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to, classrooms that: were constructed with funds from the Lease Purchase Program, used for Special Day 
Class or Resource Specialist Programs, used for preschool programs, and included in a closed school.  
Section 1859.32 further refines the determination by providing specific exclusions. For example, a 
classroom that is less than 700 square feet will be excluded from the total capacity.  Multiplying the GCI by 
the state loading standard determines the district’s existing capacity.   


 
How are classrooms loaded under the SFP? 
 


EC Section 17071.25(a)(2)(A) states that “the assumed capacity of each calculated teaching station 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be 25 pupils for each teaching station used for kindergarten or for grades 1 
to 6, inclusive, and 27 pupils for each teaching station used for grades 7 to 12, inclusive.” 


 
When applying for new construction funding, how many pupil grants can a district request? 
 


When applying for new construction funding, a district can request pupil grants equivalent to the capacity of 
their project as defined in EC Section 17071.25(a)(2)(A) above.  For example, if the project contains four 
high school classrooms (with a loading standard of 27 pupils per classroom), the district may only request 
108 pupil grants, regardless of whether they are four 960 square foot classrooms or four 1,920 square foot 
classrooms. 
 


How are classrooms counted for the purpose of requesting funding under the SFP? 
 


Under the SFP, any classroom that, pursuant to EC Section 17071.25(a)(1), was constructed or 
reconstructed to serve as an area in which to provide pupil instruction (with a few exceptions) and is at least 
700 square feet is considered a classroom.  This includes standard classrooms, shops, science laboratories 
and computer laboratories/classrooms. 
 
This standard for identifying classrooms is applied when determining the GCI as well as the number of 
classrooms in a new construction application for which pupil grants may be requested. 


2







 


09/05/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


Options for Change (counting classrooms – size of area, physical boundaries) 
 
In all of the options below, it is assumed that the method of counting classrooms will be consistent for both 
determining the GCI and for determining how many classrooms receive funding on a new construction application. 
 
 
Option 1: Look at Teaching Stations, Not Walls  
 


The following tables show an example of how classrooms are currently counted and loaded under the SFP. 
 


 3,840 square feet 3,840 square feet  
 
  
 


 
 4 classrooms, 100 pupil capacity 2 classrooms, 50 pupil capacity 
 
In this option, the SFP would provide eligibility and funding based on the EC definition of a teaching station, 
regardless of separation by physical boundaries (such as walls or movable partitions).To maintain consistency with 
the current requirement that each teaching station be at least 700 square feet, divide the total area by the number of 
teaching stations claimed. 
 
EC Section 17071.25 (a) outlines how to calculate capacity based on “teaching stations” loaded pursuant to the state 
loading standards.  The SFP Regulations’ definition of a classroom is what the EC defines as a teaching station. In 
neither of these authorities does it state how to count spaces that are larger than a typical 960 square foot classroom. 
It would be a shift in practice and policy, more so than regulation, to count classroom areas that are part of a larger 
instructional space.   
 


The following charts show how classrooms would be counted under this option: 
 


 3,840 square feet 3,840 square feet 
 
  
 


 
 4 teaching stations, 100 pupil capacity 3 teaching stations, 75 pupil capacity 
 
Program Changes Necessary 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 
This change can be made through clarifying regulations, unless there is a desire to change the loading of a teaching 
station.  Loading standards are set in statute.  


960 sq. ft. 
25 pupils 


960 sq. ft. 
25 pupils 


960 sq. ft. 
25 pupils 


960 sq. ft. 
25 pupils 


1,920 sq. ft. 
25 pupils 


1,920 sq. ft. 
25 pupils 


  


1 teaching 
station 


25 pupils 


1 teaching 
station 


25 pupils 


1 teaching 
station 


25 pupils 


1 teaching 
station 


25 pupils 


2 teaching 
stations 
50 pupils 


1 teaching 
stations 
25 pupils 
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Considerations: 
 


 Allows funding for different types of classroom spaces. 


 California Department of Education (CDE) input would be needed to provide guidelines on how to determine 
the number of teaching stations within a given area. 


 May require that CDE review Division of the State Architect (DSA)-approved plans to ensure 
consistency/uniformity with plans submitted for Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) review. 


 Would require reestablishing eligibility to account for the capacity of teaching stations rather than number of 
classrooms counted based on four walls as the boundary. 


 In large open areas it may be difficult to match square footage with teaching stations for purposes of 
recognizing only spaces with a minimum of 700 square feet per classroom/teaching station.  


 
 
Option 2: Use Student Capacity of the Project 
 
This option would allow the capacity of the project to determine the number of pupils housed and the pupil grant 
request allowed for funding.  This option would allow for flexible teaching spaces when requesting pupil grant 
funding.  This option would not attempt to count “classrooms” or teaching stations to determine the number of 
students housed. 
 
The basic structure for determining pupil capacity would be: 


 Title 5 guides the CDE review of the project. 


 The CDE review would indicate the student capacity of the project. 


 The student capacity would equal the number of pupils housed (no review of number of “classrooms”). 


 The number of pupils housed (student capacity) would equal the amount of eligibility available for a funding 
request. 


 
Considerations 
 


 Allows funding for alternative types of classroom spaces  


 Would require reestablishing eligibility to account for the student capacity of instructional space rather than 
the loading standards per classroom. 


 When re-establishing the baseline eligibility, it will be difficult to determine the originally intended student 
capacity. 


o An option to address this would be to use the existing loading standards and method of counting 
classrooms for purposes of the baseline, and use the capacity stated on the CDE plan approval for 
projects moving forward. However, this would be an inconsistency in determining students housed 
for purposes of eligibility and funding. 


 May require that CDE review DSA-approved plans to ensure consistency/uniformity with the plans submitted 
for OPSC review.  
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Program Changes Necessary 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 
EC Section 17071.25(a)(2)(A) provides the capacity for teaching stations at 25 pupils for grades K-6, and 27 pupils 
for grades 9-12. This section would need to be modified. 
 
 
Option 3: Square Footage Based Eligibility/Funding 
 
Provide eligibility and funding based on square footage of the classrooms/teaching stations.  
 
For this option, it would be necessary to determine the appropriate square-footage-to-pupil ratio.  As an example, if 
35 square feet per pupil were the appropriate number, a district would divide the total square footage of a classroom 
by 35 to calculate the classroom’s capacity.  A 960 square foot classroom would have a capacity of 27 pupils and a 
1,500 square foot classroom would have the capacity of 43 pupils.   
 


 1500 square feet 1500 square feet 


27 pupils  
(current method) 


 
 


43 pupils 
(1500 sq. ft. ÷ 35 sq. ft. 


per pupil = 43) 
(new method) 


 $ 354,213 per classroom $ 564,117 per classroom 
 
Another way to calculate eligibility would be to get the total square footage of classrooms in the district and then 
divide by 35.  So a district with 50,000 square feet of classrooms would have a capacity of 1,429 pupils. 
 
Conversely, when applying for funding, a district’s request would be based on the total square footage of classrooms 
in the project.  If the district was constructing 3,000 square feet of classroom/instructional space in one project, the 
funding application could include a request for 86 pupil grants, regardless of how many actual classrooms there are. 
 
Exceptions may need to be determined for certain classroom spaces, like Special Day Classrooms and kindergarten 
classrooms.  Currently, Special Day classes have lower loading standards due to the needs of the educational 
program.  The standard kindergarten classroom is typically built to 1,350 square feet to meet the Title 5 educational 
standards.  This is usually larger in size than most classrooms for grades 1-12.  It may be necessary to adjust the 
square footage ratio for these populations. 
 
Program Changes Necessary 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 
EC Sections 17071.25 through 17071.30, regarding existing school building capacity, would have to be changed to 
square footage based capacity instead of teaching station based capacity.  
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Considerations 
 
 Allows for funding that is based on the actual area being constructed. 


o Allow districts the most flexibility when designing classrooms. 


 Would require a defined “square footage per pupil” amount. 


 Minimum and maximum individual classroom size would become an issue of local control. 


 Because the designs of classrooms could become more varied, plans could require more scrutiny by CDE 
for educational adequacy. 


 Would require reestablishing eligibility to account for the square footage of a classroom.  
 
 
Option 4: No Changes to the Definition of a Classroom 
 
Do not make any changes to the current SFP definition of a classroom and continue to fund classrooms based on the 
current implementation of the Education Code and SFP Regulations.   
 
With this option, the SFP would continue to provide funding based on the current SFP definition of a classroom using 
the loading standards, count classrooms based on the concept of a typical or standard classroom, and provide the 
maximum number of requested pupil grants for each classroom based on the grade level.    
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ATTACHMENT A 
 


AUTHORITY 
 


Education Code (EC) Section 17070.15 Definitions 
(l)”School building capacity” means the capacity of a school building to house pupils. 
 
EC Section 17071.25 Existing School Building Capacity 
17071.25(a) The existing school building capacity in the applicant school district or, where appropriate, in the 
attendance area, at the time of initial application shall be calculated pursuant to the following formula:  
(1) Identify by grade level all permanent teaching stations existing in the school district or, where appropriate, the 
attendance area. For the purposes of this section, “teaching station” means any space that was constructed or 
reconstructed to serve as an area in which to provide pupil instruction, but shall not include portable buildings, except 
as provided in Section 17071.30. 
(2) (A) The assumed capacity of each calculated teaching station pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be 25 pupils for 
each teaching station used for kindergarten or for grades 1 to 6, inclusive, and 27 pupils for each teaching station 
used for grades 7 to 12, inclusive.  
(B) On or after January 1, 2000, the board may adopt or amend regulations adjusting the assumed capacity set forth 
in this subparagraph as appropriate for each teaching station used for nonsevere or severe special day class 
purposes after considering the recommendations of the Legislative Analyst pursuant to Section 17072.15. These 
special day class capacity adjustments and any adjustment of existing school capacity related to changes in the 
assumed capacity of special day class teaching stations shall be approved by the Director of Finance prior to 
implementation. 
(C) On or after January 1, 2001, the board may adopt regulations establishing assumed capacity standards after 
consideration of the recommendations developed by the Director of General Services for continuation high school, 
community day school, county community school, and county community day school, teaching stations pursuant to 
Section 17072.17. Teaching station assumed capacity adjustments pursuant to these regulations and any other 
adjustments of existing school capacity related to changes in the assumed capacity of continuation high school, 
community day school, county community school, and county community day school, teaching stations shall be 
approved by the Director of Finance prior to implementation. 
(3) Multiply the assumed capacity of each teaching station as specified in paragraph (2) by the number of teaching 
stations calculated under paragraph (1). 
(4) The result of this computation shall be the number of pupils housed by grade level in the existing school building 
capacity of the applicant school district. 
 
EC Section 17072.10 
(a) The board shall determine the maximum total new construction grant eligibility of an applicant by multiplying the 
number of unhoused pupils calculated pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with Section 17071.75) in each school 
district with an approved application for new construction by the per-unhoused-pupil grant as follows:…. 
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Modernization Program 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
The goal of this item is to discuss options for potential changes to the methods of providing eligibility and funding for 
the School Facility Program (SFP) modernization program. This item will provide options to address two main topics: 


1. How should modernization eligibility be determined? 
2. How should modernization funding be provided? 


 
Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
Subcommittee members have expressed the following concerns with the current funding model for the modernization 
program: 


 The current system does not make a distinction as to the condition of the facilities.  For example, a 40 year old 
building may be in excellent condition, whereas a 10 year old building may need significant work. 


 If a campus has facilities of varying ages, it is difficult to plan for a modernization project for the entire site. 
 The current system may not provide sufficient funding to provide for educational modernization as well as 


modernization of the facilities themselves. 
 
Current SFP Modernization Eligibility and Funding  
 
SFP modernization eligibility is determined on a site specific basis.  Currently, SFP modernization eligibility is based 
upon the number of pupils being housed in classroom buildings that exceed a certain age threshold (25 years old for 
permanent buildings and 20 years old for portable buildings).   
 
SFP funding is provided on a per pupil basis when the district submits a qualified modernization project.  Education 
Code (EC) 17074.25 states the following regarding the eligible use of modernization funding: 
 


A modernization apportionment may be used for an improvement to extend the useful life of, or to enhance the 
physical environment of the school.  The improvement may only include the cost of design, engineering, 
testing, inspection, plan checking, construction management, demolition, construction, the replacement of 
portable classrooms, necessary utility costs, utility connections and other fees, the purchase and installation of 
air-conditioning equipment and insulation materials and related costs, furniture and equipment, including 
telecommunications equipment to increase school security, fire safety improvements, playground safety 
improvements, the identification, assessment, or abatement of hazardous asbestos, seismic safety 
improvements, and the upgrading of electrical systems or the wiring or cabling of classrooms in order to 
accommodate educational technology.   


