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Agenda

Budget Highlights and Assumptions

( • Unrestricted General Fund (01)

TOTAL REVENUES: 61,915,553 62,183,815 268,262
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re\iCe © 2012 School Services of Cailfornia, Inc.
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• Multi-Year Projections

6

Variance Report- Unrestricted General
FundOl

First Second

Interim Interim

FY 2012-13 FY 2012-13 YxLances

REVENUES:

Revenue LrntScurces -‘7467532 S’S1C’46 S .114.564

Ct’er Stare Revenues 12,991,471 12990790 (681)

956,55] :0:0529 54375
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TOTAL EXPENDITURES 60,613,105 60,324,707 288,398

Transfer to Serf Insurance Rnd

[ Total Transfers Out (880,313) (579426)300,887 I
Other Sources / Uses

r’xc’edsfrrxn Sale u L3a’rct-nse Cf
zcxCard ano bui-ings

Contributions In and Other Financing Sources

5SEr’Cc.n,trcurcn :1.567,700 11 867,730 -

383? Drect Sues-nc 777,51O

BSEP Subseture Osmr-ensadcn 220,400 220,400
F86d Trips 179,131 185.797 6,686

t Total Contribunons In - 12,439,131 12,445,897

SchocrSer” Ices
L.ai1crnIa

EXPENDrflJRES:
First

Interim
FY 2012-13

Certificated Salaries

Second
Interim

FY 2012-13

C1.assfi Saares

35,243,094

Variances

En’proee Bandits

35,203,448

3,083472

ScaRs and Supplies

39,6*

8,059,575

12,645,263

23.897

Senates & Onea’atrrg Exzens’e

12,232,185

1,294,169

Capital Qitlay

413,075 B

1,197,739

6,464)806

(3.570)

0-rear SupccflhIndirecr lit

6.538,784

36,063

/7,973) C

(3,1-49,762)

143,963 (107,900) 0

ç3.1SO,87)

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES
OVER EXPENDITURES

1,225

1,302,448 1559,108 556,664)

First Second
Interim Interim

Ft 2012-13 Fl 2012-13 Variance
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES AND USES:

Inter-fund Transfers Out

Trarser to Oh ii Devecpment FCnd (30,575) (90,575)
-

Transfer to ?‘eschrsi Pocram 855942) 385.055) 300,287 1

__________________________

(243,496) (243,496)

D 2012 School Services of California, nc.
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Variance Report Explanations

A A decline of ADA was projected with the assumption that new enrollment in
the Charter School would decrease the Districts ADA. Due to growth in the
District’s enrollment in ower grades, ADA remained relatively fiat over the
prior year. Therefore, ADA was restored to prior year level, resulting in an
increase in revenue of $429,000. There was a net decrease of $263,000 in
revenue limit transfers to continuation and special education due to changes
in ADA. Revenue also decreased by 5263.000 due to reductton in
unemployment costs wh;ch is funded through the Revenue Limit.

6 Decrease in unemployment rate resulted in a reduction in benefits of
3263,000. which has been offset by the reduction in revenue limit. Other
employee statutory benefits decreased by $150,000 due to budgetary
savings.

C Decrease in service and other operating expenditures mostly due to
decrease in projected fngerprint cost forvolunteers.

Variance Report Explanations

D Increase in capital outlay due to need forvehicle replacement and purchase
of fingerprinting equipment for volunteers.

E Decrease in transfer to the Preschool Program of one-time contribution from
the general fund that is not needed to maintain programs for the balance of
the fiscal year

F1.9 290.3 Tm (in) Tj
10.40u.3 50.6 Tm (reduction) Tj
6.9 -0.1 0.2 9.4 162.4 322.4 Tm (in) T
10.8 -0.2 0.2 901 162.4 267.3 Cm (nntribution) Tj
7.0 -0.1 0.2 254 14745 322.4 Tm (for) Tjj
9.3 -0.2 0.2 968 133.5 322.2 Specifiscalraributionthe

