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 BSEP PLANNING & OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MINUTES  

January 26, 2016 
BUSD Offices –Technology Room 126 
2020 Bonar Street, Berkeley, CA 94702 

 
P&O Committee Members Present: 
 
 
Victoria Hritonenko, Pre-K 
Madhu Marchesini, Arts Magnet 
Eric van Dusen, Cragmont (Co) 
Martin de Mucha Flores, Cragmont (Co) 
Dawn Paxson, Emerson 
Shauna Rabinowitz, Jefferson 
Danielle Perez, John Muir (co-Chair) 
Robert Collier, LeConte (Co) 
Lily Howell, Malcolm X  
John Eknoian, Oxford 
Weldon Bradstreet, Rosa Parks (Alt) 

Elisabeth Hensley, King 
Bruce Simon, King (co-Chair) 
Josh Irwin, King (Alt) 
Abby Wincher, Longfellow 
Catherine Huchting, Willard 
Aaron Glimme, Berkeley High  
Catherine Lazio, Berkeley High  
Christine Staples, Berkeley High 
Ramal Lamar, BTA 
Louise Harm, Independent Study 

 
P&O Committee Members Absent*:  
 
 
Christine Meuris, Willard John Lavine, Berkeley High
 
*Alternates and co-reps are not marked absent if another rep is present. Currently there is not 
representation from Thousand Oaks or Washington Elementary Schools. 
 
Visitors, School Board Directors, Union Reps, and Guests:  
 
Judy Appel, BUSD School Board 
Lea Baechler-Brabo, BHS Parent 
Cathy Campbell, BFT President 
Donald Evans, BUSD Superintendent 
Becca Todd, BUSD Library Coordinator 
 
BSEP Staff: 
 
Natasha Beery, Director, BSEP and Community Relations 
Valerie Tay, BSEP Program Specialist 
Linda Race, BSEP Staff Support 
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1. Call to Order, Introductions & Site Reports 
At 7:15 p.m. Co-chair Danielle Perez called the meeting to order by welcoming 

attendees and asking them to introduce themselves. They were also asked to give brief 
site reports.  
Evans stated that presentations by Beery at the Management Team Meeting and Board 
Retreat went really well. Classified employees were also provided an update on BSEP, 
what it does, and what it provides. 
 
2. Establish the Quorum/Approve Agenda 
     The quorum was approved with 17 voting members initially present, and 21 
voting members present later in the meeting. 12 voting members are required for a 
quorum. 
 
     MOTION CARRIED (Lazio/Hensley): To approve the agenda of the January 26, 
2015 P&O Committee Meeting. The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
3. Chairperson’s Comments 
Co-Chairs Danielle Perez and Bruce Simon 
     Perez reminded members to contribute money to the snacks/drinks that are provided 
for the meetings.  

Simon stated that he felt the discussion at the last meeting got a little away from the 
committee and Co-Chairs. He noted that the Co-Chairs would do a better job of calling 
on people and asked the P&O members to raise their hands and not call out to be 
recognized so that everyone could have a chance to say what they want to say. Perez 
added that this meeting would be very discussion-heavy and wanted to make sure nobody 
got lost in that.  
 
4. BSEP Director’s Comments 
Natasha Beery, BSEP Director 
Beery provided the following handouts: 
� BSEP 0841 2014/15 Summary: Budget Item Comparison  

