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BSEP PLANNING & OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MINUTES 

February 25, 2014 

BUSD Offices –Technology Room 126 

2020 Bonar Street, Berkeley, CA 94702 

 
P&O Committee Members Present: 

Sergio Duran, Arts Magnet 

Tim Frederick, Cragmont 

Moshe Cohen, Pre-K 

Shauna Rabinowitz, Jefferson 

Danielle Perez, John Muir 

Darryl Bartlow, John Muir (Alt) 

Chris Martin, LeConte (co-Chair)  

Catherine Huchting, Malcolm X 

Lea Baechler-Brabo, Oxford  

Dan Smuts, Rosa Parks (co-Rep) 

Keira Armstrong, Washington 

Ellen Weis, Longfellow 

Elisabeth Hensley, King (co-Chair) 

Bruce Simon, King 

Dawn Paxson, Emerson/Willard 

Aaron Glimme, Berkeley High 

Larry Gordon, Berkeley High 

John Lavine, Berkeley High  

Catherine Lazio, Berkeley High  

Ramal Lamar, B-Tech 

 

 

 

P&O Committee Members Absent: 

Boyd Power, Emerson 

Lily Howell, Pre-K (Alt) 

Yusef Auletta, LeConte (Alt) 

Juliet Bashore, Rosa Parks (co-Rep) 

Patrick Hamill, Thousand Oaks 

Radha Seshagiri, Thousand Oaks 

(Alt) 

Kim Sanders, Longfellow  

Margaret Phillips, Willard 

Representative, Independent Study 

Austin Lloyd, BHS (Alt) 

Orlando Williams, BHS (Alt) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Visitors, School Board Directors, Union Reps, and Guests:   
Liz Karam, BSEP Senior Budget Analyst 

Jay Nitschke, Director of Technology 

Julie Sinai, Board Member 

Neil Smith, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services 

 

BSEP Staff: 

   Natasha Beery, BSEP Director 

   Valerie Tay, BSEP Program Specialist 

   Linda Race, BSEP Staff Support 

 
 

1. Call to Order, Introductions & Site Reports 

At 7:15 p.m. Co-chair Chris Martin called the meeting to order by welcoming attendees, 

and by asking P&O members to introduce themselves and say how many years they had 

participated on the P&O Committee.  

 

2. Establish the Quorum 

The quorum was approved with 16 voting members initially present. [13 voting members 

are required for a quorum.] 
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3. Chairperson’s Comments 

Co-Chairs Chris Martin and Elisabeth Hensley 

 No comments were made. 

 

4. BSEP Director’s Comments 

Natasha Beery, BSEP Director 

Beery provided the following handouts:  

• BSEP Resource Key Issues (PowerPoint Slide from her presentation to the School 

Board on February 12, 2014),  

• BUSD Memo from Charity DaMarto, Supervisor of Family Equity and Engagement and  

Natasha Beery, Director BSEP and Community Relations to Donald Evans, 

Superintendent dated February 12, 2014: Report on Office of Family Engagement and 

Equity,  

• API Comparisons Chart (Superintendent Evans PowerPoint API data points) 

 

Beery reported that she made a presentation to the School Board on February 12, 2014 to 

provide an overview of key issues for BSEP in the coming year and for the remainder of the 

Measure, in particular as to the sustainability of the funds. Beery referred to the document 

BSEP Resource Key Issues (PowerPoint Slide from her presentation to the School Board on 

February 12, 2014), which summarized the key issues. She informed the Board that the CSR 

fund is drawing upon the fund balance to deficit spend at a rate that would need to shift. She 

noted that the P&O Committee would see more in Assistant Superintendent Smith’s 

presentation of the initial CSR proposal for the coming year, with program support on “page 

2” of the CSR fund being reduced.  

The Music/VAPA fund was not discussed at the February 12 School Board presentation, 

as Beery, along with Suzanne McCulloch, will be going back on March 26, 2014 to make a 

more detailed presentation on Music/VAPA, as that fund is also deficit spending due to the 

impact of increased enrollment. Deputy Superintendent Javetta Cleveland has confirmed 

that the General Fund is likely to take back some of the cost of release-time teacher 

transfers. One of the ways BSEP has supported the Music program was by funding the 

release-time music teachers for 2 out of 5 periods per week in the 4
th

 and 5
th

 grades, at a cost 

of about +$500K/year.  

The Board wanted to know which funds had stronger fund balances, and what the plans 

were for those programs. Beery gave an overview of Parent Outreach and Public 

Information, which have the stronger fund balances, but in both cases, those programs went 

through transitions and were not fully staffed for a significant period. Now that they are 

fully staffed, the expectation is that those funds will be fully expended. 

Beery mentioned that she and Karam would present the School Site Funds budget in 

more detail later in the meeting. This budget has a very diminished fund balance, with the 

increased costs of staffing having had an effect, and future allocations will likely need to be 

lowered. The General Fund stepped in last year at the time of the closing of the books and 

relieved the School Site Funds of the increased costs of raises and bonuses. The thinking 

was that the School Sites had already done their planning with a certain amount of variance 

that did not include the extent of the raises and bonuses. Professional Development, 

Technology and Evaluation funds have enough of a fund balance and/or flexibility so that 

they are not of concern at this point. 