Program

d

u

e

to

the

andone-time

tothecocttionof
theand

theof

theof62.7 267S.3 m (balance) Tj
9.5 -0.bc27817 Tj
26
7SicleE
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a

Special Education Mental Health

Mental Health in Millions

I nu Carrvoyr Total E!pnse Contribution

FY 2011-12 [ 1.3 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.0

FY2012-13 1.0 0.1 1.1 1.1 0.0

FY 201314 0.6 0.0 0.6 1.1 0.5

* Hybrid Funding Method
Per Student Funding Method

Agenda

• Budget Highlights and Assumptions

• Unrestricted General Fund (01)

[ - 1ufti-Year Projections

15

Laiforra
© 2012 School SeMces of California. Inc.



201 2-13 May Revision Workshop

Multi-Year Projections

2013-14 2014-15

COLA 1.65% 2.2%

COLA $.8 million $1.0 million

Deficit Spending $.5 million $.2 million

Ending fund balance $7.4 million $7.2 million

Backfill from parcel tax $0 $0

I6

Multi-Year Projections

Multi-Year Projections with COLA

2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
COLA 1.55% 2.2%
REVENUE 62.2 62.6 63.7

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 80.3 60.1 60.9

TOTAL SOURCES AND USES -2.7 -3.0 -3,0

Change in Fund Balance .0.81 -0.5 -0.2
Beginning Fund Balance 8.71 791 7.4

Ending Fund Bance - In Excess of 3% 7-91 7.4 7.2

2012 School Seiices of California, Inc.
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School

&cealilorrua

Multi-Year Projections

Multi-Year Projections with No COLA

REVENUE 62.2 61.8 62.7

2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 60.3
60•1F

60.9

TOTAL SOURCES AND USES -2.7 -3,0 -3.0

ChangelnFundBalance 0.8 1.3 1.2

Beginning Fund Balance 8.7 7.9[ 6.6

Ending Fund Balance -In Excess of 3% 7.9 54

Local Control Funding Formula- LCFF

* Governor’s plan “redistributes funding gains”
; Revenue limits and categorical programs are replaced by base grants and

supplemental grants over a phase-in period
The stated goal is to focus more resources on California’s most needy
students

* Elements of the proposed formula
:r A base grant target equal to the undeficited statewide average base

revenue limit per ADA — $6,816 (includes the 1.65% statutory COLA)

i Differential adjustments for early primary, primary, middle, and high school
grade spans; added funding for K-3 Class-Size Reduction (CSR) and 9-12
Career Technical Education (CTE)

Additional funding (concentration grants) based on the demographics of
the schools, including:

4 English Learner population

4 Pupils eligible for free and reduced-price meals

Foster youth

© 2012 School Services of California, Inc.
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CSCt0(
,aerv;ces

LCFF Continued

• Categorical programs excluded from the formula include
* Transportation
i Targeted Instructional Improvement Block Grant (TAG)
i Child Nutrition
a Special Education

Lottery
ASES

• The LCFF, as proposed, would replace revenue limits and most categorical
program funding

i Funding allocated through the formula would generally be flexible and
could be used for any educational purpose

i It’s a block grant based on a district’s 2012-13 total funding — it does not
allow for enrollment growth

• Timeline: Phased in over seven years — to be completed in 2020-21

Berkeley’s Calculation

(uttent Fundtng (2012-13 Budget)

I p1 rescL;n:es
11-4

aep,rcat

SS.[U24.OC’O

S659000

S2i1.C43

Add-crp
p11 Tran,ortfln

App

- epe:) ASP. \eceSs.-i rv 5rnII 1&.ools. eschc:p

eretey unillec Cilu0I

District
Page 2 I

© 2012 School Services of California, Inc.
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Target Calculation Under LCFF

342 <KU I t328

K 3 <5</SE

53. 35113,81:0 53 >8.830 312.803 0>83

3.31>3 Recu:ec

5: 5.> 5:1
“‘•-

Projected 201 3-14 LCFF Funding

ITarget less current funding = $11 .BM

IX 10% 2013-14 estimate funded = $1.2M

ILess 1.65% COLA included in MYP $.8M

lEstimated Gain from LCFF = $%4M

School
Qv 2012 School Services of California. nc.
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However

