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State Allocation Board


The State Allocation Board (SAB) is responsible for determining the allocation of State 
resources (proceeds from General Obligation Bond Issues and other designated State funds) 
used for the construction, modernization and maintenance of local public school facilities. 
The SAB is also charged with the administration of the State School Facility Program, 
Emergency Repair Program, and Deferred Maintenance Program. The SAB is the policy level 
body for the programs administered by the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC).
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Department of General Services (DGS), the Superintendent of Public Instruction, three 
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State Allocation Board Meetings


State Allocation Board
The SAB meets monthly to apportion funds to school districts, approve projects, act on 
appeals, and adopt policies and regulations as they pertain to the programs administered 
by the SAB. The SAB usually meets on the fourth Wednesday of each month at the State 
Capitol—at 4:00 p.m. when the State Legislature is in session and at 2:00 p.m. when the 
State Legislature is out on recess. Due to scheduling changes within the Legislature, some 
of the SAB meetings may be cancelled or changed with short notice. Meeting dates and 
locations, cancellation notices, and agenda topics are published on the OPSC website at 
www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc. Please check the OPSC website for the latest meeting dates, times and 
locations, as they are subject to change.


Implementation Committee
The Implementation Committee is an informal advisory body established by the SAB 
to provide input as the OPSC develops its recommendations for the SAB for policy and 
legislation implementation. The committee membership is comprised of organizations 
representing the school facilities community.


Meetings are typically held at the State Capitol or Legislative Office Building at 1020 N Street 
in Room 100 in Sacramento. Meeting times are usually from 9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. with 
a one-hour lunch break. Meeting dates, times and locations, meeting notices and agenda 
topics are published on the OPSC website at www.dgs.ca.gov/opsc. Please check the OPSC 
website for the latest meeting dates, times and locations as they are subject to change.
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Office of Public School Construction


As staff to the SAB, and on behalf of the Director of DGS, the OPSC administers all SAB 
programs, including the School Facility Program (SFP). The OPSC is also charged with 
verifying that all applicant school districts meet specific criteria based on the type of funding 
which is being requested. The OPSC also prepares recommendations for the SAB’s review 
and approval.


It is also incumbent on OPSC staff to prepare regulations, policies and procedures which carry 
out the mandates of the SAB, and to work with school districts to assist them throughout 
the application process. The OPSC is responsible for ensuring that funds are disbursed in 
accordance with statutes and regulations and with the decisions made by the SAB.


The OPSC prepares the SAB meeting agendas which keep the SAB members, school 
districts, staff, and other interested parties apprised of all actions to be taken up by the SAB. 
The agenda serves as the underlying source document used by the State Controller’s Office 
for the appropriate release of funds. The agenda further provides a “historical record” of all 
SAB decisions, and is used by school districts, facilities planners, architects, consultants and 
others wishing to track the progress of specific projects and/or availability of funds.


OPSC Executive and Management Staff


Lisa Silverman
Executive Officer
tel.  916.375.4751
e-mail.  lisa.silverman@dgs.ca.gov


Barbara Kampmeinert
Deputy Executive Officer
tel.  916.375.4732
e-mail.  barbara.kampmeinert@dgs.ca.gov


Michael Watanabe
Chief of Administrative Services
tel.  916.376.1646 
e-mail.  michael.watanabe@dgs.ca.gov


Matthew Pietralunga 
Operations Manager, Administrative Services
tel.  916.376.5321
email.  matthew.pietralunga@dgs.ca.gov 


Rick Asbell
Chief of Fiscal Services
tel.  916.376.1740
e-mail.  rick.asbell@dgs.ca.gov


Suzanne Reese
Operations Manager, Fiscal Services
tel.  916.376.1612
e-mail.  suzanne.reese@dgs.ca.gov


Joel Ryan
Operations Manager, Fiscal Services
tel.  916.375.4232
e-mail.  joel.ryan@dgs.ca.gov


Michael Watanabe
Chief of Program Services
tel.  916.376.1646 
e-mail.  michael.watanabe@dgs.ca.gov


Brian LaPask
Policy Manager, Program Services
tel.  916.375.4667
e-mail.  brian.lapask@dgs.ca.gov


Theodore J. Rapozo
Operations Manager, Program Services
tel.  916.376.5187
e-mail.  tj.rapozo@dgs.ca.gov
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School Facility Program


Funds for the SFP may be from any source made available to the SAB. This includes proceeds 
from the sale of State General Obligation Bonds and the State General Fund. In addition, 
districts are required to provide a portion of the project cost from funds available to the 
school district, which may include local general obligation bonds, developer fees, general 
fund, etc.


New Construction Grant
The New Construction Grant provides State funds on a 50/50 State and local sharing basis 
for public school capital facility projects in accordance with statute. Eligibility for State 
funding is based on a district’s need to house pupils and is determined by criteria set in law.


Education Code Section 17072.10 establishes the new construction grant per unhoused pupil 
for new construction projects. The annual adjustment to the grant, based on the change 
in the Class B Construction Cost Index, is approved by the SAB each January. Education 
Code Section 17072.11 authorizes the SAB to increase (up to 6 percent) or decrease 
(unlimited), in any fiscal year, this grant amount to correspond with the current costs to 
build a school. The current adjusted grant amounts are available on the OPSC website at 
www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Resources/SFP_Grant_Adj.pdf.


This new construction grant amount is intended to provide the State’s share for all necessary 
project costs, with the exception of site acquisition, utilities, off-site, service-site, and 
general-site development, which may qualify for additional project funding. The necessary 
project costs include, but are not limited to, funding for design, the construction of the 
building, education technology, tests, inspections and furniture/equipment.


Modernization Grant
The Modernization Grant provides State funds on a 60/40 State and local sharing basis for 
improvements to educationally enhance school facilities. Projects eligible under this program 
include, but are not limited to, modifications such as air conditioning, plumbing, lighting, and 
electrical systems. Site acquisition may not be included in modernization applications.


Education Code Section 17074.10 establishes the modernization grant for each pupil to 
be housed in buildings to be modernized. The annual adjustment to the grant, based 
on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index, is approved by the SAB each 
January. The current adjusted grant amounts are available on the OPSC website at 
www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Resources/SFP_Grant_Adj.pdf.


The modernization grant amount is intended to provide the State’s share for all necessary 
project costs. The necessary project costs include, but are not limited to, funding for design, the 
modernization of the building, education technology, tests, inspections and furniture/equipment.







An overview of the State School Facility Programs 5


Career Technical Education Facilities Program
The Career Technical Education (CTE)Facilities Program provides funding to qualifying school 
districts and joint powers authorities for the construction of new facilities or the modernization 
or reconfiguration of existing facilities to integrate CTE programs into comprehensive high 
schools. CTE provides a program of study that involves a multi-year sequence of courses that 
integrates core academic knowledge with occupational knowledge to provide students with 
technical skills and a pathway to postsecondary education and careers. 


Charter School Facilities Program
This program is intended to provide a charter school with funding to construct new facilities 
or to rehabilitate existing district-owned facilities for charter school use. To qualify for 
funding, a charter must be deemed financially sound by the California School Finance 
Authority and meet the eligibility criteria outlined in law. Title to the project facilities may be 
held by the local school district, or, under certain conditions, by a local governmental entity 
or the charter school itself. 


A charter, or school district filing on behalf of a charter under this program, may receive 
a reservation of funding by submitting a preliminary application prior to receiving the 
necessary approvals from other State entities. Once those approvals are received, the 
preliminary apportionment must be converted to a final apportionment within four years, 
with a possible one-year extension. During this period, applicants have the ability to 
access advance fund releases for design and/or site acquisition to help move the project 
toward conversion. Following conversion of the preliminary apportionment to a final 
apportionment, the funds previously set aside by the SAB may then be released. 


Critically Overcrowded School Facilities Program
The Critically Overcrowded School Facilities Program (COS) allowed school districts with 
qualifying critically overcrowded school facilities to apply for a preliminary apportionment 
for new construction projects to relieve overcrowding. The preliminary apportionment 
served as a reservation of funds and had to be converted within a four-year period, with a 
possible one-year extension, to a final apportionment meeting all the SFP New Construction 
program laws and regulations required for such an apportionment. 


Applications for COS preliminary apportionments were accepted through June 30, 2004. As 
directed by statute, no additional preliminary apportionments were made. The COS program 
is nearing its end and no new applications are being accepted.
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Facility Hardship Grant
The purpose of the Facility Hardship Grant is to assist districts with the replacement 
or rehabilitation of facilities when it is demonstrated that there is a clear and imminent 
threat to the health and safety of students due to the condition of existing facilities or the 
lack of facilities. Factors that may be considered include, but are not limited to, structural 
deficiencies that present a health and safety threat; environmental health hazards such 
as mold contamination or adverse air quality; traffic safety; or close proximity to a major 
freeway, electrical facility, dam, industrial facility, airport, pipelines, etc. For non-structural 
deficiencies (those that cannot be verified by the Division of the State Architect [DSA]), 
appropriate State-level concurrence is required. 


In order to qualify for a Facility Hardship Grant, a district must demonstrate an ongoing 
need for the facilities to house pupils. A district is not required to have new construction or 
modernization eligibility to participate. 


Replacement projects consist of a 50/50 contribution between State and local funds. When 
the minimum costs necessary to mitigate the health and safety threat are less than 50 percent 
of the facility replacement costs, a rehabilitation grant may be provided using modernization 
funds for a 60(State)/40(local) project contribution.


Facility Hardship - Seismic Mitigation
Proposition 1D provided up to $199.5 million for seismic mitigation of the most vulnerable 
school facilities that meet certain criteria, posing an unacceptable risk of injury to occupants 
in the event of a seismic occurrence. The Seismic Mitigation Program (SMP) is a subset 
of the Facility Harship Program and funds are provided to repair, reconstruct, or replace 
qualifying school facilities.


SMP eligibility requirements include:
»» The project must consist of a building(s) with any “Category 2” construction type as defined in 
Assembly Bill (AB) 300 and, 


»» The building is designed for occupancy by students and staff and, 
»» The construction contract for seismic mitigation was executed on or after May 20, 2006 and, 
»» The project’s estimated costs shall be for the minimum work necessary to obtain DSA approval and, 
»» The DSA concurs with a structural engineer’s report identifying structural deficiencies that pose an 
unacceptable risk of injury to the building’s occupants in a seimic event.


If the unacceptable risk of injury is due to the presence of faulting, liquefaction, or landslide, 
these hazards must be documented by a geologic hazards report. 







An overview of the State School Facility Programs


Education Facilities Bond Breakdowns


PROGRAM
BOND 1998


$9,200,000,000
BOND 2002


$13,050,000,000
BOND 2004


$12,300,000,000
BOND 2006


$10,416,000,000


New Construction $  2,900,000,000 $  3,350,000,000 1 $  4,960,000,000 $  1,900,000,000 4,5


Modernization 2,100,000,000 1,400,000,000 2 2,250,000,000 3,300,000,000 4


Charter Schools — 100,000,000 300,000,000 500,000,000
Career Technical Education — — — 500,000,000
Overcrowding Relief — — — 1,000,000,000
High Performance Schools — — — 100,000,000
New Construction Backlog — 2,900,000,000 — —
Modernization Backlog — 1,900,000,000 — —
Critically Overcrowded Schools — 1,700,000,000 2,440,000,000 —
Joint Use — 50,000,000 50,000,000 29,000,000
Hardship 1,000,000,000 — — —
Class Size Reduction 700,000,000 — — —
Total K–12 $  6,700,000,000 $11,400,000,000 $10,000,000,000 3 $  7,329,000,000
1  $14.2 million – energy efficiency.
2  $5.8 million – energy efficiency.
3  $20 million total – energy efficiency set aside for new construction and modernization.
4  No more than $200,000,000 of the sum of the appropriations for new construction and modernization shall be used to fund the smaller learning 


communities and small high schools.
5  Up to 10½ percent ($199.5 million) shall be available for purposes of seismic repair, construction, or replacement, pursuant to Education Code Section 17075.10.
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Financial Hardship
Financial Hardship assistance is available for those districts that cannot provide all or part of 
their share of a school facility project. Qualifying districts may receive State funding for up 
to 100 percent of the project costs. Education Code Section 17075.10 and California Code of 
Regulations, Section 1859.81 require a district to have made all reasonable efforts to impose 
all levels of local debt capacity, including impostition of development fees and demonstration 
of financial need prior to requesting financial assistance.


High Performance Incentive Grant
This grant provides additional funding for new construction and modernization projects for the 
use of designs and materials that promote the efficient use of energy and water, the maximum 
use of natural lighting and indoor air quality, the use of recycled materials and materials that 
emit a minimum of toxic substances, the use of acoustics conducive to teaching and learning, 
and other characteristics of high performance schools. The intent of the grant is to encourage 
school districts to build educationally and environmentally superior schools.


The high performance incentive grant uses the High Performance Rating Criteria point system 
that is based off of the Collaborative for High Performance Schools criteria. 
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Joint-Use Program
This program allows a school district to utilize funds from a joint-use partner to build a 
joint-use facility. There are two types of joint-use projects; both types include specific project 
eligibility requirements.


»» A Type I project must be a multi-purpose room, gymnasium, childcare facility, library, or teacher 
education facility that is part of an SFP new construction project. The project must have increased 
size and/or cost beyond that necessary for school use of a facility.


»» A Type II project may be part of an SFP modernization project or may be a stand-alone project 
located at a school that either does not have this type of facility, or has an inadequate existing 
facility. The project may reconfigure existing school buildings and/or construct new school 
buildings to provide for a multi-purpose room, gymnasium, childcare facility, library, or teacher 
education facility.


The joint-use grant provides State funds on a 50/50 State and local sharing basis. The joint-
use partner must match a minimum of 25 percent of the eligible project costs. If the district 
has passed a bond which specifies that the monies are to be used specifically for the purposes 
of the joint-use project, then the district can opt to pay up to the full 50 percent local share of 
eligible costs. Anything beyond the eligible project cost is the responsibility of the joint-use 
partner and/or the district.


Labor Compliance Program Grant
The Labor Compliance Program (LCP) grant is an additional grant awarded to school 
districts to cover the State’s share of the increased costs associated with operating a 
Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) approved labor compliance program. Assembly 
Bill 1506 (2003) added Section 1771.7 to the Labor Code, requiring school districts to certify 
that a DIR-approved labor compliance program has been initiated and enforced for projects 
apportioned under the SFP if both of the following conditions exist:


»» The district has a project which received an apportionment from the funding provided in 
Proposition 47 or Proposition 55; and 


»» The construction phase of the project commences on or after April 1, 2003, as signified by the date 
of the Notice to Proceed. 


Additional information, including a guidebook and model LCPs, are available for viewing on 
the DIR website at www.dir.ca.gov. 
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Overcrowding Relief Grant
The Overcrowding Relief Grant Program (ORG) is intended to provide funding for the creation 
of additional open space through the reduction of portable classrooms on overcrowded sites. 
Districts may replace portable classrooms from a school site with permanent classrooms at 
the same site, or they may choose to consolidate the replacement by removing portables from 
multiple sites and constructing permanent classrooms at a new site or an existing site that will not 
become overcrowded as a result of the project.


Eligibility for the ORG program is site specific and does not require new construction 
eligibility. Factors used to determine a site’s ORG eligibility include student schoolsite pupil 
population density (as determined by the California Department of Education [CDE]), 
California Basic Data System reported for the 2005/2006 enrollment year, and the number of 
portables within a district.


The ORG Program has two filing cycles per year.
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School Facility Program Construction Process


The process of constructing or modernizing a school building originates with, and is the 
responsibility of, the individual school district. The school district determines the type and 
size of the school building needed utilizing criteria set forth from the CDE. The size is also 
determined by the number of students to be housed in the facility and consideration of health 
and safety issues designated by the appropriate State agencies. The school district should 
encourage and incorporate participation from the local community for input into the site 
location and design features. The school district usually utilizes community information 
workshops to generate community input and support. Dedication by the district and support 
from the community are as important as the site selection approval and acquisition process 
that may take one or more years.


In the meantime, the school district should have passed a local bond or secured alternative 
funding for its share of the project. Without this funding, the school district cannot meet the 
50 percent local funding requirement for new construction projects or the 40 percent local 
funding requirement for modernization projects.


A district may submit an application to the OPSC for eligibility determination prior to 
commencing the project design. The OPSC will make every effort to process the eligibility 
application for SAB approval within 90-120 days. The district may proceed with the hiring of 
an architect for the development of plans and specifications for the school. Once the plans and 
specifications are completed by the architect, they are forwarded to the DSA for processing. 
By law, a district must obtain DSA’s written approval of its construction plans prior to signing 
the project’s construction contract; otherwise, no State funding can be provided. In order for 
the district to request project funding, the district is required to verify that it has the required 
50 or 40 percent share of the project cost, stamped DSA plans, and approval of the site and 
plans by the CDE. In the event the district is unable to share in the cost of the project, the 
district can pursue financial assistance through the Financial Hardship provisions. 


Once the completed funding application is received, the OPSC will make every effort to 
process the application within 90–120 days and will present it to the SAB for an Unfunded 
Approval. As cash becomes available, the SAB will grant apportionments through the 
Priorities in Funding process. Under regulations approved by the SAB on May 25, 2011, there 
are two certification filing periods per year in order for projects on the Unfunded Approvals 
list to receive apportionments. Each certification filing period has a 30-day certification 
submittal window and the certification is valid for six months beginning the second 
Wednesday in January and the second Wednesday in July each year. As bond sales take place 
or cash becomes available, districts that have submitted a certification within the appropriate 
six-month window will be eligible for priority funding apportionments. Under the SFP 
Regulations for Priorities in Funding, districts have 90 days from the date of apportionment to 
submit a fund release request.
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With all approvals and funding in place, the actual construction time for an average school 
of 2,000 students takes approximately two years. Total design development and construction 
time from concept to occupancy is between two and four years. However, portable school 
construction projects can be completed within nine to 15 months from concept to occupancy. 
It is critically important that a district that plans on requesting State New Construction 
funding has its New Construction funding application accepted by the OPSC before any 
classroom in the project is occupied. Occupation of a classroom prior to OPSC acceptance of 
the project funding application will cause the classroom to be ineligible for State funding.
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Other Programs Administered by the State Allocation Board


Emergency Repair Program
The Williams v. California Settlement Legislation established the Emergency Repair Program 
(ERP) through Senate Bill 6, Sec. 1, Chapter 899 of the Statutes of 2004, to provide school 
districts with $800 million to address facility conditions that pose urgent threats to students’ 
health and safety in low performing schools. The funding is available to schools identified by the 
CDE as ranked in deciles one, two, or three based on the Academic Performance Index (API).


Effective December 17, 2010, the ERP is no longer accepting applications. Processing of 
applications already received will continue until the sum of funded and unfunded approvals 
by the SAB equals $800 million. Unfunded applications will be funded in the date order 
they were received when funds become available. Once $800 million has been allocated, all 
remaining applications will be returned.


Deferred Maintenance Program
Historically, the State School Deferred Maintenance Program provided State matching funds, 
on a dollar-for-dollar basis, to assist school districts with expenditures for major repair or 
replacement of existing school building components. Typical components for repair or 
replacement include plumbing, heating, air conditioning, electrical systems, roofing, interior/
exterior painting, floor systems, etc. Funds are also provided for extreme hardship projects if 
the work must be completed within one year.


Funding for this program is generated from the State General Fund, school district 
repayments under the State School Building Aid program that exceed the amount necessary 
to service the indebtedness on State General Obligation Bonds sold and loaned to the 
districts for that program, and from certain State School Site Utilization Funds.