Beery reported that Charity DaMarto made a presentation to the School Board the same 

evening. Beery shared the document BUSD Memo from Charity DaMarto, Supervisor of 
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Family Equity and Engagement and Natasha Beery, Director BSEP and Community 

Relations to Donald Evans, Superintendent dated February 12, 2014: Report on Office of 

Family Engagement and Equity. Beery cautioned that this document was not a proposal or a 

recommendation to the P&O Committee or the Board. DaMarto will be making a 

presentation to the P&O Committee in May. Beery stated that the current Office of Family 

Engagement and Equity was created as a pilot project to look at decentralizing the way the 

District provided family engagement support throughout the district. The pilot is providing 

site coordinators, at 3.0 FTE for six selected elementary schools, funded from the BSEP 

funds. DaMarto’s report to the Board was an overview of the program so far; more 

quantitative measures and qualitative assessments will be reported at the end of the school 

year. In the meantime, DaMarto previewed three models for future consideration. One of the 

frequent suggeestions during the LCAP meeting process with the Parent Advisory 

Committee/PAC, DELAC, and other groups like the Community Forum, was that the 

District should have site coordinators at every school. Beery noted that there were a lot of 

wish lists being developed through the LCAP process and many of them do not have price 

tags attached to them yet. The District will be working on that next.  

In Model 1, the cost estimate for a site coordinator at every K-5 school, as well as one 

middle school coordinator (for all three schools), and increased support for the high school 

would be $832,139. The BSEP budget provides about $350K or so, including the fund 

balance. Implementing Model 1 would require additional funding from elsewhere, for 

example, either the Base or Supplemental Grants that the District would get from the State.  

Model 2 would be slightly less costly than Model 1, at an estimated cost of $645,864, but 

still more than BSEP could support. Model 2 provides site coordinators at every K-5 site. 

Beery noted that DaMarto’s idea was that the FTE money would be allocated by the size 

and composition of the school site, just as the six elementary sites were chosen for the pilot 

program based on student body composition and high numbers of ELL and Free & Reduced 

Lunch. This was parallel to how the State Supplemental Grants would be allocated for high 

needs areas. The suggestion did not provide an algorithm for determining the FTE, but the 

best guess would be .4 FTE to 1 FTE funded at each site. If a site wanted more, then it 

would need to find additional funding.  

Model 3 would fit within the parameters of the BSEP budget ($350,598) by funding three 

zone coordinators to work with each of the sites, although it is unclear who would be 

designated at each site to carry on the work. Beery mentioned that there could have been a 

Model 4 that would be “as is”, with the six part-time coordinators serving the six schools. .  

Hensley asked if it was there was a way of knowing what would qualify for Supplemental 

funding at this point or whether it can only be a best guess. Beery responded that she had 

not seen clear guidance from the State regarding the “supplemental or supplanting” issue, 

however whatever it is that the District wants to do needs to be “new and different” or 

“improved and increased” in order to qualify for the Supplemental Grant. Hensley stated 

that it seemed like that Model 3 would not be funded through the Supplemental Grant 

because it would seem like a reduction. Beery responded that she thought the improvement 

could be argued based upon what you think the results are going to be. Hensley thought that 

Model 1 could potentially be a candidate for Supplemental Grant funds and Beery 

concurred. Huchting asked if under “Goals”, was it DaMarto’s intention to provide 

quantitative analysis? Beery stated that it was, and that she had not brought DaMarto’s 

presentation, which had a full page of quantitative metrics that she will send to the P&O 

Committee members. Beery stated that assessing a program that has barely been going for 

two years and the expectations around huge shifts you might see is a bit optimistic. There 
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will be some metrics, and that is what will be required going forward in the LCAP process 

and the District’s progress toward particular goals. Lamar asked if this included an 

incremental progression and could the P&O Committee see, in the future, the amount of the 

investment increasing over the years or capping out somewhere? Beery’s response was that 

whatever the model was chosen, one way to structure it would be to do it incrementally, for 

example, the District might not be able to do the $832K/Model 1, but we could build 

towards it. The District could start with Model 2 for K-5, and over time, with LCAP being a 

3-year plan, build toward Model 1. Lazio asked if a school site had their own ideas about 

how this position could be constructed, how would they communicate that? Beery stated 

that sites should contact DaMarto, who would appreciate the feedback from sites that do or 

do not have some version of the site coordinator/parent liaison. Lazio asked if the site 

coordinator/parent liaison had to be one individual doing the work to which Beery 

responded “No.” 

Beery stated that she, Superintendent Evans, Board Director Sinai, Board Director 

Daniels, and P&O Committee co-Chairs, Martin and Hensley met last week to look further 

at the BSEP Measure planning timeline and Beery will send the updated timeline to the 

P&O Committee. The current thinking is to engage a consultant by next Fall 2014. Beery 

stated that this summer she would be working up a Request for Proposal-RFP for a 

consultant to gather information from various groups, work on the community processes, 

and possibly work on the eventual surveys. Beery noted that she would be asking the 

members of the P&O Committee for their input. Beery confirmed that the consultant would 

be paid for by the School District. Beery has been asked to prepare a document for the 

School Board meeting on March 12, 2014, to give the Board a brief update on BSEP 

Measure planning. 

March 18, 2014 had been set aside as a “TBD” date for a P&O subcommittee. Beery 

suggested that the date be used for the BSEP Measure Public Awareness Subcommittee. In 

previous P&O Committee meetings, the subject of increasing public awareness for the 

current Measure and how to make the parent community and the larger community aware of 

all the good things that BSEP does was discussed, and she felt this was a good idea for an ad 

hoc subcommittee to take on. Beery will be taking this to the Communications Committee 

as a topic for their meeting on March 4, 2014. Beery will send out an email reminder about 

that meeting; in the meantime, people should let her know of their interest in participating 

on that committee. 

