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 BSEP PLANNING & OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MINUTES  
April 12, 2016 

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

 
P&O Committee Members Present: 
Bridgett Bernhard, Arts Magnet (Alt) 
Eric van Dusen, Cragmont (Co) 
Dawn Paxson, Emerson 
Danielle Perez, John Muir (co-Chair) 
Deborah Simon-Weisberg, LeConte (Co 
Lily Howell, Malcolm X  
John Eknoian, Oxford 
Laura Babitt, Rosa Parks) 
Jonathan Cherin, Thousand Oaks (Co) 
Aaron Schiller, Thousand Oaks (Co 
Bruce Simon, King (co-Chair) 

Josh Irwin, King (Alt) 
Catherine Huchting, Willard 
Christine Meuris, Willard 
Aaron Glimme, Berkeley High 
Elisabeth Hensley, King 
Josh Irwin, King (Alt) 
John Lavine, Berkeley High  
Catherine Lazio, Berkeley High  
Christine Staples, Berkeley High 
Louise Harm, Independent Study 

 
P&O Committee Members Absent*:  
Victoria Hritonenko, Pre-K 
Shauna Rabinowitz, Jefferson 
Terry Pastika, Jefferson (Alt) 
Rob Collier, LeConte (Co) 
Alan Hubbard, Washington (Alt) 
Joe Rapoza, Washington 
Abby Wincher, Longfellow 
Ramal Lamar, BTA 
*Alternates and co-reps are not marked absent if another rep is present.  
 
Visitors, School Board Directors, Union Reps, and Guests:  
Judy Appel, School Board/P&O Liaison 
Lea Bachelor-Brabo, BHS Parent, Communications Team 
Javetta Cleveland, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services 
Moshe Cohen, Parent 
Mark Coplan, Public Information Officer 
Donald Evans, Superintendent 
Peter Gidlund, Music/VAPA Supervisor 
Jay Nitschke, Director of Technology 
Pasquale Scuderi, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services 
Becca Todd, 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.  
 

2. Establish the Quorum/Approve Agenda 
     The quorum was approved with 14 voting members initially present, and 19 voting 
members total later in the meeting. 20 members in all were in attendance. 13 voting 
members are required for a quorum. 
 
     MOTION CARRIED (Glimme/Eknoian): To approve the agenda of the April 12, 2016 
P&O Committee Meeting. The motion was unanimously approved.  

 
3. Chairperson’s Comments 

Co-Chairs Danielle Perez and Bruce Simon 
Perez reminded the members to contribute to the snack fund as public monies are not to 

be used for this purpose. Simon reminded members to raise their hands and wait to be 
recognized as well as monitor their time in order that everyone have a chance to speak. 

 
4. BSEP Directors Comments 

Natasha Beery 
Beery updated the committee on the ongoing public process for the new BSEP Measure. 
She had just come from presenting to John Muir PTA & BHS teachers. She acknowledged 
Laura Babitt for including her in the Parents of Children of African American Descent 
meeting last Saturday. Beery still has meeting invitations with the BOCA/Berkeley 
Organizing Congregations for Action, NAACP, the Berkeley Democratic Club, DELAC, 
and a few more. They are still gathering feedback.  

 
5. Approval of Minutes March 22, 2015 

     There was a brief review allowed for the March 22, 2015 P&O Committee Meeting 
minutes.  

 
MOTION CARRIED (Staples/Huchting): To approve the meeting minutes of the 

March 22, 2015 P&O Committee Meeting. The motion was approved with a showing of 
12 hands, no objections, and 2 abstentions. 