However, subsequent State Budget Legislation grants school districts flexibility to use 
Deferred Maintenance funding for any educational purpose with no required school 
district matching share. This flexibility is in effect from the 2008-09 fiscal year to the end 
of the 2014-15 fiscal year. In addition, the legislation suspended funding for new Deferred 
Maintenance extreme hardship projects until July 1, 2015. 
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Additional Information


For additional information regarding the State School Facility Programs, refer to the 
following program manuals on the OPSC website.


»» School Facility Program Handbook


»» Deferred Maintenance Program Handbook


»» Unused Sites Program Handbook


Also available on the OPSC website for additional information:


»» Architect’s Submittal Guidelines


»» Substantial Progress and Expenditure Audit Guide


»» Program Forms
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 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


Introduction 
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of the State Allocation Board’s Program Review Subcommittee (Subcommittee) is to discuss various 
aspects of the School Facility Program (SFP) in order to consider potential program-related improvements.   
 
History 
 
The SFP was implemented in late 1998 and was a significant change from previous State facilities programs. State 
funding is provided on a matching basis in the form of pupil grants, with supplemental grants for site development, 
site acquisition, and other project-specific costs when necessary. The goal of the SFP was to make the funding 
process quicker and less complicated.  
 
The SFP provides greater independence and flexibility to school districts to determine the scope of their projects. 
There is considerably less project oversight by State agencies than in previous State programs. In return, the 
program requires the school district to accept more responsibility for the outcome of the project and cover 
unanticipated costs and any overruns, while allowing the district to receive the rewards of a well-managed project.  
 
The SFP provides funding grants for school districts to acquire school sites, construct new school facilities, or 
modernize existing school facilities.  The SFP provides for a wide variety of state funding, including, but not limited to, 
new construction, modernization, charter school facilities, career technical education facilities, seismic mitigation, 
facility hardship, joint-use programs, high performance attributes and assisting in the relief of overcrowding  
 
All State grants are considered to be the full and final apportionment by the Board. Cost overruns, legal disputes, and 
other unanticipated costs are the district’s responsibility. However, all savings (from applicable programs) resulting 
from the district’s efficient management of the project and interest earned on the funds, both State and local, accrue 
to the district alone in most cases. Savings and interest may be used by the district for any other high priority capital 
outlay project in the district.  
 
To ensure that districts are providing adequate safe facilities to students, districts are required to receive project 
approvals from the Division of the State Architect (DSA) and California Department of Education (CDE) prior to 
submittal of a funding application.  DSA plan approval is required prior to signing a contract for any new construction, 
modernization and alteration projects for which State funding is requested. The DSA approval ensures that the plans 
and specifications are in compliance with California’s requirements for structural safety, fire and life safety, and 
accessibility.  The CDE plan and site approvals ensure that each project meets the CDE standards for educational 
adequacy as provided in law. 
 


Implementation and Evolution of the School Facility Program 
 
The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill 50) was chaptered into law on August 27, 1998, 
establishing the SFP. The legislation required that regulations be approved and in place for accepting and processing 
applications as soon as Proposition 1A was approved by the voters the following November. The SFP continues to 
evolve through legislative and regulatory changes. Assembly Bill (AB) 16 and AB 14 (effective in November 2002 
with the passage of Proposition 47) provided for significant changes to the SFP. These changes included funding for 
charter school facilities, critically overcrowded schools and joint-use projects. Some of the changes that impacted 
new construction funding included the suspension of Priority Points (a method formerly used to rank projects), an 
additional grant for energy efficiency, and several changes that impact the determination of eligibility. Some of the 
changes that impacted modernization funding included the change of the funding ratio between the State and the 
school district from 80 percent State and 20 percent district to 60 percent State and 40 percent school district, and 
additional grants for energy efficiency and the modernization of buildings 50 years old or older. Additional funding 
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was made available to the SFP through the passage of Proposition 55 in March 2004 and Proposition 1D in 
November of 2006. Proposition 1D made additional funding available to provide for Career Technical Education 
facilities, High Performance project attributes and overcrowding relief grants. 
 
Funding for the School Facility Program 
 
Funding for projects approved in the SFP comes exclusively from statewide general obligation bonds approved by 
the voters of California. The first funding source for the program was from Proposition 1A, approved in November 
1998. That bond for $9.2 billion contained $6.7 billion for K–12 public school facilities. The second funding source for 
the program was from Proposition 47, approved in November 2002. It was a $13.2 billion bond, the largest school 
bond in the history of the State. It contained $11.4 billion for K–12 public school facilities. In March 2004, a third bond 
was passed by California voters for another $12.3 billion. Of the $12.3 billion provided by Proposition 55, it contained 
$10 billion for K–12 public school facilities. In November 2006, an additional $10.416 billion was passed by the 
voters. Of the $10.416 billion provided by Proposition 1D, $7.3 billion was allocated to address overcrowding, provide 
career technical education facilities, accommodate future enrollment growth, renovate and modernize older school 
buildings and allow participation in community related joint-use projects. 
 
The chart below shows the total SFP allocation by bond source: 
 


 
 
 
  


Proposition 1A (1998) 


$6.7 billion
(19%)


Proposition 47 (2002) 


$11.4 billion
(32%)


Proposition 55 (2004)


$10.0 billion
28%


Proposition 1D 2006


$7.3 billion
(21%)


K-12 Education Facilities Bond Totals Compared 
$35.4 billion since 1998
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The chart below provides a breakdown of the funding made available to specific programs through each bond 
source: 
 
 


K-12 Education Facilities Bond Breakdowns ($35.4 billion) 
Approved by Voters Since 1998 


 


Program 
Proposition 1A  


(1998) 
Proposition 47  


(2002) 
  


Proposition 55  
(2004) 


  
Proposition 1D  


(2006) 
  


New Construction $ 2,900,000,000 $ 3,350,000,000 
1 


$ 4,960,000,000 $ 1,900,000,000 
4,5 


Modernization 2,100,000,000 1,400,000,000 
2 


2,250,000,000   3,300,000,000 
4 


Charter Schools — 100,000,000 
 


300,000,000 500,000,000 
 


Career Technical Education — — 
  


—   500,000,000 
  


Overcrowding Relief — — 
 


— 1,000,000,000 
 


High Performance Schools — — 
  


—   100,000,000 
  


New Construction Backlog — 2,900,000,000 
 


— — 
 


Modernization Backlog — 1,900,000,000 
  


—   — 
  


Critically Overcrowded 
Schools — 1,700,000,000 


 


2,440,000,000 — 
 


Joint Use — 50,000,000 
  


50,000,000   29,000,000 
  


Hardship 1,000,000,000 — 
 


— — 
 


Class Size Reduction 700,000,000 — 
  


—   — 
  


Total K–12 $ 6,700,000,000 $11,400,000,000  
  


$10,000,000,000  
3 


$ 7,329,000,000 
  


  
1 $14.2 million – energy efficiency. 
2 $5.8 million – energy efficiency. 
3 $20 million total – energy efficiency set aside for new construction and modernization. 
4 No more than $200,000,000 of the sum of the appropriations for new construction and modernization shall be used to fund the 


smaller learning communities and small high schools. 
5 Up to 10½ percent ($199.5 million) shall be available for purposes of seismic repair, construction, or replacement, pursuant to 


Education Code Section 17075.10. 


 
Application Processing 
 
There are two main types of facilities construction projects under the SFP: new construction and modernization. The 
process for accessing State assistance for these programs is divided into two main steps: an eligibility application 
and a funding application. Eligibility applications are approved by the Board, which establishes that a school district 
or county office of education meets the criteria under law to receive funding for new construction or modernization.  
Additionally, there are also other SFP funding programs that have different eligibility requirements that may not 
require a district to meet the new construction or modernization eligibility requirements.  
 
New construction and modernization eligibility applications do not result in State funding. In order to receive the 
funding for an eligible project, the district representative must file a funding application with the Office of Public School 
Construction (OPSC) for approval by the Board. Eligibility applications may be filed in advance of an application for 
funding, or the eligibility and funding requests may be filed concurrently at the preference of the district. In most cases, 
an application for eligibility is typically the first step toward funding assistance through the SFP. 
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After a district has established eligibility for a project, the district may submit an application for State funding. In most 
circumstances, the funding is approved after a district has acquired, or identified a site for the project, and after the 
plans for construction is approved by the DSA and the California Department of Education (CDE).  The Charter 
School Facilities Program and Financial Hardship are examples of programs that allow for funding in advance of 
acquiring a site while the Career Technical Education Facilities Program is an example of a program in which funds 
can be reserved in advance of DSA and CDE approval.  
 
The SFP provides State funding assistance for a variety of project types (as highlighted on the chart above) through 
many different funding programs. The eligibility and funding process is slightly different for each SFP program.  For 
example, programs such as the Career Technical Education Facilities Program receive an eligibility determination 
based on a score received from the CDE. Not all eligibility requirements are based on pupils.  No matter how 
eligibility for a program is determined, most processes follow a pattern similar to new construction and modernization 
programs. 
 
The chart below highlights the typical process for an application’s journey through the Office of Public School 
Construction: 
 


 
 
Note:  The commencement of construction varies from project to project and is determined by the District. 
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School	Facility	Program
Program	Cross‐Comparison	Matrix


Program Eligibility Funding


Financial 


Hardship/ Loan 


Available


Funding 


Share


New Construction Unhoused Pupils Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants yes, FH 50/50


Modernization
Aged Buildings


 (20 Years Plus)
Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants yes, FH 60/40


Overcrowding Relief 


Grant


Too Many Pupils on Site and 


insufficient outdoor space.
Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants yes, FH 50/50


Career Technical 


Education Facilities
Recognized CTE Program


Cost Estimate for Construction and 


Equipment
Loan Only 50/50


Charter School Facilities
Approved Charter Petition 


& in Operation 2 years
Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants Loan Only 50/50


Critically Overcrowded 


Schools
Too Many Pupils on Site Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants yes, FH 50/50


Joint‐Use


Inadequate or Lacking 


Facility and 


Joint‐Use Partner


Square Footage No11‐08‐12 50/50


Facility Hardship Health & Safety Threat


Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants


 OR 


Square Footage


 OR 


Cost Estimate


yes, FH


50/50 


OR 


60/40


Seismic Mitigation
Qualifying Category 2 


building


Per Pupil + Supplemental Grants


 OR 


Square Footage


 OR 


Cost Estimate


yes, FH 50/50
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New Construction Program 
Funding Sources:  Propositions 1A, 47, 55 & 1D 
 
Overview 
 


 The New Construction Program provides school districts with funding to add classroom capacity to meet 
future student housing needs. 


 The program provides funding for costs associated with new school construction, or classroom additions to 
existing schools.  In addition to funding added classroom capacity, the program funds libraries, multipurpose 
rooms, gymnasiums, administration, and other school facilities. 


 
Eligibility  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 A district’s new construction eligibility is based on its projected need to house pupils. New construction 
eligibility is determined by comparing the district’s projected enrollment and the district’s current classroom 
capacity.  


 The formula used to project enrollment, known as the “cohort formula”, projects what the 
enrollment will be in five or ten years. This projection allows districts to plan ahead and meet future 
needs. 


 The enrollment projection can be based on five or ten years of historical student enrollment. 
 The new construction eligibility formula is as follows: 


o  Enrollment in 5 years – existing classroom capacity = # of unhoused pupils = eligibility 
 


New construction example for K-6 pupils: 
500 (Enrollment in 5 years) - 400 (existing classroom capacity) = 100 (eligibility). 


 
 
 


 

 
 
 
(27 Pupils) 
 


 

 
 
 
(27 pupils) 
 


 
(6 pupils) 


Existing Classroom Capacity 


Vs. = 


Enrollment in 5 Years 


Eligibility 


 
(6 pupils) 
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 Classroom pupil loading standards:  
 


Grade Level  Loading Standard 


K ‐ 6  25 


7 ‐ 8  27 


9 ‐ 12  27 


Non ‐ Severe  13 


Severe  9 


 
Example based on four K-6 classrooms: 
 


 4 (classrooms) x 25 (loading capacity) = 100 seats 
 


 The “cohort formula” may be supplemented by the number of un-housed pupils that are anticipated as a 
result of dwelling units proposed to be built within the district or attendance area pursuant to approved and 
valid tentative subdivision maps. 


 The enrollment can be submitted on a district wide basis or a High School Attendance Area (HSAA) basis.  
Attendance areas represent smaller school district areas that each establish and maintain separate 
eligibility. In some cases, this helps districts better serve and meet enrollment needs. 


 
District 


Attendance 
Area 1 


Attendance  
Area 3 


Attendance  
Area 2 


Attendance  
Area 4 


 
 Districts filing on a HSAA basis can use attendance or residency data.  
 Eligibility is typically updated on a yearly basis. Small school districts with less than 2,501 pupils may “lock 


in” their new construction eligibility for up to three years. The eligibility lock gives small districts stability 
because many have erratic enrollment. 


 A school district must establish eligibility prior to, or concurrently with, a funding application.  
 New construction eligibility expires each year. If the new construction eligibility has expired, the school 


district must update its eligibility prior to, or concurrently with, a funding application. 
 Under the current program, projections are not verified in the future for accuracy, merely updated when new 


projects are available. 


8







 


 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


 When a district adds classroom capacity, the district’s new construction eligibility is adjusted for the added 
capacity. This applies to projects that receive funding from the State and projects that are 100 percent 
locally funded. 


 
Funding 
 


 The New Construction Program provides funds on a 50/50 State and local sharing basis. 
 


 
 Funding is provided based on a per pupil grant amount.  The per pupil grant amount is multiplied by the 


number of pupils requested as part of a district’s funding application.  The pupils requested in each separate 
grade level receive specific grant amounts prescribed in law.  


 The per pupil amount may be adjusted annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved 
by the State Allocation Board.   


 The base grant is intended to provide funding for design, construction, testing, inspection, furniture, 
equipment, and other costs related to the actual school facilities construction. 


 Prior to the district’s funding application submittal, it must obtain approvals from the California Department of 
Education and the Division of the State Architect. 


 The estimated or actual construction costs must be greater than or equal to 60 percent of the State grant 
plus the district’s matching share. 


 If the district would like SFP funding for a new construction project, it must submit its funding application 
before students occupy the new classrooms. Otherwise, the project is not eligible for SFP funding. 


 In addition to the base grant, the district may request supplemental grants. The eligible supplemental grants 
that apply to the New Construction Program are identified in the Supplemental Grant Matrix.  


 The 2012 new construction per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 
 
 


Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $9,455 


7 ‐ 8  $9,999 


9 ‐ 12  $12,721 


Non ‐ Severe  $17,765 


Severe  $26,564 
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Funding Formula 
 


 


1) Pupil Grants Requested x Per Pupil Grant Amount = Base Grant  
 


2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 


3) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
 
 
See Sample project on next page for a detailed example of the funding calculation for a new construction 
project. 
 


10







BASE GRANT $4,727,500.00
($9,455 per pupil, 25 pupils per classroom, 20 classrooms)


(9,455 X 500 = 4,727,500)


FIRE DETECTION/ALARM SYSTEM $5,500.00
($11 per pupil for installation of a fire alarm system)


(11 X 500 = 5,500)


AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM $79,500.00
($159 per pupil for installation of a sprinkler system)


(159 X 500 = 79,500)


MULTILEVEL CONSTRUCTION $567,300.00
(12% of base grant for each pupil housed in a multilevel building)


(0.12 X 4,727,500 = 567,300)


PROJECT ASSISTANCE $5,705.00
($5,705 flat rate for districts with less than 2,500 pupils)


SITE ACQUISITION $2,500,000.00
(50% of lesser of appraised or actual cost of land)


RELOCATION COSTS $50,000.00
(50% of actual costs for relocation of businesses)


TWO PERCENT OF APPRAISED OR ACTUAL VALUE $100,000.00
(For costs associated with appraisal, escrow, survey, site testing, etc.)


(0.02 X 5,000,000 = 100,000)


DTSC FEES $50,000.00
(50% of actual costs for DTSC review, approval, and oversight)


HAZARDOUS WASTE REMOVAL $100,000.00
(50% of actual costs as required by the DTSC)


SERVICE SITE DEVELOPMENT $500,000.00
(Actual costs for clearance, grading, soil compaction, utility rerouting, demolition, drainage, etc. at the site)   


OFF‐SITE DEVELOPMENT $100,000.00
(Actual costs for curbs, gutters, paving, sidewalks, lighting, signage, trees, on two adjacent sides of the site)


UTILITIES $200,000.00
(Actual costs for water, sewer, gas, electric, and communications systems at the site)


GENERAL SITE DEVELOPMENT $333,663.00
(Formula based grant for driveways, walks, parking, curbs, gutters, sports fields, and landscaping)


(The attached calculation page shows the calculation for the General Site Development grant)


HIGH PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE GRANT (34 points) $339,100.00
(Formula based grant for projects containing high performance components)


(The attached calculation page shows the calculation for the High Performance Incentive grant)


GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION (5%) $236,375.00
(5%‐20% of base grant based on the geographic isolation of the site)


(0.05 X 4,727,500 = 236,375)


URBAN/SECURITY/IMPACTED SITE $2,914,031.00
(Formula based grant for projects in high cost/high density areas where an appropriately sized site cannot be found)


(The attached calculation page shows the calculation for the Urban/Security/Impacted Site grant)


PREVAILING WAGE MONITORING GRANT $32,022.00
(One quarter of 1% of the total apportionment for DIR monitoring and enforcement)


(0.0025 X 12,808,674 = 32,022)


$12,840,696.00


DISTRICT SHARE 50%: $12,840,696.00


TOTAL 100%: $25,681,392.00


EXAMPLE: NEW CONSTRUCTION 20 CLASSROOM (K‐6) SCHOOL, 500 PUPILS


STATE SHARE 50%:
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FORMULA BASED NEW CONSTRUCTION CALCULATIONS 
 
 
GENERAL SITE DEVELOPMENT GRANT 
 
This is a three step calculation. 
 
Step 1: Allow $15,365 per usable acre.  Our sample project has 2 acres, therefore: 
 15,365 X 2 = 30,730 
 
Step 2: 6% of the base grant for an elementary school project (3.75% for middle and high school projects): 
 0.06 X 4,727,500 = 283,650 
 
Step 3: 6% of the following grants: Multilevel Construction, Fire Detection/Alarm, Automatic Sprinkler  
             System, Exceptional Needs grant, Replaced Facilities grant, Facility Hardship, Small Size    
             Project grant, Geographic Location, New School grant, and Joint Use grant.  Therefore: 
             5,500 (Fire Alarm) + 79,500 (Sprinkler) + 236,375 (Geographic) = 321,375 X 0.06 = 19,282.50 


 
 30,730 + 283,650 + 19,282.50 = $333,663 
 
 


HIGH PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE GRANT 
 
There are separate calculations for projects accepted by DSA before and after 10/1/07.  Our sample 
project will use the newer calculation.  The new construction grant is calculated as follows. 
 
Step 1: Allow $150,000 one time per school site. 
 
Step 2: Allow a percentage of the base grant based on how many CHPS points (as determined by DSA) 
            the project has attained.  Our sample project has 34 points, so the SFP regulations stipulate an  
            allowance of 4% of the base grant at 34 points: 
            0.04 X 4,727,500 = 189,100 
 
Step 3: Allow 0.36% of the base grant for each CHPS point attained from 35 through 47.  Our sample  
            project has 34 points so we do not need to perform this step for this project. 
 
            150,000 + 189,100 + 0 = $339,100 
 
 
URBAN/SECURITY/IMPACTED SITE GRANT 
 
To qualify for this grant, a new construction project must include multilevel construction for at least 60% of 
the classrooms, the site size must be 60% or less than the CDE recommended site size, and if acquiring 
acreage, the value must be at least $750,000 per acre.  The new construction grant is calculated as follows: 
 
Step 1: Find the acre ratio.  Proposed acres + existing acres divided by CDE recommended acres.  Our 
            sample project has two proposed acres, no existing acres, and the CDE recommends a site size of  
            10 acres:  2 divided by 10 = 0.2.  The acre ratio is 0.2. 
 