The Music/VAPA Subcommittee will be meeting on March 4, 2014 at Willard Middle 

School in anticipation of the School Board getting an update on the Music/VAPA funds on 

March 26, 2014. The actual Music/VAPA fund proposal for 2014-15 will be coming to the 

P&O Committee in April.  

There was a request at the last P&OCommittee meeting to provide the committee with 

data from Superintendent Evans’ presentation of LCAP and the major data points for goals 

and for measuring progress toward those goals. One of the data points is the API and Beery 

referred to the handout API Comparisons Chart (Superintendent Evans PowerPoint API 

data points) that shows the disparity/achievement gap between the highest scores of White 

students and the lowest scores of the African American students in the District. This chart 

shows the data in other districts. The schools listed above the “average” yellow bar shows 

the districts that have similar demographics to our district. BUSD’s African American 

students are scoring lower than their peers in other districts, whereas BUSD’s White 

students are scoring higher. The BUSD African American students are scoring around 50 

points lower than the average while the BUSD White students are scoring nearly 80 points 
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higher than the average. The additional listing of schools shows scores from neighboring 

and other significant districts. In comparison to Oakland, the scores for African American 

and White students are somewhat similar to BUSD. Compton has a very small gap, but it 

had been noted by others that there are not that many White students in Compton. Beery 

noted that Culver City has very high scores for both African American and White students, 

and that is why Superintendent Evans and others went to see what that school district was 

doing. Glimme stated that the way BUSD’s numbers for African Americans and Whites will 

be off from just about every other district in the state because of the way it collects ethnic 

data. He felt that it was important to include the multi-ethnic category that the state 

describes as “declines to state.” Glimme elaborated that historically BUSD forms records 

“multiple ethnicities” as 999, which the state categorizes as “decline to state.” BUSD tends 

to have 15-20% of people who tend to choose that multi-ethnic category whereas no other 

district in the state does that. They force people to choose a primary ethnicity. If you look at 

that multi-ethnic category, it tends to perform in the middle between White and African 

American. Many of those students in other districts may be categorized as African 

American, so it skews our results and might not look as bad as the chart makes it look. The 

multi-ethnic group category is not listed on the survey or the overall. [Beery followed up 

with the BUSD BEA office as was told that Glimme’s statement is correct for PowerSchool 

Data, but for API comparisons, BUSD data is reported in line with that of other districts.] 

 

5. Approval of Minutes 2.11.14 

MOTION CARRIED (Lamar/Gordon): To approve the meeting minutes of the 

February 11, 2014 P&O Committee Meeting. The motion was approved with a showing of 

14 hands, with no objections, and 2  

abstentions. 

 

6. Public Comment 

No public comments were made. 

 

7. BSEP Revenue Projection & COLA for 2014-15: Implications for BSEP Resources 

Natasha Beery, BSEP Director, Liz Karam, BSEP Senior Budget Analyst 

Beery provided the following handouts:  

• BSEP/Measure A of 2006 FY 2014/15 Revenue Projection as of 2/25/14 

• BSEP Resources, First Interim Summary FY 2013/14 

 Karam stated this was the time of year that we project revenue for the next year in order 

to allocate to each of the resources in the Measure. Some of the assumptions for the 

projection include: 

• The COLA in the Governor’s January budget is .86%, and it assumes that the Board 

will approve that. It is possible that in May the COLA could change. This past year the 

COLA went down from January to May.  

• Because we are further along in the Measure, it is assumed that there will be more 

rebates. For this year, the original budget for rebates was $80,000. We’ve hit $60,000 this 

year already, and it used to be that we were getting 30-40% at this point, so the District 

may be giving more rebates as taxpayers catch up on taking advantage of their eligibility. 

• In 2012-13, the District received more money than was billed from the City of 

Berkeley. That may have been one-time money. Karam is trying to find out more. 
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 Karam felt that the tax base from last year to this year was pretty much the same; there is 

not a lot of new revenue being generated by new properties. There are some City of 

Berkeley Tax Collections based on properties owned by the City and leased to private 

businesses that also pay taxes on those properties. That is fairly significant and has gone up. 

The $220,000 from the City of Berkeley Tax Collections is steady and Karam felt that is 

was reasonable to assume getting that amount. Rebates were revised this year and Karam 

felt that it would be the same for next year. She also mentioned the Interest was assumed to 

be $15,000 (although in the past it was as high as $200,000). The Total Projected Revenue 

is estimated to be $25,257,000. 

 The Expenses include County Collection Fees, City of Berkeley Fees and separate BSEP 

Audit for Total Expenses of $483,414. The Total Net Revenue is $24,773,586. 

 After Net Revenue is determined, 2% is allocated for Public 

Information/Translation/P&O ($495,472) leaving Net Available for Allocation of 

$24,278,114.  

 Karam listed each Resource Allocation along with its percentage allocation. The first five 

resources are separate budgets and the three that share the 9% budget are grouped together 

below that, and percentages shown for those resources are percentages of the 9% (not the 

percentages from the overall budget allocation). The first column shows the budget numbers 

and the second column shows the Indirect (Overhead) costs projected for next year at 

7.22%, an increase from 6.73% for 2013-14. Column “(a) FY 14/15” indicates the net new 

money that is available to be spent for these purposes, which does not have anything to do 

with or include carryover. Karam confirmed that the 2% of the BSEP Net Revenue or 

$495,472 allocated for Public Information/P&O is added back under Resource Allocation. 