     Beery noted, as Superintendent Evans mentioned, they have been quite busy (with 
presentations) and that was how it would be for the foreseeable future. She stated that she 
felt they were getting the word out about the good things about the BUSD, and there was 
increased understanding of BSEP. Since she last met with the committee, she had spoken 
with the principals, given a presentation to the Management Team & Classified staff, and 
provided four (4) hours of intensive work with the School Board last Saturday. Each 
group had a different level of understanding, a different set of questions, & different 
interests, and the committee would see a partial recycle of “greatest hits” from those 
presentations. Beery hoped, after the presentations/discussions, the committee would be 
able to assist her in how to move forward with the next phase: Stakeholder Engagement.  
     As a “Because You Asked For It:”  Beery responded to Lazio’s request at the last 
meeting about aligning documents around plans and budgets presented in the Spring with 
the actual implemented budgets and actuals by providing a BSEP 0841 2014/15 
Summary: Budget Item Comparison. 
The BSEP 0841 2014/15 Summary: Budget Item Comparison was developed as an 
example of what could be done. It did take extra work to do because of the way the 
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accounting systems work. Previously the committee saw a budget vs. actual and saw that 
between the implementation of the budget at the beginning of the year and the actual 
there was basically a 1.11% variance. Between plan and actual there was a larger 
variance of 3.75%, which was still in the realm of what was usually factored: 3-4%.  
Beery thanked the committee for bringing forward the suggestion. Her department will 
try this format for the reports in the future. For the plans, they will try to do an FTE 
alignment to give the committee some sense of the evolution of the program itself. 
Lazio thanked Beery and stated that her intention was to move the financials to an “at a 
glance” summary. She had some suggestions about formatting that she will discuss with 
Beery offline. In response to a question from Wincher regarding the spending details of 
middle school counseling funds, Beery noted that middle school counseling simply 
breaks down into FTE or number of staff at each site (1.2FTE at the smaller middle 
schools and 2.4FTE at the larger middle school). Beery asked if FTE would be adequate 
for reporting, or would Wincher like to see how much of that is salary and benefits, 
noting that might be getting too narrow, perhaps even identifying an individual person, 
which is not something that is usually done. Details of how much was set aside for that 
group of counselors and how they are using the funds was usually given at the time of the 
plan. Collier stated that if there were specific questions that could be answered, it would 
be great to discuss it, but if it were to be more of a procedural or detailed input that you 
want to give, it would be more appropriate offline. Beery agreed that layout could be 
discussed offline. Lazio noted that an item such as “Revenue” was technically not really 
revenue because of the transfers to the GF and asked if those designations could be gotten 
rid of because it was confusing. She suggested having two separate categories of 
expenditures, e.g., the transfer expenditure, which is mostly teacher expenses, and then 
the other expenses, and then the subtotal of all the expenses. Beery stated that the next 
meeting would be a good place to spend more time on this because the Teacher Template 
calculations would be presented. The CSR and Music/VAPA budgets were confusing 
because of the way things we think of as expenses were handled in the accounting system 
structurally. Some of what we think of as expenses were transfers to the GF, and Beery 
noted that this level of detail was more than the committee might want to discuss at this 
meeting. 
     Lazio stated that if the BSEP 0841 2014/15 Summary: Budget Item Comparison added 
what was allocated in dollars, what was spent in dollars, and the fund balance, that would 
be a quick overview of what would be needed to known. Beery stated that plain English 
summaries could be done.  
     Glimme stated that there were a lot of factors in determining what a person costs and 
which can change a lot depending on who the person is, etc. He noted, for committee 
members that are new, as we moved into seeing the individual plans, the number of FTE 
and how that changed would be a lot more helpful for actually judging what actual 
changes were being envisioned and what the history was. The summary was useful but 
did not include the number of FTE, and what FTE changed. FTE numbers indicated how 
many people the District felt were necessary for a particular problem, which was 
important information. Beery stated that was in the narrative of the reports and noted that 
a lot of this was about the accounting systems: one system looks at FTE and another 
looks at budget/costs. 
     Beery confirmed that “3/4/5 Combos” were the bilingual programs that were being 
phased out that needed additional FTE in order to provide grade level instruction. 
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Everything is going to TWI/Two-Way Immersion at LeConte. It will be out of the 
budgets by 2018. 
     Simon stated that he was not sure what Lazio had in mind regarding revenue and 
expenses, but he felt anxious about renaming things, noting if we named things one way 
in one document and another way in another document it would lead to more confusion. 
He hoped Beery and Lazio could work that out. Beery noted that she would not change 
the reports but provide asterisks and a plain English summary/glossary. 
 
5. Approval of Minutes January 12, 2015 
     There was a brief review allowed for the January 12, 2015 P&O Committee Meeting 
minutes.  
     Lamar noted that he had hoped his comments made at the last meeting could be 
discussed. Beery stated that one of the issues was that a topic could not be added to the 
agenda after it has gone out, unless it is an emergency. She added that the issue Lamar 
raised would not be able to be discussed at the P&O Committee meeting as it had to do 
with LCAP funds. Currently the item was funded by BSEP and there was a desire at BTA 
to fund it through the LCAP supplemental plan. The P&O committee could make 
decisions about BSEP dollars, but not about other funding dollars. The committee cannot 
move to approve using money from somewhere else, but it could fold it into a larger 
discussion. Looking at priorities for the next measure was a place where this could be 
brought up, and she noted that site discretionary funds could be the issue for a larger 
discussion. The request to fund something through LCAP needs to be done through that 
body (the PAC/Parent Advisory Committee, Pat Saddler, Director of Special Projects, 
Pasquale Scuderi, Assistant Superintendent of Educational Services). Lamar confirmed 
that he also wanted to speak about it from the BSEP side. Beery confirmed that it could 
be discussed when the committee talks about the use of BSEP site funds.  
Hensley noted that the committee usually makes a statement to the School Board about 
BSEP fund concerns.  She wondered when was the opportunity to interface and have 
those conversations around LCAP? Beery stated that things get raised at the P&O 
committee meeting, and as she was part of the Superintendent’s cabinet, she could take 
concerns about BSEP and LCAP to other committees. Huchting would like more 
clarification about the process. Beery said that she was presenting to the P&O an 
overview of how the LCAP funds are being spent tonight (Item 7 below) and was also 
planning to go to the PAC to present on BSEP. She noted another route would be to have 
BSEP P&O Committee and the PAC have a  joint meeting. Beery and Appel noted that 
delegates from the P&O could go to the PAC. Beery stated that she would be happy to 
talk to Pat Saddler about exploring a joint meeting, and Huchting said she would like to 
be a delegate. Beery will send out links to LCAP information and program evaluations. 
Hensley asked for Beery to review the calendar and make recommendations to the 
committee for key moments in the process, to which Beery mentioned March as a time 
for that.  
     Simon added that as the text for the new measure was being written, it would be 
important to have an overview where they intersect so that enough flexibility and 
specificity is provided to ensure that things continue to be funded. Simon recommended 
meeting sooner rather than later. Beery stated that she would have to understand more 
about how the measure language connects to the LCAP. Simon stated that the LCAP gets 
revised every year and every 3 years, but it was going in general directions and assuming 
some of the costs that BSEP used to assume. If we could look at that over time, and as we 
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write the new measure, we might choose to be less specific so that we can have 
flexibility. Howell noted that it was a fluid process and that LCAP works in that way. She 
thought it would be helpful to have regular meetings regarding funding and getting clarity 
instead of guessing/being confused. Appel stated that one question that comes up a lot 
around BSEP money and included as part of the LCAP, is whether funds can be 
supplanted. All LCAP funds have to go to targeted students. It would be helpful to have a 
joint conversation and see that everyone has very similar values. For the last several 
years, Beery has invited the PAC, along with the SGCs, to the orientation for school 
leaders, and when the LCAP came into being, Deputy Superintendent Javetta Cleveland 
went and gave a talk to the SGC training and was surprised at how interested they were in 
looking at this information. Beery noted that the LCAP PAC may not know much about 
BSEP. Part of what she wanted to do tonight was to show how the LCAP funds are being 
spent and how that was lining up with BSEP.  
     In response to a question from Irwin about LCAP funding and would it impact what 
we needed in the next measure, Beery said she would address that in her presentation. 
Perez stated that it was established that no changes needed to be made to the minutes 
from the previous meeting.  
 