Step 2: Multiplier.  Multiply the acre ratio by 100, subtract from 60, then multiply by 1.166.  Finally, add 15: 
            0.2 X 100 = 20.  60 – 20 = 40.  40 X 1.166 = 46.64.  46.64 + 15 = 61.64. 
 
Step 3: Divide Multiplier by 100, and take the resulting percentage of the base grant, the small size grant, 
            and the new school grant, if applicable: 
            61.64 divided by 100 = 0.6164.  0.6164 X 4,727,500 (base grant) = $2,914,031 
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Modernization Program 
Funding Sources:  Propositions 1A, 47, 55 & 1D 
 
Overview 
 


 Modernization funding is designed to extend the useful life of existing facilities, or to enhance the physical 
environment of a school. 


 Modernization funding can be used for a current project or reimbursement for a completed project. 
 Typical projects include, but are not limited to, the following: structural upgrades, access compliance 


upgrades, air conditioning, plumbing, lighting, and electrical systems, roof replacement, new furniture and 
equipment, technology upgrades, and replacement of existing facilities. 


 Modernization funding can also be used to demolish and replace existing facilities of like kind. 
 Funding is provided based on a per pupil grant amount.  The per pupil grant amount is multiplied by the 


number of pupils requested as part of a district’s funding application.  The pupils requested in each separate 
grade level receive specific grant amounts prescribed in law. The per pupil amount may be adjusted 
annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the State Allocation Board.  


 The per pupil grant amount and funding for specific utility upgrades is available if permanent buildings to be 
modernized are 50 years of age or older. 
 


Eligibility 
 


 Modernization eligibility is site-specific. Each school site has its own separate modernization eligibility. 
 Districts establish an initial Gross Classroom Inventory for the site.  This inventory (a.k.a. snapshot) does 


not change as classrooms are added to or subtracted from the site. 
 Eligibility Factors: 


o Building Age: Permanent Buildings must be at least 25 years old and Portable buildings must be at 
least 20 years old. 


o Site enrollment separated out by the total number of K-6, 7-8, 9-12, Non-Severe and Severe 
students housed at the site. 


 Eligibility Options: 
 Classroom count; or 
 Square footage/classroom ratio 


 Districts can alternate annually between classroom and square footage eligibility based on benefit to the 
district.  


 Eligibility cannot exceed the total number of pupils housed at the site. 
 Districts are not required to update modernization eligibility once it has been established.  Districts can 


choose to update if eligibility will increase. 
 Facilities that have been previously modernized with state funding may begin generating eligibility again 25 


years after the Board approved apportionment for permanent facilities, and 20 years after the Board 
approved apportionment for portable facilities. 


 Eligibility Calculation: 
 


Eligibility Option: Classroom (CR) count 
 


Number of Eligible Classrooms x Pupil Loading Standard = Number of Pupil Grants 
 


Example for a K-6 School:  
 


6 classrooms x 25 (loading standard) = 150 eligible pupil grants.  
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Eligibility Option: Square Footage Ratio 
 


Ratio: Classroom or Sq. Ft of age/Total Classroom or Sq. Ft on the site x Total enrollment by grade = 
Number of Pupil Grants 


 
Example:  


2000 (eligible sq. ft.)


4000 (total sq. ft.)
= 0.5


Step 1: Step 2:


100 (K-6) pupils  x 0.5  =  50 pupil grants
 


Funding 
 


 The Modernization program provides funding on a 60/40 State and local match basis. 
 Funding is provided based on a per pupil grant amount.  The per pupil grant amount is multiplied by the 


number of pupils requested as part of a district’s funding application.  The pupils requested in each separate 
grade level receive specific grant amounts prescribed in law.  


 The per pupil amount may be adjusted annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved 
by the State Allocation Board.   


 Prior to application submittal, the District must receive the necessary project approvals from the California 
Department of Education and Division of the State Architect. 


 The estimated or actual construction costs must be greater than or equal to 60 percent of the State grant 
plus the district’s matching share. 


 The 2012 modernization per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 
 


Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $3,600 


7 ‐ 8  $3,809 


9 ‐ 12  $4,985 


Non ‐ Severe  $7,674 


Severe  $11,470 


 
Funding Formula 
 


Funding is determined using the SFP modernization per pupil grant amounts of the grade level requested. 
 
 In addition to the base grant, the district is eligible to request supplemental grants. The eligible supplemental 


grants under the modernization program have been identified on the supplemental grants matrix. 
 A sample modernization project grant amount calculation is provided on the following page. 


 


1) Pupil Grants Requested x Per Pupil Grant Amount = Base Grant  
 


2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 


3) State Share 60% + District Share 40% = Total Project Cost 100%11-08-12 
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BASE GRANT $720,000.00
($3,600 per pupil K‐6)


(3,600 X 200 = 720,000)


FIRE DETECTION/ALARM SYSTEM $23,000.00
($115 per pupil for installation of a fire alarm system)


(115 X 200 = 23,000)


PROJECT ASSISTANCE $3,040.00
($3,040 flat rate for districts with less than 2,500 pupils)


HIGH PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE GRANT (34 points) $278,800.00
(Formula based grant for projects containing high performance components)
(The attached calculation page shows the calculation for the High Performance Incentive grant)


GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION (5%) $36,000.00
(5%‐20% of base grant based on the geographic isolation of the site)


(0.05 X 720,000 = 36,000)


SMALL SIZE PROJECT (4%) $28,800.00
(4% or 12% of base grant for small scale project of 200 pupil grants or less)
(0.04 X 720,000 = 28,800)


HANDICAPPED ACCESS/FIRE CODE (3%) $21,600.00
(3% of base grant or formula based grant in order to meet accessibility and fire code requirements at the site)


(0.03 X 720,000 = 21,600)


TWO‐STOP ELEVATORS GRANT $96,160.00
(96,160 flat rate for each two‐stop elevator required by the DSA; $17,307 for each additional)


URBAN/SECURITY/IMPACTED SITE $212,060.00
(Formula based grant for projects in which the site size is less than 60% of that recommended by CDE)


(The attached calculation page shows the calculation for the Urban/Security/Impacted Site grant)


PREVAILING WAGE MONITORING GRANT $3,549.00
(One quarter of 1% of the total apportionment for DIR monitoring and enforcement)


(0.0025 X 1,419,460 = 3,549) 


$1,423,009.00


DISTRICT SHARE 40%: $948,673.00


TOTAL 100%: $2,371,682.00


200 PUPIL GRANT MODERNIZATION PROJECT AT AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL


 STATE SHARE 60%:
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FORMULA BASED MODERNIZATION CALCULATIONS 
 
 
 
 
HIGH PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE GRANT 
 
There are separate calculations for projects accepted by DSA before and after 10/1/07.  Our sample 
project will use the newer calculation.  The grant is calculated as follows. 
 
Step 1: Allow $250,000 one time per school site. 
 
Step 2: Allow a percentage of the base grant based on how many CHPS points (as determined by DSA) 
            the project has attained.  Our sample project has 34 points, so the SFP regulations stipulate an  
            allowance of 4% of the base grant at 34 points: 
            0.04 X 720,000 = 28,800 
 
Step 3: Allow 0.36% of the base grant for each CHPS point attained from 35 through 47.  Our sample  
            project has 34 points so we do not need to perform this step for this project. 
 
            250,000 + 28,800 + 0 = $278,800 Modernization 
 
 
URBAN/SECURITY/IMPACTED SITE GRANT 
 
To qualify for this grant, the site size must be 60% or less than the CDE recommended site size.  The 
modernization grant is calculated as follows: 
 
Step 1: Find the acre ratio.  Existing acres divided by CDE recommended acres.  Our 
            sample project has two existing acres and the CDE recommends a site size of  
            10 acres:  2 divided by 10 = 0.2.  The acre ratio is 0.2. 
 
Step 2: Multiplier.  Multiply the acre ratio by 100, subtract from 60, then multiply by 0.333.  Finally, add 15: 
            0.2 X 100 = 20.  60 – 20 = 40.  40 X 0.333 = 13.32.  13.32 + 15 = 28.32. 
 
Step 3: Divide Multiplier by 100, and take the resulting percentage of the base grant and the small size 
grant, if applicable: 
            28.32 divided by 100 = 0.2832.  0.2832 X 748,000 (base grant + small size) = $212,060 
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Supplemental Grants 
 
The Supplemental Grant Matrix provided in the next section details which supplemental grants are available for each 
specific School Facility Program (SFP) program. 
 
Accessibility/Fire Code Requirements: Regulation Section 1859.83 
 
There are two options for districts to choose from for this supplemental grant. The District may elect to receive up to 
60 percent of the minimum work required to comply with current accessibility and fire code requirements or three 
percent of the base grant. The 60 percent allowance is based on actual hard costs as reported by the district on the 
accessibility/fire code requirements checklist.  These costs must be the minimum work necessary to receive approval 
from the Division of the State Architect (DSA) and must be verified by the DSA and the Office of Public School 
Construction (OPSC).  However, there is a cap on the grant amount.  
 
Energy Efficiency: Regulation Sections 1859.71.3 & 1859.78.5 
 
See page #. 
 
Fire Code Requirements: Regulation Sections 1859.71.2 & 1859.78.4 
 
The new construction grant will be increased for each pupil in a project that includes an automatic fire detection and 
alarm system. The grant amounts will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost 
Index as approved by the Board. 
 
General Site Development: Regulation Section 1859.76 
 
A supplemental grant for work including onsite driveways, walks, parking, curbs and gutters, outdoor play facilities, 
such as tennis/handball courts, running tracks, baseball, football, and soccer fields, and landscaping around these 
facilities. Funding for general site work is limited to $15,365 per usable acre plus a percentage of the base grant 
including specific additional grants (multi-level, automatic fire detection/alarm system, automatic sprinkler system, 
and excessive cost hardship grants). Districts receive a 6 percent increase for elementary and middle school projects 
and a 3.75 percent increase for high school projects.  The grant amount will be adjusted annually based on the 
change in the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the Board. 
 
Geographic Location: Regulation Section 1859.83 
 
A supplemental grant is available to districts with projects that are located in areas of California that are remote, 
difficult to access, or lack a pool of contractors. A district may qualify and request an augmentation to the new 
construction grant due to their geographic location. The supplemental grant varies between 5% - 20% depending on 
the geographic location of the district as defined in regulation.   
 
High Performance Incentive: Regulation Sections 1859.71. 6 & 1859.77.4 
 
See page # 
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Labor Compliance Program: Regulation Sections 1859.71.4 & 1859.78.1 
 
A labor compliance program, as specified by Labor Code Section 1771.5, must be initiated and enforced for each 
project funded wholly or in part from Propositions 47 or 55 funds if the Notice to Proceed was issued on or after April 
1, 2003, and the contract was awarded prior to January 1, 2012.  An additional grant is provided for these projects.  
The LCP grant is calculated on a sliding scale based on the total grant amount. 
 
Prevailing Wage Monitoring: Regulation Sections 1859.71.4 & 1859.78.1 
 
Section 1771.3 of California Labor Code (LC) requires the Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) to monitor and 
enforce compliance with applicable prevailing wage requirements for any public works project paid for in whole or in 
part out of State bond funds. The Prevailing Wage Monitoring grant is available for projects with a construction 
contract awarded after January 1, 2012, regardless of the bond source. The grant will be equal to one quarter of one 
percent of the State’s share.  
 
Multi-Level Construction: Regulation Section 1859.73 
 
The SFP provides an additional grant to construct multi-level school facilities on small sites. This grant is available for 
projects in densely populated areas, where site acquisition costs are high and land is scarce, to provide funds to 
alleviate and mitigate the impact of small sites. If the useable site acreage for the project is less than 75 percent of 
the site size recommended by the CDE for the master planned project capacity, the new construction grant can be 
increased by 12 percent for each pupil housed in a multi-level building that will house pupils in all levels of the 
building. 
 
New School Project: Regulation Section 1859.83 
 
Districts that will construct an entirely new school, including an alternative education school, on a site without existing 
facilities may qualify for a supplemental allowance. This grant allowance is intended to provide funds to construct 
core facilities such as multi-purpose rooms, gymnasiums, libraries, kitchens, etc., for projects that have a minimal 
amount of classrooms, but not enough to generate a sufficient new construction grant to build these essential 
facilities. Because it is an allowance, when a district adds classrooms to the site in the future as part of a separate 
application, a portion of the original grant amount is reduced from the subsequent application(s). 
 
Project Assistance: Regulation Sections 185973.1 and 1859.78.2 
 
The Board may provide additional project grants for project assistance to school districts with enrollment of 2,500 
pupils or less. The 2012 additional grant of $5,705 may be used for costs associated with the preparation and 
submission of the SFP eligibility and funding applications, including costs related to support documentation such as 
site diagrams. The grant amount will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost 
Index as approved by the Board. 
 
Replacement with Multi-Story Construction: Regulation Section 1859.73.2 
 
As part of a SFP new construction project, a school district may demolish a single story facility and replace it with a 
multi-story facility on the same site. This grant provides 50 percent of the replacement cost of the single story 
facility(s) to be replaced. In order to qualify, the site size must be less than 75 percent of the recommended CDE site 
size, the pupil capacity at the site must be increased, the cost of the demolition and replacement must be less than 
the cost of providing a new facility at a new site to house the increased pupil capacity, and the project must have 
CDE approval. 
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Site Acquisition: Regulation Sections 1859.74 through 1859.75  
 
The site acquisition grant can be used to acquire and develop new school sites. Under some circumstances, a district 
may receive grants for a district-owned site. Eligible costs for site acquisition are: 


 
 50 percent of the lesser of the actual cost or the appraised value of the site. 
 50 percent of the relocation cost. 
 2 percent of the value of the site (minimum of $25,000). 
 50 percent of some Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) review and oversight costs. 
 50 percent of hazardous waste removal (within one and one half times the appraised value). 


 
Site Valuation - The district is required to submit one site appraisal with the funding application. A California 
licensed and duly-qualified appraiser must issue a current appraisal report for the proposed site using the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  
 
The site must be appraised as if it were a clean site, safe from all contaminants. The appraisal report must 
evaluate both the gross and net usable acreage and any severance damages. 
 
The appraisal date of valuation, or an update, may not predate by more than six months the district’s funding 
application to the OPSC. An SFP project which had the site funded as a LPP project shall use the value funded 
under the LPP. 
 
DTSC Costs - Site acquisition costs may include up to 50 percent of the cost for the review, approval and 
oversight of the Phase One Environmental Site Assessment (POESA) and the Preliminary Endangerment 
Assessment (PEA). Note that these costs are prior to the actual clean-up costs, if any. Those costs may be 
included under some circumstances. See the paragraph entitled “Hazardous Waste Removal” below.  
 
Hazardous Waste Removal - Site acquisition costs may be increased by up to one-half of the costs associated 
with the removal or remediation of hazardous waste on the site to be acquired. The increase in site acquisition 
may not exceed the difference between one and one half times the appraised value of the site as if no 
contamination existed and the actual cost of the contaminated site. 
 
Example: 
 
Appraised Site Value (if no contamination existed) = $1,000,000 
Actual Cost of the Site = $750,000 
 
Step 1: Determine one and a half times the appraised value of the site 


$1,000,000 x 1.5 = $1,500,000 
 


Step 2: Determine difference between Step 1 and the actual cost of the site  
$1,500,000 - $750,000 = $750,000 


 
The supplemental grant increase for hazardous waste removal cannot exceed $750,000 unless approved by the 
Board under specific conditions defined in SFP Regulation.  


 
Relocation Expenses - Reasonable and necessary costs to relocate residential occupants and businesses from 
the proposed new school site, including purchasing fixtures and equipment, personal property, new machinery 
and equipment, and the installation of any improvements at the replacement residences or business locations 
are permitted as site acquisition costs. 
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Two Percent Allowance – Districts are eligible for an additional grant of two percent of the appraised value to 
cover costs associated with appraisals, escrow, survey, site testing, CDE reviews/approvals and preparation of 
the POESA and PEA.  
 
Incidental Site and Hazardous Waste Removal for Leased Sites or Existing School Site - If the funding 
application includes a vacant leased site that was never used for school purposes, the site acquisition costs may 
be increased by up to one-half of the costs associated with the removal or remediation of hazardous waste on 
the site to be leased. 
 
Hazardous Waste Removal Required on an Existing School Site - Site acquisition funding may be available 
for the evaluation and response action in connection with hazardous substances at an existing school site in 
advance of submittal of the DSA approved plans. 


 
Site Development: Regulation Sections 1859.76 & 1859.78.7 
 
In addition to the new construction grant, the SFP provides a supplemental grant for the purpose of developing the 
site where the project is to be located. Fifty percent of the site development costs are available for both new sites and 
for existing sites where additional facilities are being constructed. These development costs fall under the three 
categories listed below: 
 


Service site development  - For improvements that are performed within school property lines and may 
include eligible site clearance, rough grading, soil compaction, drainage, erosion control and multi-level, 
single-level subterranean or under-building parking structures. This portion of the site preparation is 
accomplished prior to the general site development and construction of buildings. 


 
Off -site – For improvements that are located along the perimeter of two sides of the site including street 
grading and paving, storm drainage lines, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and street lighting. These 
improvements are commonly dedicated for public use. If a district is requesting off -site improvements, the 
local entities having jurisdiction of areas where the off -site development is proposed must approve the 
related plans and specifications. These approved plans and specifications must be submitted to the OPSC 
at the time the application for funding is submitted. 
 
Utility service - Include improvements of water, sewer, gas, electric, and telephone from the closest existing 
utility connection.  


 
As part of the application package, the district must submit an itemized site development worksheet that contains 
only work that can be verified on the plans and specifications. 
 
Small Size Projects: Regulation Section 1859.83 
 
A supplemental grant is available to districts with projects that house no more than 200 pupils. The grant is intended 
to provide additional funds for core facilities and to make up for the lack of economies of scale when districts build 
small projects. The new construction grant can be increased as follows: 
 
 Capacity of the project is 0 – 100 Pupils 


Base grant x 12% = Small Size grant 
 


Capacity of the project is 101 – 200 Pupils  
Base grant x 4% = Small Size grant 
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Special Education – Therapy: Regulation Sections 1859.72, 1859.73.2, 1859.82, 1859.125 & 1859.125.1 
 
The new construction grant will be increased for the area of therapy rooms, not to exceed 3,000 square feet, plus 750 
square feet per additional Special Day Class classroom needed for severely disabled individuals with exceptional 
needs. The current unit cost per square foot of therapy area is as follows:  
 


$278 per square foot for toilet facilities 
$154 per square foot for other facilities 


 
The grant amounts will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index as 
approved by the Board. 
 
Two Stop Elevators: Regulation Section 1859.83 
 
If the DSA requires two-stop elevators in a modernization project, the modernization grant will be increased by 
$96,160 for each two-stop elevator. The modernization grant will be increased by $17,307 for each additional stop 
required.  The grant amounts will be adjusted annually based on the change in the Class B Construction Cost Index 
as approved by the Board. 
 
Urban Locations/Security Requirements & Impacted Sites: Regulation Section 1859.83 
 
Urban locations on impacted sites are generally in areas of high population density or high property values.   In these 
situations, the environment makes it difficult for districts to acquire ample real property, which causes increased 
project costs uniquely associated with urban construction. Districts with projects on these impacted sites are also 
faced with extra security requirements. The supplemental grant provides funds for security fences, watchpersons, 
increased premiums for insurance for contractors, and storage or daily delivery of construction materials to prevent 
theft and vandalism.  
 