• The legislature is only starting to work with this new formula

• Department of Finance (DOF) is not using the most current data to project LCFF
funding for schools, so their projections are considered inaccurate

• Special interest groups are circling

• Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) want to include Home to School Transportation and
TIIG in the formula which would hurt Berkeley since we currently receive funding for
these programs, LAO also wants to limit concentration grants to only districts >50%;
there would be no supplemental add-on for 8USD

• State Superintendent and Ed coalition are focused on base adequacy

• LCFF creates uncertainty and it will not treat
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The average class sizes specified in the BSEP Measure are being maintained at 
all grade levels with teacher/student staffing ratios of:  

• 20:1 for the K-3 grades,  
• 26:1 for 4th & 5th grades,  
• 28:1 for grades 6 thru 12.   

 
This is achieved with General Fund monies being used to establish a ratio of 
34:1 for the K-5 grades and 36:1 in grades 6-12, and BSEP CSR funds used to 
reduce the pupil-teacher ratios to the lower class sizes. The reduced class size 
in K-3 enables the District to qualify for funding from the State Class Size 
Reduction funds, which are expected to provide $2.7 million to the General 
Fund. 
 
According to the measure, average class sizes in the K-3 grades shall be 
reduced to 20:1 as long as state class size reduction funds are provided for that 
purpose at a level not less than currently funded by the State; it is possible 
that the governor’s budget will phase toward a 24:1 ratio in the future at which 
point an examination of funding scenarios may be warranted. 
 
The staffing formula used for secondary schools in FY 2013-14 is that defined 
in the BSEP Measure, section 6.B: student enrollment x 6 class periods per 
day/per student, divided by 5 teaching periods, divided by average class size 
objective of 28:1.  

This calculation results in a total of 426.43 428.00 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) 
classroom teachers projected to be necessary to staff the K-12 classrooms at 
the ratios listed above, of which BSEP would fund 130.97 131.51 FTE teachers 
(including the associated preparation time for BSEP funded teachers).   
 
To meet these targeted class size reduction goals, the expense to the BSEP 
Class Size Reduction fund in 2013-14 is projected to be $11,875,100. 
$11,924,012. This figure includes $11,323,011 as FTE compensation, 
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the end of FY 2017. An important consideration in proposing expenditure of 
the BSEP CSR fund for these discretionary purposes is the need to maintain an 
appropriate reserve in the CSR fund, with the reserve for personnel variance an 
important consideration, given the cost of funding positions. In 2012-13, a 1% 
bonus to staff incurred a cost of $141,000 to this resource.  
 
The expanded course offerings and program support are intended to provide a 
high quality of education for all students, in accordance with the BSEP 
measure. The expanded course offerings offer a wide variety of options for 
students, from AP augmentation classes, which give access to AP coursework 
for students who might not otherwise have such access, to science labs, 
yearbook and music classes. Reduced class sizes in algebra and geometry are 
improving grades for students with math challenges. The BSEP-funded RTI2 
program functions as a comprehensive way of tailoring education to meet all 
student needs, using data to make decisions about student learning. 
 
Following is the recommendation for the expenditure of BSEP CSR funds 
for Counseling Services, ECO classes and Program Support in FY 2013-14. 
 
Counseling Services at each Middle School 

• 4.8 FTE counselors at the middle schools, that is, 1.2 FTE at 
Longfellow, 1.2 FTE at Willard, and 2.4 at King. This is the same 
allocation as in FY 2012-13.  

Projected expense: $464,100 
 
Expanded Course Offerings (ECO) 

• 6.4 FTE classroom teachers for ECO classes at Berkeley High School 
• 1.6 FTE classroom teachers for ECO classes at the Middle Schools 

Projected expense:  $725,360 
 
Program Support 
The recommendation is to fund 21.9 FTE Program Support teachers in the 
next school year as follows: 

• 3.3 FTE elementary school Literacy Coaches/Teachers  
(.3 FTE for each elementary school). 