Karam added column “(b) FY 13-14” for comparison purposes and noted that there was an 

increase of $315,000 in revenue for FY 14-15 for BSEP Resources. The 7.22% Indirect 

Costs are determined by a formula generated by the State (ICR found in the Unaudited 

Actuals). 

 Duran asked for more clarification on the 2% set aside for Public Information/P&O. 

Beery stated that was part of the structure of the Measure that specifies setting aside how 

much might be needed to provide for Public Information (currently providing for Public 

Information Officer salary, publications, contract support), Translation (staff and hourly 

translation/interpretation support), and P&O Support (salaries of BSEP Office/Staff and 

hourly support of the P&O Committee).  

 Lamar asked why the interest revenue was so low. Karam stated that about five years ago 

the interest was at 5% and the last one that was received from the County was .12%. What it 

shows is how cycles occur in the economy; when things are booming everything gets 

bigger; when things drop, everything gets smaller. The effect is magnified in the economic 

results.  

 In answer to a question about investment of the money, Karam stated that the County 

Treasurer invests the money. Sometimes when there are funds to be kept for a long period of 

time (i.e. for construction projects), there is a mechanism for holding it, but there is limited 

access to it. The money is distributed by the State in December, April and September. The 

money is being spent and the last several years when the payments for the General Fund 

were postponed by the State, the District had to have the transfers done in a timely fashion 

to keep cash flow. The money is not sitting around earning interest. 

 Beery stated that the BSEP revenues are barely increasing, again pending a decision by 

the School Board to adopt the .86% COLA. The Board can adopt or not adopt the COLA. It 

is Beery’s best guess that the Board will adopt the COLA, but it means very little in the way 
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of increases to the various BSEP Resources. Meanwhile there are other pressures: the 

Indirect Costs that have to be paid went up, and the staffing costs have increased. Martin 

asked if the Indirect Cost rate changes if the COLA is not instituted?  Karam replied no. It is 

the last year that the books are closed, so it lags behind actual experience. She referred to 

column “(a)-(b) Difference:” the increase makes a bigger difference to CSR because CSR is 

66%, but does not make much of a difference to the other resources. Lazio asked a question 

about the difference from last year’s rebates ($80,000) to this year’s rebates ($120,000) to 

which Karam replied that part of it was an estimate. Part of the reason she thinks BSEP 

might have gotten more revenue was that there were organizations that qualified as exempt 

that did not file their exemptions early enough so that they would not have to pay the taxes. 

Then they have to go back and be reimbursed. Beery noted that the two major categories for 

rebates are organizations that are non-profits and low-income seniors. Karam said that the 

commercial rebates are fairly big and the low-income senior rebates are pretty steady (they 

tend to be the same people year after year). She thought from a dollar point of view, they 

don’t have as big an impact as when we have rebates for the not-for-profits. Karam thought 

that when the Measure is new, people are more tuned into the fact they can file an 

exemption so they don’t have to pay the tax. But as turnover happens in organizations or 

there is no one to remind them to file, then it doesn’t get filed. When they do realize it, they 

come back and file for a rebate.  

 Beery referred to BSEP Resources, First Interim Summary FY 2013/14 that she shared 

with the Board. This document indicates where the current funds are now, for example when 

looking at CSR 0841, the Revenue in the current year 2013-14 was $15,867,723 and 

$12,305,200 went to the teacher transfer (Contributions to the GF), leaving $3,562,523 for 

program allocations, Program Support, Middle School Counseling, etc. Expenditures were 

$4,157,340 drawing upon the fund balance so that the deficit spending was $594,817. The 

fund balance at the beginning of the year was $901,809 and drawing on your reserves of 

$594,817 leaves you with and Ending Fund Balance of $306,992. When planning for the 

next year, another $594,817 cannot be drawn from the Ending Fund Balance of $306,992, 

which leaves the fund in the hole approximately another $300,000. In looking at the 

resource allocation for next year, this fund will only receive $202,511 (previous handout 

column “(a)-(b) Difference”) in new funds. That is why Superintendent Smith will have to 

propose some changes when he makes his presentation later in this meeting. Similarly, the 

Site Discretionary Funds has a small fund balance and will not be getting a whole lot more 

in the coming year. Beery has not given the allocations to the Principals and the SGCs yet 

because she is still working on them. Smith is still working on the Title 1 allocations and 

Beery would like to get all of this information out at the same time. Beery gave everyone a 

heads up earlier on Site Discretionary funds, and she doesn’t think she will be able to 

continue to give the same per student allocation as in the past. The last two years in a row 

the amount was $233/student. The Measure stipulates that those funds are to be allocated on 

a per student basis. What ends up happening is that if a site’s enrollment goes down, even if 

it gets the same amount per student, there is a smaller pot and that is problematic when 

trying to fund consistent programs or services over the years. When enrollment goes up, 

sites get more money and those schools that have enrollment increasing may see more 

money even with a cut of $3-4/student. Beery will provide the Committee with the 

demographic information that was projected out to 2020, part of a recent board packet. BHS 

is currently in an enrollment dip and will see that for next year, but after that, enrollment 

will climb. The current projection is for growth across all the grades, with continued growth 

at the elementary schools and the high school as well. The problem is that the BSEP funds 
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are not connected to enrollment. Any of the funds that are particularly affected by 

enrollment, such as CSR, (because of FTE/Teachers), School Site Discretionary (because it 

is allocated on a per student basis), and Music/VAPA fund (because it is directly tied to the 

number of 4
th

 and 5
th

 grade students), will be reaching pain points in the current year. 