Districts with projects in urban locations on impacted sites may request a supplemental grant if all of the following 
conditions are met: 


 
1) The CDE Final Plan approval letter shows the useable site acreage for the project is 60 percent or less of 


the site size recommended for the net school building capacity for the project plus any existing enrollment at 
the site, if any. 


 
2) At least 60 percent of the classrooms verified in the project construction plans are in multi-story facilities. 


 
3) For new construction of a new school site, the value of the site being acquired is at least $750,000 per 


useable acre, determined by dividing the proposed acres by the appraised value of the site. This condition 
does not apply to new construction additions to existing school sites. 
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School	Facility	Program
Supplemental	Grants	Matrix


Type of Grant


New 


Construction Modernization


Overcrowded 


Relief Grant


Critically 


Overcrowded 


Schools


Career 


Technical 


Education 


Facilities


Charter 


(NC)


Charter 


(Rehabilitation)


Facility 


Hardship 


(Replacement)


Facility 


Hardship‐


Rehabilitation Joint‐Use


Seismic 


Mitigation‐


Replacement


Seismic 


Mitigation‐


Rehabilitation


Accessibility/Fire Code Requirements x x


Energy Efficiency x x x x x x x x


Fire Detection Alarm System x x x x x x x x


Fire Sprinkler System x x x x x x


General Site x x x x x x


Geographic % factor x x x x x x x x x x x


High Performance Incentive (HPI) x x x x x x


HPI Base Grant‐only x


Labor Compliance Program x x x x x x x x x x


Prevailing Wage Monitoring x x x x x x x x x x x x


Multilevel Construction x x x x x x


New School Project x x x x x x


Project Assistance x x x x x x x x x x x


Replacement with Multi‐Story x


Site Acquisition


‐Actual or Appraised


‐Real Estate Fees (2%)


‐DTSC


‐Haz. Materials


‐Relocation Costs


x x x x x x


Site Development 


‐Off‐Site


‐Service Site


‐Utilities


x * x x x x x x x


Small Size Project x x x x x x x x x x x


Special Ed. Therapy/Other Area x x x x x x


Special Ed. Toilet Area  x x x x x x


Two‐Stop Elevator x x x x


Urban Security x x x x x x x x x x x


*If Modernization includes facilitiesthat are 50 years old or more, 


Utilities grants may apply. 
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Critically Overcrowded Schools Program 
(Authority within this program is exhausted; there is no provision for any future funding) 
Funding Sources:  Propositions 47 & 55 
 
Overview 
 


 The Critically Overcrowded Schools (COS) program allows school districts with critically overcrowded 
school facilities to apply for a preliminary apportionment (reservation of funds) and an adjusted grant 
apportionment (final apportionment). 


 School districts must convert the preliminary apportionment into a SFP new construction project within a 
four-year period. 


 The project may be either a new school project or an addition to an existing site. 
 
Eligibility  
 


 Must have School Facility Program new construction eligibility to support the project or use an “alternative 
eligibility method”, such as current enrollment, current residency data or a projection of residency data to 
justify the project. 


 Must be listed as critically overcrowded on California Department of Education’s (CDE) Source School List 
which identifies schools with qualifying site densities. 


 District must identify at least 75 percent of the proposed pupil occupancy as coming from a source school(s) 
 Project must be located within the attendance area or a one-mile radius of an elementary source school or, 


within the attendance area or a three-mile radius for a secondary source school. 
 
Funding 
 


 Funding is based on a 50/50 State and local match.  
 Funding is provided based on a per pupil grant amount.  The per pupil grant amount is multiplied by the 


number of pupils requested as part of a district’s funding application.  The pupils requested in each separate 
grade level receive specific grant amounts prescribed in law.  


 The per pupil amount may be adjusted annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved 
by the State Allocation Board.   


 Projects are awarded preliminary apportionments. Within four years the reservation of funds must be 
converted to a final apportionment. A single one-year extension may be granted. 


 The estimated preliminary apportionment grant amounts are based on new construction pupil base grant 
amounts and any additional site acquisition, site development, and/or supplemental allowances. 


 Advanced fund release is available for site and design costs.  
 Preliminary apportionments are a reservation of funds based on a proposed project; a final apportionment is 


the full project, complete with Division of the State Architect and CDE approved plans.  
 The 2012 new construction per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 


 
Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $9,455 


7 ‐ 8  $9,999 


9 ‐ 12  $12,721 


Non ‐ Severe  $17,765 


Severe  $26,564 
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Funding Formula 
 


 


1) Pupil Grants Requested x Per Pupil Grant Amount = Base Grant  
 


2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 


3) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
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Overcrowding Relief Grant Program  
Funding Source: Proposition 1D 
 
Overview 
 


 The Overcrowding Relief Grant Program (ORG) replaces portable classrooms with permanent classrooms on 
overcrowded school sites. Projects must reduce overcrowding at each site that eligibility is drawn from. 


 ORG projects must increase useable outdoor space for play areas, green space, or outdoor lunch areas. 
 Projects may include construction of a new school or replacement of classrooms at an existing school. 


 
Eligibility  
 


 Eligibility is calculated on a school site-specific basis by the California Department of Education (CDE). 
 Eligible ORG school sites must have a population density equal to or greater than 175 percent of CDE’s recommended 


population density. Population density is based on the 2005/2006 academic year enrollment. 
 After eligibility is established with the CDE, the district must establish district-wide eligibility with the OPSC prior to or 


concurrently with a funding application. 
 The district-wide eligibility will identify the total number of pupils and portable classrooms that can be requested through 


ORG applications. 
 
Funding 
 


 The ORG provides funding on a 50/50 State and local match basis. 
 ORG funding is determined using the SFP New Construction Program per pupil grant amounts based on the number of 


pupils requested. 
 The per pupil amount may be adjusted annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the State 


Allocation Board.  
 Unlike New Construction funding, ORG funding is not based on the grade levels served by the portable classrooms. 


ORG funding can be requested at any grade level. 
 A single funding application can pull eligibility from multiple ORG-eligible sites. 
 The base grant provides funding for design, construction, testing, inspection, furniture, equipment, and other costs 


related to the actual school facilities construction. 
 Prior to the district’s funding application submittal, it must obtain approvals from the California Department of Education 


and the Division of the State Architect. 
 The per pupil amount may be adjusted annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved by the 


State Allocation Board.  
 In addition to the base grant, the district may request supplemental grants. The eligible supplemental grants that apply 


to ORG are identified in Supplemental Grant Matrix. 
 The 2012 new construction per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 


 
 


Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $9,455 


7 ‐ 8  $9,999 


9 ‐ 12  $12,721 


Non ‐ Severe  $17,765 


Severe  $26,564 
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Funding Formula 
 


 


1) Pupil Grants Requested x Per Pupil Grant Amount = Base Grant  
 


2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 


3) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
 
 
 
 
 


 
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Charter School Facilities Program 
New Construction & Rehabilitation 


 
Funding Sources:  Propositions 47, 55 & 1D 
 
Overview 
 
The Charter School Facilities Program (CSFP) provides charter schools funding to construct new charter school facilities 
and/or rehabilitate existing school district-owned facilities that are at least 15 years old for charter school use.  Applications 
may be submitted by charter school directly or through the school district where the projects will be physically located.  Title 
to project facilities is generally held by the local school district; however, charter schools may submit a request to hold title. 
 
Eligibility  
 


 The school district in which the charter school is physically located must have established and updated SFP 
new construction eligibility. 


 The school district must certify to the number of district unhoused students a charter school will house in a 
new construction project. 


 The charter school must be deemed financially sound by the California School Finance Authority (CSFA). 
 The buildings in a proposed Rehabilitation project must be at least 15 years old. 


 
Funding 
 


 Upon State Allocation Board approval, charter school projects receive a reservation of funds known as a 
“preliminary apportionment.”  Within four years, the reservation of funds must be converted into a final 
apportionment.  A single one-year extension may be granted. 


 The preliminary apportionment grant amounts are based on the grade level served by the CSFP project, 
and any additional site acquisition, site development, and/or supplemental allowances.  


 Charter schools may receive an advanced fund release for site and design costs. 
 Funding is provided based on a 50/50 State and local match. 
 Final apportionment funding is provided based on a per pupil grant amount.  The per pupil grant amount is 


multiplied by the number of pupils requested as part of a district’s funding application.  The pupils requested 
in each separate grade level receive specific grant amounts prescribed in law.  


 The per pupil amount may be adjusted annually based on the Class B Construction Cost Index as approved 
by the State Allocation Board.   


 Charter schools may borrow their matching share from the State through the CSFA. 
 Charter schools must enter into the appropriate Charter School Agreements outlining property use, State 


loan repayments, and other project details prior to receipt of any State funds. 
 Preliminary apportionments are a reservation of funds based on a proposed project; a final apportionment is 


the full project, complete with Division of the State Architect and California Department of Education 
approved plans.  


 CSFP new construction final apportionments are funded similarly to SFP new construction projects with the 
same base grant and most of the same supplemental grants. 


 CSFP rehabilitation final apportionments are calculated based on the square footage rehabilitated.  Some of 
the SFP supplemental modernization grants are also available for CSFP rehabilitation projects. 
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 The 2012 new construction per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 


 
Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $9,455 


7 ‐ 8  $9,999 


9 ‐ 12  $12,721 


Non ‐ Severe  $17,765 


Severe  $26,564 


 
 The 2012 replacement costs are as follows: 


 


Square Footage Type
Grant Amount 
per Square Foot 


Toilet  $555 


Non‐Toilet  $307 


 
 
Funding Formula 
 


New Construction 
 


1) Pupil Grants Requested x Per Pupil Grant Amount = Base Grant  
 
2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 


 
3) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
 
 


Rehabilitation 
 
 


1) Toilet Square Footage x Toilet Facilities Grant Amount) + (Non- Toilet 
Square Footage x Therapy/Other Grant Amount)  = Base Grant  


 
2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 


 
3) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
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High Performance Incentive 
Funding Source: Proposition 1D 
 
Overview  
 


 Provides additional funds to New Construction, Modernization, Overcrowding Relief Grant, Critically 
Overcrowded Schools, Charter and Career Technical Education projects as an incentive to include high 
performance attributes in the project.   


 
 High Performance attributes include project design that promotes energy and water efficiency, maximizes 


the use of natural lighting, improves indoor air quality, utilizes recycled materials, and materials that emit a 
minimum of toxic substances, and employs acoustics that are conducive to teaching and learning. 


 
Eligibility 
 


 A High Performance Rating Criteria (HPRC) was established to determine the high performance attributes in 
a project, and assign each application a score that will directly correlate to the amount of additional funding 
a project receives.  


 
 The HPRC was modeled after the rating criteria as identified in the 2002, 2006 and 


2009 California Collaborative of High Performance Schools (CHPS) criteria. However, the criteria were 
modified to assure that funds allocated from this program focus on facility components that enhance high 
performance.  


 
 The project must include components from each of the following five pre-requisite HPRC categories: 


o Sustainable Site Selection 
o Reduced Water Usage 
o Energy Efficiency 
o Use of Sustainable, Renewable, and/or Recycled Materials 
o Indoor Environmental Quality 


 
 The Division of the State Architect (DSA) reviews the plans using the HPRC to determine the number of 


High Performance Credits attained in the project design   
 
Funding Requirements 
 


 The DSA verifies the HPI attributes in the project plans using the HPRC and concurs with the total “HP 
points” achieved in the project.  


 
 New Construction on New School Sites 


o In order to qualify for the additional grant, new school/new construction projects must meet all 
prerequisites in all HPRC categories; then, the district may select the credits it wishes to pursue. 
The minimum point threshold to qualify is 27 points and the maximum possible is 88 points, with a 
minimum of four points being obtained in the superior energy performance and/or alternate energy 
sources categories.
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 New Construction Additions to a Site and Modernization 


o New Construction additions to a site and modernization projects must meet all the prerequisites in 
the HPRC categories that are within the scope of the project; then, the district may select the 
credits it wishes to pursue. The minimum point threshold to qualify is 20 points and a maximum of 
84 points can be attained. 


 
 Career Technical Education Facilities Program projects are now eligible to receive the High Performance 


Base Incentive grant amount. 
 
Funding Formula 
 


 HP Points are converted to a percentage following criteria specified in SFP Regulations. 
 SFP Base Grant can be increased from 2% to just over 11%, depending on the number of HP points 


achieved.  
 
2009 % increase for Modernization or New Construction Addition to Existing Site Applications 


 


HPI Points 


Base Grant 
Increase 


Percentage 
Range 


20 -29 2% - 2.9% 
30 - 33 3% - 3.9% 
34 - 36 4% - 4.9% 
37 - 39 5% - 5.9% 
40 - 42 6% - 6.9% 
43 - 45 7% - 7.9% 
46 - 47 8% - 8.9% 
48 - 63 9% -  9.9% 
64 - 80 10% - 10.9% 
81 - 84 11% - 11.21% 


 
 


 All projects meeting the 2009 HPRC requirements are eligible to receive the High Performance Base 
Incentive grant. 


o HPI Base grant: $150,000 for a new school and $250,000 for a modernization project or a new 
construction project at an existing site  


 


Example: Modernization Project with 46 HPI Points 
Project Base Grant = $500,000 


 
HPI Base Grant = $250,000 


Project Base Grant Increase = $500,000 x 8.32% = $41,600 
Total HPI Grant = $250,000 + $41,600 = $291,600 


30







 


 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


Energy Efficiency 
(Authority within this program is exhausted; there is no provision for any future funding) 
Funding Sources: Propositions 47 & 55 
 
Overview  
 
The Energy Efficiency supplemental grant preceded the High Performance Incentive (HPI) grant program.  While 
similar in nature to HPI, the Energy Efficiency supplemental grant differs in that it solely focused on energy-saving 
features.  The grant provides additional funding for energy cost savings. Currently, there is no remaining Energy 
Efficiency funding. 
 
Eligibility 
 


 The average energy efficiency score of all buildings in the project must exceed the nonresidential building 
energy efficiency standards specified in Part 6 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations by at least:  


o 10% for Modernization 
o 15% for New Construction 


 
 Energy efficiency components that may be included as part of the project include the following: 


o Conservation 
o Load reduction technology 
o Peak-load shifting 
o Solar water heating technology 
o Ground source heating and cooling 
o Photovoltaics 
o Other technologies that meet emerging technology eligibility criteria 


 
 The Division of the State Architect reviews the plans and concurs with the reported energy efficiency score. 


 
Funding Formula 
 


 Districts are eligible to receive a graduated percentage (up to five percent of the project’s base grant) based 
on their energy efficiency score. 
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Career Technical Education Facilities Program  
Funding Source: Proposition 1D 
 
Overview 
 


 Provides funding to school districts and joint powers authorities (JPA) for the construction of new Career 
Technical Education (CTE) facilities, modernization of existing CTE facilities, and/or purchase of equipment 
for the CTE program.  


 School districts have two options available when submitting a funding application.  
 
Option 1:  A district with Division of State Architect (DSA) and California Department of Education 
(CDE) approved plans may request full project funding.  
 
Option 2:  Prior to receiving DSA and CDE approvals, districts may request a reservation of funds. The 
district has up to 12 months from the date of apportionment to submit the necessary approvals. 
 


 CTE projects can consist of facilities and equipment, or consist solely of equipment with at least a ten-year 
average useful life expectancy.  


 Districts may choose to have a stand-alone CTE project, or they may combine a CTE project with a new 
construction or modernization project. 


 The CDE currently recognizes 15 industry sectors for CTE programs. 
 
Eligibility  
 


 The district must have an active career technical advisory committee. 
 The CTE program plans must be reviewed and scored by CDE.  Scores are based on the overall CTE plan 


for each course of study within the approved industry sector, enrollment projections, identification of feeder 
schools and industry partners, approval of the plan by these entities, outcome accountability, coordination 
with other area schools, and evidence that the district will meet all statutory obligations relating to CTE.   


 Plans receiving the minimum score or higher are eligible to submit an application for funding. 
 
Funding 
 


 Funding is a 50/50 State and local match.  The total grant amount is based on the combined construction, 
site development and equipment costs, and any eligible supplemental grants.   


 Districts are required to submit an itemized list of equipment including cost, a detailed construction cost 
estimate, and a detailed cost estimate of proposed site development (if requesting site development 
funding). 


 Districts may request a loan for all or part of their required 50 percent match. As districts repay their loans, 
the State re-deposits the loan repayments into the CTEFP fund. 


 The maximum grant amount is $3 million for new construction and $1.5 million for modernization. 
 Funding order is based on the project’s locale and CDE score. A project’s locale is Urban, Suburban or 


Rural, as determined by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Funds are apportioned to 
projects in each locale. If there are no applications in a given locale, projects will be apportioned in the 
remaining locales. 
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Funding Formula 
 


1) 50%Construction Costs + 50% Equipment + Supplemental Grants = 
Total State Share 


 
2) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 


 
NOTE:  The State Share cannot exceed the grant amount caps set in statute.  This cap does not include funding for 
the High Performance Incentive grant, because it is a separate funding source. 
 
 
 
 
 
STAND ALONE FACILITY                  WITHIN A NC OR MOD PROJECT                   EQUIPMENT ONLY 
         


   OR             OR           
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Joint-Use Program  
Funding Source: Proposition 1A, 47, 55 & 1D 
 
Overview 
 
The Joint-Use Program allows school districts to use funds from a 
Joint-Use partner to build a Joint-Use project the district would not 
otherwise be able to build due to lack of financial resources. Each 
project requires a Joint-Use partner that is a government agency, higher education provider, or non-profit 
organization. 
 
 
Eligibility  
 
School districts may apply for two types of Joint-Use projects: Type I and Type II. For both types, the district must 
have executed its construction contract after April 29, 2002, and enter into a Joint-Use Agreement with a Joint-Use 
partner. 
 


Type I Project 
 The project must increase the size, create 


extra cost, or do both for a multipurpose 
room, gymnasium, childcare facility, library, 
or teacher education facility. 


 The Joint-Use project must be part of an 
SFP New Construction application. 
 


Type II Project 
 The project must reconfigure existing 


school buildings, construct new 
buildings, or both, to provide for a 
multipurpose room, gymnasium, 
childcare facility, library, or teacher 
education facility. 


 The Joint-Use project must be part of an 
SFP modernization application, or it may 
be a stand-alone project. 


 The school site cannot have the type of 
facility planned in the project or the 
existing facility must be inadequate.


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Funding 
 


 The Joint-Use grant provides State funds on a 50/50 State and local sharing basis. The Joint-Use partner 
must provide a minimum of 25 percent of the eligible project costs.  


 If the district has passed a bond which specifies that the monies are to be used specifically for the purposes 
of the Joint-Use project, then the district can opt to pay up to the full 50 percent local share of eligible costs. 
Anything beyond the eligible project cost is the responsibility of the Joint-Use partner and/or the district. 
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 Each project has a maximum state contribution of $1 million for an elementary school, $1.5 million for a 
middle school, and $2 million for a high school.  


 The 2012 Joint-Use grant amounts are as follows: 
 
 


Square Footage Type
Grant Amount 
per Square Foot 


Toilet  $278 


Non‐Toilet  $154 


 
 
Funding Formula 
 


 


1) Proposed Square Footage x Square Foot Grant Amount = Base 
Grant  


 
2) Base Grant + Extra Cost (Type 1 only) + Supplemental Grants = 


Total State Share 
 


3) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
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Facility Hardship Program  
Funding Sources:  Propositions 1A, 47, 55 & 1D 
 
Overview 
 
The purpose of the grant is to assist districts with funding when 
it has been determined that the district has a critical need for 
pupil housing, because the condition of the facilities, or the lack 
of facilities, presents a health and safety threat to the pupils.  The program provides funding for the minimum work 
necessary to mitigate the health and safety threat. 
 