 
Individual Options for Modernization Eligibility and Funding 
 
Staff has developed two options for determining eligibility:  eligibility based upon the condition of the facilities and 
eligibility determined by the age of the facilities.  Staff has also developed three options for different funding models.  
Funding models explored include cost estimate based, square footage based and per-pupil based. 
 


Eligibility Models 
 


1. Condition Based 
2. Age Based 


 


Funding Models 
 


1. Cost estimate based funding 
2. Square footage based funding 
3. Per pupil based funding (Current model)


17







 


 


09/05/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


 
A. MODERNIZATION ELIGIBILITY MODELS 
 
Model 1:  Determine eligibility based on the condition of the facilities.  
 
 


 
 
 
Under this model, the condition of the buildings and eligibility at the site would be determined based on a “condition 
assessment.”  A condition assessment would be performed at each site, rating the condition of the buildings, while 
also identifying the necessary work consistent with modernization work as allowable by the EC.  The assessment 
could be a standardized form with standardized rating criteria, as established by the Board.  Certain building 
conditions could determine funding limits.  Buildings could be rated or ranked based upon a numerical index such as 
the Facilities Condition Index, or it could be based on simple ranking of poor, fair, good, or excellent, as found in the 
Facility Inspection Tool. The District could then identify and prioritize needs at the site, knowing the potential 
maximum eligibility available for the site.   
 
There are also several other ratings criteria that may be considered.  Other States have established guidelines that 
weigh scores based on physical condition, educational suitability, technology readiness, etc.  Districts within 
California have established their own ratings criteria for their buildings.  A systems components based criteria could 
be considered, as well.  For instance, a building could be deemed eligible for such things as heating, ventilation, and 
air condition (HVAC) upgrades, window replacement, electrical systems, etc.  These are just a few of the concepts 
that could be considered to create a new type of eligibility method. 
 
For greater distribution of potentially limited bond amounts, a cap (maximum eligibility/grant amount) may be 
necessary.  There are several ways the maximum eligibility amount may be determined for buildings.  Different 
ratings or different system components could generate specific maximum grant allowance.  Alternatively, the cap 
could be determined by pupils housed at the site (similar to the current modernization program).  The Board could 
also implement an eligibility model similar to the current model where the district can choose to generate eligibility on 
a classroom count basis or a square footage basis.  
 
Another consideration is whether or not to completely eliminate or alter the existing age requirement under such a 
program.  Currently, buildings are eligible for modernization funding if they are 20 years old (portables) or 25 years 
old (permanent).  The condition of a building is not necessarily related to its age; however, the Board may wish to 
consider establishing minimum thresholds for all buildings and/or buildings that were built with SFP funds. 
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PROGRAM CHANGES NECESSARY 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 


 EC Sections 17074.10 through 17074.30 contains the statute that defines how modernization 
apportionments are determined for the SFP.  It would have to be amended to accommodate any changes.  


 EC Sections 17073.15 and 17073.20 set the age limits for modernization purposes.  They would have to be 
amended.  


 
CONSIDERATIONS 
 


 Standard rating criteria would have to be established. 
 Age requirements may still be necessary to ensure the State doesn’t provide modernization funds for a 


classroom for which it recently provided new construction funding. 
 Parameters would have to be established as to how and when a district could update its eligibility (through 


an updated condition assessment). 
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Model 2: Continue to determine eligibility based on the age of the facilities.  
 


 
 


This option would keep the age-based eligibility method, but address other areas of site eligibility.  Potential areas of 
change include the concept of partial site eligibility and removing the pupil grant cap. 
 
Partial Site Eligibility 
Sometimes, only a portion of a site is eligible for modernization, due to varying building ages.  This situation may not 
be conducive to a district creating a master modernization plan for a site, where upgrades or other work may be 
needed throughout the site.  The Board may wish to consider establishing a threshold for when an entire site would 
be eligible for modernization.  For instance, a District would be eligible to receive funding to modernize an entire site 
if, for example, 60 percent (or any percentage deemed appropriate) of the buildings on the site were at a minimum 
age.   
 


EXAMPLE:  14 of 20 buildings of age at a site 
 


Current Method:  14 buildings generate eligibility  
Alternative Method:  20 buildings generate eligibility 


 
 
Remove the Pupil Grant Cap 
While the current model is based on eligibility, it is capped by the enrollment at the site.  The Subcommittee may wish to 
consider whether an “of age” building should be eligible to receive funding regardless of whether the enrollment justifies 
it.  For example, if the maximum capacity at a given school site is 500 pupils based on the current State loading 
standard, allow the district to request up to 500 pupil grants.  Under the current program, if the enrollment were only 350 
pupils, the district would be limited to 350 pupil grants.  This means that the district could only receive funding for about 
70 percent of the maximum grant value of the building on the site (350/500 = 70%).  But if all of the eligible buildings are 
“of age,” they may all need to be modernized regardless of enrollment.  Removing the pupil grant cap would allow a 
district to access full funding for eligible buildings that are not operating at capacity.   
 


EXAMPLE:  20 Elementary Classrooms of Age (500 capacity), 350 pupils 
 


Current Method:  350 pupil grants of eligibility  
Alternative Method:  500 pupil grants of eligibility  
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PROGRAM CHANGES NECESSARY 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 


 EC Sections 17073.10 through 17073.25 contains the statute that defines how modernization eligibility is 
determined for the SFP.  It would have to be amended to accommodate any changes to the eligibility 
process.  


 EC Sections 17074.10 through 17074.30 contains the statute that defines how modernization 
apportionments are determined for the SFP.  It would have to be amended to accommodate any changes.  


 
CONSIDERATIONS 
 


 Does not make a distinction as to the condition of the facilities. 
 Making the discussed changes could result in district receiving more funding than it would under the current 


program. 
 Could increase the demand for modernization bond authority.   
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B. MODERNIZATION FUNDING MODELS 
 
Model 1: Fund projects based on a cost estimate. 
 


 
 
Under this model, modernization projects would be funded based on a cost estimate of the actual eligible work 
performed on the project.  This would be a departure from the current method of funding based on a per pupil 
amount.  Funding based on cost estimates has been used in other programs, including SFP Facility Hardship 
Rehabilitation, the Career Technical Education Facilities Program, and the Emergency Repair Program.   
 
Cost estimate funding under a condition based eligibility approach 
This option would combine the condition assessment approach to eligibility with funding based on a cost estimate.  
The condition assessment would be used to rate buildings on the site and establish the maximum funding a site could 
receive (limits would be established by either the condition and size of the building or the pupils at the site, as 
discussed in Section A of this item).  Projects would be given grant amounts based on the cost estimate of a qualifying 
SFP project.  Districts would receive funding for each project they submit up to the total funding limit for the site.   
 
Cost estimate funding under an aged based eligibility approach 
This option would leave the fundamental process of determining eligibility based on the age of the buildings on a site (with 
potential minor tweaks) and provide funding for estimated costs in a qualified SFP modernization project.  The age of the 
buildings would establish the maximum grant value available to the site.  Funding would be provided based on a cost 
estimate for work performed in a qualifying SFP modernization project.  A district could perform multiple projects until the 
combined cost estimates equal the eligibility at the site. 
 
PROGRAM CHANGES NECESSARY 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 


 EC Sections 17074.10 through 17074.30 contains the statute that defines how modernization 
apportionments are determined for the SFP.  It would have to be amended to accommodate any changes.  


 
CONSIDERATIONS 
 


 Districts would still be able to request smaller projects; since they are based on actual costs, a district could 
have multiple projects funded until they meet the grant maximum at the site. 


 Potentially requires more staff processing time and plan verification for review of cost estimates on every 
project.  


 Current programs using a cost estimate to determine funding either only fund the minimum work required to 
mitigate a health and safety threat or have a total project dollar cap and very specific costs allowable 
under their respective program.  Modernization work is less defined and stricter parameters on what 
constitutes an eligible modernization cost may have to be established to ensure appropriate allocation of 
State funding. 


 Could increase the demand for modernization bond authority.   
22
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Model 2: Fund projects based on a per square foot grant. 


 


 
 


Under this option, projects would be given a modernization dollar amount based on eligible square footage on the 
site.  The Board could establish a per square foot grant amount for modernization projects.  The square footage 
amount would replace the current system of using pupil grants; however, the system could be set up in a similar 
fashion to the current pupil grant model, in that districts could have the flexibility to request only to modernize a 
portion of the square footage on a site at a given time and retain eligibility elsewhere on the site.  This would be the 
closest method to replicating the pupil grant model on the funding side if pupil grants and site enrollment 
considerations were to be removed from a future eligibility model.  
 
Square footage based funding under a condition based eligibility approach 
This option would combine the condition assessment approach to eligibility with funding based on a per square foot 
grant amount for the buildings on the site.  The condition assessment would be used to rate buildings.  In this 
proposal, the rating would have a corresponding per square foot grant amount that would serve as a basis for 
calculating a cap for the amount of funding that an eligible building could receive.   
 
Districts would then submit qualified modernization projects requesting funding for a certain number of square feet.  
The acceptance of these “per square foot” grants as part of an application would mean that the building is considered 
modernized for purposes of generating modernization eligibility at the site, regardless of the work performed at the 
site.  The District draws down on a total amount of eligible square footage. 
 
Square footage based funding under an age based eligibility approach 
Under this option, buildings that reached a minimum age would generate modernization eligibility.  However, the 
eligibility would not be linked to a per pupil amount, it would instead be a per square foot amount based on the size of 
the building and the amount of toilet and non-toilet space. The square footage amount would be the same for all 
school sites, regardless of the condition of the facility.   
 
PROGRAM CHANGES NECESSARY 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
 


 EC Sections 17074.10 through 17074.30 defines how modernization apportionments are determined for the 
SFP.  It would have to be amended to accommodate any of the above changes.  


 
CONSIDERATIONS 
 


 While the SFP has replacement square footage grant amounts for toilet and non-toilet space, appropriate 
modernization square footage amounts for modernization would have to be determined. 


 Funding for modernization and/or replacement of existing portable facilities is dependent on other policy 
decisions. 
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Model 3: Continue funding on a per pupil basis. 
 


 
 


In this option, funding for modernization projects would still be provided on a per pupil basis.  The 
Subcommittee could consider keeping this main funding model concept and still review other areas of the 
model to determine if improvements or changes are necessary. 
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Consolidating Special Programs 
 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
The purpose of this item is to explore the possibility of consolidating special programs in order to streamline the 
School Facility Program (SFP).   
 
Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
Members of the Program Review Subcommittee (Subcommittee) have expressed a desire to simplify the SFP grant 
process.  It has been asked if any of the special programs can be combined to simplify the program.   


 


 
 


Overview of Special Programs in the SFP 
 
Currently, aside from new construction and modernization, there are eight special programs within the SFP, many of 
which have either separate or carved out amounts of bond authority dedicated to them. This item will take a look at 
the following programs within the SFP. All of the individual programs in the SFP are briefly described below: 
 


New Construction 
Modernization 
Charter School Facilities 
Career Technical Education Facilities 
Joint-Use 
Facility Hardship 
Seismic Mitigation 
High Performance Incentive Grant 
Overcrowding Relief Grant  
Critically Overcrowded Schools 


 
New Construction 
 


 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. 


 Separate funding was provided in the Class Size Reduction Kindergarten-University Public Education 
Facilities Bond Act of 1998 (Proposition 1A), Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 
2002 (Proposition 47), Kindergarten -University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2004 (Proposition 
55), and Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2006 (Proposition 1D). 
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Modernization 
 


 Provides funding to school districts to extend the useful life of existing facilities, or to enhance the physical 
environment of a school. 


 Modernization funding can also be used to demolish and replace existing facilities of like kind. 
 Separate funding was provided in Propositions 1A, 47, 55, and 1D. 


 
Charter School Facilities Program (CSFP) 
 


 Provides funding to charter schools or districts 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.  


 Separate funding was provided in Propositions 47 (2002), 55 (2004), and 1D (2006). 
 
Career Technical Education Facilities Program (CTEFP) 


 
 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 approved CTE program.  


 Separate funding for CTEFP was provided in Proposition 1D. 
 
Joint-Use 
 


 Allows districts to partner with another governmental entity, non-profit organization, or institution of higher 
education to construct or renovate facilities to be used jointly by both parties. 


 Separate funding for was provided in Propositions 47, 55, and 1D. 
 


Facility Hardship 
 


 Provides for the repair, reconstruction or replacement of school facilities when there is either an unmet need 
for pupil housing due to the facilities being lost or destroyed or if there is a health and safety threat to 
students and staff related to existing facilities. 