 
6. Public Comment 

      Moshe Cohen passed around a handout about the ratio of Special Education teachers to 
the total students at each school. Since BUSD is a full inclusion district, the document looks 
at the ratio of teachers to students in the whole school rather than the ratio of Special Ed 
students to each Special Ed teacher as you might do in a district that had SDC/Special Day 
Classes. The data was obtained from a teacher doing his/her own research. The handout also 
shows the national as well as the state average for teacher/student ratios. The national 
average was 1:120 and the state average was 1:190. If you look at a large school like 
Malcolm X, the average was 1:238 and for a smaller school like John Muir the average was 
1:246. There was a spread, but all of the schools were worse than the national average. 
Cohen noted that the District was keeping class sizes down effectively and doing a good job 
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for the majority of students, even if class size moved to 24:1. He stated, however, that the 
Special Education teacher-student ratio needed to be considered in the larger discussion. He 
said that Special Education teachers needed to be freed up to do what needs to be done to 
have a good full inclusion district and do the programmatic parts of their job that were not 
just direct service. Examples given were working with teachers, working with the school as 
a whole, and creating the community that has and creates acceptance for our students. When 
he looked at his three children he felt only two of them were well-served. He asked that 
before the next measure was fully crafted, it should be remembered that part of class size 
reduction was looking at children that have IEPs in this district.  
     Questions for Cohen:  

• Hensley asked about the asterisk indicating that there was one Special Day 
Class/SDC. Cohen confirmed that was for Cragmont, the one that was left. 

Howell stated that they had talked with other Special Ed families and wondered why the 
BSEP class size reduction plan didn’t produce a virtual class size of Special Ed teachers. 
The numbers on this handout show that the District is behind the rest of the state and the 
nation, and the idea is to include Special Ed teachers in the class size reduction piece.  
 
Superintendents’ Comments: Dr. Evans noted that at the next Board Meeting of April 20, 
2016, a Special Education presentation was on the agenda, and staffing would be up for 
discussion. There would also be further discussion about the LCAP preliminary budget, a 
presentation of the Cooking and Gardening program and budget for next year, and approval 
of the new Career-Technical Education/CTE Director.  

 
7. BSEP Measure 2016 Draft: Allocations, Structure, Term 

Natasha Beery, BSEP Director 
Beery provided the following handouts: 

• DRAFT April 12, 2016, Comparison of BSEP 2006 with proposed 2016 Framework 
and Allocations 