Eligibility 
 


 In order for a project to be eligible under the Facility Hardship Program, one of the following two conditions 
must exist: 
o Facilities must be in need of repair or replacement due to a health and safety threat 


Or 
o Facilities were lost or destroyed due to fire, flood, earthquake, or other disaster 


 
 The District must provide a report from an industry specialist with governmental concurrence to identify the 


health and safety threat and the minimum work required to mitigate the threat. 
 


 SFP New Construction or Modernization eligibility is not required to participate. 
 


 Enrollment must justify a continuing need for the facilities 
o The maximum eligible replacement square footage is defined in SFP regulations. 


 
Funding Determination 
 


 Funding is provided in two categories: Replacement or Repair of facilities. 
 


 Funding category is confirmed by a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) of cost to repair vs. cost to replace. 
o Replacement: if cost to repair is greater than 50 percent of the cost of replacement. 
o Repair: if the cost to repair is less than 50 percent of replacement. 


 
 There are three types of Facility Hardship projects: 


1. Replacement of entire school, with or without site acquisition. 
2. Replacement of individual buildings and/or facilities on an existing site. 
3. Repair of individual buildings or facilities on an existing site. 


 
 Replacement projects are considered a type of new construction project.  Therefore, funds are provided on 


a 50/50 State and local sharing basis.   
 


 Rehabilitation projects are considered a type of modernization project.  Therefore funds are provided on a 
60/40 State and local sharing basis. 


 
 Districts can request a conceptual approval or submit a full funding application.  The conceptual approval of 


a Facility Hardship project is an approval from the Board that indicates that the health and safety threat 
warrants an application under the program.  This approval gives the district a comfort level that State 
funding may be provided if they move forward with the project. 
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 The 2012 new construction per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 
 


Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $9,455 


7 ‐ 8  $9,999 


9 ‐ 12  $12,721 


Non ‐ Severe  $17,765 


Severe  $26,564 


 
 The 2012 replacement costs are as follows: 


 


Square Footage Type
Grant Amount 
per Square Foot 


Toilet  $555 


Non‐Toilet  $307 


 
 


Funding Formula by Project Type 
 


1. Replacement of  Entire School – Similar to New Construction Program 
 


Step 1) Enrollment @ Site ÷ Grade Level Loading Standard = Number of Classrooms (Round up) 
 


Step 2) (Number of Classrooms x Grade Level Loading Standard) x Per Pupil Grant = Base Grant 
 


Step 3) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 
Step 4) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
 


2. Replacement of Individual Buildings/Facilities/Facility Components 
a. Building Replacement is based on total square footage – Currently $555 (toilet) and $307 (other) 


per square foot and adjusted each year 
b. Cost to replace a facility component, such as a heating system is based on the cost estimate 


submitted by the District and verified by the OPSC. 
 


3. Rehabilitation – Funding is based on the detailed cost estimate for the minimum work required to mitigate 
the health and safety threat submitted by the district and verified by the OPSC. 


 
 State funding is reduced by any insurance or lawsuit settlement funds the district receives for the project. 
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Seismic Mitigation Program 
Funding Source: Proposition 1D 
 
Overview 
 
The Seismic Mitigation Program is a sub-component of the Facility Hardship 
program that provides funding for seismic construction projects with buildings 
determined to have “most vulnerable California school facilities” status.  
 
Eligibility 
 


 Facility must be identified by the Division of the State Architect (DSA) as a qualifying Category 2 building. 
 The building is designed for occupancy by students and staff  
 The project funding provided shall be the minimum work necessary to obtain DSA approval  
 The DSA concurs with a structural engineer’s report that identifies structural deficiencies in accordance with 


the requirements of DSA Procedure 08-03. 
 If building eligibility is based on the presence of faulting, liquefaction, or landslide, the California Geological 


Survey must concur with a geologic analysis.  
 The construction contract was executed on or after May 20, 2006  
 SFP New Construction or Modernization eligibility is not required to participate. 


 
Funding Determination 
 


 Funding is provided in two categories: Replacement or Repair of facilities. 
 Funding category is confirmed by a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) of cost to repair vs. cost to replace. 


o Replacement: if cost to repair is greater than 50 percent of the cost of replacement. 
o Repair: if the cost to repair is less than 50 percent of replacement. 


 There are three types of Seismic Mitigation projects as follows: 
1. Replacement of entire school, with or without site acquisition. 
2. Replacement of individual facilities on an existing site. 
3. Repair of individual facilities on an existing site. 


 Replacement and rehabilitation projects are funded on a 50/50 State and local sharing basis per statute. 
 Districts can request a conceptual approval or submit a full funding application. 
 The 2012 new construction per pupil grant amounts are as follows: 


 
Grade Level  Grant Amount 


K ‐ 6  $9,455 


7 ‐ 8  $9,999 


9 ‐ 12  $12,721 


Non ‐ Severe  $17,765 


Severe  $26,564 
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 The 2012 replacement costs are as follows: 
 


Square Footage Type
Grant Amount 
per Square Foot 


Toilet  $555 


Non‐Toilet  $307 


 
 
Funding Formula by Project Type 
 


 
1. Replacement of  Entire School – Similar to New Construction Program 


 
Step 1) Enrollment @ Site ÷ Grade Level Loading Standard = Number of Classrooms (Round up) 


 
Step 2) (Number of Classrooms x Grade Level Loading Standard) x Per Pupil Grant = Base Grant 


 
Step 3) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 
Step 4) State Share 50% + District Share 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
 


2. Replacement of individual facilities is based on total square footage – Currently, $555 (toilet) and $307 
(other) per square foot and adjusted each year for the change in Class B Construction Cost Index as 
approved by the Board. 


 
3. Rehabilitation – Funding based on the detailed cost estimate for the minimum work required to mitigate the 


health and safety threat submitted by the district and verified by the OPSC. 
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School Facility Program (SFP) Financial Hardship (FH) Program 
 
Overview 
 
The SFP FH program assists school districts and County Offices of Education (COE) that cannot provide their 
matching share to an SFP new construction or modernization project.  
 
Eligibility 
 


Financial Hardship Criteria 


In order to qualify for financial hardship, the district must be levying the developer fee 
justified under law, AND meet one of the following criteria: 


1. The district’s current outstanding bond indebtedness is at least 60 percent 
of the district's total bonding capacity. 


2. The district has had a successful registered voter bond election for at least 
the maximum amount allowed under Proposition 39 within the previous two 
years. 


3. The district is a County Superintendent of Schools (County Office of 
Education). 


4. The district's total bonding capacity is $5 million or less. 
5. Other evidence of reasonable effort as approved by the State Allocation 


Board. 
 


 Once a district or COE has met the basic the eligibility requirement, the OPSC will review its financial 
records to determine how much funding the district or COE has to contribute. 


 Only after both the review of the eligibility requirements and the review of the financial records for available 
funds are complete can a district or COE qualify for FH status.  
 


Funding 
 


 If an FH district meets the basic eligibility requirements, and local funds are less than the district’s required 
contribution to the project, then the State will fund the difference between the available amount and the 
district match, up to 100 percent of a project.  


 
 
 


 
    
 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 


Project Cost is $100 
$50 State Share/$50 Local Match 


District only has $30 available toward its 
$50 local match 


State Share:  $50 
+ Financial Hardship:  $20 


Total State contribution:  $70 
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Funding (cont.) 
 


 FH districts also have the added flexibility to request separate site and design funding prior to requesting full 
(construction) funding. 


 Once granted FH status, a district’s expenditures within capital facility related funds are limited to verifiable 
contracts and payables (encumbrances) entered into and approved by the OPSC prior to the initial FH 
application. Spending for other purposes will result in an offset to the FH apportionment equal to the 
ineligible amount during subsequent FH reviews.  


 FH project savings must be applied to future SFP FH projects planned by the district or paid back to the 
State.  After three years, any remaining savings plus interest must be returned to the State. 


 FH Status:  Once a district is approved for a FH apportionment, the district has six months from the date of 
the approval letter to submit an application for funding for the projects and phases of projects listed on the 
FH approval.  If no application is received within six months, the district is subject to another full FH review. 


 If a district’s project is on the unfunded list for more than 180 days, the district’s financial records will 
undergo a re-review to determine whether additional funds have become available to offset the FH 
apportionment.  In this case, the basic eligibility review is not conducted. 
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Regulation 
Section


Current Adjusted 
Grant Per Pupil
Effective 1-1-11


Current Grant Per 
Pupil               


Effective 1-1-12


Elementary 1859.71 $9,112 $9,455


Middle 1859.71 $9,637 $9,999


High 1859.71 $12,260 $12,721


Special Day Class – Severe 1859.71.1 $25,601 $26,564


Special Day Class – Non-Severe 1859.71.1 $17,121 $17,765


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Elementary 1859.71.2 $11 $11


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Middle 1859.71.2 $15 $16


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – High 1859.71.2 $24 $25


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Special Day Class – Severe 1859.71.2 $47 $49


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Special Day Class – Non-Severe 1859.71.2 $32 $33


Automatic Sprinkler System – Elementary 1859.71.2 $153 $159


Automatic Sprinkler System – Middle 1859.71.2 $182 $189


Automatic Sprinkler System – High 1859.71.2 $189 $196


Automatic Sprinkler System – Special Day Class – Severe 1859.71.2 $484 $502


Automatic Sprinkler System – Special Day Class – Non-Severe 1859.71.2 $324 $336


Elementary 1859.78 $3,470 $3,600


Middle 1859.78 $3,671 $3,809


High 1859.78 $4,804 $4,985


Special Day Class - Severe 1859.78.3 $11,054 $11,470


Special Day Class – Non-Severe 1859.78.3 $7,396 $7,674


State Special School – Severe 1859.78 $18,429 $19,122


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Elementary 1859.78.4 $111 $115


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Middle 1859.78.4 $111 $115


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – High 1859.78.4 $111 $115


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Special Day Class – Severe 1859.78.4 $310 $322


Automatic Fire Detection/Alarm System – Special Day Class – Non-Severe 1859.78.4 $208 $216


Over 50 Years Old – Elementary 1859.78.6 $4,819 $5,000


Over 50 Years Old – Middle 1859.78.6 $5,098 $5,290


Over 50 Years Old – High 1859.78.6 $6,674 $6,925


Over 50 Years Old – Special Day Class – Severe 1859.78.6 $15,360 $15,938


Over 50 Years Old – Special Day Class – Non-Severe 1859.78.6 $10,272 $10,658


Over 50 Years Old – State Special School – Severe 1859.78.6 $25,601 $26,564


ATTACHMENT A


ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT TO SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM GRANTS
State Allocation Board Meeting, January 25, 2012


Grant Amount Adjustments


(Continued on Page Two)
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Regulation 
Section


Current Adjusted 
Grant Per Pupil
Effective 1-1-11


Current Grant Per 
Pupil               


Effective 1-1-12


1859.72 
1859.73.2 
1859.82 


1859.125 
1859.125.1   


$148 $154


1859.72 
1859.73.2 
1859.82 


1859.125 
1859.125.1   


$268 $278


1859.76 $11,586 $12,022


1859.76 $14,808 $15,365


1859.73.1 $5,498 $5,705


1859.83 $92,675 $96,160


1859.83 $16,680 $17,307


1859.78.2 $2,930 $3,040


1859.2 $296 $307


1859.2 $535 $555


1859.81 $30,539 $31,687


1859.163.1 $8,638 $8,963


1859.163.1 $9,145 $9,489


1859.163.1 $11,944 $12,393


1859.163.1 $27,524 $28,559


1859.163.1 $18,406 $19,098


Current Replacement Cost - Toilets (per square foot)


Interim Housing – Financial Hardship (per classroom)


Two-stop Elevator 


                              Grant Amount Adjustments


New Construction / Modernization / Joint-Use


Therapy/Multipurpose Room/Other (per square foot)


Toilet Facilities (per square foot)


Facility Hardship / Rehabilitation


Additional Stop 


Project Assistance (for school district with less than 2,500 pupils)


(Continued on Page Three)


Project Assistance (for school district with less than 2,500 pupils)


Parking Spaces


Charter School Special Day Class - Non-Severe


Charter School Elementary


Charter School Middle


Charter School High


Charter School Special Day Class - Severe


New Construction Only


Modernization Only 


General Site Grant (per acre for additional acreage being acquired)


Charter School Facilities Program - Preliminary Apportionment Amounts


ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT TO SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM GRANTS 


Current Replacement Cost - Other (per square foot)
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Class- rooms in 
Project


Elementary 
School 


Adjusted Grant


Elementary 
School 


Adjusted Grant 


Middle School 
Adjusted Grant


Middle School 
Adjusted Grant 


High School    
Adjusted    


Grant


High School 
Adjusted Grant 


Alternative 
Education New 


School     


Alternative 
Education New 


School     


Effective       
1-1-11


Effective       
1-1-12


Effective       
1-1-11


Effective          1-
1-12


Effective       
1-1-11


Effective       
1-1-12


Effective       
1-1-11


Effective       
1-1-12


1 $247,135 $256,427 $1,041,062 $1,080,206 $2,264,383 $2,349,524 $671,438 $696,684


2 $582,315 $604,210 $1,167,718 $1,211,624 $2,355,517 $2,444,084 $814,622 $845,252


3 $874,243 $907,115 $1,297,464 $1,346,249 $2,911,575 $3,021,050 $1,424,060 $1,477,605


4 $1,107,480 $1,149,121 $1,439,568 $1,493,696 $3,405,844 $3,533,904 $1,602,137 $1,662,377


5 $1,300,552 $1,349,453 $1,587,849 $1,647,552 $3,750,292 $3,891,303 $1,780,215 $1,847,151


6 $1,577,040 $1,636,337 $1,737,677 $1,803,014 $4,094,737 $4,248,699 $1,958,293 $2,031,925


7 $1,856,612 $1,926,421 $1,887,502 $1,958,472 $4,439,182 $4,606,095 $2,136,368 $2,216,695


8 $2,071,311 $2,149,192 $2,051,232 $2,128,358 $4,704,854 $4,881,757 $2,323,341 $2,410,699


9 $2,071,311 $2,149,192 $2,224,225 $2,307,856 $4,918,006 $5,102,923 $2,516,432 $2,611,050


10 $2,435,835 $2,527,422 $2,398,765 $2,488,959 $5,129,621 $5,322,495 $2,709,522 $2,811,400


11 $2,435,835 $2,527,422 $2,573,305 $2,670,061 $5,342,772 $5,543,660 $3,458,809 $3,588,860


12 $2,564,037 $2,660,445 $5,537,394 $5,745,600 $3,651,898 $3,789,209


13 $5,728,922 $5,944,329 $3,844,990 $3,989,562


14 $5,920,454 $6,143,063 $4,038,081 $4,189,913


15 $6,113,532 $6,343,401 $4,231,170 $4,390,262


16 $6,305,059 $6,542,129 $4,424,261 $4,590,613


17 $6,498,136 $6,742,466 $4,617,352 $4,790,964


18 $6,689,666 $6,941,197 $4,810,443 $4,991,316


19 $6,881,196 $7,139,929 $5,003,533 $5,191,666


20 $7,074,270 $7,340,263 $5,196,623 $5,392,016


21 $7,265,804 $7,538,998 $5,389,853 $5,592,511


22 $7,457,333 $7,737,729 $5,582,944 $5,792,863


23 $5,776,035 $5,993,214


24 $5,969,125 $6,193,564


25 $6,162,213 $6,393,912


26 $6,355,308 $6,594,268


27 $6,548,397 $6,794,617


                             ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT TO SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM GRANTS 


                             New School Adjustments (Regulation Section 1859.83)
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School Facility Program Forms by Number 
 
 
Form SAB 50-01:  Enrollment Certification/Projection 
To determine a district’s initial eligibility for new construction funding under the School Facility Program (SFP), the 
district must provide enrollment information for the current and previous three or seven years, as appropriate. 
 
Form SAB 50-02:  Existing School Building Capacity 
This form is used to determine a district’s existing school building capacity to house students.  This one-time report 
and the Form SAB 50-01 are used to calculate the district’s eligibility for SFP New Construction funding. 


 
Form SAB 50-03:  Eligibility Determination 
This form is used by a district to calculate their eligibility for new construction and modernization funding under the 
SFP. 


 
Form SAB 50-04:  Application for Funding 
Once eligibility has been established, a district can submit this form to apply for SFP funds. 


 
Form SAB 50-05:  Fund Release Authorization 
After an SFP grant has been funded by the Board, the OPSC will release the apportioned funds to the appropriate 
county treasury once the district has completed and submitted this form to the OPSC. 


 
Form SAB 50-06:  Expenditure Report (SFP) 
Districts use this form to report SFP-funded project expenditures annually to the State until project completion. 
 
Form SAB 50-07:  Application for Joint-Use Funding 
This form is used by a district to request State funding for a project on a K-12 school site in which the district has 
entered into a joint-use agreement with a governmental agency, public community college, public college or public 
university, or a nonprofit organization approved by the board. 


 
Form SAB 50-08:  Application for Preliminary Apportionment 
This form is used by eligible applicants with critically overcrowded schools in advance of full compliance with all of 
the application requirements for final apportionment. 


 
Form SAB 50-09:  Application for Charter School Preliminary Apportionment 
This form is used by eligible applicants to request a preliminary apportionment for the new construction or 
rehabilitation of charter school facilities in advance of full compliance with all the application requirements for a final 
apportionment. 
 
Form SAB 50-10:  Application for Career Technical Education Facilities Funding 
This form is to be used by a school district/joint powers authority to request a Career Technical Education Facilities 
grant. 


 
Form SAB 50-11:  Overcrowding Relief Grant District-Wide Eligibility Determination 
As part of the district’s request for new construction funding for the Overcrowding Relief Grant, this form is used to 
determine the district’s District-wide/High School Attendance Area pupil eligibility. 
 
Form SAB 189:  School District Appeal Request 
School districts are required to use this form to initiate an appeal for consideration by the State Allocation Board.  
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State Agency Roles 
 
School districts planning to construct or modernize existing schools require the assistance of several local, State, and 
federal agencies. It is essential that those dealing with the school construction process have an understanding of the 
role each agency plays. The five primary State agencies are the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC), the 
Division of the State Architect (DSA), the California Department of Education (CDE) School Facilities Planning 
Division (SFPD), the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the Department of Industrial Relations 
(DIR). School districts may also come into contact with many other agencies.  The OPSC encourages district 
representatives to contact each agency to obtain more information about its procedures and processes. 
 
Office of Public School Construction 
 
As staff to the State Allocation Board (Board), the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) is responsible for 
facilitating the processing of school district applications for State funding for eligible new construction and 
modernization projects to provide safe and adequate facilities for California’s public school children. The OPSC is 
also responsible for the management of these funds and the expenditures made with them. Additionally, the OPSC 
prepares regulations, policies, and procedures for Board approval in order to carry out statutory mandates.  
 
Department of General Services, Division of the State Architect 
 
The primary role of the DSA in the school construction process is to review plans and specifications to ensure that 
they comply with California’s building codes, with an emphasis on structural and seismic safety. The DSA reviews the 
working drawings to assure that the proposed structures meet codes and requirements for structure (seismic), fire 
and life safety, and universal design compliance. 
 
DSA approval of all plans and specifications is required prior to a construction contract being signed for new 
construction, modernization or alteration of any school building. The only exception to this requirement is for 
relocatable buildings, for which districts may enter into a contract to acquire the plans and specifications; however, 
construction cannot commence until DSA approval has been obtained.  
 