 Proposition 1A provided separate funding for hardship projects, which includes Facility Hardship and 
Financial Hardship,  


 No separate funding for Facility Hardship projects (except Seismic Mitigation Program projects) under 
Propositions 47, 55, and 1D. Replacement projects are funded from new construction. Rehabilitation 
projects are funded from modernization.  


 
Seismic Mitigation Program (SMP) 
 


 The SMP is a sub-component of the Facility Hardship program. 
 Provides funding for seismic mitigation projects for buildings determined to have “Most Vulnerable Category 


2 Buildings” status.  
 Funding is a subset of new construction funds. Up to $199.5 million of the $1.9 billion in in new construction 


funds authorized by Proposition 1D can be provided for SMP projects. 
 


High Performance Incentive (HPI) Grant 
 


 Provides an additional grant to projects from various programs 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. 


 Separate funding was provided in Proposition 1D.  
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Overcrowding Relief Grant (ORG) 
 


 Provides funding for the creation of additional open space for play areas, green space, or outdoor lunch 
areas through the reduction of portable classrooms on overcrowded school sites. 


 Separate funding was provided in Proposition 1D. 
 
Critically Overcrowded Schools (COS) 
 


 Provides funding to construct additional pupil capacity to relieve overcrowded school sites. Per-pupil grant 
funding was provided for the number of pupils that exceed 150 percent of the California Department of 
Education (CDE) recommended pupil density. 


 Separate funding was provided in Propositions 47 and 55. No additional funding was provided in Proposition 
1D.  
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Potential Methods of Consolidation 
 
 
Method 1: Consolidate Funding Sources; Retain Individual Programs. 
 
This method consolidates the various funding sources into fewer “pots” of bond authority, one for programs that could 
be broadly categorized as new construction, and another for programs broadly categorized as modernization. The 
individual program requirements would remain in place.   
 
Currently, for the most part, the different programs are tied to a specific “pot” of funding that is exclusively for that 
program. This method would eliminate the separate “pots” and create two shared pools of funding that the different 
programs could draw from. This would allow funding to flow to different programs as needed. It would also prevent 
small amounts of funding from being tied up in many different programs. This method is not intended to significantly 
alter the individual program requirements. However, the concept still works if there is a desire to update specific 
requirements as well. 
 
The two potential groups of programs are listed below. The programs are grouped according to whether the program 
provides funding to construct new or replacement facilities, or to modernize existing facilities. The groupings are not 
intended to conform to the narrower program-specific definitions of the SFP new construction and modernization 
programs. 
 


New Construction Modernization 


Career Technical Education Facilities - New 
Construction 


Career Technical Education Facilities - 
Modernization 


Charter School Facilities - New Construction Charter School Facilities - Rehabilitation 


Critically Overcrowded Schools 
Facility Hardship - Rehabilitation (Excessive 
Cost Hardship Grant) 


Facility Hardship - Replacement Seismic Mitigation - Rehabilitation 


Seismic Mitigation - Replacement High Performance Incentive Grant  


Joint-Use 


Overcrowding Relief Grant 


High Performance Incentive Grant 


 
The two groupings of programs are also shown in the comparison matrix shown in the Attachment, with additional 
details on each program. Facility Hardship replacement, Seismic Mitigation Program replacement, and the ORG 
programs have been grouped with new construction because the funding calculation for these programs is modeled 
after new construction. 
 
Alternatively, the Subcommittee could consider consolidating funds for some of the programs and leaving others 
separate. 
 


Program Changes Necessary 
 
Education Code  Regulations  
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The Education Code (EC) would need to be modified to allow the various “pots” of money authorized in the 
bonds to be used on other programs. 
EC and SFP Regulations would need to be modified for certain programs (such as CTE, ORG, and Joint-
Use) that are currently funded on a cyclical basis rather than a flow basis. 


 
Considerations 
 


 Creates greater competition for funding by allowing more programs to access the same pool of 
bond authority.  


 Specific programs would no longer have a set amount of bond authority, reducing or eliminating the 
issue of having small amounts of remaining program-specific funding. 


 Programs many need to be modified to align certain requirements to avoid disadvantaging a 
program. For example, different programs allow funding approval at different stages in the design 
process. New construction and modernization allow design funding before a design has started, 
while a complete project design is required to apply for ORG. These differences may provide 
certain advantages and disadvantages if the requirements remain the same and if the various 
programs are accessing the same pool of funding. 


 Certain programs could remain separate, such as the Charter School Facilities Program, which is 
designated for a specific type of school. 


 Would not necessarily change the review criteria for each program. The application process would 
remain largely the same, but the funding would be different.  Funding would come from a shared 
pool that is accessed by other programs. 


 
Special programs that are not recommended for consolidation are listed at the end of this section, following 
Method 3. 
 
 
Method 2: Consolidate Funding Sources and Programs 
 
This method would consolidate the funding sources and the program requirements into fewer broad programs: one 
for programs broadly categorized as new construction, and another for programs broadly categorized as 
modernization. This method would significantly expand the definitions of new construction and modernization 
funding. For example, Career Technical Education rehabilitation projects could be consolidated with modernization 
by allowing modernization funds to be used on such projects, and allowing joint powers authorities to apply for 
modernization funding. 
 
One way to group the existing programs is shown in the matrix in the Attachment. For example, to consolidate the 
ORG program with new construction, the allowable uses of new construction funding could be expanded to allow for 
the replacement of portable classroom facilities on overcrowded sites. 
 
Alternatively, the Subcommittee could consider consolidating some of the programs and leaving others separate. 
 


Program Changes Necessary 
 


Education Code  Regulations  
 


EC would need to be modified to allow the various “pots” of money authorized in the bonds to be used on 
other programs. 
 
EC and SFP Regulations would need to be significantly modified to consolidate the various program 
requirements.  
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Considerations 
 


 Could simplify the application process by reducing the number of programs. Currently, hybrid 
projects that are funded from multiple programs have become more common. 


 Would increase competition for funding by allowing a wider range of projects to access the same 
pool of bond authority. 


 Would need to consider how to consolidate the different eligibility requirements of various 
programs.  For example, the new construction program requires districts to demonstrate future 
unhoused pupils; however, CTEFP does not require new construction eligibility. 


 Specific programs would no longer have a set amount of bond authority, reducing or eliminating the 
issue of having small amounts of remaining program-specific funding. 


 Certain programs could remain separate, if desired. 


 Could also consider eliminating certain programs to reduce complexity. 
 
 
 
 
Special Programs That Are Not Recommended for Consolidation 
 
Each special program was analyzed to determine whether or not it could be consolidated. The following programs 
are not recommended for consolidation: 
 
Charter School Facilities   
 
The CSFP is not recommended for consolidation because it serves a specific group of constituents that face different 
issues than typical school districts. For example, the need for charter school facilities is not necessarily directly 
related to the number of projected unhoused pupils; therefore, the CSFP does not require new construction eligibility.  
 
Charter schools often have limited options for raising funding for facilities-related improvements. To address this 
issue, the CSFP allows a loan component, which is not offered in the new construction and modernization programs. 
The main programs’ first-in, first-out system of funding is difficult for charter schools to compete in. Often, charter 
schools need a guarantee funding before they can commit to a construction project; therefore, the CSFP provides 
preliminary apportionments and advance fund releases for site and design funding. 
 
Critically Overcrowded Schools 
 
The COS program is not recommended for consolidation because the last bond measure, Proposition 1D, did not 
authorize additional funds for the program. In addition, another program, ORG also addresses relief of overcrowded 
sites, albeit through the replacement of existing portable classrooms rather than the construction of additional pupil 
capacity. 
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ATTACHMENT
School Facility Program


Program Comparison Matrix


New Construction, Additions, and Replacement Facilities


Program Purpose of Program
NC 


Eligibility 
Used?


Financial 
Hardship 
Available


Loan 
Available


Funding 
Share


New Construction Increase pupil capacity by constructing new facilities. Yes Yes No 50/50


Career Technical Education Facilities - New 
Construction


Construct a new facility or expand an existing facility/facilities. No No Yes 50/50


Charter School Facilities - New Construction Construct new facilities. Maybe1 No Yes 50/50


Critically Overcrowded Schools Increase pupil capacity by constructing new facilities. Yes Yes No 50/50


Facility Hardship Replacement Replace a school site to mitigate a health and safety hazard(s). No2 Yes No 50/50 


Seismic Mitigation - Replacement
Replace a school site to mitigate a health and safety hazard(s) 


posed by potential seismic activity. No2 Yes No 50/50


Joint-Use
Funding for increased costs of Joint-Use facilities and/or increased 


area of certain types of existing facilities; or reconfigure existing 
facilities and/or constructs new facilities.  


No No No 50/50


Overcrowding Relief Grant Replace existing portable classrooms. No Yes No 50/50


High Performance Incentive Grant Additional grant for high performance attributes. No
Depends on 


program
Depends on 


program
50/50 


1In certain cases, the CSFP project will cause a reduction to the new construction eligibility of the school district where the charter school is located.
2In some cases, the district's modernization eligibility is reduced for facilities replaced under Facility Hardship (including Seismic Mitigation).
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ATTACHMENT
School Facility Program


Program Comparison Matrix


Modernization or Rehabilitation of Existing Facilities


Program Purpose of Program
Mod. 


Eligibility 
Used?


Financial 
Hardship 
Available


Loan 
Available


Funding 
Share


Modernization Modernize existing facilities Yes Yes No 60/40


Career Technical Education Facilities - 
Modernization


Modernize or reconfigure an existing facility/facilities. No No Yes 50/50


Charter School Facilities - Rehabilitation Rehabilitate/modernize an existing facility. No No Yes 50/50


Facility Hardship Rehabilitation (Excessive 
Cost Hardship Grant)


Rehabilitate an existing facility to mitigate a health and safety 
hazard(s). 


No Yes No 60/40


Seismic Mitigation - Rehabilitation
Rehabilitate an existing facility to mitigate a health and safety 


hazard(s) posed by potential seismic activity.
No Yes No 50/50


High Performance Incentive Grant Additional grant for high performance attributes. No
Depends on 


program
Depends on 


program


50/50
or


60/40
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Program Eligibility 
 
Qualifying for the CTEFP funding takes place in two steps: 
 


1. The applicant must submit a description of the project to CDE for review and scoring. The Education Code 
outlines the criteria by which an application shall be reviewed.  They shall be weighted based on the 
following:  number of pupils expected to attend, the cost per pupil, financial participation by industry partners 
in the construction and equipping of the facility, commitment to accountability for outcomes and 
participation, the strength and relevance of the educational plans to the needs of industry for qualified 
technical employees applicable to the economic development needs of the region in which the project will 
be located, and coordination and articulation with feeder schools, other high schools, and community 
colleges.  The project must receive a minimum score of 105 points from CDE to be eligible for funding. 


 
2. When the minimum is achieved, the second step is to submit a completed Application for Career Technical 


Education Facilities Funding (Form SAB 50-10) to the OPSC.  SFP eligibility is not required in the CTEFP; 
though a CTEFP project may be combined with a SFP new construction or modernization project.   


 
 
 


CAREER TECHNICAL EDUCATION FACILITY PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 
 The Applicant must be an educational agency operating a comprehensive High school (as defined by Education 


Code Sections 51224, 51225.3, and 51228.) with an active career technical advisory committee in place.  
 The plans must be approved by the CDE, contain all mandatory elements required by the CDE, and have 


received a score of at least 105 points to be eligible for funding. 
 The applicant must provide a 50-50 matching contribution at least equal to the state grant for both Modernization 


and New Construction projects.  
 New construction funding applications must be filed before pupil occupancy and all equipment must be 


purchased on or after May 20, 2006. 
 A CTEFP project can include CTE equipment or consist solely of equipment with an average useful life 


expectancy of 10 years. 
 
 
Funding Cycles 
 
CTEFP funding is set up on a cycle basis with the goal of ensuring broad geographic distribution of the funds and 
rewards those that best meet the criteria outlined in the statute.  Within each funding cycle, the funding priority will be 
based on the numerical score for the applicant's CTE grant application, as determined by the CDE, and the locale of 
each project. The locale for each project shall be Urban, Suburban or Rural, as determined by the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES).  Applicants are also grouped into one of the 11 Service Regions which are 
geographically-based groupings of counties established by the California County Superintendents Educational 
Service Regions.  
 