• Text of Measure: Prior Text and Proposed Text 
 

     Beery gave an overview of the draft of the next BSEP Measure. She had sent out an 
earlier a few days prior so the committee members could see how it was moving forward. At 
the last meeting, the class size scenario for K-5 was at 23.6. This received the highest 
number of votes in a straw poll from P&O members, but there was also some spread in 
preferences. In conversations around the District, while people understood the need to 
balance the budget and also come up with a solution to the jump from K-3 at 20 to 4/5 at 26, 
there has been a desire to find keep K-3 class size as low as fiscally possible. People have 
been wondering if we can do better than the State’s 24:1, possibly 23:1. A class size of 23:1 
meant that we could start Kindergarten closer to 22:1, and then 20:1 doesn’t seem so distant. 
What would it take to make 23:1 work, and what would the tax rate look like? Even at 36 
cents, not everything balanced out. The amount needed to make the program whole was 
closer to 37c/square foot. While people were not thrilled about a tax increase, they also 
wanted the funds to reflect the priorities. Class size continues to be a strong Berkeley value 
and at the same time, it will be wrapped up with other supports that we want for our teachers 
and students. 
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     Beery stated that she felt they came up with a structure that was fiscally and 
programmatically responsible and sustainable. They also wanted to make BSEP purposes a 
little easier to grasp, align the measure purposes so that it was clear to everyone.  
     The first section called “Class Size Reduction” has always been confusing because it 
included more than just class size reduction. What was middle school counseling doing in 
class size reduction? Also, why was middle school counseling vulnerable, “a maybe” when 
we really should make sure that this happens either through BSEP or the GF. It was heard 
from the community and the poll that the kids who are really struggling need all kinds of 
supports. What BSEP does to support struggle students seemed somewhat hidden by the 
structure. 
     Beery referred to the DRAFT April 12, 2016, Comparison of BSEP 2006 with proposed 
2016 Framework and Allocations. Noting the goldenrod-colored/”Effective Student 
Support” section of the Framework, she stated the currently funded items such as Lit 
Coaches, RTI2 and TWI, were renamed “Student Achievement Strategies” and intended to 
be more reflective of doing something effective for student learning. In most cases, it means 
partnering with other resources including LCAP to make sure those resources were truly 
effective. This was rebranding with a purpose, to clarify to the public as to what was 
intended and hold BSEP more accountable for its intent.  
     The green/”High Quality Instruction” section includes of class size reduction, with the 
elementary class sizes will balanced at 23:1, keeping 28:1 at the secondary schools, and 
phasing in balancing in over time. Referring to the green/”High Quality Instruction” section, 
Beery stated that specifically what goes hand-in-hand with CSR is providing supports to 
teachers through Professional Development (PD).  Three purposes (PD, Technology and 
Program Evaluation) that are together in Measure A were moved into places that were more 
appropriate, such as moving PD and Program Evaluation into ”High Quality Instruction.” 
Some of these alignments were conceptual and with the help of Cleveland’s team, the 
dollars “fit.” Expanded Course Offerings were not about the teachers per se but about the 
classroom and the classroom beyond the school day. Beery noted a typo: “Teaching 
Support” should read “Classroom Support.”  
     Beery reviewed the blue/”Essentials for Excellence” section and noted this term came up 
when Scuderi made his presentation to the School Board about what BSEP does. ”Essentials 
for Excellence” e.g., School Site Programs, Libraries, Music/VAPA and Instructional 
Technology, were not add-ons but what students really need for a full education. This 
includes both enrichment and access that is independent of funding from the PTA or Site 
Funds. Instructional Technology was moved into “Essentials for Excellence” rather than 
lumped in with PD and Program Evaluation as in the current measure, as it’s also an equity 
& access classroom enhancement piece that belonged there. The Technology percentage of 
funding was moved from where it was before without changing the actual percentage. 
Parent Outreach/Family Engagement & Access was a better fit with the Student Support 
family of purposes, and its percentage did not change either.  
     Beery said that one member of the budget models workgroup had asked if there was an 
increase in the dollars coming in, whether the percentages needed to be the same. There was 
a discussion around this at the workgroup and ultimately decided that budget adjustments 
could happen both within and across “family” groups. For example, 10% could be taken 
from one group in “Essentials for Excellence” and given to another group in the family. 
Beery noted that school site program dollars would not be part of this flexibility, as the other 
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things were really district-wide programs, e.g., Libraries, Music/VAPA, Technology and 
Effective Student Support. As needs and resource availability changed, there would be the 
means of adjusting.  
     Beery noted that while she did not like seeing Family Engagement and her department, 
“Measure Oversight, Communication, & Translation” begin “in the red,” this is because 
they are deficit spending right now, but both of them have substantial fund balances that will 
support them this year and through the first year of the new measure. This will give them 
time to realign the programs and resources.  
      Questions and responses to the overview: 

• Beery mentioned the District’s bond rating upgrade to AA+, acknowledging Deputy 
Superintendent Cleveland’s work toward that end, and had used it as a placeholder 
“name” the new measure. In actuality, the District will not know what the ballot 
designation will be until its received from the City of Berkeley. 