California Department of Education, School Facilities Planning Division 
 
The SFPD’s role is to review and approve school district sites and construction plans. The SFPD review begins when 
a school district plans to acquire a new school construction site. Prior to approving a site for school purposes, the 
SFPD reviews many factors, including, but not limited to, environmental hazards, proximity to airports, freeways, and 
power transmission lines. The SFPD’s review of construction plans focuses mainly on the educational adequacy of 
the proposed facility and whether the needs of students and faculty will be met.  
 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
 
The role of the DTSC in the school construction process begins with the SFPD’s site approval process. The DTSC 
will assist the district with an assessment of any possible contamination, and, if necessary, with the development and 
implementation of a mitigation plan. 
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Department of Industrial Relations 
 
DIR’s role in the school construction process is to enforce labor laws relating to contractors and employers. 
 
The DIR has established the Compliance Monitoring Unit (CMU) to monitor and enforce prevailing wage 
requirements, required by Labor Code Section 1771.3, on public works projects that receive state bond funding and 
on other projects with construction contracts awarded after January 1, 2012. 


 
For projects for which the initial public works construction contract was awarded before January 1, 2012, California 
Labor Code Section 1771.7 requires districts to certify that a DIR-approved LCP has been initiated and enforced for a 
project apportioned under the SFP, if both of the following conditions exist: 
 


 The project is apportioned from either Proposition 47 or 55; and  


 The construction phase of the project commences on or after April 1, 2003, as signified by the date of the 
Notice to Proceed. 
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School	Facility	Program	Fast	Facts
(funding	by	each	program	since	1998)


Program Fast Facts


New Construction*


$17.7 billion in SAB‐approved projects


     $17.4 billion apportioned projects and $0.3 billion in unfunded approvals


3,684 SAB‐approved projects


     3,573 apportioned projects and 111 unfunded approvals


Modernization*


$11.3 billion in SAB‐approved projects


     $10.6 billion apportioned projects and $0.7 billion in unfunded approvals


6,440 SAB‐approved projects


     6,080 apportioned projects and 360 unfunded approvals


Critically Overcrowded 


Schools


$2.2 billion in SAB‐approved projects


     $2.2 billion apportioned projects and $0.03 in unfunded approvals


72 SAB‐approved projects


     70 apportioned projects and 2 unfunded approvals


Charter School 


Facilities


$0.8 billion in SAB‐approved Preliminary Apportionments (PA): 


     $0.2 billion in Final Apportionments; $0.09 billion in Unfunded Approvals; $0.2 billion   


     in advance funding.  $0.4 billion is still set aside for PAs.


64 SAB‐approved projects


     16 Final Apportionments; 2 Unfunded Approvals; 46 have not converted to Final


     Apportionments


Overcrowding Relief 


Grant


$0.7 billion in SAB‐approved projects


     $0.6 billion apportioned projects and $0.1 billion in unfunded approvals


108 SAB‐approved projects


     91 apportioned projects and 17 unfunded approvals


Career Technical 


Education Facilities


$0.5 billion in SAB‐approved projects


     $0.4 billion apportioned projects and $0.1 billion in unfunded approvals


472 SAB‐approved projects


     415 apportioned projects and 57 unfunded approvals


Joint‐Use


$0.2 billion in SAB‐approved projects


     $0.2 billion apportioned projects and $0 in unfunded approvals


170 SAB‐approved projects


     170 apportioned projects and 0 unfunded approvals


*includes Facility Hardship and Seimic Repair projects
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School Facility Program Regulations 


Link 


 


 


Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, Chapter 12.5  


Article No. Title Education Code Section 


1 General Provisions 17070.10-17070.99 


2 Existing School Building Capacity 17071.10-17071.46 


3 New Construction Eligibility Determination 17071.75-17071.76 


4 New Construction Grant Eligibility Determination 17072.10-17072.18 


5 New Construction Funding Process 17072.20-17072.35 


6 Modernization Eligibility Determination 17073.10-17073.25 


7 Modernization Apportionment 17074.10-17074.30 


8 Hardship Application 17075.10-17075.15 


9 Program Accountability 17076.10-17076.11 


10 School Project Safety Components 17077.10 


10.5 Energy Efficiency 17077.30-17077.35 


10.6 Joint-Use Facilities 17077.40-17077.45 


11 Critically Overcrowded School Facilities 17078.10-17078.30 


12 Charter Schools 17078.52-17078.66 


13 Career Technical Education Facilities Program 17078.70-17078.72 


14 Overcrowding Relief Grants 17079-17079.30 


 


 


Public Education Bonds – Fund Schedules11-08-12 


 
 
 


Bond Title 
Education 
Code Section 


Class Size Reduction  Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act Of 1998 100420 


Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act Of 2002 100620 


Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act Of 2004 100820 


Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act Of 2006 101012 
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Rules and Operating Procedures


State Allocation Board 


The State Allocation Board 
membership is comprised 
of the Director of Finance, 
Director of the Department 
of General Services, 
Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, three members 
of the Senate, three members 
of the Assembly, and one 
appointee by the Governor.
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SECTION (1):  ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING


The State Allocation Board (Board) shall review and adopt the operating Rules & Procedures of the 
Board at their fi rst meeting at the beginning of each two (2) year legislative session. These rules shall 
remain in eff ect until replaced or revised by a majority vote of the Board. 


SECTION (2):  OFFICERS


Chair of the A. Board


At the beginning of the two year Legislative session, the Board shall elect an Administration 1. 
or Agency Designee as the Chair of the Board for a two year term.


The Chair shall:2. 


Call the Board together at the times and places necessary to enable the Board to i. 
properly perform its duties. 


Preside over meetings of the Board. ii. 


Maintain order and decide all questions of order subject to appeal. iii. 


Collaborate with the Vice Chair, Executive Officer, and the Assistant Executive Officer iv. 
in the preparation of the agenda and reports to the Board. 


Vice Chair B. 


At the beginning of the two year Legislative session, the Board shall elect the Vice-Chair 1. 
who shall be a Legislative member of the Board.


The Vice-Chair shall:2. 


Assume all responsibilities of the Chair during his/her absence.i. 


Collaborate with the Chair in reviewing the proposed Board agenda.ii. 


Chair the Personnel Sub-Committee.iii. 
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SECTION (3):  MEETINGS


Time and Place: A.  The time and place of the Board meeting shall be designated by the Chair 
and coordinated with the Offi  ce of Public School Construction (OPSC) staff .


Date:  B. The regularly scheduled monthly Board meeting shall occur on the fourth Wednesday 
of each month. Meetings are subject to change upon notice at a regular Board meeting with 
approval by a majority of the Board.


Call:  C. The Chair may call a meeting of the Board by regular mail or electronic mail to each 
member with written notice ten (10) days prior to the meeting, in accordance with the 
Bagley-Keene Open Meeting laws.


Quorum:  D. The quorum necessary for the Board to transact business shall be a majority of the 
Board Members. A majority is defi ned as six (6) Board Members.


Voting ProceduresE. 


Once a quorum is established, motions may be made by any of the Board Members 1. 
present. A second to the motion is required.


The Board may take testimony and hear items as a subcommittee. A majority of those 2. 
present as a subcommittee and voting does not constitute a quorum.


Upon establishment of a unanimous roll call, Board items (Consent, Appeal, Action 3. 
and Discussion) may be acted upon by a single vote. However, any Board Member may 
request a voice roll call vote on any Board agenda item.


A Board Member can request a call be lifted or the Chair can initiate a lift of a call when 4. 
additional members are available or desire to vote. 


After the fi nal vote on a motion is announced, any Board Member may change his or her 5. 
vote or “add on” before adjournment of the Board meeting, unless the change or addition 
would alter the announced outcome of the item.


All roll call votes taken at a Board meeting shall be recorded by the Secretary of the 6. 
Board. The provisions of this rule shall not apply to:


Procedural motions which do not have the eff ect of disposing of an agenda item. i. 


Withdrawal of an item from a Board agenda at the request of a Board Member.ii. 


At the Chair’s initiative, or at the request of any Board Member, the Chair shall place an 7. 
item on call. When an agenda item is on call, a Board Member may vote on the item only 
when the call is lifted. When an item has received a majority vote of the Board, a Board 
Member shall be allowed to add his or her vote to the roll, provided that his or her vote 
will not aff ect the passage or failure of the item. 


Under no circumstances shall a Board Member be allowed to add his or her vote to any 8. 
item after the Board meeting has been offi  cially adjourned.
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SECTION (4):  AGENDA


The Board’s fi nal agenda is set by the Chair and Vice-Chair.A. 


Requesting Items on the Agenda:B.   Any Board Member may request the Chair, Vice-Chair, 
the Executive Offi  cer, or the Assistant Executive Offi  cer to put an item on the Board agenda. 
The request may be made at a Board meeting or if made outside of a meeting, shall be 
approved by both the Chair and Vice-Chair. Any Board Member may request an item be 
placed on future agendas at a Board meeting or 15 days in advance of a Board meeting to 
the Chair, Vice-Chair, the Executive Offi  cer, or the Assistant Executive Offi  cer.


Publishing Meeting Notice:  C. Staff shall post a notice of the Board meeting in accordance 
with Government Code Sections 11120 -11132 (Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act). 


SECTION (5):  ORDER OF BUSINESS


The OPSC shall prepare and present the following Board agenda items, in order as outlined below.


Standard Order of BusinessA. 


Quorum Call1. 


Minutes2. 


Executive Offi  cers Report 3. 


Consent4. 


Appeals5. 


Action Items6. 


Reports, Discussion, and Information Items7. 


Public Comment8. 


Board Member Requests for Future Agenda Item9. 


Adjournment10. 


Removal of an item from Consent:  B. A Board Member may request that any item be pulled from 
the Consent calendar for separate consideration and vote. An item removed from the Consent 
calendar shall become the next order of business following approval of the consent items. 


Delay of an Agenda Item:  C. The Chair shall notify the Board and the public upon an item being 
put over. Once the agenda is publicly noticed, any Board Member during the meeting may 
request an item to be put over to the next meeting. If there is an objection to an item being 
put over the issue shall be decided by a majority vote.
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Limit on Setting of Board Agenda Items:  D. Board items may be set on the agenda no more 
than three (3) times, unless new information is available for consideration that shall aid in 
the resolution of the item.


Exceptions to the Three Time Rule1. 


No quorum (before or during the issue).i. 


A Board Member requests an item be put over.ii. 


District unable to attend the Board meeting.iii. 


District and the OPSC both agree to request that the item be withdrawn.iv. 


Staff analysis is not distributed or deemed complete at least seventy-two (72) hours v. 
in advance of the Board meeting.


More information on the item is requested by a Board Member.vi. 


The Chair pulls an item.vii. 


An Appeals item is postponed at the request of the OPSC.viii. 05-25-11


E. Filing an Appeal: Upon reaching a disagreement with the Offi  ce of Public School Construction 
(OPSC) on an item, the school district must fi le a School District Appeal Request (Form SAB 189) 
to begin the formalized appeal process. The Form SAB 189 shall be fi led with the OPSC. The 
Form should state the basis or bases for the appeal and any relevant information for resolving 
the dispute. 04-27-11


F. Timeline for Processing an Appeal:  Timeline for processing a policy appeal is 90-120 days. In 
the event the appeal is dealing with a health and safety issue, the appeal shall take precedence 
and be processed to the Board within 60-90 days. Within fi ve (5) working days of receiving the 
appeal the analyst will send an acknowledgement letter informing the school district OPSC has 
received the appeal, has begun processing it, and the date the item will be placed on the SAB 
workload, but no later than 120 days from receipt of a Form SAB 189. A copy of this letter shall 
go to the Assistant Executive Offi  cer and the Chair of the Board. 04-27-11


G. Request for Postponement:  A request for postponement by the school district or the OSPC 
may be submitted at any time prior to the Board meeting. The request shall be in written 
form addressed to the Chair and Vice Chair of the Board and shall include a statement 
of the reasons supporting postponement. The fi rst time the District or OPSC requests a 
postponement, the request will be approved automatically, but a second request will be 
subject to the approval or disapproval of the SAB Chair and Vice Chair. 04-27-11


An approval or disapproval shall be communicated in writing to the party seeking 
postponement within two (2) working days of receipt of the request.  If the request is 
received within two (2) days of the hearing, the response shall be verbal.  If approved, a new 
notice of the SAB meeting date shall be mailed to the school district no later than 15 days 
before the new SAB meeting date. 04-27-11
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SECTION (6):  STAFF ANALYSES


Each agenda item shall have a staff  analysis:A.   Staff  shall provide the analysis to the Board and 
post them to the internet no less than three (3) working days prior to the meeting, except for 
appeals which shall be fi ve (5) working days.


Policy Issues:  B. On, policy discussions, reports and information items the staff  analysis shall be 
presented in the following format:


Purpose      »


Description    »


Authority (Law / Regulation / Precedent) »


Background* »


Staff  Analysis/ Statements  »


Recommendation  »


C. Appeal Issues:  On appeals, the staff  analysis shall be presented in the following format:


Purpose »


Description »


Authority (Law / Regulation / Precedent) »


Background* »


Staff  Analysis/ Statements »


Options »


The “Options” section for all appeal items will contain the following statement to provide 
transparency to the Board and public that absent a positive vote by six members of the Board, 
staff  ’s administrative action remains unchanged.


“Staff  is providing the following options for the Board’s consideration. A positive vote by six 
members is required for the Board to take action that is an alternative to staff  ’s administrative 
action. Absent a positive vote by six members of the Board, staff ’s administrative action will 
stand and the school district’s appeal will be considered closed.”


* Background information for Financial Hardship designation shall include the date and amount of the last approved 
district bond, as well as information about the subsequent bond eff orts. Background information on appeals analyses 
shall also include a timeline of events and other information about prior Board actions that are relevant.  
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SECTION (7):  TESTIMONY ON AGENDA ITEMS


The Chair, in the interest of time, and while preserving fairness and equity, may limit individual witness 
testimony and/or the number of witnesses, excluding presenters, on any given agenda item, upon a 
majority vote of the Board. Such restrictions will apply equally to both proponents and opponents of 
any agenda item.


SECTION (8):  PUBLIC COMMENT


An opportunity for public comment shall be included at the end of every agenda to provide an 
opportunity for testimony on any item not on the agenda.


SECTION (9):  SUBCOMMITTEES AND WORKING GROUPS


The Chair, or any other Board Member, subject to a majority of the Board concurring, may create a 
subcommittee or working group of the Board.


Subcommittees A. 


Composition1. 


To the extent possible, membership on subcommittees shall be distributed among i. 
Legislative and Administrative appointees to ensure nearly proportional representation.


Subcommittees shall have a number of Board Members as designated by the full Board, ii. 
but no subcommittee shall have less than three (3) appointed Board Members. 


Subcommittees are subject to the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Laws and shall be iii. 
webcast.


Quorum:  2. A quorum of a subcommittee with an even number of Board Members shall be 


one-half (1/2) of the Board Members. A quorum of a subcommittee with an odd number of 


Board Members shall be a simple majority of the membership.


Duties:  3. Subcommittees shall perform the duties assigned to them and shall report on 


all matters referred to them. Actions of a subcommittee shall be reported in the form of 


proposals or recommendations to the Board and shall have no force or binding eff ect except 


by action of the Board.


Rules:  4. Rules relating to the Board shall be followed by subcommittees, except with regard 


to a quorum.


Staff :  5. Staff  to the subcommittee shall be determined by the Board.
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Working Groups B. 


Composition1. 


Membership of a working group shall be determined by the Board or a subcommittee of i. 
the Board.


Working Group meetings shall be subject to the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Laws and ii. 
shall be webcast.


Duties2. 


Working groups shall perform the duties assigned to them and report on all matters i. 
referred to them.


Implementation Committee  C. 


The Implementation Committee shall be subject to the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Laws 1. 
and shall be webcast.


SECTION (10):  FINAL ARBITER OVER RULES


In case of a dispute regarding the operating rules and procedures, the fi nal arbiter shall be Senate 
Rules Committee staff . 


SECTION (11):  CLOSED SESSION


The Board may meet in closed session in accordance with Government Code Section 11126, which 
may include, but is not limited to the following items.


Pending and/or ongoing litigation [(pursuant to California Government Code Section A. 


11126(e)]. 


Appointment, employment, evaluation of performance, or dismissal of an employee B. 


[(pursuant to California Government Code  Section 11126(a)]. 


SECTION (12):  PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES


On all other parliamentary procedures, including motions and other actions not provided for by 
these rules, the authority is the California Senate Rules, with a default to Mason’s Manual of Legislative 
Procedure which shall govern procedural matters for the Board and its subcommittees not covered 
elsewhere in these rules.
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New Construction* 14,845.0$         
     Seismic Repair 50.5$                
Modernization 8,848.7$           
COS 2,203.1$           
CTE 457.9$              
HPI 63.1$                
ORG 905.7$              
Charter 495.2$              
Joint Use 174.2$             


Apportioned 28,043.4$        97.4%
New Construction 1.7$                  
     Seismic Repair 6.6$                  
Modernization -$                  
COS -$                  
CTE 41.6$                
HPI 4.7$                  
ORG 91.3$                
Charter 306.0$              
Joint Use -$                 


Unfunded Approvals 451.9$             1.6%
New Construction 6.5$                  
     Seismic Repair 142.4$              
Modernization 1.3$                  
COS -$                  
CTE 0.5$                  
HPI 32.2$                
ORG 3.0$                  
Charter 98.8$                
Joint Use -$                 


Remaining Bond Authority 284.7$             1.0%
Grand Total 28,780$           100.0%


Proposition 1D, 55, and 47 Totals


*Includes Energy Efficiency, Small High Schools, Seismic Repair, and the transfer of Critically Overcrowded School Facilities Program Funds to 
New Construction  ($700 million and $68.1 million from Prop. 47; $268.8 million, $318.3 million, $225 million, $211.7 million, $145 million, and 
$30.4 million from Prop. 55). Also, Prop 55 includes $5.8 million from the Lease Purchase Program on October 6, 2010.


New Construction,  $14,845.0 


Seismic Repair,  $50.5 


Modernization,  $8,848.7 


COS,  $2,203.1 


CTE,  $457.9 


HPI,  $63.1 


ORG,  $905.7 


Charter,  $495.2 


Joint Use,  $174.2 


New Construction,  $1.7 


Seismic Repair,  $6.6 


CTE,  $41.6 HPI,  $4.7 


ORG,  $91.3 


Charter,  $306.0 
New Construction,  $6.5 


Seismic Repair,  $142.4 


Modernization,  $1.3 


CTE,  $0.5 


HPI,  $32.2 


ORG,  $3.0 


Charter,  $98.8 


Proposition 1D, 55 and 47
Bond Authority - $28.780 billion


(in millions)    
                                                                               (as of 11/25/14) 







Fund Recoveries* – October 2014 
(Totals represented in millions of dollars) 
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Jan 2014 ‐ Sept 2014 Total
Recoveries


October 2014 Recoveries


 
October 2014   


1A  47  55  1D  October Totals  2014 Totals**


NC  $0  $3,667  $1,409,244  $395,227  $1,808,138  $13,654,619


Modernization  $0  $0  $0  $21,929  $21,929  $2,320,193


Charter  $0  $0  $1,287,519  $0  $1,287,519  $3,387,519


COS  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $58,644


CTE  $0  $0  $0  $4,399  $4,399  $3,801,331


HP  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $388,769


Hardship  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $139,086


ORG  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $2,786,913


Total  $3,121,985  $26,537,074


 
*Includes bond proceeds returned (authority may not be available) to the program through reductions to cost incurred, close-outs, loan       
repayments, and rescissions. 
 
** 2014 Totals does not reflect any reallocation of authority. For current availability of bond authority, see Status of Funds. 