MOTION CARRIED (Glimme/Harm): To approve the meeting minutes of the 
January 12, 2015 P&O Committee Meeting with the amendment of moving the sentence 
“Lamar asked about some small changes that need to be discussed regarding B-Tech and 
Beery suggested that they discuss it further.” from the last line of Item 9. Summary of 
Current Measure Sunset Issues to Item 11. For the Good of the Order. The motion was 
approved unanimously.  
 
6. Public Comment 
     Eknoian mentioned that D’Angelo, Director of BREA/Berkeley Research, Evaluation 
and Assessment, came to Oxford and showed test results from the District, comparing 
results for ELA and Math broken down by subgroups. He stated that the one thing that 
stood out to all of them was how huge the gap was between what White kids achieved 
compared to African American kids. This was in light of a near 96% attendance rate. It 
was showing up in the 3rd grade. Eknoian stated that he thought we might think about 
writing into the measure how enrichment funds could be used, for example, to fund the 
Black Studies Program at BHS and he also noted his work with the Oxford afterschool 
program where most of the staff and kids are of color, perhaps funds could be used to 
recruit some of the staff, who like the kids and who the kids already know, to get them 
into positions where they could have more of an effect, make more money, and be more 
of a force within the district. He added the numbers were as stark as 78% vs. 14%, in 
terms of achieving standards or above at third grade. At fourth grade, it was 95% vs. 14% 
and at 5th grade, it was 90% vs. 27%. This was achievement comparing White students 
with African Americans, using Standards Based Assessment/SBA. Just for comparison, 
English Language Learners/ELL, the numbers were: 24% vs. 14%, 17% vs. 14%, and 
22% vs. 27%. He thought there was a failure happening that could be addressed with 
designated funds. The question was how to do it and the program enhancement area of 
the measure seemed to be an appropriate one and could be backed up by LCAP. The date 
of the assessment was Spring of 2014-15 school year.  
Superintendent Evans stated that the achievement gap was throughout the district and 
state, and they were having conversations around it because it was a gap that had been 
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there for a while. Evans added that the questions became: Was it the program? Was it the 
implementation of the program? What interventions did we have for these students? Are 
these interventions working? The last piece was the funding: Could BSEP provide 
funding for this, should LCAP, or both? What resources have we plugged into closing the 
gap? Evans said they are trying to figure out exactly what the answers are, because there 
are schools that have done really well. The question becomes what are they doing? We 
have some models that are working. Eknoian expressed that he would like this to be part 
of our discussion. There was a question about what might have been learned from the 
visit to see the Culver City model. Beery stated that this was a large discussion that could 
be added to a future agenda, because it was one that we should devote more than just 
public comment on. Evans said that as we look at the many things BSEP was funding, the 
question becomes what impact is it having on the students?  
     Glimme added that as a teacher in the district, equity and achievement gap was pretty 
much the only thing they talked about. He didn’t think it was fair to say they never talk 
about it. Committee members noted their frustration about not having a way to look at 
data if a particular program made any sort of improvement. Committee members voiced 
that they wanted it put on the agenda for discussion. Appel stated that there were a lot of 
presentations made to the Board that are on YouTube. Beery will forward the appropriate 
links and build some time into the agenda to more globally discuss a way to articulate 
how the different funds available can be brought to bear to ensure that every student has 
the same access. 2020 Vision and getting rid of the racial predictability of outcomes had 
been there for awhile. The GF, BSEP and the LCAP supplemental had been used, but 
how could we target the vision broadly, and then focus on what each child and school 
should have in terms of academic excellence, enrichment, engagement and equity. 
Wincher was curious about whether there was any way to measure the success levels of 
these programs. Are the programs we are pouring money into working? Perez stated that 
was a conversation that could be had at another time in order to give it it’s due. Beery 
confirmed that some of the things coming up would be partially addressed in the 
presentation and could raise some new questions. 
 