The first and second funding cycle were funded by Service Region.  During these cycles, a percentage of funding 
was allocated to each Service Region based on 9-12 CBEDS enrollment from the prior year.  For the third and any 
subsequent cycles, funds are apportioned regardless of Service Region to the highest ranked project in each locale 
and alternated.  Funds are apportioned to the project with the highest score in each locale. If there are no 
applications in a given locale, projects will be apportioned in the remaining locales. The process will continue as 
described until funds or applications are exhausted.  SFP Regulation Section 1859.195 establishes the funding 
cycles and the distribution of funds within each cycle.   
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      Reservation of Funds               Construction Ready 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Funding Formula 
 
The basic formula for calculating the modernization grant is as follows: 


1) 50% Construction + 50% Equipment + 50% Site Development = Base Grant  
 


2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 


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


 
When an Applicant pairs a new construction SFP project with a CTE project, the grant is calculated as follows: 
 


1) 50% Construction + 50% Equipment + 50% Site Development = Base Grant 
  
2) (960 sq ft. x number of CTE classrooms) * 50% Current Replacement Cost = SFP Deduction 
 
3) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants – SFP Deduction = Total State Share 


 
4) State Share 50% + Local Match 50% = Total Project Cost 100%  


Application to CDE 


Funding 
application to 


OPSC 
SAB Approval SAB Approval 


Fund Release 
DSA/CDE 
Approvals 


OPSC Verification 


Fund Release 
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CTEFP Funding Data 
 
In the three funding cycles, the Board has approved a total of 482 CTEFP projects with 404 applications requesting a 
reservation of funds.  The average new construction grant amount is $1,629,903 and the average modernization 
grant amount is $559,206.  All data presented is as of May 22, 2013. 
 
The chart below shows the number of CTEFP projects broken out by type of project: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 15 Industry Sectors  
 
The following chart shows the breakout of Board-approved CTEFP projects from the three funding cycles according 
to Industry Sector: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


202 


7 


223 


50 


New Construction Projects - 202


NC (Equipment Only) - 7


Modernization Projects - 223


Mod (Equipment Only) - 50


Approved CTEFP Projects Type of Project 


30.8% 


12.9% 


10.2% 
9.4% 


7.9% 


7.9% 


7.5% 


3.5% 2.7% 


2.6% 
1.9% 


0.9% 


0.9% 


0.5% 0.4% 


Arts, Media and Entertainment - 30.8%


Agriculture and Natural Resources - 10.2%


Health Science and Medical Technology - 9.4%


Transportation - 7.9%


Engineering and Design Industry - 7.9%


Building Trades and Construction - 7.5%


Hospitality, Tourism, and Recreation - 3.5%


Manufacturing and Product Development - 2.7%


Energy and Utilities - 2.6%


Information Technology - 1.9%


Public Services - 1.9%


Education, Child Development and Family Services - 0.9%


Finance and Business - 0.9%


Marketing, Sales and Service - 0.5%


Fashion and Interior Design - 0.4%


Industry Sector  
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INDUSTRY SECTORS PROJECTS AUTHORITY PERCENTAGE 


Arts, Media and Entertainment  97 $152.0  30.8% 


Agriculture and Natural Resources  73 $63.8  10.2% 


Health Science and Medical Technology  51 $50.1  9.4% 


Transportation  50 $46.5  7.9% 


Engineering and Design Industry  40 $39.2  7.9% 


Building Trades and Construction  48 $38.8  7.5% 


Hospitality, Tourism, and Recreation 44 $37.1 3.5% 


Manufacturing and Product Development  27 $17.3  2.7% 


Energy and Utilities  8 $13.3  2.6% 


Information Technology  13 $12.6  1.9% 


Public Services  10 $9.5  1.9% 


Education, Child Development and Family Services  7 $4.5  0.9% 


Finance and Business  5 $4.3  0.9% 


Marketing, Sales and Service  3 $2.3  0.5% 


Fashion and Interior Design  6 $2.0  0.4% 
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1 North Coast


2 Northeastern


3 Capital


4 Bay


5 South Bay


6 Delta Sierra


7 Central Valley


8 Costa Del Sol


9 Southern


10 Riverside, Inyo, Mono, San Bernardino


11 Los Angeles


Regions


$6.3 million
11 CTEFP Projects


$11.8 million
14 CTEFP Projects


$37.8 million
29 CTEFP Projects


$75.4 million
63 CTEFP Projects


$32.5 million
25 CTEFP Projects


$24.6 million
31 CTEFP Projects


$31.3 million
51 CTEFP Projects


$75.1 million
73 CTEFP Projects


$99.7 million
75 CTEFP Projects


$40.5 million
56 CTEFP Projects


$58.5 million
54 CTEFP Projects


The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $493.5 million in Career Technical Education Facilites 
Program (CTEFP) school facility funding awarded by the State Allocation Board from 1998 to August 31, 2013. The 
map also shows the regional distribution of projects.


Career Technical Education Facilites Program


ATTACHMENT
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Facility Hardship Program- Part I 
 
Overview 
 
The Facility Hardship program (FHP) provides for the repair, reconstruction or replacement of school facilities when 
there is either an unmet need for pupil housing due to the facilities being lost or destroyed or if there is a health and 
safety threat to students and staff related to existing facilities.  
 


5050


Replacement Project 
Grant Matching Share


State


District/Local 60


40


Rehabilitation Project 
Grant Matching Share


State


District/Local


 
 


 
Program History 
 
On August 27, 1998, the Governor signed into law the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, Chapter 407, 
Statutes of 1998. California voters approved the first School Facilities Program Statewide Bond for $9.2 billion on 
November 3, 1998. Both the Facility Hardship Program which provides funding for the replacement of facilities and 
the Excessive Cost Hardship Program, which provides funding for rehabilitation, were part of the original School 
Facility Program Regulations that were approved and filed with the Secretary of State on December 3, 1998. 
 
Program Eligibility 
 
Districts are eligible to apply for hardship assistance in cases or extraordinary circumstances. Extraordinary 
circumstances may include, but are not limited to, the need to repair, reconstruct, or replace the most vulnerable 
school facilities that are identified as Category 2 buildings, as defined in the report submitted pursuant to Education 
Code Section 17317 (Assembly Bill 300 List) and in the School Facility Program (SFP) Regulation Section 1859.2 
Definitions.  Please see Attachment A for SFP Regulation definition.  
 
Facility hardship funding is provided to replace or construct new classrooms and related facilities if the district 
demonstrates there in an unmet need for pupil housing or the condition of the facilities, or the lack of facilities, is a 
threat to the health and safety of the pupils.  
 
The school district must demonstrate to the State Allocation Board (Board) that the health and safety of the pupils are 
at risk.  Factors to be considered include but are not limited to: 


 Close proximity to a major freeway, airport, electrical facility, high power transmission lines, dam, pipeline, 
industrial facility, adverse air quality emission, 


 Buildings with structural deficiencies required by the Division of the State Architect (DSA) to be repaired,  
 Seismic Mitigation of the Most Vulnerable Category 2 Buildings as verified by the DSA,  
 Traffic safety or because the pupils reside in remote areas of the district and transportation to existing 


facilities is not possible or poses a health and safety risk 
 Other health and safety risks 


 
In addition to any other funding authorized by the SFP Regulations, a district is eligible for funding for Rehabilitation 
Costs as a result of unusual circumstances that created excessive project costs beyond the control of the district. 
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Application Submittal 
To apply for the Facility Hardship Program the District submits the following documentation to have a complete 
application: 
 


REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 
TYPE OF APPLICATION 


FUNDING CONCEPTUAL 


Facility Hardship Request. ✖ ✖ 


Industry Specialist Report ✖ ✖ 


Governmental concurrence letter ✖ ✖ 


Mitigation Measures ✖ ✖ 


Detailed Cost Estimate ✖ ✖ 


Cost/Benefit Analysis ✖ ✖ 


Site Diagram ✖ ✖ 


Photos (recommended) ✖ ✖ 


Application for Funding (Form SAB 50-04) ✖  


Career Technical Education Advisory Committee certification ✖  


Financial hardship approval (if applicable) ✖  


If Site Acquisition is requested, the following documents: 
 Appraisal of property 
 Escrow closing statement or court order 
 CDE site approval letter 


✖  


Final DSA plan approval and DSA-approved plans and specifications 
(if applicable) 


✖  


CDE approval of final plans (if applicable) ✖  


Cost estimate for site development† (if applicable) ✖  


Form HPI-1 (DSA-402) (if requesting the High Performance 
Incentive grant) (if applicable) 


✖  


 
Conceptual Approval 
A district may elect to apply for eligibility determination in advance of project funding. These applications are referred 
to as “conceptual” applications. No bond authority is reserved for conceptually approved applications. By requesting 
conceptual approval of a project, the District discovers if they are eligible for the Facility Hardship program and the 
approximate amount of a potential grant for the project.   
 
Application Review 
In order to be eligible for the Facility Hardship program a district must demonstrate there is an imminent health and 
safety threat to the pupils which has resulted in an unmet need for pupil housing.  
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To determine whether a district has a facility issue that qualifies for Facility Hardship, one of the following items must 
apply: 


 
1. The  facility or lack of facility is creating an imminent health and safety risk to students, or 
 
2. The classroom(s) or related facility lost or destroyed as a result of a disaster such as fire, flood, or 


earthquake, and the district had demonstrated that the classroom(s) or related facility was uninsurable or 
that the cost for insurance was prohibitive. 


 
If circumstance 1 or 2 above applies, the district may qualify for Facility Hardship funding.  However, other factors 
must also be taken into consideration and may impact funding, as indicated below: 
 


1. Space is available in the District, High School Attendance Area or Super High School Attendance Area that 
could for housing some or all of the displaced pupils.  Any such space must first be accounted for, which 
may reduce or eliminate the possibility of Facility Hardship funding.  If the district has negative New 
Construction eligibility, it may have existing available classroom space. 
 


2. The health and safety threat must be supported by documentation from an appropriate governmental 
agency.  For example: Traffic safety hazards must be documented and supported by a letter from a law 
enforcement agency such as the California Highway Patrol.  Structural deficiencies must be supported by a 
letter from the DSA.  This is a requirement in the program and funding can only be provided for the minimum 
work to mitigate the issue, as verified by the Governmental agency.  


 
3. The cost to rehabilitate and remain in the facility must be greater than 50 percent of the Current 


Replacement Cost of the facility based on the current square footage of the facility.  If it is not, the district 
may qualify for Rehabilitation Costs. 
 


4. If the district realizes any insurance proceeds, lawsuit litigation proceeds, net sale proceeds or any other 
proceeds available from the disposition of a qualifying Facility Hardship building(s), any such amount 
collected by the district will cause its Facility Hardship grant to be reduced by 50 percent of that amount. 


 
Funding 
 
To determine whether a project qualifies for replacement or rehabilitation funding, districts must submit a cost-benefit 
analysis. The cost benefit analysis compares the Current Replacement Cost to the cost of the minimum work 
necessary to mitigate the threat and remain in the facility.  Based on the cost-benefit analysis, if the cost to remain in 
the facilities and mitigate the threat is less than fifty percent of the Current Replacement Cost, then the district may 
qualify for an Excessive Cost Hardship grant for the cost to rehabilitate their facility. If the cost-benefit analysis shows 
that the cost to remain in the facilities and mitigate the threat exceeds fifty percent of the Current Replacement Cost, 
then the district may qualify for a grant to replace the facility.  
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Cost Benefit Analysis examples:  
Example using a 5,000 square foot building with no toilet area: 


 Minimum mitigation Cost: $500,000 
 Current Replacement Cost: 5,000 square feet * $317 = $1,585,000 


 
$500,000 (minimum mitigation cost) / $1,585,000 (Current Replacement Cost) = 32 percent 


 
The project is ineligible for the costs to replace the facility. The project may qualify for Rehabilitation Costs. 
 


Example using a 5,000 square foot building with no toilet area: 
 Minimum mitigation Cost: $1,000,000 
 Current Replacement Cost: 5,000 square feet * $317 = $1,585,000 


 
$1,000,000 (minimum mitigation cost) / $1,585,000 (Current Replacement Cost) = 63 percent 


 
The project is eligible for the costs to replace the facility. The project is ineligible for Rehabilitation Costs. 
 
Replacement of the Entire School 
When a district qualifies for FH replacement of an entire school, SFP Regulation Section 1859.82 states that the 
district receives per-pupil grants based on either the latest enrollment or current capacity at the site. Therefore, the 
project is funded as a new construction project and the district may request all additional and Excessive Cost 
Hardship grants that are available to new construction projects, which may include HPI grants.  
 
Replacement of Facilities on the Same Site 
When a district qualifies for replacement of specific facilities on the same site, the district receives a grant on a per-
square foot basis outlined in regulation, as a new construction project.  