• 3.4 FTE middle school math teachers to lower class size from 28:1 to 
20:1 in Algebra and pre-Algebra classes at all three middle schools. 

• 2.0 FTE BHS math teachers to maintain lower class sizes in Algebra 
and Geometry classes. 

• 1.8 FTE elementary school teachers for a .5 FTE allocation (plus .10 
FTE prep time for each teacher) to each of three schools:  Cragmont, 
LeConte and Rosa Parks to provide grade-specific time for students in 
3/4 or 4/5 combination classes. 
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REPORT OF INDEPENDENT AUDITORS

Board of Trustees
Berkeley Unified School District

Berkeley, California

We have audited the accompanying balance sheet of Measure A of 2006, also referred to as MBerk&ey

Schools Excellence Program (Measure A of 2006),” of Berkeley Unified School District, as of June 30,

2012, and the related statements of revenues, expenditures and changes in fund balances for the year

then ended. These financial statements are the responsibilitycialofthe District’s management. Our

is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit,

We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of

America. Those standards require that we plan andperform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance

about whether thefinancial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit includes examining,

on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts anddisclosures in the financial An audit

a

l

s

o

includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant
e

s

t

i

m

a

t

e

s

made by management,

a

s well as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe that our audit a

reasonable basis forour opinion.

As discussed in Note 1. the financial statements present the financial activity of Measure A of 2006 only,

and do not purport to. and do not, present the financial positionand results of operations of Berkeley

Unified School District as a whole, in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the

United States of America.

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the

financial position of Measure A of 2006 as of June 30, 2012, and the results of its operations for the year

then ended, in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America.

Crowe Horwath LLP

Sacramento, California

February 4, 2013
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BERKELEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
MEASURE A OF 2006 FUND

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
June 30, 2012

/

NOTE I — SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLClES

The accounting pohcfes of the Measure A of 2006 Fund (the ‘Fund”) of Berkeley Unified Schcol District(the “Districtt’) conform to accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America asprescribed by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the American Institute ofCertified Public Accountants. The Fund accounts for financial transactions in accordance with thepolicies and procedures cf the CaNfornia School Accounting Manual.

Financial Reporting Entity: The financial statements include the financial activity of the Measure A of2006 Fund only. The Fund was established to account fcr the revenues and expenditures of Measure Aof



BERKELEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

MEASURE A OF 2006 FUND

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

June 30. 2012

NOTE 2 —CASH AND INVESTMENTS (Continued)

In accordance with applicable state laws, the Alameda County Treasurer may invest in derivative

securities. However, at June 30. 2012, the Alameda County Treasurer has represented that the

Treasurers pooled investment fund contained no derivatives or other investments with similar risk

profiles.

Interest Rate Risk: The District does not have a formal investment policy that limits cash and investment

maturities as a means of managing its exposure to fair value losses arising from increasing interest rates.

At June 30, 2012, the District had no significant interest rate risk related to cash and investments held.

Credit Risk: The District does not have a formal investment policy that limits its investment choices other

than the limitations of state law.

Concentration of Credit Risk: The District does not place limits on the amount it may invest in any one

R483 (in) TTj
9.7 00.2 -0.2 9.7 278.3 416.3484 (no) Tj
10.3 0.2 -0.2 9.7 296.3 596.3484 (does)ctrationvaluec



BERKELEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
MEASURE A OF 2006 FUND

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
June 30, 2012

NOTE 3— FUND BALANCE (Continued)

E Unassigned Fund Balance: In the General Fund only, the unassigned fund balance classification
reflects the residual balance that has not been assigned to other funds and that is not restricted,
committed, or assigned to specific purposes.