7. BSEP Measure Planning: Focus on CSR and related issues 
Beery presented the following in conjunction with a slide presentation: 
� LCFF Revenue Calculations and Projections (slide handout) 
� LCAP: Overview of Programs (slide handout) 
� COLA, Gap percentage compared to California CPI/Consumer Price Index (slide 

handout) 
 
     Beery stated that she wanted to give a review of the BUSD and BSEP budgets and 
what had changed since the last measure, talk about the LCFF and the LCAP, and about 
how these issues come together in terms of BSEP and CSR/Class Size Reduction, as well 
as the other components, as time permitted. She noted that with each new measure, there 
was an opportunity to raise questions about the direction the District was heading. Some 
changes were budgetary and some had to do with the world we live in. 
     Beery presented the budget changes since 2006 that occurred on the state and local 
levels. On the state level, changes occurred because of the following: 

� The recession of 2007 reduced K-12 school funding, and BSEP stepped in to 
provide funding when the GF could not; 
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� Proposition 30 of 2012 improved school funding; 
� The implementation of LCFF to restore funding to 2007 levels over time; 
� LCFF supplemental funds focused on high needs students; 
� The State CSR targets shifted from 20:1 (district-wide average) to 24:1 (school-

wide average) K-3  
� STRS/PERS retirement systems for classified and other staff caused a significant 

cost increase for districts in 2015, adding 1.5% per person; 
� 2012 ruling on special taxes, based on the ruling against Alameda USD, which 

calls for a uniform tax rate for all properties, residential and commercial, and a 
potential loss of 11% in funding for BSEP. 
 

On the local level, changes occurred because of the following: 
� BSEP revenues increased from 2007-2013 based on the COLA increase of over 

3%, while the state funding was flat, allowing BSEP to fund things when the GF 
was more constrained; 

� 2010 Bond & Parcel Tax (Measure H and I) provided facilities and maintenance 
funding; 

� 2014 City of Berkeley Soda Tax provided funds, some of which are for the 
gardening program; 

� Compensation increases since 2012 and the expected Classification Study 
increases; 

� Recent COLAs from the state are reduced and the next estimated at .47%.  
  