• Lazio wondered about some of the assumptions on the sheet. She asked for the total 
FTE and average teacher compensation for each of the scenarios. Also, she asked if 
the model included any revenue for square footage that will be coming online in the 
City, estimated to be around 2M square feet. The square footage assumption were 
available at the City of Berkeley, Economic Development website. Beery noted that 
those revenues would be coming in over a period of time and would not sufficiently 
offset cost increases. Beery said the assumptions behind “DRAFT April 12, 2016, 
Comparison of BSEP 2006 with proposed 2016 Framework and Allocations” 
include the multi-year projections previously presented, but the “Framework” only 
showed the first year projections. There would be the least savings in the first year 
because the class size adjustments were being done incrementally starting with 
Kindergarten. There may only be a savings of three or four classes in the first, but 
over time there would be more savings. For the out years, proportionally there would 
be a reduced cost for FTE, depending on enrollment. A little bit of enrollment 
growth and compensation modeled on a 1% step & column increase was built in, and 
the STRS retirement increases will be around 2% per year.  She noted that the 
current projections show us going into the red in the out years under certain 
scenarios. Cleveland added that based on the last two measures, under which there 
was a shortfall the last couple of years, the District would consider having a reserve 
for that possible scenario. Cleveland also noted that the revenues from increased 
square footage would definitely help but not entirely cover increasing costs in the 
out years. Cleveland noted that in addition to STRS, there would be CalPERS 
retirement increases for classified staff. They just received those rates, and there 
were pretty big jumps noted in the out years. Unknowns are future negotiated 
salaries and state revenues. They did their best to do an 8-year projection based on 
current information, and it was challenging.  

• Glimme asked why the COLA that was built in was not keeping up with actual 
expenses. Cleveland responded that when there was a COLA for BSEP and none for 
the district, those funds were invested in our students. Beery added that there were 
other portions of the measure that were in the red due to the lack of alignment 
between costs and revenues. She stated that there had already been cuts and 
management of the dollars because of increasing costs and the COLA not keeping 
pace. Beery stated that they were looking at using the CPI/Consumer Price Index in 
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the hope that would track with costs a little better and not have as many ups and 
downs as the State COLA has.  

• Staples remarked that the language choices were well-chosen. They were much more 
expressive of the qualities that have come up in discussion. It would be easier for 
people to understand. She congratulated Beery on this. 

• Hensley wondered about the order of the items listed under the Class Size 
Reduction/”High Quality Instruction” fund, because they are listed differently than 
they are currently listed in the language of the measure. Beery stated that was a 
struggle and a challenge for the committee. She referred to the draft language of the 
“Text of Measure: Prior Text and Proposed Text” handout, specifically 3.A.ii, 
paragraph 2, “After resultant class sizes meet the goals stated above, additional 
staffing may be added to provide professional development, program evaluation, 
classroom support, expanded course offerings at the secondary schools, insofar as 
the funds permit. Allocations within these options shall be recommenced by district 
staff to the P&O Committee and approved by the Board.” The order was not 
supposed to be an order of preference referring to the “Allocations…” sentence. 
Beery noted that the dollar amounts were extrapolated from the existing structure 
and again, no floor or ceiling for items could be a concern. 

• In response to a question from Huchting, Beery and Cleveland confirmed that the 
budget assumption for modeling for COLA increases was 1.2%, which according to 
Cleveland, is a conservative estimate. The COLA assumption could be 2% but the 
negotiated salary increases might be higher than what she projected so it was a wash. 
Any new revenues that come in are shared for programs as well as staffing. She was 
keeping the staffing increases in the conservative range as well.  

• Irwin asked about the dedicated percentages for items like PD. Beery stated that 
those items, PD, Technology, and Program Evaluation do not have dedicated 
percentages currently as part of a 9% pot. They worked out an allocation between 
those departments. There was nothing in the measure that stated how much they get. 
Beery confirmed that moving items to “Page Two” may make them more vulnerable. 
They took away the vulnerability from counseling, and staff said there may be other 
funds available for PD such as one-time funds and other options for funding PD 
somewhat flexibly.  While BSEP is a key source, it is not the only source of 
professional development money. Irwin noted that the Effective Student Support at 
7% did not add up with the resources in that category. Beery noted that this was 
reflective of an attempt to increase to allocation to 7.5%, which had not been 
corrected before printing. Counseling and Behavioral Health should be 2.0%. Beery 
confirmed the dollar numbers were correct and will fix percentages in this section. 