In any fund other than the General Fund, a positive unassigned fund balance is never reported
because amounts in any other fund are assumed to have been assigned. at least, to the purpose
of that fund. However, deficits in any fund, including the General Fund that cannot be eflrninated
by reducing or eliminating amounts assigned to other purposes are reported as negative
unassigned fund balance.

Fund Balance Policy

The District has an expenditure policy relating to fund balances. For purposes of fund balance
classifications, expenditures are to he spent from restricted fund balances first, followed in order by
committed fund balances (if any), assigned fund balances and lastly unassigned fund balances.

While GASB Cod. Sec. 1300
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REPORT OF INDEPENDENT AUDITORS

Board of Trustees
Berkeley Unified School Disthct
Berkeley, California

We have conducted a performance audit of Berkeley Unified School District Measure A of 2006,

“Berkeley Schools Excellence Program” funds for the year ended June 30, 2012.

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with Government Auditing Standards issued by the

Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to

obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our conclusion based on our

audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our conclusions

based on our audit objectives.

Our audit was limited to the objectives listed on page 3 of this report which included determining that the

District expended Measure A of 2006 funds for the year ended June 30, 2012 only for the purposes

approved by the voters, in accordance with the requirements of the published election materials

specifying the intended use of Measure A of 2006 proceeds. Management is responsible for Berkeley

Unified School District’s compliance with those requirements.

Solely to assist us in planning and performing our performance audit, we obtained an understanding of

the internal controls of Berkeley Unified School District to determine if internal controls were adequate to

help ensure the District’s compliance with the requirements of the published election materials specifying

the intended use of Measure A of 2006 proceeds. Accordingly, we do not express any assurance on the

internal controls.

The results of our procedures indicated that, in all significant respects, Berkeley Unified School District

expended Measure A of 2006 funds for the year ended June 30, 2012 only for the purposes approved by

the voters, in accordance with the requirements of the published election materials specifying the

intended use of Measure A of 2006 proceeds.

Crowe Horwath LLP

Sacramento, California
February 4, 2012



REPORT OF INDEPENDENT AUDITORS

Board of Trustees
Berkeley Unified School District
Berkeley, California

We have conducted a performance audit of Berkeley Unified School District Measure A of 2006,
Berkeley Schools Excellence Program’ funds for the year ended June 30, 2012.

We conducted our performance audit n accordance with Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our conclusion based on our
audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our conclusions
based on our audit objectives.

Our audit was limited to the objectives listed on page 3 of this report which included determining that the
District expended Measure A of 2006 funds for the year ended June 30, 2012 only for the purposes
approved by the voters! in accordance with the requirements of the published election materials

(rap. specifying the intended use of Measure A of 2006 proceeds. Management is responsible for Berkeley
4I4$ Unified School District’s compliance with those requirements.

Solely to assist us in planning and performing our performance audit. we obtained an understanding of
the internal controls of Berkeley Unified School District to determine if internal controls were adequate to
help ensure the Districts compliance with the requirements of the published election materials specifying
the intended use of Measure A of 2006 proceeds. Accordingly, we do not express any assurance on the
internal controls.

The results of our procedures indicated that, in all significant respects, Berkeley Unified School District
expended Measure A of 2006 funds for the year ended June 30, 2012 only for the purposes approved by
the voters, in accordance with the requirements of the published election materials specifying the
intended use of Measure A of 2006 proceeds.

Crowe Horwath LLP

Sacramento, California
iebruary 4, 2012
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BERKELEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
MEASURE A OF 2006

‘BERKELEY SCHOOLS EXCELLENCE PROGRAM
OBJECTIVES. SCOPE, METHODOLOGY AND CONCLUSIONS

OBJECTIVES

The objective cf our performance audit was to determine that the District expended Measure A of 2006
funds for The year ended June 30, 20-12 only for the purposes approved by the voters, in accordance with
the requirements of the published election materials specifying the intended use of Measure A of 2006
pioceeds.

SCOPE

The District provided to us a list of all Measure A of 2006 expenditures for the year ended June 30, 2012
(the ‘List’). An approximate total of $10,145,025 in expenditures from July 1, 2011 through June 30,
2012 were identified. The District provided to us schedules supporting the $12,449,625 transferred to
the General Fund for Class Size Reduction purposes.