 
Rehabilitation  
Based on the cost-benefit analysis, if the cost to remain in the facilities and mitigate the threat is less than fifty 
percent of the Current Replacement Cost, then the district may qualify for an Excessive Cost Hardship grant for the 
cost to rehabilitate their facility. When a district qualifies for rehabilitation of school buildings, the project is funded 
based on a cost estimate for the minimum work to gain DSA approval. The grant for rehabilitation projects are based 
on 60 percent of the cost estimate that is reviewed and approved by OPSC and approved by the Board. 
 
Please see Attachment B for a complete list of additional grants that Facility Hardship projects (including applications 
for the Seismic Mitigation Program) are eligible to apply for.  
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Program Funding Data 
To date, the OPSC has provided funding for 60 Facility Hardship replacement projects, including Seismic Mitigation 
Program replacement projects, with a total State share of $265,828,582. The OPSC has also provided funding for 
109 Facility Hardship rehabilitation projects through the Excessive Cost Hardship Grant and Seismic Mitigation 
Program rehabilitation projects, with a total State share of $102,704,665. 
 
Facility Hardship Funding data: 


Project Count:  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
School Facility Program Regulations 1859.2 Definitions state in part,  
 


“Most Vulnerable Category 2 Buildings” means the building meets the criteria outlined in Section 
1859.82(a)(1)(C) 
and is one of the following building types: 
C1 – Concrete Moment Frame, 
C1B – Reinforced Concrete Cantilever Columns with Flexible Diaphragms, 
C2A – Concrete Shear Wall with Flexible Diaphragms, 
C3A – Concrete Frame with Infill Masonry Shear Walls and Flexible Diaphragms, 
PC1 – Precast/Tilt-up Concrete Shear Wall with Flexible Diaphragms, 
PC1A – Precast/Tilt-up Concrete Shear Wall with Rigid Diaphragms, 
PC2A – Precast Concrete Frame without Concrete Shear Walls and with Rigid Diaphragms, 
PC2 – Precast Concrete Frame and Roofs with Concrete Shear Walls, 
URM – Unreinforced Masonry Bearing Wall Buildings, 
RM1 – Reinforced Masonry Bearing Wall with Flexible Diaphragms, 
URMA - Unreinforced Masonry Bearing Wall with Rigid Diaphragms, 
S1B – Steel Cantilever Columns with Flexible Diaphragm, 
S3 – Steel Light Frame Metal Siding and/or Rod Bracing, or 
M – Mixed construction containing at least one of the above structures types. 


 
School Facility Program Regulations 1859.82(a)(1)(C) state,  


(C) The seismic mitigation projects must meet all of the following requirements: 
1. The construction contract was executed on or after May 20, 2006; 
2. The project funding provided shall be for the minimum work necessary to obtain DSA approval; 
3. The building is designed for occupancy by students and staff; and 
4. The DSA concurs with a report by a structural engineer, which identifies structural deficiencies 
that pose an unacceptable risk of injury to its occupants in a seismic 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 prepared by an engineering geologist in accordance with 
California Building Code, Part 2, Chapter 18, section 1803A and with the concurrence of the 
California Geological Survey. 
The structural engineer’s report shall conform to the guidelines prepared by the DSA, in 
accordance with Education Code Section 17310. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


48







 


 


09/05/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


ATTACHMENT B 
 


Facility Hardship projects (including projects for the Seismic Mitigation Program) are eligible to apply for the following 
grants in addition to their project grant:  


 


Type of Grant 


Facility 
Hardship 


Replacement 
School 


Facility 
Hardship 


Replacement 
Facilities 


Facility 
Hardship‐


Rehabilitation


Energy Efficiency  x  x    


Fire Detection Alarm System  x  x    


Fire Sprinkler System  x  x    


General Site  x  x    


Geographic % factor  x  x  * 


High Performance Incentive (HPI)  x  **  ** 


Labor Compliance Program  x  x  x 


Prevailing Wage Monitoring  x  x  x 


Multilevel Construction  x  x    


New School Project  x       


Project Assistance  x  x  x 


Replacement with Multi‐Story  x  x    


Site Acquisition 
‐Actual or Appraised 
‐Real Estate Fees (2%) 
‐DTSC 
‐Haz. Materials 
‐Relocation Costs 


x  x    


Site Development  
‐Off‐Site 
‐Service Site 
‐Utilities 


x  x    


Small Size Project  x  x     


Special Ed. Therapy/Other Area  x  x    


Special Ed. Toilet Area   x  x    


Two‐Stop Elevator        x 


Urban Security  x  x    


*Only projects eligible for funding for rehabilitation costs through the Seismic 
Mitigation Program pursuant to Regulation Section 1859.82 are eligible to apply for 
the additional grant due to Geographic % Factor .Facility Hardship rehabilitation 
projects eligible for funding of Rehabilitation Costs pursuant to Regulation Section 
1859.83(e) are not eligible to apply for the additional grant due to Geographic % 
Factor. 


**These project types will be eligible to apply for the High Performance Incentive 
Grant once pending regulations are approved.  
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Facility Hardship Part II - Seismic Mitigation Program 
 
Overview 
 
The Seismic Mitigation Program (SMP) is a subset of the Facility Hardship program which provides for the seismic 
repair, reconstruction, or replacement of the “Most Vulnerable Category 2 Buildings”, as defined in the School Facility 
Program Regulations (see attachment). The SMP grant provides State funds on a 50/50 State and local sharing 
basis for all eligible projects.  
 


 
 
Program History 
 
Proposition 1D, approved by California voters in 2006, provided up to $199.5 million in bond authority for seismic 
construction projects determined to have “most vulnerable California school facilities” status.  As a result, the Board 
approved amendments to the School Facility Program (SFP) Facility Hardship regulations to create the Seismic 
Mitigation Program (SMP).  The SMP provides grant funds to rehabilitate or replace the “most vulnerable” school 
facilities, as determined by the Division of the State Architect (DSA).  The eligibility criterion for the SMP was 
amended by the Board in June 2011 to be less restrictive and increase participation in the program. 
 
Program Eligibility 
 
SMP project must meet all of the following criteria:  
 


1. The construction contract was executed on or after May 20, 2006; 
 


2. The project funding provided shall be for the minimum work necessary to obtain DSA approval; 
 
3. The building is designed for occupancy by students and staff; and,  
 
4. The DSA concurs with a report by a structural engineer, which identifies structural deficiencies that pose 
an unacceptable risk of injury to its occupants in a seismic 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 prepared by an engineering geologist in accordance with California Building Code, Part 2, Chapter 
18, section 1803A and with the concurrence of the California Geological Survey. 


 
Eligibility to participate in the program is determined by the DSA before an application is received by the OPSC.  The 
DSA approval is broken up into four phases;  
 


Phase 1: Eligibility Evaluation 
Phase 2: Replacement Option Analysis 
Phase 3: Seismic Rehabilitation Pre-Application 
Phase 4: Project Application (final plan approval) 


5050
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Application Review 
Once a District submits an application to the OPSC, staff verifies that the project has obtained all the necessary DSA 
approvals and then proceeds to review the District’s application documentation to determine if the application is 
eligible for program funding. Applications for the SMP are required to submit the following documentation in addition 
to all the required documentation for a non-SMP Facility Hardship application: 
 


REQUIRED DOCUMENTS for SMP 
TYPE OF APPLICATION 


FUNDING CONCEPTUAL 


Licensed Design Professional Report ✖ ✖ 


DSA Phase 1 Approval Letter ✖ ✖ 


DSA Phase 2 Approval Letter (only applicable for Districts 
requesting replacement funding) 


✖ ✖ 


DSA Phase 3 Approval Letter (only applicable for Districts 
requesting rehabilitation funding) 


✖ ✖ 


DSA Phase 4 Approval Letter (only applicable for Districts who 
received Phase 3 approval and are requesting rehabilitation 
funding) 


✖  


Geological Report with California Geological Survey concurrence 
letter (if requesting funding based on a Site hazard like faulting, 
liquefaction or landslide) 


✖ ✖ 


 
 
Once the project is determined to meet the eligibility criteria for the SMP the OPSC will review additional criteria to 
determine if the project is eligible for funding and determine a potential grant amount. The factors that must be taken 
into consideration and may impact funding include: 
 
1. Space available in the District, High School Attendance Area or Super High School Attendance Area that could 


for housing some or all of the displaced pupils.  Any such space must first be accounted for, which may reduce 
or eliminate the possibility of Facility Hardship funding.  If the district has negative New Construction eligibility, it 
likely has existing available classroom space. 
 


2. The cost to rehabilitate and remain in the facility must be greater than 50 percent of the Current Replacement 
Cost of the facility based on the current square footage of the facility.  If not, the district does not qualify for 
replacement funding; instead the project would be eligible for the minimum costs for seismic rehabilitation and 
any ancillary work required by the DSA as a result of the seismic work. 
 


 
Conceptual Approval 
A district may elect to apply for eligibility determination in advance of project funding. These applications are referred 
to as “conceptual” applications. No bond authority is reserved for conceptually approved applications. By requesting 
conceptual approval of a project, the district discovers if they are eligible for the SMP and the approximate amount of 
a potential grant for the project.   
 
Funding 
 
To determine whether a project qualifies for replacement or rehabilitation funding, districts must submit a cost-benefit 
analysis, which follows the same procedure as all other Facility Hardship projects described in Part I.  
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Program Funding Data 
 
To date, the OPSC has provided funding for 169 Facility Hardship projects. Total funding provided through the 
Facility Hardship Program is $368,533,247. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


$92,299,612 
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$10,405,053 
$18,464,865 
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ATTACHMENT 
 
School Facility Program Regulations 1859.2 Definitions state in part,  
 


“Most Vulnerable Category 2 Buildings” means the building meets the criteria outlined in Section 
1859.82(a)(1)(C) 
and is one of the following building types: 
C1 – Concrete Moment Frame, 
C1B – Reinforced Concrete Cantilever Columns with Flexible Diaphragms, 
C2A – Concrete Shear Wall with Flexible Diaphragms, 
C3A – Concrete Frame with Infill Masonry Shear Walls and Flexible Diaphragms, 
PC1 – Precast/Tilt-up Concrete Shear Wall with Flexible Diaphragms, 
PC1A – Precast/Tilt-up Concrete Shear Wall with Rigid Diaphragms, 
PC2A – Precast Concrete Frame without Concrete Shear Walls and with Rigid Diaphragms, 
PC2 – Precast Concrete Frame and Roofs with Concrete Shear Walls, 
URM – Unreinforced Masonry Bearing Wall Buildings, 
RM1 – Reinforced Masonry Bearing Wall with Flexible Diaphragms, 
URMA - Unreinforced Masonry Bearing Wall with Rigid Diaphragms, 
S1B – Steel Cantilever Columns with Flexible Diaphragm, 
S3 – Steel Light Frame Metal Siding and/or Rod Bracing, or 
M – Mixed construction containing at least one of the above structures types. 


 
School Facility Program Regulations 1859.82(a)(1)(C) state,  


(C) The seismic mitigation projects must meet all of the following requirements: 
1. The construction contract was executed on or after May 20, 2006; 
2. The project funding provided shall be for the minimum work necessary to obtain DSA approval; 
3. The building is designed for occupancy by students and staff; and 
4. The DSA concurs with a report by a structural engineer, which identifies structural deficiencies 
that pose an unacceptable risk of injury to its occupants in a seismic 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 prepared by an engineering geologist in accordance with 
California Building Code, Part 2, Chapter 18, section 1803A and with the concurrence of the 
California Geological Survey. 
The structural engineer’s report shall conform to the guidelines prepared by the DSA, in 
accordance with Education Code Section 17310. 
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High Performance Incentive Grant 
 
Overview 
 
The High Performance Incentive (HPI) grant is a supplemental grant that is awarded as part of a larger School 
Facility Program (SFP) project.  The purpose of the grant is to provide additional funds to New Construction, 
Modernization, Overcrowding Relief Grant, Critically Overcrowded Schools, Charter, Career Technical Education 
Facilities Program (CTEFP), and Facility Hardship projects.  Projects that have design elements that promote energy 
and water efficiency, maximize the use of natural lighting, improve indoor air quality, utilize recycled materials, and 
materials that emit a minimum of toxic substances, and employ acoustics that are conducive to teaching and learning 
may be eligible to receive an HPI grant. 
 
Program History 
 
The HPI grant was initially established by Kindergarten-University School Facilities Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 127).  
Proposition 1D provided $100 million for “incentive grants to promote the use of designs and materials in new 
construction and modernization projects that include the attributes of high-performance schools.”  SFP Regulations 
were developed to implement this law and award grants based on how many high performance attributes a project 
contains.   
 