     Beery provided the handout LCFF Revenue Calculations and Projections. She 
explained that the LCFF Revenue–January Budget information was received from 
Deputy Superintendent Cleveland. The increase according to the January budget, to both 
the base and supplemental grants over the previous budgets were not that great, around 
$469,000. There are some one-time funds of $2M that were very specific. Those would 
not be used to fund ongoing staff. The GF was also now paying for one-time bonuses for 
staff, health benefits, the implementation of Common Core, and paying for portions of 
CSR in order to maintain class sizes and page two through the last year of the measure. 
Beery confirmed that the CSR would remain at 20:1 K-3 for the remainder of the 
measure. Beery also confirmed that the cost for the district nurse (in GF) included salary 
& benefits as well as other programmatic items. 
     Beery confirmed that the GF was paying for things that BSEP once paid for, through 
the end of the measure. Beery confirmed that there were also one-time investments and 
ongoing costs that the Board was constantly making adjustments to based on the 
resources available. She noted the needs on the next page that added up to about $13M. 
Beery explained a slide showing that BSEP paid for CSR “Page One” CSR/Class Size 
Reduction, which was $13.9M/85% of the allocation in 2014-15. There was enough left 
over to fulfill many of the wish list items on “Page 2” such as Middle School Counseling, 
Program Support & ECO/Expanded Course Offerings. The initial forecast for next year 
2016-17 was that the increased costs for “Page One” would amount to 96% of the CSR 
budget. The reasons were multi-factorial (increased enrollment, etc.) and were impacting 
all of the BSEP budgets.  
    Beery presented a slide overview of how LCAP Supplemental funds were being used 
for the current year 2015-16 on an untitled slide provided by Pat Saddler. It was noted 
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that the largest budgets were RtI2 Teacher Coaches ($877,600) and ELD/English 
Language Development ($907,372). Beery noted that each of the program investments 
had to have a goal and a means of measuring achievement. Reports were online that give 
what has been seen in the last year or two. These were intended to be multi-year 
investments to see if they move the needle. It was confirmed that Math Coaches are 
TSAs/Teachers on Special Assignment. Beery confirmed to Lamar that the Site 
Coordinators were currently at the elementary schools and Parent Liaisons were at BHS. 
There were none at BTA or the middle schools. She noted that only 1.25% of BSEP 
revenues were going to Parent Outreach. There had been a hope that there would be funds 
to extend Parent Outreach to BTA and the middle schools but that had not happened yet. 
Ramal noted that if and when it happens at their school site, they have someone that 
BSEP funds that serves some of those functions. The big concern was that the person 
currently working at the site successfully not be replaced.  
    Beery noted the challenges and frustrations that stemmed from the first year of LCAP 
implementation as well as how it impacted how sites spent their site discretionary funds. 
LCAP has been in place for a couple of years, and there could be more discussions with 
principals and the Ed Services team before March to make changes. Beery confirmed that 
LCAP funding had been by program, and one of the things being discussed was to 
allocate funds by site to use according to need. Scuderi has been giving some thought to 
how this can be calculated: by the number of students with a certain amount of need? 
Beery explained that the “Family Engagement” program was to assist families that were 
new to the area, had less language skills, felt marginalized, many of which were families 
of students in the targeted groups (identified as receiving free/reduced price meals, ELL, 
or foster youth, homeless etc.). The Family Engagement coordinators work to address the 
needs of those students and their families to increase their capacity to be successful in 
school.  
     Beery referred to the COLA, Gap Percentage Compared to California CPI/Consumer 
Price Index (graph) slide noting how out of sync the COLA and Base Grant funding 
streams could be. She added another line to the graph for the California CPI stating that it 
was something they were thinking about using for the next measure because it was a little 
more stable, was used by other school districts as an index, and could be used as a 
measure to predict BSEP funding.  
     Beery went through the following slides: CalSTRS Rate Increases, More Families 
Choosing Berkeley Public Schools, BSEP CSR Resources, Options and Opportunities. 
All the BSEP resources/programs were being affected by the increases in costs and 
enrollment. 
     Collier asked about TK/Transitional Kindergarten, the Governor’s Budget, and 
wondered what the timeline was for implementing anything that came from the 
Governor’s Budget, as well as decisions to be made by the School Board. Evans 
responded that was something that Ed Services was looking at. Evans stated that more 
time was needed to get information, process it, and then give it to the Board. Collier 
asked if that timeline fit with the BSEP Measure Planning timeline. Evans could not 
confirm that right now, noting there was a lot yet to flesh out with theTK issue. 
 
8. Topics for Community Forum, Voter Poll and Focus Groups 
Natasha Beery, BSEP Director  

Beery provided a slide presentation and provided the following: 
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� Sample of Current BSEP Purposes: Projected Fund Balances (slide handout) 
� Sample K-5 Class Size Scenarios (slide handout) 
� BSEP Purposes for discussion (slide handout) 

 
Beery gave a summary of the key decisions and stated that the decision most people 

were engaged in were: what were the purposes going to be, how much are those costs, 
can the District keep paying for them, what the General Fund will actually pay for, and is 
there anything new we can afford. Beery stated that the budget thermometer model, or 
starting with a blank slate, did not necessarily lead to the most fruitful discussions at this 
point. What does make sense is to really look at questions such as the following: 

� Is what we’re doing effective? 
� Could we be doing it differently? 
� Is what we’re doing affordable and sustainable? 
� We need to balance our budget and pay for all these things that we want. 
� We need to be able to prioritize what we think every student should have in this 

district. 
Some items to think about that will affect the budgets are: 

� General Fund and supplemental Funds 
� Projected enrollment patterns 
� Compensation costs 
� STRS & PERS increasing costs 
� Tax rate and revenues 
� COLA/CPI 
� Class size and release time scenarios 