METHODOLOGY

1. Verified that the expenditures of the Fund were accounted for separately in the accounting records cf
the District.

2. Verified that the net revenues received from the parcel taxes were deposited in total into the District’s
Measure A of 2006 Fund.

3. Tested expenditures of each Resource Code ensuring that such expenditures were spent in
accordance with the scope of the published material specifying the intended use of proceeds for the
Fund.

4. Tested District calculations of Student Enrollment, Teacher FTE’s and Teacher Compensation on the
schedules supporting the transfer toof





The Impact of I3SEP Funding for the Educational Programs of the BUSD
Overview for Berkeley School Board 04/10/13=

FORMAT (45 minutes)

Introduction and Overview: Neil Smith

Summary



0.024 0.024

Step Increase for teachers 0.0100 0.0100 0.0100 0.0100
Indirect Cost 0.0673 0.0673 0.0673 0.0673

Revenues
Revenue Allocation 15,734,186$  16,080,338$  16,466,266$  16,861,457$   

Expenditures

-  Classroom Teachers  (B) 11,323,011 11,436,241    11,550,604    11,666,110     

-  Illness Substitutes 223,567 225,803          228,061          230,341          
-  Direct Support 377,434 381,208          385,020          388,870          

725,360 732,614          739,940          747,339          
464,100 468,741          473,428          478,163          

1,874,100 1,892,841      1,911,769      



OFFICE OF FAMILY ENGAGEMENT AND EQUITY 2012-2013 (OFEE)

District Three-Year Goals 2010-2013
8USD Theory of Action for Closing the Achievement Gap while Improving Academic Performance for
All Students

Goal Ill.
Family/Community Engagement: Establish partnerships with our families and community to increase
academic success for all students.
A. Family Engagement Framework: Develop greater family involvement in the schools and the

community by adopting a framework that offers multiple ways for parents to partner with
educators to ensure their children’s success in school.

8. Family Leadership & Advocacy Training: Strengthen parents’ capacity to be effective leaders in
their schools and the community and advocates for their children by providing parent trainings
and forums in formats that honor the cultures and languages of our community.

C. Family Advisory Council: Support the City and the Berkeley Alliance in establishing a
representative Family Advisory Council to ensure parent input in the development and
evaluation of the 2020 Vision projects.

D. Communication: Engage and inform our staff, families, and key partners by developing and
implementing a comprehensive communications plan.

How we are accomplishing this in 2012-2013

A. Family Engagement Framework: The Office of Family Engagement and Equity and Parent
Liaisons have been aligning our office’s work to the California Department of Education
Framework. The OFEE and Parent Liaisons attended a workshop on how to implement the
Framework at a district! site! parent level. I have been attending a Bay Area Collaborative with
Directors! Supervisors with similar positions from different districts and learning how to
implement state and federal requirements. OFEE has been distinguishing district mandates, site
responsibilities and parent support and how it all fits together.

B. Family Leadership & Advocacy Training: Office Trainings and Family events include-District
Summer Resource Fair, Family film evening, First Generation, Dr. Degruy at Oxford, John Muir
parenting classes! new African American parent group. Emerson EL.AC has begun. The Site
Coordinators and Parent Liaisons will be trained by PLAN a Bay Area advocacy group in the Fall,
to better assist them with parent workshops and trainings. We have lead SGC trainings on
Parent Involvement at Washington, and 8AM.

C. Family Advisory Council: Pamela Harrison-Small, Tanya Moore and I are designing a model.

D. Cam’nun;cation: I attend the district communications team. The Site Coordinator’s collaborate
with the principals on strategies to achieve better two-way communication at their sites. OFEE
had weekly staff meetings and monthly collaboration meetings with Parent Liaisons,



How are we measuring this?

the Office of Famdy Engagement and Equity works in partnership with the Serkeley Evaluation and

Assessment Department (SEA) to evaluate parent engagement.