Library funds are allocated per student, but staffing is by site. At this point, Parent Outreach, 

Professional Development, Program Evaluation and Technology will experience less of an 

impact except in the areas where some resources are allocated to students. Frederick asked if 

keeping the fund balances was to protect programs from potential overages that are 

anticipated due to enrollment and things like that? Beery confirmed that fund balances 

provided a cushion for such things as cost/salary increases. She stated that a rule of thumb 

had been to figure out the staffing and then build in a 3% personnel variance over that. The 

current thinking is that percentage may need to be higher because last year a 1% one-time 

bonus to staff, followed by a 2.5% salary increase and a one-time payment of 2.5% for a 

total of 6% was more than the variance of 3% that was built into most of the budgets. Karam 

added that last year’s deficit spending was much more than typical but the idea was to 

provide consistent programming. Fredrick stated that as we get toward the end of the 

Measure, we have more certainty about what that spending is going to be and so the 

pressure, in some ways, to keep a fund balance that is larger than it has been historically, is 

lower, because if we had absolute certainty we would be attempting to spend down to zero 

at the end of the Measure. Beery stated that was her initial expectation as well and was one 

model that she had been working with. Beery noted that the “0000” column of the BSEP 

Resources, First Interim Summary FY 2013/14 shows the fund balance that is held for the 

entire BSEP Resource: $878,000 Ending Fund Balance and in theory, that fund balance 

could be allocated to help build a cushion in each of the resources and then spend it down to 

zero. However, the latest thinking from Cabinet was that that was not a good approach, 

because spending the Resource funding down to zero would leave the next Measure with no 

fund balance. An amount of money would have to be taken out of the new Measure in order 

to establish a new fund balance. Beery was told that in the past, in the transitions between 

Measures, the 3% cushion was kept. However when funds from a prior measure may need 

to be drawn from a previous BSEP account with funding balances, the money has to be 

spent in accordance with each of the prior Measure guidelines. The “0000” is BSEP 

Account 4 and in addition, there are Accounts 5, 6, 7, and 8 from prior Measures. If the 3% 

cannot be used now because we think it would do damage to the next Measure, the GF 

would have to set aside the money to help BSEP keep the required 3% or around $870,000 

out of the GF. 

 Smuts stated that since the overall allocations for School Site funds would decrease and it 

looked like BSEP filled the gap of around 20% last year, and the per student allocation 

would drop from $233/student by $3-4 which is less than 4% per student, and then asked 

what was making up the difference between the 20% and 4%, because we are not decreasing 

in enrollment, whether we are getting that money from somewhere else? Beery’s response 

was no, there was some money from carryover and that was the most generous calculation. 

An allocation could be made using most of the new revenue if the $3-4 decrease was given 

to everybody. Karam added that each site would have to hold a 5% reserve for 

contingencies, as there is not going to be money in the fund balance to provide a cushion. 

Karam confirmed that the $510,045 Fund Balance was a carryover (the unspent money as 

budgeted from the prior year) and produces an odd result. It is the only fund handled that 

way. 
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 Note: Fund balances left in BSEP Accounts are as follows: Account 5: $11,000, Account 

6: $17,000, Account 7: $1000, and Account 8: $6,000 for a total of $35,000 left from the 

prior Measures. 

 Martin stated that he did not recall the differences being so large in the projections and 

actuals and asked if there was something the P&O Committee needed to know as it moved 

forward in the budget process? Beery responded that she thought that the salary increases 

and bonuses, and the fact that they hit in 2012-13 after the 2013-14 plans were made were 

the primary difference. 

 

8. Recommendation for BSEP Funds in FY 2014-15: Class Size Reduction (BSEP 

Resource 0841) 

Neil Smith, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services 

Smith provided the following handouts:  

• BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning Document FY 2014-15 Proposal v 2014-02-

25 

• BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning Document FY 2014-15 With Updated 

Enrollment and Averages, v 2014-02-25 

• BSEP CSR Multi Year Projections Based on SCR Recommendations for FY 2013-1,4  

P& O v 2014-02-25 

 • Teacher Transfer Comparisons 

• BUSD Memo from Neil Smith, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services to 

BSEP Planning and Oversight Committee dated February 25, 2014: Recommendation for 

Allocation of BSEP Class Size Reduction Funds in FY 2014-15 

 

Neil Smith, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services, asked the P&O 

Committee members to introduce themselves and state which school they represented. 

Smith began by explaining the Teacher Template, especially for those members new to 

the committee. Smith stated that the largest amount of money in BSEP goes toward CSR. 

Referring to the BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning Document FY 2014-15 With 

Updated Enrollment and Averages v 2014-02-25 handout, Smith noted that the document 

looks at the number of students projected for next year by grade level/grade group levels, 

what the General Fund would require in terms of staffing, and what BSEP would have to 

contribute to take the class sizes down to the class size the District is seeking to achieve.  

The District is projecting 788 students in Transitional Kindergarten (TK) and 

Kindergarten for next year. At 34:1, which is what the GF pays for, 23.18 teachers are 

needed. To take it down to 20:1, an additional 16.22 teachers would be required. The last 

column is necessary FTE, and this refers to the rounding required for a complete 

FTE/classroom. Additional FTE is also required for release time. One of the things that 

Beery and Smith discussed is that at the primary level, the Governor’s new funding formula 

only provides for rewarding ratios of 24:1, not 20:1. The BSEP Measure was built on the 

premise that 20:1 in K-3 would be maintained as long as the State provided the funding. 