Converted New Construction Projects 
from the Unfunded List (Lack of Authority) to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) 


Monthly totals, in millions of dollars representing State share (Total project count) 
(As of October 16, 2014) 
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*Four project closeouts with increases totaling $0.6 million approved at the 8/20/2014 SAB meeting. 
**One project closeout with increases totaling $0.004 million approved at the 10/16/2014 SAB meeting. 


Program  Total Project Count  Cumulative Total 


New Construction True Unfunded  35  $186.0 


New Construction Converted  18  $78.4 


Grand Total  53  $264.4 







Converted Modernization Projects 
from the Unfunded List (Lack of Authority) to the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans) 


Monthly totals, in millions of dollars representing State share (Total project count) 
(As of October 16, 2014) 


 


 
 


 


 


Program  Total Project Count  Cumulative Total 


Modernization True Unfunded  108  $207.2 


Modernization Converted  13  $25.5 


Grand Total  121  $232.7 
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County School District New Constriction Modernization Total


Orange Orange County Office of Education $63,609,259 $0 $63,609,259


San Diego Bonsall Union Elementary $6,962,410 $3,103,416 $10,065,826


San Diego Cardiff Elementary $0 $1,745,412 $1,745,412


San Diego Carlsbad Unified $60,404,702 $21,409,088 $81,813,790


San Diego Encinitas Union Elementary $2,090,676 $4,676,884 $6,767,560


San Diego Fallbrook Union Elementary $0 $10,720,366 $10,720,366


San Diego Fallbrook Union High $0 $1,663,359 $1,663,359


San Diego Oceanside City Unified $60,722,021 $46,727,805 $107,449,827


San Diego Rancho Santa Fe Elementary $2,736,357 $2,947,734 $5,684,091


San Diego San Diego County Office of Education $9,889,261 $0 $9,889,261


San Diego San Dieguito Union High $48,985,435 $8,905,946 $57,891,381


San Diego San Marcos Unified $112,449,416 $10,413,443 $122,862,859


San Diego Solana Beach Elementary $25,380,339 $2,170,634 $27,550,973


San Diego Vista Unified $125,622,251 $19,920,302 $145,542,553


Totals $518,852,127 $134,404,389 $653,256,517


Assembly Member Chavez  - SFP Funding by School District







Since November 1998


School Facility Program Accomplishments
The School Facility Program was established to administer bond funds provided for K-12 facility needs. Proposition 1A, the largest 


general obligation bond in California history, was approved by the voters in November 1998. The School Facility Program continued 


to provide funds as voters approved Proposition 47 in 2002, Proposition 55 in 2004, and Proposition 1D in 2006. 


As of November 25, 2014, the State Allocation Board has approved:


STATEWIDE TOTAL ................................................................................................................... $ 33,598,112,245


Modernization—To modernize facilities for 3,009,817 students in 6,483 projects................................................. $ 11.38 billion
	 (includes $ 2.0 million unfunded*)


New Construction—To house over 1,281,873 students in 3,653 projects................................................................$ 17.79 billion
	 (includes $6.5 million unfunded*)


Charter School Facilities.............................................................................................................................................. $ .46 billion
	 (includes $ 301.8 million unfunded*)


Critically Overcrowded Schools..................................................................................................................................$2.34 billion
	 ($ -0-)


Career Technical Education Facilities...........................................................................................................................$ .44 billion
	 (includes $41.7 million unfunded*)


Joint-Use.................................................................................................................................................................... $ .18 billion
	 ($ -0-)


Overcrowding Relief...................................................................................................................................................$ .85 billion
	 (includes $ 76.5 million unfunded*)


*Unfunded approvals do not constitute a guarantee of future funding


A Discussion of


Public School Facility Funding


Presented by the:


Office of Public School Construction
Lisa Silverman, Executive Officer


916.375.4751
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$1.52 billion
693 Projects


12,124 Classrooms


$0.39 billion
288 Projects
2,304 Classrooms


$0.45 billion
352 Projects


2,941 Classrooms $2.09 billion
750 Projects
11,802 Classrooms


$3.04 billion
1,272 Projects
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$1.55 billion
467 Projects
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$2.16 billion
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$6.06 billion
1,377 Projects
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$5.19 billion
1,624 Projects
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$9.29 billion
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1


$1.67 billion
689 Projects
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $33.42 billion in school facility funding awarded by the State 
Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects, classrooms and K-12 
student enrollment for each region.


Funds are distributed based on voluntary program participation and individual school 
district grant requests.
The 2013/2014 pupil enrollment is based on the California Basic Educational Data 
System(CBEDS).


*


**


SCHOOL FACILITY PROGRAM


Funding by School Facility Program Service Region*
As of December 31, 2014


Cumulative School Facility Program
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $17.8 billion in New Construction school facility funding awarded by 
the State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects.
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Funding by School Facility Program Service Region*
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $11.4 billion in Modernization school facility funding awarded by the 
State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects.
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $443.3 million in Career Technical Education Facilities Program 
school facility funding awarded by the State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional 
distribution of projects.
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $455.4 million in Charter School Facilities Program funding 
awarded by the State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects.
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $2,197.4 million in Critically Overcrowded Schools facility funding 
awarded by the State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects.
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $179.4 million in Joint–Use school facility funding awarded by the 
State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects.
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The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $850.7 million in Overcrowding Relief Grant school facility funding 
awarded by the State Allocation Board from 1998 to present. The map also shows the regional distribution of projects.
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The graphic below displays the gross construction expenditures ($15,755.6 million) for 912 School Facility Program new 
construction projects apportioned from January 2008 through June 2014 and for which a Project Information Worksheet 
(PIW) was submitted.* The data includes the state funding, required district match, and any additional district funding.


The submittal of a PIW is required at three times for a new construc-
tion project: 1) the full grant fund release; 2) the first annual expendi-
ture report (one year following the fund release); and 3) the final 
expenditure report (when the project is deemed complete). This 
graphic does not include any apportioned project for which a fund 
release was not submitted when the data was compiled. 


*


STATE ALLOCATION BOARD MEETING, AUGUST 20, 2014


School Facility Program
Project Information Worksheet* 


Gross Construction Expenditures by County







The graphic displays the permanent square footage construction versus the total square footage construction (which 
includes modular and portable construction) for 922 new construction projects apportioned from January 2008 through 
August 2014 and for which a Project Information Worksheet (PIW) was submitted.*
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* The submittal of a PIW is required at three times for a new construction project: 1) the full grant fund release; 2) the first annual expenditure report 
(one year following the fund release); and 3) the final expenditure report (when the project is deemed complete). This graphic does not include any 
apportioned project for which a fund release was not submitted when the data was compiled. The 922 projects include 161 financial hardship 
apportionments at the final adjusted grant funding stage.







The submittal of a PIW is required at three times for a new construction project: 1) the full grant fund release; 2) the first annual expenditure 
report (one year following the fund release); and 3) the final expenditure report (when the project is deemed complete). This graphic does not 
include any apportioned project for which a fund release was not submitted when the data was compiled. The data includes the state 
apportionment, district match, any additional district funding, and excludes site acquisition amounts.


Other includes (but is not limited to) facilities such as staff rooms, conference rooms, and resource rooms.


*


**


The graphics below detail the number of facility components types constructed, including square footages for 913 School Facility Program new 
construction projects apportioned from January 2008 to September 2014 and for which a Project Information Worksheet (PIW) was submitted*.
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Propositions 47, 55 and 1D New Construction Projects Built
Project Information Worksheet (PIW) 2008 - 2014* 
State Allocation Board Meeting October 16, 2014







*


The chart below uses data from 922 new construction projects apportioned from January 2008 through August 2014, that 
were required to submit a Project Information Worksheet (PIW) at the time this data was compiled.* The data includes the 
state funding, required district match, and any additional district funding.  


The submittal of a PIW is required at three times for a new construction project: 1) the full grant fund release; 2) the first annual expenditure report 
(one year following the fund release); and 3) the final expenditure report (when the project is deemed complete). This graphic does not include any 
apportioned project for which a fund release was not submitted when the data was compiled. The 922 projects include 161 financial hardship 
apportionments at the final adjusted grant funding stage.


State Share Apportionment
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$15,590.4
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The charts below display data from 923 School Facility Program new construction projects apportioned from January 
2008 through October 2014 and for which a Project Information Worksheet (PIW) was submitted*. The top chart 
displays the number of apportioned projects by the following categories: new school, addition projects with classrooms 
only, and addition projects with classrooms and subsidiary facilities. The bottom chart displays the amount of state 
funding (excluding site acquisition) by category.


The submittal of a PIW is required at three times for a new construction project: 1) the full grant fund release; 2) the first annual expenditure 
report (one year following the fund release); and 3) the final expenditure report (when the project is deemed complete). This graphic does not 
include any apportioned project for which a fund release was not submitted when the data was compiled.


*
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New Schools vs. Additions







The submittal of a PIW is required at three times for a new construction project: 1) the full grant fund release; 2) the first annual expenditure 
report (one year following the fund release); and 3) the final expenditure report (when the project is deemed complete). This graphic does not 
include any apportioned project for which a fund release was not submitted when the data was compiled.


The chart below displays the number of projects utilizing custom architectural plans for 923 School Facility Program
new construction projects apportioned from January 2008 through October 2014 and for which a Project Information 
Worksheet (PIW) was submitted*. 


*


3


Average Times Reused


Custom Drawings


Prototype Drawings 
(Reuse of Plans)


795
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Architectural Plans - Custom vs. Prototype Drawings
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Remaining Bond Authority (in millions) 
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 $6.5, NC  
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REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
State Allocation Board Meeting, January 22, 2014 


 
STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PROGRAM REVIEW SUB-COMMITTEE REPORT 


 
 


PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 


To present the School Facility Program (SFP) Review Subcommittee (Subcommittee) report to the 
State Allocation Board (Board). 
 
 


DESCRIPTION 
 
At the September 19, 2012 Board meeting, the Program Review Subcommittee was established. 
The purpose of the Subcommittee was to discuss various aspects of the SFP and consider 
potential program-related improvements. 
 
The Subcommittee Chair is presenting the attached report regarding the outcome of those 
discussions. 


 
 
RECOMMENDATION 


 
Accept this report. 
 
 
 
The State Allocation Board accepted this report on January 22, 2014. 
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01/22/2014 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee  


Program Review Subcommittee Report to the State Allocation Board  
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of the State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee (Subcommittee) was to discuss various 
aspects of the School Facility Program (SFP) and consider potential program-related improvements. Throughout the 
past year, the Subcommittee has completed both a broad overview of all programs, as well as the detailed 
mechanics of various aspects of the SFP. The Subcommittee then discussed potential options to incorporate into a 
future program bond program.* 
 
This item outlines the areas of concern with the current program along with proposed solutions that Subcommittee 
members have recommended for presentation to the full State Allocation Board (Board) for consideration.  
The topics have been organized into the following broad categories: 
 


New Construction 
Modernization 
Special Programs 
Statewide School Facilities Inventory 
Financial Hardship Program 
County Offices of Education 


 
*For a more detailed review of all topics heard and discussed by the Subcommittee, Board members were previously provided copies of all 
Subcommittee meeting materials published and links to these materials are included in Attachment A. 
 


Structure of Proposed Solutions 
 
Throughout this item, the consensus recommendations of the Subcommittee are indicated under the “Proposed 
Solutions” headings. The representative for the Department of General Services abstained from voting since there 
has been no official position taken by the Administration.  


165







 


2 


01/22/2014 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee  


New Construction 
 
New Construction Eligibility 
 
Area of Concern 
 


1. Baseline eligibility information for new construction is outdated and/or not available. 
 
As part of the overall discussion on new construction eligibility, Subcommittee members expressed a 
concern that the original new construction baseline eligibility may need to be re-established to account for 
changes over time, including the significant impact of the housing recession on future growth. Baseline 
eligibility is updated when school districts apply for funding. However, school districts not requesting funding 
are not required to update their eligibility. Some school districts do update periodically in the current 
program, but there are no assurances that all changes that have occurred at the local level have been 
accurately captured as part of a school district’s capacity. Subcommittee members agreed that the following 
solution should be considered: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Require all districts to re-establish the new construction eligibility baseline to be eligible to receive 
funding under a new bond. 


 


Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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New Construction Eligibility (cont.) 
 
Area of Concern 


 
2. The current program model does not allow for flexibility in designing different types of learning 


areas. 
 
The Subcommittee discussed the current new construction eligibility calculation, including how classrooms 
and other facilities are identified in the SFP and the resulting pupil capacity calculation. The Subcommittee 
also discussed how the definition of a classroom for purposes of funding and the current state loading 
standards affect the types of learning areas that are currently eligible for new construction funding. 
 
The current calculation, which typically uses a standard 960 square foot classroom as a model, may not 
allow districts to create more flexible learning areas that are designed to meet 21st century learning goals. 
The California Department of Education provided examples where the same square footage allocated into 
different classroom configurations could generate different capacity calculations for the purposes of 
determining eligibility for funding. One example of an alternative design that may encounter this issue would 
be a large group area with smaller pull out areas for one-on-one or small group learning. Such a 
configuration may be designed to accommodate 75 students, but counted as one classroom under the 
current program and eligible for only 25 pupil grants. 
 
As part of the discussion, Subcommittee members indicated a preference for allowing more flexibility in the 
types of learning areas that could be funded. However, members also want to balance flexibility with funding 
accountability for local decisions. They wanted assurances that the State would not be required to use 
future funds to correct classroom designs approved by local districts that did not achieve the desired results.  


 
Subcommittee members proposed the following solution: 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 


 
Align the SFP Regulations and the California Code of Regulations, Title 5 definition of a classroom 
for purposes of establishing a school district’s Gross Classroom Inventory and providing new 
construction funding. 
 
The definition of a classroom should be both flexible and structured in a way to hold districts 
accountable for local decisions for purposes of future funding requests. 
 


Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
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New Construction Eligibility (cont.) 
 
Area of Concern 
 


3. The SFP currently uses the same loading standard for continuation high school students as other 
high school students. However, most school districts load continuation high school classrooms 
with fewer students due to the unique needs of this student population. 


 
While discussing the need for alternate classroom loading standards for community school pupils served by 
county offices of education, the Subcommittee felt that the same concerns applied to continuation high 
school pupils served by school districts. According to the members, as with county offices’ community day 
programs, school districts typically load continuation high school classrooms at fewer than the standard 27 
students per classroom in order to have an effective program. The Subcommittee agreed that a new school 
facilities program should consider changing the loading standard for continuation high school programs 
based on typical district practices. 
 
If a modified loading standard is implemented for continuation high school pupils, it would need to apply to 
new construction as well as other funding programs that use the state loading standards, such as 
modernization. In addition, the Subcommittee agreed that if the continuation high school classroom loading 
standard were decreased, then the per-pupil grant amount would need to be increased proportionally to 
provide a sufficient funding to construct or modernize a classroom. 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 


 
The pupil loading standard for continuation high school classrooms should be more closely aligned 
with how school districts are typically loading the continuation high school classrooms. 


 


Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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New Construction Funding - Portable Classrooms 
 
Area of Concern 
 


New construction funds are being used to pay for portable classrooms that are eligible for 
modernization funding at 20 years, versus 25 years for stick built construction. Portable classrooms 
often require replacement rather than modernization. 
 
Currently, EC Section 17070.15(j) states, “‘Portable classroom’ means a classroom building of one or more 
stories that is designed and constructed to be relocatable and transportable over public streets, and with 
respect to a single story portable classroom, is designed and constructed for relocation without the 
separation of the roof or floor from the building and when measured at the most exterior walls, has a floor 
area not in excess of 2,000 square feet.” 
 
The Subcommittee discussed the use of portable school facilities and whether it is a good use of new 
construction bond funds to pay for this type of construction. The concern stated by some members was that 
the debt service on the bond funds may actually last longer than the portable classroom itself. Also 
discussed were the various reasons school districts may have used this type of construction in the past 
(such as class size reduction requirements, prior requirements in the state funding programs that required a 
certain ratio of portable classrooms, budgetary concerns, etc.). The Subcommittee heard a variety of options 
to incentivize the construction of permanent facilities and the replacement of existing portable facilities with 
permanent construction. 


 
One method of incentivizing permanent construction is for the State to cease being a partner in portable 
construction by disallowing the use of new construction grants for the purchase and installation of portable 
classrooms, and only allow new construction funding to be used for the construction of permanent facilities 
(including permanent modular). Subcommittee members agreed that this approach would be a better use of 
bond funds and proposed the following change: 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Disallow the use of new construction grants for the purpose of constructing portable classrooms 
(as defined above). 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
 


      =    
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New Construction Funding – Supplemental Grants 
 
Area of Concern 
 


The current program structure is complex, in part, because there are many supplemental or “add 
on” grants in addition to the base per pupil grant amount. 
 
In the current SFP, the method for determining eligibility for funding is a combination of a base per pupil 
grant amount and supplemental grants. Supplemental grants are used to provide funding for project specific 
expenses (site development costs, site acquisition costs) or factors that create excessive cost (such as a 
project’s geographic location or the size of the project). Based on all new construction projects from 1998 to 
2013, supplemental grants increased the per pupil grant amount by 55 percent on average. 
 
In an effort to streamline the program, the Subcommittee discussed ways to consolidate the supplemental 
grants. After further review, it was determined that many supplemental grants were seen as too specific to 
individual circumstances to be considered for consolidation. 
 
However, the grant for fire alarms and fire sprinklers was provided to the majority of projects due to the fire 
alarms and sprinklers being mandated by law for most projects. Subcommittee members agreed that these 
supplemental grants should be incorporated into the base grant. 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION  
 
Combine supplemental grant amounts for fire alarms and fire sprinklers with the new construction 
base grant. 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
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Modernization  
 
Modernization Eligibility 
 
Area of Concern 
 


1. Modernization eligibility is determined by the age of the buildings and the current enrollment of the 
site, as opposed to the capacity of the classrooms. 


 
As part of the conversation on modernization eligibility, the Subcommittee considered whether 
improvements could be made to the current age-based method of calculating modernization eligibility. 
Currently, modernization eligibility is determined using the following factors: 
 


 School buildings become eligible for modernization when a portable building is 20 years of age and 
when a permanent building is 25 years of age. 


 Modernization eligibility is site specific. 
 The enrollment of the site at the time modernization eligibility is established or updated is also 


taken into consideration. Under the current program, the eligibility is capped at either the capacity 
of the eligible facilities at the site or the enrollment at the site. School sites that are not operating at 
full capacity would not receive eligibility commensurate with the capacity of the classrooms of 
modernization age. 


 
Subcommittee members discussed the basic concept of using age as a basis for eligibility and generally 
agreed to continue this method. However, members agreed that the current model could be improved, to 
account for school sites that operate near, but not at full capacity. 
 
Members were concerned that, in reality, not all schools or programs operate at full capacity. For example, a 
special day class could have 10 students one year and 15 students the next. The current methodology 
makes it difficult to modernize because the cost of modernizing is the same regardless of the number of 
students in each classroom, and it is more cost effective to modernize all eligible classrooms under one 
contract. 
 
Subcommittee members also expressed concern for modernizing facilities that may be underutilized when a 
school district could consider consolidating campuses. For example, if a district has many schools at 50 
percent capacity, consolidation should be considered. 
 
As a result of the discussion on this topic, Subcommittee members suggested the following change: 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 


 
Modernization eligibility should generally be calculated based on the capacity of the facilities on the 
site that are of modernization age, provided that enrollment at the site is at some threshold amount 
of the capacity (thresholds suggested were between 80 and 90 percent). 


 
 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
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Modernization Eligibility (cont.) 
 


 Pupil Enrollment: 20 Pupil Capacity: 25 
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Modernization Eligibility (cont.) 
 