• Beery confirmed that the budget model is based on a tax rate of 37 cents and 
elementary class size 23:1. Paxson stated that she felt the changes that were made 
were great, especially those that indicate priorities. Beery mentioned that she had 
tried to make it such that PD and Program Evaluation, which are staffed by 
TSAs/Teachers on Special Assignment only be FTE in BSEP. She tried to put the 
expense elsewhere but could not work it out. Paxson was also glad to see the 
Technology move. 

• Babitt asked if the idea of Instructional Assistants moved forward, where would it be 
included? Beery responded that it would go under “Classroom Support” in “High 
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Quality Instruction.” Beery added that was all they had for the first year as the 
savings start out small. Although IAs in classrooms are expensive, the option was 
discussed as a possibility. Nothing on “Page 2” was specific and if it was determined 
that was a better way to meet student needs, then that could happen. 

• Babitt asked if the workgroup had gone through things that were negatively 
impacted by the current measure as it was written. She noted that for Family 
Engagement, BSEP says that you can’t pay for things like food, and that has 
negatively impacted how they could draw people in. Beery stated that those kinds of 
guidelines were not written into the measure, but a standard has been applied about 
the appropriate use of public funds, and food could be considered a “gift of public 
funds.” Cleveland stated that might be allowed on a local level, not a state level and 
could be a choice. Some state funding has limitations on food depending on the 
resource and noted that there are options for providing some food. Babitt returned to 
asking about whether there were other things that were impacted negatively, and 
Beery responded by saying she had worked with Liz Karam, BSEP Senior Budget 
Analyst, to see where they run into problems in areas of interpretation.  

• Lazio stated that as long as we were rebranding purposes, she thought that the P&O 
could uniquely comment on, simplify and clarify some of the information we get 
from the District that would make the job of the Committee easier. She wanted to 
propose eliminating “Page 2.” Lazio did not mean getting rid of the items – she 
wanted to take the $15-16M for CSR and make it 57% instead of 66%, and then 
moving the other purposes to other places. She felt that would eliminate so much 
confusion, hassle, the weeks of education it takes to read a teacher template, etc. She 
pointed out that in terms of CSR, we were not falling short. If you actually looked at 
that 10-year projection, we actually covered salaries very solidly for those 10 years.  
  Cleveland stated that if we looked at the “Pac-man” (pie chart) and the beginning 
of the measure, what she thought they were trying to do was as there was increasing 
costs and growth in enrollment, the model had COLA going into CSR that would be 
able to pay for the costs 10 years later. It did fall short because the GF was picking 
up $2M in the last year of the measure. If we drop this percentage down to 57% and 
have increasing costs, then the GF may not have the funds to pick that up. Lazio 
stated that she looked at the data, and the District has always had a surplus of $1-3M 
surplus for that fund, except in the last 2 years. She didn’t think there was not a 
reason to do that reserve or give the money to school site programs. She thought 
there might be a much simpler way for the oversight committee to look at this 
resource.  
     Glimme stated that he had a different opinion. He thought structuring it in this 
way offered flexibility and if there were limits, e.g., you have to dedicate this money 
to CSR and you remove the ability to have extra, you would be locked into class size 
reductions when you don’t need it. Instead of being stuck, that money could 
potentially be used, as it was now, to fund other programs for student needs. If a 
enrollment went down, they could have money locked into only CSR because the 
measure said the money had to be used that way. He felt that was why it was 
structured that way and believes it should continue to be so. 
     Hensley wondered when it came to Program Evaluation, was it considered to 
move it into Measure Oversight, Communication and Translation? Had it ever been 
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considered that after CSR was met, if there were funds remaining then it would be 
allocated to the other pieces of the “Pac-Man”? Beery confirmed that did come up as 
a suggestion. That was essentially making everything “Page 2.”  

• Huchting noted that her general concern about Program Evaluation was to see how 
much these programs have been evaluated. Beery stated that there would be a 
Program Evaluation presentation two meetings from now. It would be helpful to let 
D’Angelo know what data we would like to see a report on. 