Although the amount of CSR funding for BUSD is going from $2.6M to $1.9M, the $.7M 

still goes to the District in the base grant. The District has to make a decision as to whether 

that money will continue to be used to reduce K-3 class sizes to 20:1. There is an 

expectation that the Board will do that. Armstrong noted that the proposal does not imply 

that those additional funds come out of BSEP, to which Smith confirmed “No.” Smith noted 

that 20:1 had been a goal and previously the State allowed for 20.44 students when it was 

funding CSR fully, assuming that when you round, you could round to 20:1. The new 
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specifics have not yet been released, but 24:1 is an absolute cap. There is not just a penalty 

if you go over 24, but a complete loss of funding if you go over 24:1. In grades 4 and 5, the 

BSEP Measure requires 26:1. One of the things that must be realized is that if the District 

decides to go to 24:1 at the K-3 level, it would probably have to keep 24:1 at 4 and 5 as well 

because there is no way to change the class sizes between grades 3 and 4. Smith wanted the 

committee members to be aware that there were trade-offs there.  

For Middle School, beginning with the 6
th

 grade, the GF funds 36:1 with BSEP funding 

down to 28:1. Necessary FTE for 6
th

 would be 1.12 and in 7
th

 and 8
th,

 .64 for a total of 1.75 

Necessary FTE for Middle School.  

Smith noted that according to the Measure, once class sizes have been achieved, the 

remaining CSR budget can be used for Middle School Counseling, Expanded Course 

Offerings and Program Support. Smith discussed the 8.0 FTE on the second page under 

“Discretionary” Expanded Course Offerings. He also pointed to changes, with RtI
2
 teachers 

for both K-5 and middle school reduced from 5.5 to 2.75 FTE. Those 2.75 FTE in each are 

not actually being eliminated, but just moved out of BSEP to the General Fund .. Special Ed 

expenses came in under budget but because of “Maintenance of Effort-MOE” requirements 

- that the costs of Special Ed in a district should not decrease unless there is significant 

reason - these costs can be transferred to Special Education, and it seems to be a win/win for 

both. What is also missing in the Program Support that has been there before, is the Middle 

School and High School math class size reduction. Recently, the District reduced class size 

in 7
th

, 8
th

 and 9
th

 grade math from 28:1 to 20:1. In trying to keep the budget sustainable over 

the length of the Measure, this additional cost cannot be sustained. Smith stated that the cost 

of the average teacher had gone up $3,000 over the Teacher Template calculation from the 

prior year. Beery noted that at the top of the second page, the “FTE Ave Compensation” was 

a calculation made each year. Last year it was $86,100, this year it is $89,100. 

Smith then passed out the BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning Document FY 

2014-15 With Updated Enrollment and Averages, v 2014-02-25 which included the reduced 

class sizes in middle school math, as well as the 5.5 (for RTI
2
 teachers), so that the 

committee members could see the cost difference. The difference between this handout and 

the first one is approximately $1M. 

Beery handed out the BSEP CSR Multi Year Projections Based on CSR 

Recommendations for FY 2013-14, P& O v 2014-02-25. This Multi Year Projection takes 

Smith’s handout BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning Document FY 2014-15 With 

Updated Enrollment and Averages, v 2014-02-25 budget and feeds it into where we have 

expenditures for 2012-13, where we are now for 13-14 and for 14-15, a budget if we were 

not to make changes. The Total Expenditure Budget is (the middle of the page in the middle 

column) $16,936,321. What this shows is that if there were no changes in the budget for the 

coming year, the Net Change to Fund Balance would be -$912,766, with a Beginning Fund 

Balance of $281,605, leaving a Projected Fund Balance of -$631,162. Even after pulling in 

the CSR share of 3% Reserve, there would still be deficit spending of $123,072 for the 

coming year. This does not include any potential salary increases. The District is in 

negotiations now, and the outcome is not known, but as a rule of thumb the cost of each 1% 

salary increase would be $154,483 for the CSR budget (at the bottom of the page). Were 

there to be a 1% salary increase that would be retroactive and affect this current year. For 

the following years, it would become more (see the increases as noted). This budget does 

not factor those in, but there is a substantial reason to reduce spending.  

Karam and Beery noted that there were some slight differences in the numbers in the 

documents due to capturing different moments in the various models. Beery stated that the 
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BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning Document FY 2014-15 With Updated Enrollment 

and Averages, v 2014-02-25 and the BSEP CSR Multi Year Projections Based on CSR 

Recommendations for FY 2013-14, P& O v 2014-02-25 indicate the price of inaction and 

why cuts need to be made.  

Martin asked Smith to educate the committee on reduced class sizes for middle school 

math, and Smith stated it was one of the strategies that was implemented a number of years 

ago when the District looked at trying to strengthen algebra in the 8
th

 grade. The District had 

looked once before at raising CSR in middle school math, but it packed the Boardroom and 

people at middle schools were very unhappy at the possibility of losing it, and that may 

happen again. Smith said that he was a proponent of lower class sizes in middle school 

math, and the high school program was only recently changed. The smaller number of 

student contacts for the math teachers, the ability to provide greater intervention and really 

monitor student progress over the year; Smith felt it had been effective. Smith talked with 

the secondary principals before creating this budget, because he saw the lack of 

sustainability if continued in the same way and knew that some cuts had to be made. Smith 

talked with principals about counseling, expanded course offerings and the class size in 

math. Their preference was to still hold to some smaller class size, and that something could 

be made to work at 24:1, but they understood that 20:1 was not possible. Simon asked if 

Smith talked about the change in the math sequence because of Common Core. Smith stated 

that the need seems greater for 20:1 with the change to Common Core. However, hard 

choices had to be made and right now, he did not see the money for this. Smuts asked where 

Smith would begin making cuts in the coming year, to which Smith responded that if he had 

to shave a little he might look at Expanded Course Offerings next, as the middle schools use 

the additional FTE for counselors above the 1.0 and 2.0 FTE to leverage additional 

counselors at their school sites. King has 3 full time counselors, Longfellow 2.0 and Willard 

more than 1.2. It would be hard to make a cut in Middle School Counseling. Glimme 

wondered if there was a multi-year projection based on not spending all the money; Beery 

said that document had not yet been created. 