 
     Beery handed out the Sample K-5 Class Size Scenarios, Sample of Current BSEP 
Purposes: Projected Fund Balances, and BSEP Purposes sheets. She noted that the P&O 
Committee delves into the details of BSEP and as there are conversations with 
stakeholder groups and the wider public through workshops and community meetings, 
there also needs to be a simplified way of helping people grasp the decisions to be made 
and articulate what they feel the District priorities should be. The amount of detail that 
the P&O and PAC committees deal with would be overwhelming to most people. Beery 
hoped that as the committee moved through a discussion of the details and scenarios, they 
could help her to provide what was essential information - what would be enough and yet 
not too much.  
     Beery began with the Sample K-5 Class Size Scenarios. She noted that the model 
variables notes were located under the scenarios. It includes the COLA of 1.2% (average 
from past years, which is lower than previous), the standard 1% “step and column” 
annual increases for teachers and others, and the uniform tax rate to bring in the same 
revenue, along with STRS rates and enrollment growth to 9.885 by 2022-23. Four 
different scenarios were presented, beginning with maintaining 20:1 CSR. The costs for 
“Page 2” were extrapolated out and noted in red on the bottom line, and for 2017-18, add 
up to $2.5M. The FY 2017-18 revenue amount was noted as a typo and should be 
$16,663,000. Beery also noted that revenues under this model could not keep up with 
costs, and this was shown in red across the matrix. Beery stated that the balance 
averaging for class size was complicated. Staples stated that she thought it was important 
to look at the effect of having a 20:1 ratio at K-3 and a 26:1 ratio at grades 4-5, when the 
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actual net effect was really 33-35 at grades 4-5. Beery stated there were a lot of 
challenges to class size as enrollment increases and that Berkeley should be applauded 
for being able to meet the goal of 20:1 for some time. She stated that the district could 
continue to do that if it was a top priority, and the scenarios help in understanding how 
much you can adjust things, what each means in terms of dollars, and where those dollars 
might be used. Hritonenko stated that she heard some teachers would go for an increase 
in the number of students if they could have a classroom aide. An aide would make a 
huge difference in terms of flexibility. Howell stated that if we went for a higher ratio, 
there would be more students with IEPs/Individual Education Plans in the classroom. 
This would need to be thought through, as sometimes those students have their own 
aides. She noted that parents in the district, including herself as a parent of a Special Ed 
student, would like to see a more integrated co-teaching model of inclusion. She thought 
a higher ratio would facilitate that model happening in a more meaningful way. Howell 
thought that as more and more Special Ed students were included, there would also be 
more aides. She advocated not looking at this in isolation. Glimme thought that one of the 
issues was that when the class size changes there would have to be more prep time. He 
also noted that although the Sample K-5 Class Size Scenarios included a COLA of 1.2%, 
the average COLA over the past 8 years was 2.25%. Beery stated that these things would 
eventually be aligned, but due to the many unknowns, the working groups were 
constructing the measure term to be 8-10 years. Glimme explained prep time to the 
committee, stating that there was a structural difference with how much prep time 
teachers got, especially at the 4th and 5th grades vs. K-3. Grades 1-3 teachers get 1 hour 
per week to prepare (through a drop-in art or science teacher) and Grades 4-5 teachers get 
1 hour of prep time per day. He noted that in thinking about this, the tradeoff had been 
the number of kids you saw vs. how much time you got to prep. This is a very oft-talked 
about issue among teachers, especially in elementary schools; the middle and high 
schools are not affected in the same way. Much of the research around other countries 
that have better performance than the U.S. show that their teachers get dramatically more 
time to prep their classes, collaborate, grade, and prepare curriculum materials. It was 
noted that the amount of time is as much as 2-3 times what American teachers get. 
Campbell added that the model discussed did not yet incorporate additional costs to 
provide more prep time. With 24 students, they would expect more prep time. Beery 
noted that prep time would be included in the work for the next budget model.   
     Collier urged Beery to radically simplify the information for the focus groups and the 
voters, asking how the choices could be conceptualized. He noted that the numbers were 
one thing but the content was another and stressed the importance of separating those two 
decision points and really trying to unpack them with the focus groups and polling. If 
they are combined, people may want to go with the cheapest option. Beery added behind 
this lay other scenarios, such as a different taxrate. Beery noted that breaking this down 
into something people could digest was challenging, and she was open to suggestions. 
Hensley guessed that the proportion of the science instruction that 4th and 5th graders 
were getting was close to 100% during those prep time hours. Simon stated that he 
thought it differed by school and what their decision was for how they use their prep 
time. Hensley asked what the shift would really mean practically, on the ground, noting 
the fewer scenarios there are to deal with, the easier it would be to talk about. What 
would happen with science instruction and the different things the sites were doing with 
that prep time and what changes would have to be made instructionally? She 
recommended having it go down to two scenarios if possible. Beery noted that the 
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challenge in putting this together was that some of the savings or costs are not seen in the 
first year. She has played with “on average, this scenario saves you $500K/year, and this 
scenario saves you another $500K”, adding that it was not just about the dollars but also 
about what a program looks like.  
     Beery went on to present a “History of Class Size Reduction,” a slide on what the 
CSR goals and reduction had been at various points in time. There would be continued 
discussions with the teachers and staff to get their sense about changes to class size and 
get their input on the various components they would see as positives, negatives, and as 
adjustments that would need to be made: 
     Some of the positives: 
� Teacher prep time 
� Cost savings 
� Reduction in 4th/5th grade class sizes (what with Common Core and other demands 

being made on students/teachers at this juncture) 
� No more combo classes 
� Possible savings around returning flex rooms to sites 

 
     Some of the negatives: 
� Larger class size impact on higher needs students 
� Difficult to differentiate K-3 
� Schools may need more student support 