• Simon was curious about the things on “Page 2” and whether was there was a 
discussion about putting language into the measure about how the money was to be 
distributed or was it intended to leave it wide open. As Beery recalled, they decided 
to leave it up to staff because with all the variation with other funding sources, there 
was a concern if the amount was locked in, there might not be the ability to get 
resources to where they were most needed.  She reminded the committee that the 
amount of detail in the measure language - compared to other districts - shows we 
care and are careful. She added that she thought we should not err on the side of 
being overly specific because we may end up getting stuck with something we 
cannot live with. 

• Howell returned to Babitt’s earlier comments around classroom or IA supports. 
When they had parent and BFT feedback, one of the concerns was the impact of 
increased class sizes and how they could negatively impact the high risk and 
struggling students. For students with IEPs or being pulled for RTI2 and a systemic 
achievement gap issue, one thing that might mitigate that would be more classroom 
support. That was a big concern for Howell. She also noted that it could be an issue 
for voters. Beery stated that was why the workgroup went to 37 cents. Voters were 
mixed on class size issues and split pretty evenly. The takeaway is to have as few 
kids in the class as can be sustainably supported and have “Page 2” not locked in and 
have funds in that teaching/learning support that can be used in some way. There is 
also the “Student Achievement Strategies” purpose, and you could make the 
argument that some of that could be used for classroom support. The current 
measure actually mentions PD on “Page 2” although we just haven’t used it in 
precisely that way. We pay for Lit Coaches out of PD and School Site Discretionary 
Funds. Given the things we might want to do in the next year or two, it would be 
good to ensure that the language permits/does not prohibit what might be needed.   

• Babitt noted that she was surprised that the measure looked essentially the same as it 
had in the past and noted her disappointment that it did not reflect something new. 
Commenting on the IA option and the achievement gap, she added it could also help 
students at the top. Why wasn’t there some new “oomph?” Beery stated that if new 
“oomph” cost more, the measure would have had to raise the tax rate more or get rid 
of something. She noted that although they heard a lot of interest in having IAs, they 
did not hear a clear consensus that the District must bring in and pay for them. Beery 
stated that there were a lot of things that people wanted to add in and there wasn’t a 
way to not to raise the tax more and yet create more. Evans added that when they 
were prioritizing what people wanted, there was barely enough money for the 
current purposes. He added that one of the things the District had now that they 
didn’t have before was LCAP. To provide some of those new, innovative things they 
had to think about how far they could raise the tax rate before parents would start 
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saying “This is ridiculous.” They worked to keep the programs that people held dear. 
Appel added that she appreciated all the comments and noted that she participated in 
the budget model group. She noted that in fact many things do look the same, which 
reflects what the community supports, but also noted that because the “buckets” had 
shifted around, it does allow for us to do some new things. Appel also noted that she 
didn’t want people to think that nothing was going to change. She noted that the 
PAC and the P&O did not yet have an opportunity to meet and there was still an 
opportunity to meld the parent groups that have been working so hard towards 
directing resources. The conversations with both groups should be shared with each 
other. Beery had talked about this with Pat Saddler, Director for Special Projects. 
She stated there was work toward a public document that should be celebratory 
about the support of the community and all that had been accomplished. Beery listed 
a number of things that had been mentioned by parents and with the BSEP and 
LCAP so that the board hears this from all different places. New and different 
programs are a part of the conversation. 
     Lazio agreed with Babitt that she wanted more room for innovation. One of the 
ways they could consider that without increasing costs was to move ECO funds into 
school site monies, especially at the high school. As a member of that committee, 
she felt that things were fairly institutionalized and wanted to be able to work with 
the high school more vigorously to freshen things up.  
     Howell noted that as a parent with a special needs student, she felt full inclusion 
without the systemic supports did not work. The $140K for classroom support didn’t 
seem like enough. Cleveland stated that they didn’t know what the COLA was going 
to be, and she was hoping for more revenue than what was shown. It was hard to do 
projections without knowing what the COLA and the economy would be like. She 
noted that she was conservative and hoped there would be money in a later year. She 
felt there was flexibility built in to the measure, and they would be able to make 
changes.  