Area of Concern 
 


2. Baseline eligibility information for modernization is outdated and/or not available. 
 
Like new construction eligibility, as part of the overall discussion on modernization eligibility Subcommittee 
members expressed a concern that the modernization baseline eligibility may need to be re-established to 
account for changes over time. Baseline eligibility is updated when school districts apply for funding. 
However, school districts not requesting funding are not required to update their eligibility. Some school 
districts do update periodically in the current program, but there is no assurance that all changes that have 
occurred at the local level have been accurately captured as part of a school district’s capacity. 
Subcommittee members agreed that the following solution should be considered: 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 


 
Require districts to re-establish the modernization eligibility baseline at a site in order to be eligible 
to receive funding for that site under a new bond. 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
 


  


173







 


10 


01/22/2014 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee  


Modernization Funding- Portable Classrooms 
 
Area of Concern 
 


Bond funds are being used to modernize portable classrooms that become eligible at 20 years; 
although the portables may not have an additional 20-25 year lifespan and the bond funds have a 30-
year repayment obligation. 
 
Under the current program, districts may use modernization funds within the confines of EC Section 
17074.10(a), which provides a broad list of allowances. Districts may use these funds to either modernize 
existing buildings or replace them with area of like kind, whether the buildings are permanent or portable.   
 
The Subcommittee considered whether or not modernization funds should be used to modernize portable 
buildings or whether the funds should be limited only to the replacement of portables with permanent 
construction. 
 
Some concerns about the current program included whether a portable can be truly modernized, as well as 
the concern that was also expressed in the new construction section that 30 year funds were being spent on 
buildings that would not have a 30 year life span. 
 
As a result of these conversations, Subcommittee members recommend the following: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Incentivize the replacement of portable classrooms that are eligible for modernization by limiting the 
use of modernization grants generated by those buildings to the replacement of those portable 
buildings with permanent construction and provide funding equal to that of new construction 
dollars.  


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
 
 
 


       
 Portable Permanent 
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Modernization Funding – Supplemental Grants 
 
Area of Concern 
 


The current program structure is complex in part because there are many supplemental or “add on” 
grants in addition to the base per pupil grant amount. 
 
The Subcommittee considered methods of streamlining the modernization funding process, which included 
reducing the number of supplemental grants by combining them into the base grant where possible. Like 
with new construction, many supplemental grants were seen as too project specific to accommodate 
combining into a base grant model. However, it was agreed that grants for fire alarms could be consolidated 
with the base grant.  
 
Subcommittee members suggested the following change: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Combine supplemental grants for fire alarms into the modernization base grant. 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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Consolidating Special Programs 
 
Area of Concern 
 


The SFP currently includes multiple special programs that have separate allocations of bond authority. 
Keeping this mechanism for certain programs may be of value, but unused bond authority that becomes 
“trapped” is an issue. In addition, multiple special programs add complexity to the SFP. 
 
The Subcommittee considered whether there are ways to streamline the SFP by consolidating special programs. 
The discussion centered, in part, on whether the main programs of new construction and modernization could be 
broadened to address the facilities needs covered by the special programs. It was determined by Subcommittee 
members that some programs could be collapsed into the main programs, but that others were a better fit if left 
as a separate program. 
 
As part of these discussions, the Subcommittee addressed the issue of bond funds that are allocated to a 
particular program that may go unused due to lack of demand. Currently, the bond authority allocations for most 
programs can only be amended by a two-thirds vote of the Legislature. The Subcommittee members suggested 
a solution to allow the Board the flexibility to amend the bond authority allocations to address the areas of the 
program with the most need.  
 
In addition, the Subcommittee discussed the Charter School Facilities Program (CSFP) at two meetings. 
Conversation focused on keeping the program separate.  
 
Recommendations from Subcommittee members related to special programs are listed below. 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 
 


1. Maintain allocations of bond authority separate from new construction and modernization for 
the following programs under a future bond with a stipulation that after a specified amount of 
time the authority could be transferred to another program by vote of the Board: 


 
 Career Technical Education Facilities Program (CTE) 
 Joint Use Program (JU) 
 High Performance Incentive Grant. (HPI) 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
 


2. Provide funding for qualifying Seismic Mitigation projects from new construction or 
modernization authority, as applicable under a new bond.  


 


Program Changes Necessary 
Education Code  Regulations  
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Consolidating Special Programs (cont.) 
 


3. Continue the Charter School Facilities Program as a separate special program, with no option 
for the Board to transfer this bond authority to other programs. 
 


Program Changes Necessary – NONE 


 


4. If incentives for replacing portable facilities of modernization age with permanent facilities are 
provided in a new bond, do not continue the Overcrowding Relief Grant (ORG) program by 
allocating additional bond authority. 
 


Program Changes Necessary – NONE 


 
5. Since the last approved bond did not provide funding for the Critically Overcrowded Schools 


(COS) program, and remaining COS authority from Propositions 47 and 55 have been 
transferred to new construction, do not continue the COS program under a new bond. 


 
Program Changes Necessary- NONE  
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Facility Maintenance 
 
Area of Concern 
 


Districts are no longer required to set aside funds for facility maintenance as a condition of 
receiving SFP funding. 
 
The Subcommittee discussed the issue of facility maintenance. Several Subcommittee members felt that a 
reasonable, minimum level of upkeep effort should be required for districts to participate in any SFP funding. 
One member felt that some sort of maintenance requirement would help protect the State’s investment in 
school facilities. Although the Subcommittee members did not reach a consensus on the exact amount of 
maintenance funding that should be required, there was consensus that a future program should have a 
maintenance requirement. A summary of the prior SFP maintenance requirements are included below: 
 
SFP Maintenance Funding Requirement 
At this time, districts that participate in the SFP are not required to set aside funds for ongoing and major 
maintenance. However, from the start of the SFP in 1998 until the 2008/2009 fiscal year, districts that 
participated in the program were required to deposit a percentage of the district’s general fund budget (or 
later, general fund expenditures) into a restricted account for school building maintenance in each fiscal 
year for 20 years. In 2009, in response to the economic recession and the state’s fiscal crisis, districts were 
provided an exemption to the maintenance funding requirement, if facilities were maintained in good repair. 
After this period of flexibility ends, the required maintenance contribution will be restored to three percent.  
 


Fiscal Year Required Maintenance Contribution 
(Percent of General Fund) 


1998/99 2.0% 
1999/2000 2.5% 


2000/01 – 2003/04 3.0% 
2004/2005 2.0% 


2005/06 – 2007/08 3.0% 


2008/09 – 2014/15 
1.0%, or  


0%, if facilities maintained in good repair 
 


Deferred Maintenance Program 
Until it was discontinued July 1, 2013, the Deferred Maintenance (DM) program provided annual 
apportionments of State matching funds to school districts for major repairs and replacements of building 
systems. The apportionments were based in part on each district’s average daily attendance. To participate 
in the program, districts were required to set aside a certain amount of funds for maintenance each year, in 
addition to contributing the district’s DM matching funds. Between fiscal years 2003/2004 and 2012/2013, 
the total annual funding ranged from $240.6 million to $287.2 million. 
 
In 2009, the program was changed to allow districts to use DM funding (as well as other categorical funding) 
for “…any educational purpose,” to suspend the district matching share requirement, and to suspend 
funding for new extreme hardship projects through 2013. Currently, specific funding is no longer provided for 
categorical programs like DM. 


 
Subcommittee members suggested the following change: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Districts that receive State facilities funding in the future should be subject to a facility maintenance 
funding requirement.  


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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Statewide School Facilities Inventory 
 


Area of Concern 
 


California does not track the number of schools and classrooms available for use.  
 
Subcommittee members expressed concern that decisions on future bonds are made without truly knowing the 
need for the State as a whole. Currently, data on the number of school sites and classrooms and/or the age of 
the facilities in the State is unknown. The Subcommittee considered whether a statewide facilities inventory 
database for all K-12 public school sites in California should be established.  
 
Subcommittee members expressed a desire to consider the following change: 
 


PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
A statewide school facilities inventory database for all K-12 public schools in California should be 
established. 
 


A key consideration in this discussion was the amount of information that would be collected. The list below was 
presented as a potential starting point. 


 
School Site Information 


1. CDS Code – County, District, School basic identifier. The system could 
use the CDS code to automatically populate the following: 


i. School Name 
ii. School Location (street address, city) 
iii. School Type: Elementary, Middle, High, other (Continuation, etc.) 
iv. Grades 
v. Enrollment 
vi. Status – Open, Closed, Leased, Surplus, other 


2. Area of Site (acres)  
3. Number of Buildings on Site 
4. Total Area of All Buildings on Site (square feet) 
5. Site Energy Use 


 
Individual Building Information 


1. Building name or numeric designation – “Jones Hall” “G Building” “Building 1” 
2. Building Use - Classrooms, Library, Admin, Gym, Multi-purpose, Toilets, etc. 
3. Building Area (square feet) 
4. Number of stories 
5. Year Built 
6. Number of Classrooms/Teaching Stations 
7. Grade Levels 
8. Type of Construction 
 


Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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Financial Hardship Program  
 
Area of Concern 
 


1. The current criteria to qualify for financial hardship assistance allow districts to receive funds 
without first using other local options. This may lead to inequities across districts. Members 
questioned whether the financial hardship program should be restructured so that it is available 
after all other options for funding have been exhausted.   
 
As part of the overall discussion on financial hardship, Subcommittee members discussed the criteria a 
district may use to qualify for financial hardship status.  The qualifying criteria for a review include the 
following: 
 


 Bonded indebtedness 60 percent or greater of total bonding capacity 
 Successful Proposition 39 bond passed for the maximum amount allowed within the two previous 


years 
 Total bonding capacity of less than $5 million 
 Other evidence as supported by the Board 


 
Members felt that there will always be a need for the program. However, there was concern expressed that 
the qualification process should be updated. Amongst other concerns, Subcommittee members stated that 
the level of bonded indebtedness should be raised. The Subcommittee objected to the inequity that leads to 
some communities continuing to pass local bonds to provide their matching share for projects to the 
maximum extent possible, while other districts may reach the 60 percent threshold and then seek 
assistance from the state program by submitting a financial hardship request. Subcommittee members 
expressed a desire for the program to ensure that local communities were making the maximum effort to 
fund projects locally. 
 
In making changes to the level of bonded indebtedness, members also wanted to ensure that if the 
threshold was raised, the program also consider that the requirement be reasonable. For example, it may 
not be reasonable for a small district to pay the cost of an election if it has a very low bonding capacity, i.e. 
$100,000, and project needs that exceed that amount. 
 
Members were also concerned that the current program allows for districts to take actions that make it 
appear as though financial hardship assistance is needed when other local funds may have been available, 
and expressed a desire to review the entire financial hardship program to make it consistent with the goal of 
financial hardship assistance being provided only as an option after local communities have made the 
maximum effort to fund projects locally. 
 
Overall, members wanted to ensure that a future financial hardship program is truly a program for districts 
that have exhausted all other options to fund their projects. To achieve this purpose, the Subcommittee 
recommended the following: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 


 Review all four requirements/criteria of the Financial Hardship program to ensure it 
provides funds only after other options have been exhausted. 


 Consider changing the criteria for the financial hardship program by increasing the level of 
bonded indebtedness a school district must reach before qualifying for financial hardship 
status to 100 percent, but in doing so; consider whether 100 percent is practical and 
reasonable.  
 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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Financial Hardship Program (cont.) 
 
Area of Concern 


 
2. Not all projects that receive design and site acquisition funds in advance of having a full 


construction project move forward and result in the construction of facilities. 
 
Some Subcommittee members raised concerns with the aspect that allows applicants to receive planning 
grants to design a project and advance funds for site acquisition purposes. Sometimes, applicants receive 
these funds and acquire the site without ultimately constructing any facilities.  
 
One Subcommittee member stated that it is not practical to expect all design and/or site projects to move 
forward to construction and completion. Another member added that there should be some way to avoid a 
situation where there is no risk to the district when receiving planning grants for many different projects that 
do not move forward to construction. 
 
Subcommittee members proposed the following: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Review the requirements of the Financial Hardship program and potentially amend to promote site 
and/or design projects’ continued progress toward construction and completion. 


 


Program Changes Necessary - Undetermined  
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County Offices of Education 
 
Area of Concern 
 


1. Districts still have an obligation to house students served by the county offices of Education (COE), 
but the current program does not provide mechanisms for districts to take financial responsibility. 
This structure can lead to a lack of coordination between districts and COEs which may result in 
special needs students not being housed in the least restrictive environment possible. 


 
The Subcommittee had several discussions on how best to provide facilities under the SFP to the students 
that COEs typically serve. It was stated that COEs cannot pass local bonds to provide matching funds for 
their projects. COEs automatically qualify for a financial hardship review under the current program and 
often qualify for full or partial funding of their local match.  
 
However, the topic of who is responsible for housing the students (district or COE) was also discussed. 
Members stated that school districts were ultimately responsible and should share in the financial cost of 
housing the students. It was noted that the current program provides no incentives for a district to do so. 
One member pointed out that if a district is its own Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA), it must 
provide matching funds to participate in the SFP. However, school districts participating in county-run 
SELPA currently have no responsibility to provide matching funds for SELPA projects and often have no 
responsibility to provide facilities to accommodate SELPA students at district sites. 
 
The Subcommittee also discussed how districts must comply with laws which require that special needs 
students be integrated into school campuses in the least restrictive environment possible. It was stated that 
the best time to accomplish this goal is during construction of a new school or during larger modernization 
projects and that the current program may not provide enough incentive for COEs and districts to work 
together to achieve these goals. It was noted that there are challenges to complying with these 
requirements because it requires more coordination between COEs and districts.  
 
The Subcommittee proposed the following: 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 


 


 For those programs where districts and COEs have shared responsibility for the students, a 
future bond program should incorporate requirements that districts who are members of a 
multi-district SELPA have the same obligation as a single district SELPA to provide 
facilities funding for the students that they are responsible for, even if the educational 
program is provided by the COE. 
 


 A future bond program should include policy which requires full coordination between 
school districts and COEs in developing facilities plans to meet the requirements of special 
needs students-including integrating special needs students into campuses in the least 
restrictive environment possible. 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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County Offices of Education (cont.) 
 
Area of Concern 


 
2. The current program uses the same loading standard for community day students as other K-12 


students, but COEs load the classes with fewer students due to the unique needs of this student 
population. 


 
The Subcommittee discussed that students served by community day programs have unique needs. The 
practice of COEs is to load fewer than the standard 25 or 27 students into a classroom in order to have an 
effective program. The Subcommittee discussed that a new program may want to take into account how 
most COEs are running programs that serve these students when determining an appropriate loading 
standard. The Subcommittee also discussed the need for an alternative loading standard for continuation 
high schools. A summary of the discussion is included in the new construction eligibility section of this item. 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 


 
The loading standards for community day school classrooms should be more closely aligned with 
how COEs are loading the classrooms now. 


 


Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
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Future School Facility Needs 
 
Area of Concern 


 
What are the future new construction and modernization funding needs for the School Facility Program? 
 
The Subcommittee discussed future funding needs of the School Facility Program. As a preface to the 
discussion, OPSC staff presented background information and the Assistant Executive Officer presented 
estimates of future school facility funding needs.  
 
Staff’s presentation included historical information on the School Facility Program, the amount of remaining new 
construction and modernization eligibility, and the potential dollar value of the eligibility. Staff cautioned that the 
remaining eligibility information is not a reliable estimate of future funding needs. The remaining eligibility does 
not capture needs of districts and sites that have not established eligibility, or changes in new construction and 
modernization eligibility that may have occurred after the last update which could have occurred from one to 15 
years ago. The potential value of the remaining new construction eligibility is $12.6 billion (State share). The 
potential value of the remaining modernization eligibility is nearly $4.4 billion. 
 
The Assistant Executive Officer presented several estimates of new construction and modernization funding 
needs using different methodologies. He noted that assessment of school facilities needs vary widely, and the 
methodologies presented highlight the need for a statewide school facilities inventory.  
 


New Construction 
 For one new construction estimate which totaled $12.3 billion, the remaining new construction 


eligibility was multiplied by the average 2012 apportionment per pupil by grade category. 
  A second new construction estimate used the total K-12 enrollment increases by county in the 


next ten years, as projected by the California Department of Finance. Then, the cost to house the 
projected 282,096 additional pupils was determined using average new school construction costs 
from a sample of Project Information Worksheet data. The second estimate of new construction 
funding need was $6.6 billion.  


 The third estimate of new construction funding need also used the projected K-12 enrollment 
increases, but multiplied the number of additional pupils by the average 2012 state apportionment 
per pupil. The estimated need was $5.9 billion. 


 
Modernization 


The Assistant Executive Officer presented one estimate of modernization funding need. The 
remaining modernization eligibility was multiplied by the average 2012 apportionment per pupil, for 
a total of $4.7 billion. 
 


The Subcommittee did not reach a consensus on the amount of funding needed for a future bond. One 
member felt that the program has not truly funded modernization, and asked whether the future program 
policy should be to fund fewer modernization projects at higher grant amounts, or fund more projects at 
lower grant amounts. The member also requested future discussion on school districts’ ability to raise the 
local contribution amounts at the current levels. The Subcommittee members asked whether there were 
estimates of funding needs for areas such as Career Technical Education Facilities, Charter School 
Facilities, Joint-Use, or technology upgrades. One member asked whether a future bond should have 
requirements for facility maintenance standards. Another member felt that the funding need for building 
replacement was underestimated and merits further exploration. 
 
Several Subcommittee members reiterated a desire to implement a statewide school facilities inventory to 
determine statewide funding needs and to add flexibility to transfer unused funds between programs. 
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Future School Facility Needs (cont.) 
 
The Subcommittee did not come to a consensus on a total dollar amount needed for future school facilities 
or the exact structure of a future bond. However, the Subcommittee agreed with the following statement: 


 
SUBCOMMITTEE CONSENSUS 


 
There is demand for new construction and modernization funding. The Subcommittee recognizes 
that the State has appropriately been a partner in building new schools and modernizing aging 
facilities. To date, the School Facility Program has successfully provided $33.93 billion for 11,106 
projects and should be continued. 


 


Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 


STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PROGRAM REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE AGENDAS  
 
 
For a more detailed review of all topics heard and discussed by the Subcommittee, links to of all 
Subcommittee meeting materials published are included below. 
 
 
Program Review Subcommittee Agendas, Volume 1 


 
 October 24, 2012 
 November 28, 2012 
 January 15, 2013 
 February 5, 2013 
 


 
Program Review Subcommittee Agendas, Volume 2 


 
 March 6, 2013 
 May 21, 2013 
 June 10, 2013 
 August 13, 2013 
 


 
Program Review Subcommittee Agendas, Volume 3 


 
 September 5, 2013 
 October 1, 2013 
 October 24, 2013 
 November 12, 2013 
 November 25, 2013 
 


 


186







ATTACHMENT B


187



lyuki

Sticky Note

Marked set by lyuki



lyuki

Sticky Note

Marked set by lyuki



lyuki

Sticky Note

Marked set by lyuki



lyuki

Sticky Note

Marked set by lyuki



lyuki

Sticky Note

Marked set by lyuki



lyuki

Typewritten Text

23







ATTACHMENT B


188



lyuki

Typewritten Text

24












 


 



http://www.opsc.dgs.ca.gov/

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Publications/Handbooks/SFP_Hdbk.pdf

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Publications/Handbooks/Arch_Sub.pdf

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Publications/Handbooks/SFP_Audt.pdf





http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Regulations/SFP_Regs.pdf

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/OPSC/Regulations/DMP_Regs.pdf

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Regulations/SFNAGP-ERP_Regs.pdf

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/Regulations/SSP_UOP.pdf
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