Changes to the SFP Regulations were made in 2011 to provide further incentive for districts to request HPI funding.  
Among the changes was the addition of a base incentive grant for individual school sites, as well as adding credits 
and updates to the existing point system. 
 
As of the June 26, 2013 State Allocation Board (Board) meeting, $60.1 million in HPI funding has been approved by 
the Board, with an additional $1.5 million being set aside for administrative costs through the 2014/2015 fiscal year, 
leaving $38.4 million remaining to fund future SFP projects with high performance attributes. 
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Program Eligibility 
 
The HPI grant is structured in regulations as a supplemental grant to a qualifying SFP project.  The High 
Performance Rating Criteria (HPRC) was established to determine the high performance attributes in a project, and 
assign each application a score that will be used to determine 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 criteria. However, the criteria were modified to assure that funds allocated from this 
program focus on facility components that enhance high performance.   In order to be eligible for the HPI grant, a 
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.  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 for the HPI grant 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.   
 
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. 
 
 


New School Projects 
 27 point minimum threshold 
 88 points maximum 


 


Additions to Existing Site/Modernization Projects 
 20 point minimum threshold 
 84 point maximum
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Funding 
 
All projects meeting the 2009 HPRC requirements are now eligible to receive the High Performance Base Incentive 
(HPBIG) grant, to encourage participation in acquiring HPI grants and also to offset some of the differential costs that 
come along with the installation of high performance building components.  The HPBIG grant is $150,000 for a new 
school and $250,000 for a modernization project or a new construction project at an existing site.  Projects are then 
awarded additional funds on a sliding scale basis for the number of HPI points awarded for the project.*  The 
following chart shows the approximate base grant percentage increase for the number of HPI points in a project 
meeting the 2009 HPRC requirements: 
 


New Schools 
 


HPI Points 


Base Grant 
Increase 


Percentage 
Range 


24 -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 - 88 11% - 11.45% 


 
 


Modernization or New Construction Addition to Existing Site 
 


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% 


 
 
* CTEFP projects that attain the 27 point minimum receive the HPBIG, but are not eligible for the percentage increase to the base grant.   
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Example 1: Modernization Project with 46 HPI Points 
Project Base Grant = $500,000 


 
HPBIG = $250,000 


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


 
*8.32 % is calculated by combining 4% of the base grant received for attaining 34 points with an additional 0.36 % for each point from 35 to 46.  
(0.36% X 12) + 4% = 8.32%. 
 
Program Funding Data 
 
The chart below shows the total amount of HPI funding provided for the different SFP programs (amounts in millions): 
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Joint-Use Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Overview 
 
The Joint-Use Program allows districts to partner with another entity to construct or renovate facilities to be used 
jointly by both parties.  A district can utilize funds from a joint-use partner to build specific core facilities that the 
district would not otherwise be able to build due to lack of financial resources.  A joint-use partner must be a 
government agency, higher education entity, or a non-profit organization. The types of buildings that can be built 
include multipurpose rooms, gymnasiums, childcare facilities, libraries, and teacher education facilities.   
 


Joint-Use Partners 
 
 Government Agency 


 
 Higher Education Entity 


 
 Non-Profit Organization 
 


 


Types of Buildings 
 
 Multipurpose Room 
 Gymnasiums 
 Childcare Facilities 
 Libraries 
 Teacher Education Facilities 
 


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 funds 
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.  Financial hardship is not available in the Joint-Use program. 


 
 
Projects are funded on a square footage basis, based on the total toilet and non-toilet square footage in the project.  
The per-square foot grant amount is adjusted annually to reflect increases to the Class B Construction Cost Index 
(CCI).  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.  Projects are funded through annual funding rounds.  Applications are 
accepted during the annual filing periods that begin on March 2 and close on March 1 of the following year, when bond 
authority is available.  At this time, bond authority is exhausted; therefore, applications are not being accepted. 
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Program History 
 
The Joint-Use Program was first established by Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2002 
(Assembly Bill 16).  Bond authority has been provided in subsequent statewide bond measures as follows: 
 
 


 FUNDS BECAME AVAILABLE AMOUNT 
Proposition 47 November 2002 $50 million 
Proposition 55 March 2004 $50 million 
Proposition 1D November 2006 $29 million 


SAB Fund Transfer November  2006 $21 million 
 
 
These funds have all been apportioned through a total of nine annual funding cycles from July 2003 through July 
2012 (there was no funding cycle in 2011).   
 
Program Eligibility 
 
There are two types of joint-use projects, each with different eligibility requirements.  A Type I project is part of a 
qualifying School Facility Program (SFP) new construction project, while a Type II project is either part of a qualifying 
SFP modernization project or a stand-alone new construction project.  The full requirements are listed below: 
 
 


TYPE I JOINT-USE REQUIREMENTS 
 


 Project increases the size and/or creates extra cost that exceeds the listed SFP amount for the Multipurpose 
room, Gymnasium, Childcare facility, Library, or Teacher Education facility 


 District and partner have executed an approvable Joint-Use Agreement 
 Project has Square Footage Eligibility as specified in SFP Regulations, Section 1859.124 (except a Type I Extra 


Cost project)  
 Joint-Use facility and SFP project are located on the same school site 
 Construction contract was executed after April 29, 2002 
 Project plans are approved by the DSA and CDE 
 
 


TYPE II JOINT-USE REQUIREMENTS 
 


 Project reconfigures existing school buildings and/or constructs new buildings that exceeds the listed SFP 
amount for the Multipurpose room, Gymnasium, Childcare facility, Library, or Teacher Education facility 


 District and partner have executed an approvable Joint-Use Agreement 
 Project to reconfigure an existing building is part of a qualifying SFP modernization application located at the 


school site of the SFP project, or 
 Project to reconfigure or construct a new school building is a stand-alone project located on the public K–12 


school site 
 Project meets the square footage eligibility requirements specified in SFP Regulation Section 1859.124 
 School site does not have the type of facility or the existing facility is inadequate 
 Construction contract was executed after April 29, 2002 
 If the project is part of an SFP modernization application, project has DSA and CDE final plan approval; or 
 If the project is a stand-alone project, project has preliminary plans and CDE approval of the preliminary plans 


 
 


60







 


09/05/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


Under the requirements for a Type II Joint-Use project, an existing facility is considered inadequate when the square 
footage of the existing facility is less than 60 percent of the square footage allowance shown in the Chart of Square 
Footages in Regulation Section 1859.124.1:  
 
 


Facility Type 
Elementary School 


(K-6 or K-8) 
Middle School    


(7-8 or 6-8) 
High School        
(7-12 or 9-12) 


Multipurpose Room 
(includes food 


service) 


5.3 per pupil 
Minimum 4,000 


5.3 per pupil 
Minimum 5,000 


6.3 per pupil 
Minimum 8,200 


Gymnasium (includes 
shower/locker) 


12.9 per pupil* 
Minimum 6,828* 


Maximum 16,000* 


12.9 per pupil 
Minimum 6,828 


Maximum 16,000 


15.3 per pupil 
Minimum 8,380 


Maximum 18,000 


Library 
2.3 per pupil 


plus 600 
3.3 per pupil 


plus 600 
4.3 per pupil 


plus 600 
Teacher Education** 39 per pupil or as approved by CDE 


Pupil Academic 
Achievement*** 


39 per pupil or as approved by CDE 


Childcare 60 per child - Minimum 1,440 
 


*Available only to K-6 schools if there is no multipurpose room or the existing multipurpose room is inadequate on the campus and 
the Joint-Use Agreement includes gymnasium space rather than a multipurpose room. 
** Subject to the CDE approval. 
***Subject to the CDE approval. Plans and specifications must be accepted by the DSA for review and approval prior to 1/1/04. 


 
A district is eligible to receive funding up to the maximum square footage listed in the chart.  No adjustment is made 
for the existing square footage if it is determined to be inadequate. 
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Funding 
 
Since its inception, there have been nine Joint-Use Program funding cycles.  Applications for each cycle were 
originally accepted between June 1 and May 31 of each year, with SAB approval in July of each year.  Changes to 
the SFP Regulations in 2008 led to the funding cycles eventually changing to March 2 through March 1 of each year, 
with projects presented to the SAB once all reviews have been completed.  Districts may submit more than one 
application, and applications are ranked based on date order received.   
 
Type I projects are funded first, ranked in order of received date, and then Type II projects are funded, ranked in 
order of received date.  A district’s first application for each type is ranked and funded with other district’s first 
applications.  The district’s second application is then ranked and funded with other districts’ second applications, 
and so on until the funds are exhausted or all applications are funded.  This ranking takes place regardless of project 
type.  For example, even though one District A may have submitted two Type I projects and District B submitted one 
Type II project, District B’s project would still be funded ahead of District A’s second application, even though Type I 
projects are generally funded first.  This ensures that one district does not receive multiple approvals while another 
district receives none.  
 
Below is an example of a funding order in which two districts submitted two Type I projects and one Type II project 
each, while a third District submitted only a Type II project.  In this example, District A’s projects were ranked highest 
(received earlier) for both Type I and Type II, followed by District B’s, leading to the funding order: 
 


 
Funding 


Order 
District Project Received 


Date 
    


1 District A Type I Project #1 1/1/12 


2 District B Type I Project #1 1/2/12 


3 District C Type II Project 10/1/11 


4 District A Type I Project #2 1/1/12 


5 District B Type I Project #2 1/2/12 


6 District A Type II Project 9/25/11 


7 District B Type II Project 9/26/11 


 
With the exception of a Type I project for Extra Cost, the joint-use grant will consist of a base grant for toilet and non-
toilet facilities, which can be increased by qualifying supplemental grants.  The 2013 base grant is $287 per square foot 
for toilet area and $159 per square foot for non-toilet area, amounts which may be adjusted annually using the Class B 
construction cost index.   Each project has a maximum state contribution cap of $1 million for an elementary school, $1.5 
million for a middle school, and $2 million for a high school.  
 


Joint-Use Program Allowances 
 


Toilet Area Allowance $287 per square foot 
Non-Toilet Area Allowance $159 per square foot 


Project Cap (Elementary School) $1 million 
Project Cap (Middle School) $1.5 million 
Project Cap (High School) $2 million 
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The following is a brief explanation all of the base and supplemental grants available under the Joint-Use Program: 
 
 


Name of Grant How to qualify Purpose State Share Calculation 


Joint-Use     
Base grant 


Based on per square foot amount 
for toilet and non-toilet space in the 
project (not for Extra Cost projects) 


To fund building construction 
above and beyond that 


provided by the SFP base 
pupil grant 


$287 per s.f. (Toilet)              
$159 per s.f. (Non-Toilet);   


subject to annual adjustment 


Site 
Development 


Grants 


Project has specific service site 
development or utilities costs 


specific to the Joint-Use project 


To fund specific itemized site 
development such as site 


clearance, rough grading, soil 
compaction, drainage, and 
eligible erosion control; and 


utilities such as water, sewer, 
gas electric, and telephone. 


Specific costs 


Project 
Assistance 


Type II Stand Alone projects where 
the district enrollment is 2,500 


pupils or less 


To fund costs associated with 
the preparation and 


submission of the funding 
application 


$5,884 (subject to annual 
adjustment) 


Geographic 
Percent Factor 


The project will be in a specific 
geographic region identified in SFP 


Regulations 


Supplemental grant for 
increased costs associated 


with remote/difficult to access 
locations, or areas lacking a 


large pool of contractors 


From 5% to 50% of the Base 
Grant, depending on location 


Small Size 
Project 


The proposed project is will house 
no more than 200 pupils 


To provide additional funds 
for core facilities and to make 
up for the lack of economies 
of scale for small projects. 


12% of Base Grant if less than 
100 pupils; 4% if between 101-
200 pupils; 8% for Type II Stand 


Alone Projects 


Urban Allowance 


The proposed site size is less than 
60% of the CDE recommended site 


size (and for new construction, 
multilevel must be requested and 


the value of the property must be at 
least $750,000 per acre) 


To fund costs related to 
building on impacted and/or 


urban sites; including security 
on such sites 


Percentage of Base Grant based 
on the size of the site related to 


the CDE Recommended Site Size 


Prevailing Wage 
Monitoring Grant 


Projects with construction contracts 
awarded on or after 1/1/12. 


To fund the implementation 
and enforcement of a Labor 


Compliance Program 


One quarter of one percent of the 
total State share of the project 
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Type I Funding and Eligibility Considerations 
 
There are two types of Type I projects.  A Type I project must either qualify by incurring extra costs or by building an 
increased size facility, or both.  Each must exceed the normal allowable size or cost for the building type, as the 
standard building is provided for in the Base Pupil Grant of an SFP project.    
 