• Regarding the COLA/CPI question, van Dusen asked if there was any way to link 
the BSEP fund increase to go up at a similar rate as benefits obligations required by 
the State? Beery noted that Cleveland brought this up earlier in the discussions, 
asking whether there could be language around a calculation that looks at how 
BUSD costs are increasing because of factors such as enrollment or 
compensation/retirement costs. But the calculation would have to be done in-house 
and so would not likely be trusted as an independent calculation. The Governor’s 
COLA comes from the State. We are switching to the Bay Area CPI as a better 
measure of local econocmy, and this would be included in the text of the measure.  

• van Dusen wondered if “Page 2” could be more general. Beery stated that there was 
no reason that there shouldn’t be some guidance to the P&O Committee. 

     The committee moved on to discuss the Text of the Measure: Prior Text and Proposed 
Text handout. Beery stated that the Measure had to be financially stable and stand up 
legally. One of the ways to make sure it stands up legally was to have it based on the prior 
measure. That was another reason not to make massive changes and as much as possible 
stay with the framework that we have now. The District is following a tried and true 
framework beginning with the ballot text. The below mentioned items were discussed and 
the bullet points below indicated some of the changes and suggestions to the text: 
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• They stayed with the same title and just changed the year. 
• The wording of the proposed text was pretty close to what was used in the voter poll. 

It reflects the primary purposes and reflects the things that the local community cares 
about. There was a limited amount of words that could be used in the initial text of 
the measure. The comma after the word technology will be changed to a period and a 
new sentence will begin at the word “Shall.”  

• Item 3.A.ii the class size was reworded for K-5 school-wide average of 23:1 with 
wording around phasing until averages are met. The State defined the 24:1 for K-3 
but the District will do better than the state class size for K-5. “Schools may adopt 
alternative means to reduce class sizes”…was suggested. There was a suggestion of 
adding the words “at most” before the words “of 26:1.” 

• In 3.B, the word “improving” should be improve. Add “and academic experience” 
after the word “proficiency.” 

• Paragraph describing Music/VAPA. Add a period after the phrase “professional 
development in the arts.” Begin a new sentence with “Musical instruments and 
instructional materials, services and equipment necessary to conduct these 
programs… at any K-12 school, as long as funds permit.” Beery could reword this 
sentence. 

• Item 3.B.c paragraph, 2nd sentence, remove the first word “Existing.” 
• Item 3.B.d, Nitschke will work on the paragraph for Technology Instruction. Change 

the word “in” to for before the final word “schools.” 
• The paragraph.3.B.d Flexibility of Funds was struck and will reappear elsewhere. 
• Note: A motion was made to extend the meeting an additional 20 minutes. Motion 

made by Paxson/Harm, and the vote was unanimous. This motion was made to 
complete the review of the measure text. 

• Item 3.D Flexibility of funds: Add a period after the last use of the word “purposes.” 
Strike the words “Provided no purpose receives more than 15% over its designated 
allocation in any given year.” 

• Legal to review Item 4.A.ii. 
• Typo noted at 1.4.B. Term. The word “ten” in the second sentence should be 

replaced by the word eight.  
• Item 4.C. Cost of Living Adjustment will be changed to reflect Bay Area Consumer 

Price Index. 
• Item 5.B.ii title was changed to from “School Governance” to “School Site 

Council.” 
• Item 6.B “Average Class Size” will be worked on for new language by Beery and 

Legal. 
• Note: changes made that were not mentioned in these meeting minutes were 

accepted at the meeting. 
 

8. Adjournment 
     The meeting was adjourned by acclamation at 9:55 p.m. 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Linda Race, BSEP Staff Support 