 
     Beery said that those were some of the issues that were coming up, including the ones 
brought up in the P&O committee around full inclusion and the possibility of aides. She 
noted the more that could be brought back to the Board and the planning groups so they 
hear the pros and cons, the better. In response to Irwin’s question regarding the size of 4th 
and 5th grade classes at 24/25:1, Glimme stated that there were several sites that went 
from (3) 3rd grade classes to (2) 4th grade classes, dividing (3) groups of 20 into (2) 
classes of 4th graders at 30 each. If the class size was the same, you would never have to 
collapse classes like that because the same number of students would roll through. He 
noted that a lot of the odd size classes came from that switch and also noted that the way 
the BSEP measure was structured, class size for K-3 was a small number, 20, and the 
class size for 4-5 is a bigger number. Thus, an adjustment needs to be made when you 
switch from 3rd grade to 4th grade, and the measure changes the required ratio. Collier 
asked about positive and negatives and suggested that the cost savings generated could be 
used to fund investments in student/teacher supports. Campbell noted that the slide 
needed to be updated, and the cost-saving bullet needed to be removed. When you look at 
the CSR scenarios, you are in the red quickly. Campbell noted that you do get some 
savings but you also have to look at the increasing costs of STRS/PERS and other things, 
so those savings quickly evaporate. This proposal shows that you would not be able to 
change anything, except maybe prep time, and there would not be a pot of money for 
IAs/Instructional Assistants. IAs cost about $50K/year in total compensation. Collier 
stated that we had focus on a positive approach. Beery stated that what was being 
discussed now was priorities: looking at the dollars that we have or could have, and 
asking what best serves the children. Are our students best served by continuing to invest 
our dollars in small classes? In order to do any of these things, we have to increase our 
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tax rate and/or cut out some of the things we are currently funding and/or move them 
somewhere else.  
    Staples stated the visual/pie chart would be really helpful compared to the matrix style 
charts. She noted it could be seen that CSR swallows up the entire budget and there was 
nothing left. As a parent, she realized and felt that the class size ratio of 20:1 did not 
benefit her child when she had to go to a class size of 32 after a couple of years. It needs 
to be considered that people will think about what is going to benefit their child(ren) the 
most? Bachelor-Brabo stated that classroom size may have a higher impact on 
underserved students. Beery added that Eknoian pointed out that even though we had 
small class sizes in place, we were not seeing the results in terms of the gap. That raises 
the question around whether it is smaller class sizes, or what else, and what is the optimal 
small size along with other supports. 
     Beery presented the “Sample of Current BSEP Purposes: Projected Fund Balances.” 
She noted that BSEP was connected to other resources in the District where we were 
trying to leverage the resources that came from various sources in various directions. We 
needed to ask ourselves about the other things that BSEP was funding. Are they still 
relevant? Are they things that this community values? Are they continuing to be 
sustainable? Are there ways in which these programs could think about how their 
resources are being used or adjusted? She pulled out four resource scenarios to review: 
Music/VAPA, Technology, Parent Outreach, and Public Information, which have fairly 
set structures and were sustainable to the end of the measure. Even with Site 
Discretionary Funds of $231/student, there would still be a deficit (see notes at the 
bottom of the page). The Library resource was sustainable. Professional Development 
and Program Evaluation were multi-funded and sustainable as well. Beery stated that 
even with the positive adjustments made by the Board, the Music/VAPA budget would 
run into the red a little bit and similar to CSR, was affected by increasing enrollment, as 
well as associated instructional costs and instrument purchase/repair. For Technology, 
there was a desire to have more instructional technology, but unless the staffing model 
changes, the budget will run into the red.  
     Glimme stated that when we asked for money, it was because we provided a lot of 
services, noting that we should be proud of that. He also mentioned that we talk a lot 
about the increase in class sizes in 4th grade, but that was not always how it used to be, 
because there were a lot of combo classes. You can smooth out that transition by offering 
combo classes, but that is a site decision. Beery stated that committee members could 
email her their thoughts/thoughts on how to simplify the content. Beery will be at the 
School Board on Wednesday, January 27 to give the BSEP Annual Report. Hensley 
agreed that for the amount of money in BSEP, we do a lot. She felt that people were 
going to want to see something new, not an increase to maintain the status quo, 
something additive. Beery noted that the question was: does that additive have to cost 
money or could it be some difference in the way services are delivered? Beery stated that 
all of these services have evolved and are not the same programs that they were in 2006. 
In this moment, we could take a really deep look at programs such as Family 
Engagement, Technology or Public Information and ask how we could do this differently 
in a way that might not cost more? Huchting wondered if the additive piece could address 
the discrepancy (as noted by Eknoian about Oxford test scores gap) in some way with 
different groups. Programs have been successful for many children but certainly not for 
others. Beery stated that this could be the crux of a good conversation between the P&O 
and the LCAP, which has much smaller funds to be used in a targeted and assessable 
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way. One of their big investments, comparatively, was with Family Engagement. Was 
that seen to be effective and was that a place where BSEP dollars could be increased? 
Was there Professional Development in differentiation that could be increased? What was 
it that we could be doing that we could add more dollars to?  
    In response to a question regarding the voter poll, Beery said that the phone poll would 
be an 800-person poll, with a split sample for some questions. It will be a one shot deal. 
Beery is asking for help with ongoing conversations in terms of a community workshop, 
going out to stakeholder groups and others.  
     Collier stated, in terms of dealing with the issues of racial disparity and outcomes, 
which is huge for the city and the district, we don’t want to get ahead of that process. Are 
there steps in the decision-making that would fit time-wise into the process of doing 
focus groups and helping the discussions about whether to include something along those 
lines in this new measure or not? He added that we need guidance from Beery, Evans, 
and staff, all as drivers of the process. Collier confirmed that because this was an ongoing 
issue that the District was grappling with, there needed to first be decisions as to what the 
priorities are, then what the initiatives and proposals would be. Evans responded that in 
addition to looking at what was or wasn’t working, they were also looking at what was 
needed in terms of making the district a world-class district. They were also looking at 
what the community wanted to see in their schools. Beery added that the BSEP measure 
had to be articulated by April, but setting it in a larger framework along with the LCAP 
and other district goals, with some leverage to making some real changes in the district 
around things like professional learning communities, RtI2, and instructional 
investments, is a longer-range undertaking. Both the Superintendent and the Board were 
talking about this at the retreat and will take this as an opportunity to create a very simple 
summary of what we believe our children need and how BSEP serves those needs.    
Campbell added that the Superintendent was responding to a current set of demands that 
are new, and everyone is working constantly at closing the equity gap. It is pretty much 
the District’s primary focus. All funds were pointing in that direction. She noted that the 
LCAP lays out the plan for the gaps, and the way the District has written it shows how all 
funds relate to the spirit of that goal. The plan was written 3 years ago and is the 
roadmap. The goal has been to look at BSEP renewal and all our funds in working 
towards our goals. This is not new. The Superintendent has to respond to a new set of 
ideas, but we have plans in place. Collier asked that when this is on the agenda next time 
that it be framed with specific points of information about this process and any proposals 
that you have or don’t have. Rather than the P&O coming up with ideas about how to 
spend the money, the District should be the driver of this. Evans confirmed that the 
District is looking at how all of this work together, what the funding streams are, and how 
BSEP ties in. Beery confirmed that Campbell was right about the LCAP plan. Over the 
years, the LCAP plan became a quasi-strategic plan. Some of the BSEP funds were 
included in that plan, but not all of them. It is close but not the full picture, and the LCAP 
plan could be used as part of our framework. Beery stated that a discussion around BSEP 
and LCAP could be part of the next P&O meeting.  
     Howell stated that she felt the class size numbers would directly affect the Special Ed 
students. If SPED could be engaged in a meaningful way and become part of the process 
where they get support to shift to the 24:1 ratio, we would have a great opportunity with 
Lisa Graham at the helm, really listening to the families, to shift how we provide services 
for special ed students. The flip side of that was that if we don’t engage SpEd and how 
this could affect special ed students, this could be a catastrophe for students who are 