District’s Indicators of Progress - Fall, 2012

Goal: Implement a district parent survey to set standards for family engagement. This is the first year

that we have set standards and assessed the families in the five areas listed below.

(The high schools did not participate in 2011-2012 but will in 2012-2013.)

j Elementary J Middle

Parent Satisfaction Questions Survey Results (Strongly Agree or Agree)

I feel welcome and connected. 90% 82%

The school values me as an educational partner. 90% 83%

My child has a meaningful, caring relationship with at least one adult. 89% 77%

I know how to access school resources to support my child’s academic, social and 78% 74%

emotional needs.

[ I know my child’s learning expectations this year. 85% 85%
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THE KEYS TO



LAS CLAVES PARA LA

ESCUELA, FAMILIA Y SOCIEDADES COMUNTARIAS EXITOSAS

SEIS TIPOS + TIPO XO DE PARTICIPACION SEGUN JOYCE EPSTEIN

Maptad from School, Family, and C-ommwnty Parberships by ) L Epstefri et al® 2002 CG,w,n Prsss[nc

TIPO XO — ACTIVIDADES PARA FORMAR RELACIONES: Estaedendo en a

escuela un ambiente donde two se siente bienvenido, conducir eventos para ce!ebrar y

establecer una relacion positiva entre ci hogar y a escuela para construir un sentido de

ccmundad pam mejorar las relaciones de as ascciaciones en a cornunidad.

TIPO I — COMO SER UN BUEN PADRE: FarnUias proveen apoyo bàsico por a

sahjd, crecinliento y desarroHo de sus hijos, y las ascuelas asisten a las familias

dandoles informacion para ayudarlos ser buenos padres y que apoyen el desarroilo

de sus hijos desde Ia guarderia hasta terminar Ia secundaria.

TIPO 2

TIPO 2— COMUNICACION: Comunicaciones efectivas de Is escuela con famihas y

famillas con Ia escuela acerca estándaresiexpectativas académicas, el progreso

academico de sus hijos, y los programas escolares.

TIPO 3— PARTICIPACION OF VOLUNTARIOS: Crear oportunidades para padres

voluntarios y Ia comunidad, y toner més oportunidades pars que asistan y participen

en acfividades de a escuela o programas escolares de sus hijos.

TIPO 4 — APRENDIZAJE EN EL HOGAR: lnformacion, recursos y rnateriales que

asisten a las familias estabiecer un ambiente acadernico en el hogar pars que apoyen

y vigilen el aprendizaje de sus hijos.

TIPO 5— TOMA DE DECISIONES Y LIDERAZGO: Educadores y padres lideres

trabajan juntos en comités quo aconsejan o que toman decisiones, también se ayuda

con el entrenamiento de los padre lideres y padres que negocian por los derechos de

sus hijos.

TIPO 6— COLABORACION CON LA COMIJNIDAD: Identificar y conectar familias

con servicios y recursos en a comunidad, conectando a comunidad y familias a a

escuela y otras familias.

—I

4-

Caflfcmia Parent Center I CoHege of Education I San Deqo State Unversty I parent.sdsu.edu













 

V. Valerio, BUSD PD Coordinator 3/25/13 Page 4 
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These staffing adjustments require an additional 0.97 FTE charged to the 
General Fund, and 0.54 FTE charged to BSEP.  
 
The additional expense of the teacher transfer to BSEP for FY 2013-14 is 
$48,912. Indirect costs go up slightly as well; from $1,005,372 to 1,008,664 
an increase of $3,292.  
 
The net effect for this resource is an increase of $52,204, or 0.033%, bringing 
the total expenditure budget rom $15,944,032 to $15,996,235. 
 
This reduces the projected ending fund balance for CSR in FY 2013-14 from 
$603,945 to $551,742.  
 
A new board document will be produced based on these projections for Board 
consideration on April 10, 2013. A draft of that document is attached, with 
changes from the prior document highlighted for your review. 
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