Type I Joint-Use Grant (Increased Size)  
The majority of Type I Joint-Use Projects are for an increased sized facility.  A project is eligible for a Type I Joint-
Use Grant (Increased Size) if it is building an eligible facility that exceeds the size that is normally provided for in the 
base pupil grant and the site has square footage eligibility.  The square footage eligibility for a Type I Joint-Use 
project that increases the size of the project is calculated by first determining what size facility the district is entitled to 
based upon the enrollment and the Chart of Square Footages, SFP Regulation Section 1859.124.1. Then simply 
subtract this amount from the actual square footage being built, and the difference is the square footage eligibility. 
 
The following is an example of determining square footage eligibility for a 5,000 square foot multipurpose room (all 
non-toilet space) at an elementary school serving 400 pupils: 
 


Standard Size = 4,000 s.f. (5.3 s.f. X 400 pupils = 2,120, minimum size is 4,000 s.f.) 
 


Actual Size (5,000 s.f) – Standard Size (4,000 s.f.) = Eligible Square Footage (1,000 s.f.) 
 
 
Once the square footage eligibility is established, the grant can be determined. The first step in determining the grant 
is to take the square footage eligibility and divide it by the total square footage of the facility being built. This will 
determine the percentage of the whole joint-use facility that the increased size represents. The base grant then is 
calculated by multiplying this amount by: 


$287 for Toilet Square footage in the facility 
$159 for Non-Toilet Square footage in the facility 


 
 


1,000 (Eligible s.f.) / 5,000 s.f. (Actual Size) = 20% 
 


$159 (Non-Toilet Grant) X 5,000 (Actual Size) X 20% = $159,000 (Grant Amount) 
 
 
In addition to the above, the project may be eligible for 50 percent of applicable supplemental grants. 
 
Type I Joint-Use Grant (Extra Cost)   
A project is eligible for a Type I (Extra Cost) when the cost estimate for the Joint-Use facility, when compared to the 
total size of the facility, exceeds what is covered in the new construction base pupil grant.  This is the case if the 
actual cost exceeds the per square foot amounts set in SFP Regulation Section 1859.124.1.  Type I (Extra Cost) 
projects do not need to establish square footage eligibility.  The grant for a Type I Extra Cost is determined by taking 
50 percent of the construction cost of the whole joint-use facility and any applicable service site development costs 
for the Joint-Use building (using the district’s cost estimate), and subtracting the base grant amounts of $287 (toilet 
area) in the project and $159 (non-toilet area) in the project.  The difference is the extra cost that is eligible for 
funding. 
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The following is an example of an extra cost grant for a 4,000 square foot multipurpose room (3,000 s.f. non-toilet 
space, 1,000 s.f. toilet space) with a cost estimate of $1.5 million: 
 
 


$159 X 3,000 = $477,000 (Standard Non-Toilet Amount) 
 


$287 X 1,000 = $287,000 (Standard Toilet Amount) 
 


$477,000 + $287,000 = $764,000 (Amount to be deducted) 
 


$1,500,000 (Cost Estimate) - $764,000 = $736,000 Extra Cost Grant Amount 
 
 
In some instances, a Type I project may be for both increased size and extra cost.  The calculations are combined in 
order to determine the total Joint-Use grant amount.  
 
Application Processing 
 
Applications for each filing round are reviewed and ranked by the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) to 
determine a funding order.  CDE and DSA approvals are required, with the exception of Type II Stand-Alone projects, 
which can obtain CDE and DSA approvals up to 12 months after apportionment.  Application issues are resolved in a 
similar manner to the 15-day and 4-day letter process of SFP new construction and modernization.  However, the 
Joint-Use Program uses 7-day and 4-day letters to resolve outstanding issues.  Once all applications reviews have 
been completed and all issues addressed, all projects for a round are presented at that year’s July SAB for 
apportionment by the Board. 
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district 


7 day 
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Eligible 
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Type I and Type II (part of an SFP 
mod. project) submits a fund 


release request (Form SAB 50‐05) 
within 18 months of the date of 


apportionment 


Type II (Stand‐
Alone) must 


submit final DSA 
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of SAB approval
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submit a 
valid Form 
SAB 50‐05 


 
OPSC 
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4 day 
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Fund Release Process 
 
The requirements for submitting a valid Fund Release Authorization (Form SAB 50-05) are the same as most other 
SFP programs.  The District must be under contract for 50 percent of the work in the approved plans and the Notice 
to Proceed must have been issued.   
 
Most Joint-Use Program fund releases are handled in the traditional 18 month Time Limit on Fund Release model, 
where a District has 18 months from the time of SAB apportionment to submit a valid Form SAB 50-05.   However, 
Type II Stand-Alone projects are the exception to this as they are not required to have DSA and CDE approved plans 
in order to receive an apportionment.  Type II Stand-Alone projects have 12 months from apportionment to gain DSA 
and CDE final plan approval.  Once this approval is submitted, a Type II Stand-Alone project would then have 18 
months from that point to submit a valid Form SAB 50-05.  Projects that do not submit a valid Form SAB 50-05 within 
their Time Limit on Fund Release are rescinded and the funds are reallocated in a future Joint-Use funding cycle. 
 
The Joint-Use Program has always had separate bond authority and there has always been cash proceeds to back 
this authority, so the Joint-Use Program funding cycles have always been given direct apportionments and have not 
been subject to receiving an unfunded approval or participating in the Priorities in Funding process.   
 
Program Funding Data 
 
The chart below shows the types of facilities built within the Joint-Use Program: 
 


 
 
 
 
This table shows the different types of Joint-Use partners that have participated in the 170 Joint-Use projects: 
 
 
 


Government Agency 
 


Higher Education Entity Non-Profit Organization 


98 projects* 21 projects* 53 projects 
 
 
*There are two Joint-Use projects that have both a Government Agency and a Higher Education Entity as partners 
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1 North Coast


2 Northeastern


3 Capital


4 Bay


5 South Bay


6 Delta Sierra


7 Central Valley


8 Costa Del Sol


9 Southern


10 Riverside, Inyo, Mono, San Bernardino


11 Los Angeles


Regions


$1.2 million
1 JU Project


$6.5 million
10 JU Projects


$22.8 million
20 JU Projects


$24.9 million
21 JU Projects


$20.5 million
17 JU Projects


$33.9 million
28 JU Projects


$11.2 million
12 JU Projects


$24.9 million
34 JU Projects


$14.4 million
13 JU Projects


$11.7 million
9 JU Projects


$7.4 million
5 JU Projects


The below map illustrates the regional distribution of $179.4 million in Joint–Use (JU) school facility funding 
awarded by the State Allocation Board from 1998 to August 31, 2013. The map also shows the regional 
distribution of projects.


Joint–Use Program


ATTACHMENT
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State and District Match For Eligible Grants 


Board (Board) adjusts the per-pupil grant amounts annually to reflect changes in the Class B Construction Cost 
Index1. There is no cap on project funding. 
 
The ORG program provides funds on a 50/50 State and local sharing 
basis. Financial hardship assistance is available for qualifying districts 
that are unable to provide all or a portion of their local match. 
 
The ORG program has up to two funding cycles per year, subject to 
the availability of bond authority. Within each cycle, the law requires 
the Board to fund projects with the highest source school pupil density 
first. Portable classrooms that are replaced with ORG funds must be 
removed from the eligible school site and from K-12 grade use within 
six months after the date of initial occupancy of the permanent 
classrooms. The ORG grant cannot be used to transport replaced 
portable classrooms to another site. 
 
Eligibility  
 
Eligibility for the ORG program is determined first by identifying overcrowded sites and then by calculating the 
maximum number of eligible pupils in the district. 
 
Overcrowded Sites 
 
To participate in the ORG program, districts must have overcrowded school sites based on population density, as 
verified by the CDE, using the 2005/2006 California Basic Educational Data Systems enrollment. For the purposes of 
the program, a school site is overcrowded when it has pupil population density equal to or greater than 175 percent 
of CDE's recommended population density. Additionally, population density is reduced to account for multistory 
construction, approved new construction projects, and approved apportionments for the Critically Overcrowded 
Schools program. In order to determine their ORG-eligible schools, districts must submit the Overcrowding Relief 
Grant Eligibility Determination form for each school site to the CDE for verification.  
 
The resulting site-specific ORG eligibility is the lesser of the following: 
 


1. The number of pupils in excess of 150% of the CDE recommended pupils for the site, or 
 


2. The pupil capacity of the portable classrooms at the school site, less the number of pupils who are housed 
in Class Size Reduction (CSR) portable classrooms. Pursuant to Education Code (EC) Section 17079.10(a), 
each elementary school ORG eligibility application is reduced by the pupil capacity of the average number 
of districtwide CSR portables per elementary school in the district. 


 
 Eligible Overcrowded Site   Site Overcrowding Relieved 
 Exceeds 175% CDE Recommended Pupil Density  Pupil Density Reduced to 150% CDE Recommended 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


or  = 25% CDE Recommended Pupil Density 


1 The Class B Construction Cost Index is a construction factor index for structures made of reinforced concrete or steel frames, concrete floors, 
and roofs, and accepted and used by the Board. 
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Maximum Eligible Pupils 
 
Each district’s total ORG per-pupil grant funding for all applications is capped at the capacity of portable classrooms 
that were counted toward its SFP new construction classroom capacity. Therefore, in addition to establishing site-
specific eligibility, districts must establish a districtwide (or High School Attendance Area/Super High School 
Attendance Area) ORG eligibility cap by using the Overcrowding Relief Grant District-wide Eligibility Determination 
(Form SAB 50-11). Districts may establish the eligibility cap prior to or concurrently with the submittal of a funding 
application. 
 
ORG Funding 
 
ORG funding applications are accepted and presented to the Board on a cyclical basis. Statute allows up to two 
funding cycles per year, subject to the availability of bond authority. To date, twelve funding cycles have been 
established. The Board has approved funding for eleven cycles, and the twelfth cycle is under way. 
 
The law gives funding priority to projects that relieve sites with the highest pupil density. If there is insufficient funding 
for all applications in a funding cycle, then projects with the highest density source school sites are funded first. To 
apply for ORG funding, districts must submit a complete funding application with the plans and specifications and 
necessary State agency approvals. Because of the funding cycles and the requirement to fund the highest density 
projects first, ORG funding approval is not guaranteed when the district submits a full grant application. Therefore, 
the ORG program only provides unfunded approvals or apportionments for projects with completed designs. As a 
result, design and site apportionments are not available to financial hardship districts. However, the ORG makes 
certain accommodations for Financial Hardship districts, which are detailed in the next section’s descriptions of 
documents required for ORG funding applications. 
 
Documents Required with Application for Funding 
 
A district can file a funding application once it has obtained the required State agency approvals and has established 
site specific and districtwide ORG eligibility. The Form SAB 50-11 can also be submitted concurrently with the 
funding application. The documents required for ORG applications are substantially similar to those required for new 
construction adjusted grant applications. The following documents must be submitted to request new ORG funding: 
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ORG Funding Required Documents 
 


Overcrowding Relief Grant District-wide Eligibility Determination (Form SAB 50-11), and  
CDE-approved Overcrowding Relief Grant Eligibility Determination forms for ORG eligible sites. 


Application for Funding (Form SAB 50-04) 


Financial hardship approval (if applicable) 


ORG project narrative 


Final Division of the State Architect (DSA) plan approval and DSA-approved plans and specifications 


CDE approval of final plans 


Career Technical Education Advisory Committee certification 


Appraisal of property to be acquired (if applicable) 


Escrow closing statement or court order* (if applicable) 


CDE approval of site (if applicable) 


Copy of the Resolution of Necessity for the initiation of condemnation proceedings (only for Financial Hardship applications, if 
applicable) 


Cost estimate for site development† 


Plan‡ and cost estimate for off-site development funding requests  


Form HPI-1 (DSA-402) (if requesting the High Performance Incentive grant) 


 
* For Financial Hardship districts, the court order(s) for property being acquired by condemnation is not required to be submitted with the 


funding application. Escrow documents, title, or lease documents meeting the requirement s of SFP Regulation Section 1859.22 are 
required for all other property in the application that is not being acquired by condemnation. Once the ORG application is approved, the 
district may request a fund release of the site acquisition project costs. However, the district must produce the court order for prejudgment 
possession verifying the initial amount to be paid through condemnation proceedings in order to receive a fund release for the non-site 
acquisition project costs. 


† SFP Regulations, Section 1859.76, “Additional Grant for Site Development Costs.” 
‡ Plan must be approved by the local entity, see Architectural Submittal Guidelines for further information. 


