -0.30 -1
California Postsecondary 

Education Commission
2.1 2.0 1.8 1.9 — -1.85 —

California Student 
Aid Commission 

866.7 912.3 1,075.5 1,357.5 1,465.1 107.63 8

Totals $15,948.7  $16,091.9  $15,225.0 $16,854.4 $15,637.6 -$1,216.85 -7%
a Includes General Fund, state lottery funds, federal stimulus funding, student fee and tuition revenues (net of funds diverted to institutional aid), and Student Loan Operating Fund. 

The CCC funding “deferred” to subsequent years is refl ected in the year spending commitments were made. Figures for CCC also refl ect local property taxes counted toward 
Proposition 98.
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  LAO’s November estimates and the Department of Finance’s 
December estimates will be used to determine whether triggers 
are pulled. Determination based on revised estimates, not on 
actual revenues.

  K-12 revenue limit reductions to be imposed February 1, 2012. 
All other reductions can be imposed beginning January 1, 2012.

  In practice, all education entities will have fl exibility in responding 
to potential trigger reductions. 

“Trigger” Reductions

Trigger Reductions if Revenues Fall Short of Forecastsa

General Fund Benefi t (In Millions)

Tier 1 Trigger—Revenues Are Forecast to Be $1 Billion Below Budget Act

Reduce University of California budget $100 
Reduce California State University budget 100
Reduce funding for developmental services 100
Reduce service hours for In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) recipients by 20 percent 100
Increase charges to counties for youthful offenders sent to CDCR facilities 72
Reduce community college funding (offset with a $10 per unit fee increase) 30
Reduce child care funding by 4 percent 23
Reduce CDCR budget 20
Eliminate state grants for local libraries 16
Eliminate vertical prosecution grants 15
Extend Medi-Cal provider cuts and copayments to all managed care plans 15
Eliminate funding for local antifraud efforts in IHSS 10
 Subtotal ($601)

Tier 2 Trigger—Revenues Are Forecast to Be $2 Billion Below Budget Act

Reduce school year by seven days $1,540
Eliminate Home-to-School Transportation 248
Reduce community colleges budget 72
 Subtotal ($1,860)

  Total $2,461
a The Department of Finance could reduce spending by less than the amount shown in each category. Legislation includes a specifi c formula 

directing the amount of reductions to K-12 schools based on the amount by which revenues fall short of Budget Act estimates.
 CDCR = California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation.
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K-12 Education

  District solvency.

  Categorical fl exibility (expires 2014-15).

  Teacher evaluations.

  Implementation of Common Core Standards and assessments.

  Reauthorization of No Child Left Behind.

Higher Education

  Increased Cal Grant costs as tuition increases.

  Implementation of the Transfer Reform Act (SB 1440, Padilla) 
and the Student Success Task Force recommendations 
(SB 1143, Liu).

  Developing student enrollment priorities in community colleges.

Emerging Budget and Policy Issues



















 

GOVERNOR BROWN SIGNS CALIFORNIA DREAM ACT 

 
10-8-2011 
 
SACRAMENTO – Taking action to expand educational opportunity to all qualified students, Governor Edmund 
G. Brown Jr. today signed the California Dream Act.  
 
AB 131, authored by Assemblymember Gil Cedillo (D-Los Angeles) allows top students who are on the path to 
citizenship to apply for college financial aid. 
 
“Going to college is a dream that promises intellectual excitement and creative thinking. The Dream Act 
benefits us all by giving top students a chance to improve their lives and the lives of all of us,” said Governor 
Brown. 
 
Under current law, undocumented students pay resident tuition rates if they have graduated from a California 
high school and affirmed that they are in the process of applying to legalize their immigration status. Effective 
January 1, 2013, AB 131 will make this limited pool of students eligible to apply for Cal Grants and other state 
aid. 
 
The legislation builds on AB 130, also authored by Assemblymember Cedillo, signed into law by Governor 
Brown on July 25, 2011. AB 130 makes financial aid from private sources available to the same pool of 
students. The two laws are collectively known as the “California Dream Act.” 
 
The California Department of Finance estimates that 2,500 students will qualify for Cal Grants as a result of AB 
131, at a cost of $14.5 million. The overall Cal Grant program is funded at $1.4 billion, meaning that 1 percent 
of all Cal Grant funds will be potentially impacted by AB 131 when the law goes into effect. 
 
For full text of the bill, visit: http://leginfo.ca.gov/bilinfo.html. 
 

http://gov.ca.gov/�


Information on H.R. 3154 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ 

Congressman Glenn ‘GT’ Thompson 
(202)-225-5121 

www.thompson.house.gov 
 

 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will amend the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, currently known as No Child Left Behind, to promote meaningful integration 
of academics with career and technical education programs in order to better align 
secondary education with postsecondary education and career opportunities. 
 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will allow school districts, parents, businesses, 
local communities, and postsecondary stakeholders to play a vital role in ensuring that 
skilled workers are capable of remaining competitive in high-wage, high-skill, and high-
demand career fields.  
 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will allow for participating Local Educational 
Agencies to include components of the legislation when submitting plans to the federal 
government. (School districts receiving Title I funding, which is over 90% of school districts 
nationwide, are required to submit education plans) 
 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will assist in providing students with relevant, 
rigorous, and real-world educational experiences that prepare them for success in college 
and the workforce.  
 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will enable teachers and school administrators to 
provide rigorous, coherent, and interdisciplinary education; and forge partnerships with 
area businesses to identify workforce demands and provide students with hands on learning 
opportunities.  
 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will complement and reinforce, without 
duplicating, current federal efforts in order to ensure that all students’ educational 
experiences prepare them the real world, to compete in an increasingly global economy, 
without costing the taxpayers a dime and is completely budget neutral.  
 
The ‘Education for Tomorrow’s Jobs Act’ will allow communities to engage in a strategy to 
create a powerful framework to ensure all students have both the knowledge and skills to 
graduate high school ready to succeed in college and careers, and live up to the fullest 
extent of their individual potential.   
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