Beery handed out the Teacher Transfer Comparisons, which was the planning document 

that was used to come up with what the necessary reductions would have to be. It only 

shows projections to 2014-15, with and without cuts. The other option was to show a 

teacher template that shows 24:1 instead of 20:1 because that is another approach and was 

debated at our last meeting, concentrating mostly on whether that was possible, given the 

wording of the Measure and getting attitudes towards small class sizes. As Smith and Beery 

discussed and thought about the feasibility of implementing 24:1, they noted that there were 

logistics, negotiations and many other considerations as to how CSR would be implemented. 

Smith stated that if 24:1 was implemented, you would have to start with the Kindergarten 

classes. You couldn’t take current classes and make them 24, assuming most schools would 

have 40, 60 or 80 at a grade level, and to reallocate class sizes would disrupt school 

assignments. Hensley added that there would be transactional costs that would go on for 

years. Smith added that 24:1 would be a “hard cap” where the District would lose all 

funding if CSR went over that ratio at a single site. Smith stated that unless the Board made 

a decision to change that, CSR would be held to 20:1. The other issues are that the District 

has facilities issues; there are no places to even open classrooms. It makes it difficult for the 

elementary schools to keep to 20:1.  

Frederick stated that the way the Measure was written, it specifically talks about the 

ratios, and it specifically says that the CSR funds are for class size reduction first and then 

program funding second. It may be too early to make this decision, but if it turned out that a 
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choice was made to fund both the math teachers and the counseling services, it seemed to 

him that it would be better to pay for the math teachers out of BSEP and have some other 

fund pick up the Counseling under the background that the Measure looks at CSR first and 

other programs second. Glimme stated that one thing to notice was that the Measure 

specifically called out Middle School Counseling in the same paragraph that it talked about 

CSR. Bachelor-Brabo noted that a math class reduction was not necessarily the same as the 

CSR that was throughout the first part of the Measure; it was an optional CSR in a sense.  

Lazio stated that it was really hard to know what to think without the revised multi-year 

projection. If BSEP was really going to run out of money, that was a pretty significant 

consideration to make and she felt that trumped what is done with a lot of the other 

calculations. If there was a negative fund balance, maybe it was time to look at modifying 

class sizes. If BSEP was going to run out of money right before it gets sent to voters to ask 

for another $25M or $30M, she felt it was extremely problematic. It would be nice to know 

what data the District had that supports the whole notion of having smaller math classes. 

What have we learned about the allocation for math classes over the last few years? What do 

we know about the class size experience in our middle schools? Smith responded by saying 

that it was a hard thing to tease out because at the same time 20:1 was implemented, the 

District adopted new materials, implemented new professional development for math 

teachers, identified key standards that tried to articulate more from grade level to grade level 

what was going to be the essential pieces of math that a child needs to know as the child 

progresses through, implemented quarterly assessments so that data was tracked across the 

district and added interventions for after school math. The District implemented a multi-

pronged approach so it was hard to know which one of those components made a difference. 

The end result was that algebra scores went up phenomenally in terms of 8
th

 grade 

performance across the district. The data from the CST was that algebra improved 

significantly.  

Hensley was curious, with the Measure coming up soon, and a transactional period for 

going to a different model for elementary school class sizes; if the next Measure says we are 

going to fund class size to 24:1 across all the elementary grades, what are some of the 

considerations that have to be in our minds, how long will it take to effectively roll that out? 

Smith stated that he thought it would take until the kindergartners end up in 3
rd

 grade. There 

is no additional funding from the State for 4
th

 and 5
th

 grade going to 24:1, but he felt that 

you would look at those four years. The other question that would come up is, while the 

District receives funding for TK as if they are kindergartners, would you want 24 TK in a 

class? Or would you keep class size closer to 20:1 or 18:1, which is what the District goal 

was. Hensley stated that there would be a burden on the next Measure to have that cushion 

in place for the first five years. Paxson asked if the math scores were improved for all sites 

and Smith confirmed this was so. Armstrong wondered if we would be in a better position 

for the next Measure if we were to implement 24:1 now. Glimme stated that he thought this 

was an open question. This was something that next Measure planning is going to have to 

take into account because maybe we don’t want to go to 24:1 for the next Measure. Maybe 

we want to write it into the next Measure that we want to keep it at 20:1 and BSEP will kick 

in for the extra cost and we will trust the next Measure to deal with that. That is the other 

way to go, it doesn’t have to switch to 24:1, especially when we write a new Measure there 

are more options available to us on how to structure it so we can afford that out of BSEP. 