BSEP P&O Committee Minutes 11-10-2015 
Official but not Adopted 

14 

already struggling in our current full-inclusion setting who may already be missing the 
appropriate supports or service modality for them. She hoped that SpEd was being 
engaged and prepared to understand what this shift was and could take this as a positive 
opportunity to listen to and engage families. Howell noted that it was an exciting 
opportunity to shift things because it has been stagnant for a long time. Evans stated that 
they are talking about “what does different look like?” 
 
9. For the Good of the Order 
     Eknoian asked for African American achievement to be placed on the agenda. Paxson 
wanted to acknowledge that the need to move on was not due to any lack of interest in the 
issue, but Beery’s charge was the BSEP plan.   
     Lamar stated that BTA’s very specific issues could be included on the agenda and 
Beery noted that it should be taken to the PAC.  
     Wincher stated that we had a counseling funding program for the district and 
wondered if they could allocate funds for a counselor for single parents alongside family 
engagement counseling to assist with families that had gone through divorce and may 
have different situations that could not be put into one box. Beery stated that might be 
able to be built in with a subcommittee meeting and how a program could be expanded or 
changed and discussed in more depth. The Library subcommittee has been meeting, but 
the others had not yet started.  
     Lamar thanked the committee and stated that he had a concern around the increase for 
the BSEP tax and wondered if there was a two-year incremental way to increase taxes. 
Beery noted his previous suggestion around a compounding way to increase the taxes. 
She said they had looked at what other districts had done; voters need to have some clear 
expectation of rates. Using something standard like the COLA, the CPI/Consumer Price 
Index, or a flat percentage amount had been used elsewhere.   
     Lazio asked if there was anything within the existing measure, a program or initiative 
that had saved the district or been a cost-effective model in the context of what is spent 
on everything. Beery would like to address that but wanted to know more about how to 
define “cost effective” in terms of outcomes or savings?   
 
10. Adjournment 
     Perez thanked the committee members for staying for a longer meeting. The meeting 
was adjourned by acclamation at 9:44 p.m. 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Linda Race, BSEP Staff Support 
 
 