Armstrong stated that that it seemed that we would want to have some pretty compelling 

evidence that 20:1 makes a difference and she felt that she had not heard that yet. Glimme 

stated that the current Measure has class size numbers that don’t have any actual basis and 
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are arbitrary. Duran asked if that would include facilities costs, because the demographic 

study showed a significant increase. Beery said that was a good point, if we run out of 

classrooms, then what? Lamar said he was looking at the arguments against Measure A and 

thinking about the questions just raised. It would be nice if we could show some kind of 

evidence to pose against some of these arguments because it is a question as to whether or 

not some of the peoples’ concerns were actually addressed. There was agreement on this 

statement. Martin stated that he appreciated that this seemed like a really hard decision to 

make and that it seemed that 24:1 was not logistically possible this year. It seems that the 

hard decision was made and it seemed logical to him. Smith stated that when he and Beery 

looked at 24:1, at Kindergarten, it would make a difference of 5 teachers. They did not look 

at TK, those were left at 20:1. That would be the total saving throughout the district. There 

were two other places in the district where there were two more reductions, with a savings 

to BSEP. Armstrong asked if staffing for math teachers could come from the GF and Smith 

responded that it could come from LCAP. The elementary schools contributed 

approximately $450,000 to literacy coaches and just to take that expense away from the sites 

and say the central office would pay for literacy coaches, that’s a big chunk out of 2.4M 

Supplemental funds.  

Nitschke mentioned that each elementary school had a resource room for specialized 

teachers (Special Ed, Speech Therapy, RTI2) and those are all now classrooms. There were 

also science rooms at some of schools where half the students from two classes and the 

science teacher would teach them, leaving smaller classes. Right now there are virtually no 

empty rooms anywhere except for Malcolm X. It is not just an enrollment problem. When 

the music classes take three classrooms and split them into 4 or 5 groups for music 

instruction, they also have to go somewhere and they can’t always go into the Library 

because kids are in the Library. The facilities costs are also a burden on the taxpayer. If you 

own a home and look at your property tax costs, the bond costs are actually more, so the 

more recently you bought your house the higher your bond costs will be relative to BSEP 

costs. Nitschke reminded that there was a whole picture to be looked at in reference to costs. 

When people complain about the school district costs, it is not just BSEP, it is the 

combination of BSEP and bond monies. Smith confirmed there was a plan for 

allocating/spending the bond monies and that there was no plan for increasing classrooms. 

The only plans for construction are for BHS, going on currently, and Jefferson Elementary 

School, which is expected to be finished September of 2014. 

Smith handed out the narrative proposal BUSD Memo from Neil Smith, Assistant 

Superintendent for Educational Services to BSEP Planning and Oversight Committee dated 

February 25, 2014: Recommendation for Allocation of BSEP Class Size Reduction Funds in 

FY 2014-15. He stated that it basically outlined what was discussed. Smith confirmed that 

there would be a reduction of 5.4 FTE at BHS and the middle schools for math, unless the 

funding is replaced in some other way. Smith also confirmed that the 5.5 FTE for RtI
2
 was a 

transfer, not a reduction of staff.  

Smith confirmed that the 1.8 FTE elementary school teachers would eventually go away 

when Two-Way Immersion-TWI was fully moved to LeConte, but that it would be provided 

at Cragmont, LeConte and Rosa Parks for more than 2 years. The students remaining at 

those schools should know that they will be supported until they finish 5
th

 grade.  

Smuts asked with enrollment increasing or reduced allocations per pupil from BSEP, 

doing an annual enrollment that requires proof of residency in Berkeley is an issue that is 

going to come up, what is the status of that and is there any sense of how that will affect 

enrollment projections? Smith stated that one of the things being discussed – although it 
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hasn’t moved forward yet - was re-enrollment between levels, at 6
th 

grade and 9
th

 grade. One 

of the difficulties for people changing addresses is that they must do the paperwork at the 

central office, not at the school sites. The K-8 level has to be kept at the district office. The 

BUSD Admissions Manager, is a stickler for proofs; when people first come in they have to 

have legitimate proofs that they are living here in Berkeley. BUSD also has a tradition of 

keeping students until they graduate high school once they are enrolled in the District. There 

is a percentage of students that qualify for enrollment through McKinney-Vento Homeless 

Education Assistance Act where homeless families are allowed to enroll in any district if 

they are homeless. A number of students are on inter-district permits and caregiver 

affidavits. Teachers and employees are allowed to have their students attend BUSD schools 

under inter-district permits. 

Lazio asked how the caseloads for Counseling Services are distributed at the middle 

schools based on needs, based on population. Smith responded that Longfellow has a model 

where the counselor brings in a number of interns. He believed that on a per capita basis, 

more students received counseling at Longfellow than any other school in the District. This 

year, they have 13 interns. Counseling is highly valued there, and students want to 

participate in individual and group counseling. Smith felt that it was a good model and that 

the other two middle schools would like to replicate the program, but it requires someone 

with more than a pupil services credential. It also requires MFCC or equivalent licensing. In 

particular to the RtI
2
 program, all three school sites felt that counseling was key and all three 

principals felt very strongly about their counseling programs. Lazio wondered if the sites 

felt that they were getting adequate resources. Hensley and Smith confirmed that they were 

all supplementing and that funding was increased for middle school counseling from 4.0 to 

4.8 FTE recently. 

Beery stated for the benefit of the new members of the P&O Committee, that the 

committee receives an initial presentation of a recommendation and then the committee will 

take action to approve it/move it forward at the subsequent meeting. The recommendation 

would then go to the School Board for their consideration. Occasionally there might be 

some new information that comes up between one meeting and another, but usually it is the 

same proposal brought back. Smith stated that this document is the new proposal and will be 

electronically sent out.  

 

9. Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned by acclamation at 9:15 p.m. 
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