 
Required Documents Specific to ORG Applications  
 
The following documents are specifically required for ORG funding applications. In addition, ORG applications also 
require the same documentation that is required for new construction funding applications. A full description of the 
documents required for ORG funding applications is provided in Attachment A. 
 
ORG Eligibility Documents 
Before submitting an ORG funding application, the district must establish site-specific ORG eligibility with CDE. If the 
district has not previously established districtwide ORG eligibility, the district must submit the Form SAB 50-11 along 
with the funding application.  
 
ORG Project Narrative 
District must submit a narrative that demonstrates that the project will relieve overcrowding at the eligible school(s) by 
increasing useable outdoor space for uses such as play areas, green space, or outdoor lunch areas. 
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Financial Hardship Approval (if applicable) 
A Financial Hardship approval letter from the OPSC is required for districts requesting financial hardship assistance. 
Because of the filing periods and requirement to fund the highest density projects first, ORG funding approval is not 
guaranteed when the district submits a full grant application. Therefore, unlike new construction and modernization, 
the ORG program does not provide design and site apportionments to financial hardship districts.  
 
However, districts have the option of acquiring bridge financing to fund the design and planning of their projects. 
Districts can also set aside funds for site acquisition and design for an ORG project. Site acquisition and design funds 
that are set aside in a special reserve fund for the ORG project pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 1859.81(a)(6) 
will not be counted toward funds deemed available as a matching contribution for other projects. The total amount of 
reserve set aside shall not exceed the total amount of site acquisition and design costs. If it is determined that the 
district qualifies for financial hardship assistance, the State will pay up to the district's full matching share at the full 
grant apportionment. 
 
Escrow Closing Statement or Order of Prejudgment Possession 
Because the ORG program does not offer separate design and site apportionments, a Financial Hardship district that 
is obtaining property through the condemnation process can request ORG funding without the court order of 
prejudgment possession. Normally, the order of prejudgment possession, escrow documents or title to the property is 
required to request site acquisition funding. All other required documents must be submitted with the funding 
application. In such cases, after Board approval of the project, the district can initially request a fund release for only 
the site acquisition project costs. To request a fund release for the remaining non-site acquisition costs, the district 
must submit a court order of prejudgment possession. If the district is not purchasing property for the project, only the 
CDE plan approval letter may be required.  
 
Copy of the Resolution of Necessity for the initiation of condemnation proceedings (only for Financial Hardship 
applications with requests for property being acquired by condemnation) 
The copy of the Resolution of Necessity is required when a Financial Hardship district is acquiring property via 
condemnation, but has not yet obtained a court order for prejudgment possession. This document demonstrates that 
the district has initiated the condemnation process for property in the ORG application. 
 
Application Review Process 
 
After establishing eligibility and obtaining certain State agency approvals, a district can submit a funding application. 
Unlike new construction applications, ORG funding applications can be filed after the classrooms in the project have 
been occupied, as long as the construction contract was signed after the Board approved the ORG regulations on 
February 28, 2007. Also in contrast to the new construction program, the estimated hard construction costs of the 
ORG project are not required to be commensurate with 60 percent of the State plus district share of the grant, less 
the site acquisition and Prevailing Wage Monitoring grants.  
 
The application package includes the Form SAB 50-04 and all relevant supporting documents. Staff reviews the ORG 
application package to ensure that all of the required documentation has been submitted, that the Form SAB 50-04 is 
complete and correct, and that the district receives all eligible grants. Staff also conducts concurrent reviews if the 
district is requesting site development grants or site acquisition and hazardous waste removal grants. 
 
Staff addresses any issues with the application in 15- and 4-day letters. Staff first sends a 15-day letter to address 
issues found in the application (such as being ineligible for a particular grant being requested, being eligible for a 
grant not requested, boxes unchecked, site development review findings, etc.). The district has 15 calendar days to 
address the issues and submit a revised Form SAB 50-04 or provide any other requested information. After reviewing 
the district’s revised application, Staff may send a 4-day letter if any issues remain. The district has four business 
days to submit requested changes. Once the district submits the response to the 4-day letter, Staff can complete the 
review of the application.   
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Staff ranks the applications in each ORG cycle in order of highest pupil density of the ORG-eligible schools. Projects 
with the highest pupil density have higher priority and are funded first.  
 


Example Funding Order by Pupil Density of ORG-Eligible Schools 


School District 
Pupil Density of Source School Site 
(% of CDE Recommended Density) 


Funding Order 


Needs Playfields High 228% 1 
Too Many Bungalows Unified 211% 2 
Overcrowded Unified 190% 3 


 
Funding Formula 
 
The ORG projects receive a new construction adjusted grant, meaning that the grant calculation method and 
available supplemental grants for ORG projects are identical to that of new construction projects. Each ORG project 
receives the new construction per-unhoused pupil grant amount, also called the “base grant.” The “base grant” is 
determined by multiplying the pupils assigned to the project by the pupil grant amount established in law. The new 
construction grant is adjusted by the SAB annually (each January) based on the change in the Class B Construction 
Cost Index. The 2013 grant amounts are as follows: 
 


Grade Level 2013 Grant Amount 
K - 6 $9,751 
7 - 8 $10,312 
9 - 12 $13,119 


Non – Severe $18,321 
Severe $27,396 


 
Supplemental Grants 
 
ORG projects may qualify for any of the supplemental grants that are available to new construction projects, 
depending on the size, type, location or other characteristics of the project. The supplemental grants are intended to 
recognize special costs associated with projects of a certain type or located in certain areas. The district uses the 
Form SAB 50-04 to request the supplemental grants. 
 


 Special Education—Therapy  
 Multilevel Construction 
 Project Assistance 
 Site Acquisition 
 Site Development 
 Replacement with Multi-Story Construction 
 Energy Efficiency (funds now exhausted) 
 Fire Code Requirements 


 High Performance Incentive 
 Geographic Location 
 New School Projects   
 Small Size Projects 
 Urban Locations, Impacted Sites, Security 


Requirements 
 Prevailing Wage Monitoring  


 
Unlike new construction, districts cannot retain savings on ORG projects. 
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Funding Formula 
 
A sample grant calculation are provided in Attachment B. The ORG uses the new construction grant formula, as 
follows: 
 


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


2) Base Grant + Supplemental Grants = Total State Share 
 


3) State Share 50% + Local Match 50% = Total Project Cost 100% 
 
ORG Funding Data 
 
The ORG program was established by Assembly Bill (AB) 127 (Chapter 35, Statutes of 2006 - Nuñez and Perata) 
and the subsequent passage of the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Act of 2006 (Proposition 1D). 
Proposition 1D provided $1 billion to the program. 
 
From June 25, 2008 through July 10, 2013, the Board has approved 143 ORG projects, five of which have been 
rescinded. The Board has approved $872.6 million (excluding High Performance Incentive grants) for a net 138 
projects from 44 districts. These projects have replaced or will replace 1,797 portable classrooms. In addition, $88.2 
million in ORG bond authority has been provided or set aside for program administrative costs through Fiscal Year 
2014/2015. As of July 10, 2013, there is $39.2 million in remaining bond authority for the 12th funding cycle, which is 
under way. 


Projects (excludes rescissions) 138                


Districts 44                  


Portable Classrooms Replaced 1,797            


(in millions)


Original Bond Allocation 1,000.0$       


Approved Projects (excludes rescissions) 872.6            


Administrative Costs 88.2               


Remaining Bond Authority 39.2$            


Overcrowding Relief Grant Fast Facts
(as of July 10, 2013)


 
 


In addition to the $872.6 million provided from ORG bond authority, the Board has approved $14.9 million in High 
Performance Incentive (HPI) grants to 53 ORG projects from 16 districts. HPI funding is provided from its own 
allocation that is separate from the $1 billion ORG bond allocation. 
 


Total HPI Grants for ORG (in millions) 14.9$            


Projects (excludes rescissions) 53                  


Districts 16                  


High Performance Incentive (HPI) Grant 
Fast Facts (as of July 10, 2013)
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Overcrowding Relief Grant Program:  
Documents Required with Application for Funding 


 
 
Overcrowding Relief Grant (ORG) Eligibility Documents 
Before submitting an ORG funding application, the district must establish site-specific ORG eligibility with the 
California Department of Education (CDE) using the Overcrowding Relief Grant Eligibility Determination form. If the 
district has not previously established districtwide ORG eligibility, the district must submit the Overcrowding Relief 
Grant District-wide Eligibility Determination (Form SAB 50-11) along with the funding application.  
 
Application for Funding (Form SAB 50-04) 
The Form SAB 50-04 is used by districts to request funding for ORG projects. The form provides project information 
needed to determine the ORG grant including, but not limited to, the type of application; the grade level of the project; 
the number of pupils the project will house; whether or not a site is being acquired; and if any additional or 
supplemental grants are being requested.  
 
Financial Hardship Approval Letter (if applicable) 
Districts that are requesting financial hardship assistance must obtain financial hardship approval from the Office of 
Public School Construction (OPSC) prior to submitting an ORG funding application. Financial hardship approvals are 
valid for six months, and the financial hardship approval letter must be submitted with the funding application before it 
expires.  
 
ORG Project Narrative 
District must submit a narrative that demonstrates that the project will relieve overcrowding at the eligible school(s) by 
increasing useable outdoor space for uses such as play areas, green space, or outdoor lunch areas. 
 
Division of the State Architect (DSA) Final Plan Approval Letter and Approved Plans and Specifications 
All ORG plans and specifications must be approved by the DSA. The DSA approval must be current and valid at the 
time of submittal of the application for funding to the OPSC.  In addition, pursuant to the Field Act, all final plans and 
specifications for new construction, modernization, or alteration of any school building for which the district is seeking 
State funding requires DSA approval prior to signing a construction contract. If a district enters into a contract for 
construction prior to receiving DSA approval of the plans and specifications, the project may not be eligible for State 
funding. For more information, please refer to Education Code Section 17072.30. 


 
 All funding applications must be accompanied by the DSA Final Plan Approval Letter. 
 Plans should include all work eligible for funding through the School Facility Program and should be 


approved by DSA. 
 Plans to be submitted include those for Site, Civil, City/County Street Development, Architectural (along with 


portable facilities), Structural, Electrical, Plumbing, Mechanical, and Landscape (as applicable). 
 New plans will not be accepted during the review process after OPSC acknowledges the School District 


Project Application as a complete package. 
 
CDE Final Plan Approval 
The plans submitted to the OPSC must have the approval of the CDE. The final plan approval letter from CDE must 
accompany the funding application. 
 
Career Technical Education Advisory Committee Certification 
The district must submit written confirmation from the district’s career technical advisory committee indicating that the 
need for vocational and career technical facilities is being adequately met within the district consistent with Education 
Code Sections 51224, 51225.3(b), 51228(b), and 52336.1. 
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Appraisal, Escrow Closing Statement, CDE Site Approval (if applicable) 
An appraisal (dated within six months of application submittal), escrow closing statement or court order, and CDE site 
approval letter are required if the application includes site purchase. The court order of prejudgment possession is 
not required for Financial Hardship districts that are purchasing property through the condemnation process. 
However, the district must submit a court order of prejudgment possession to request a fund release for non-site 
acquisition costs. If the district is not purchasing property for the project, only the CDE plan approval letter may be 
required. 
 
Copy of the Resolution of Necessity for the initiation of condemnation proceedings (only for Financial Hardship 
applications with requests for property being acquired by condemnation) 
The copy of the Resolution of Necessity is required when a Financial Hardship district is acquiring property via 
condemnation, but has not yet obtained a court order for prejudgment possession. This document demonstrates that 
the district has initiated the condemnation process for property in the ORG application. 
 
Cost Estimate for Site Development (if applicable) 
A detailed cost estimate is required if the district is requesting additional grants for site development in its ORG 
funding application. Request for off-site work must be shown on off-site plans that are approved by the local entity. 
See the Architect’s Submittal Guidelines for further information. 
 
Form HPI-1 (DSA-402, if applicable) 
If the district is requesting the High Performance Incentive (HPI) grant, it must submit the Form HPI-1 (DSA-402) 
showing the project’s DSA-verified High Performance Rating Criteria point score. The OPSC uses the Form HPI-1 
(DSA-402) to verify the project’s eligibility for the HPI grant. 
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Sample Overcrowding Relief Grant Calculation 


20 CLASSROOM (K‐6) SCHOOL, 500 PUPILS (2013) 
BASE GRANT  $  4,875,500


($9,751 per pupil, 25 pupils per classroom, 20 classrooms)   
($9,751 X 500 = $4,875,500)   


MULTILEVEL CONSTRUCTION    585,060
(12% of base grant for each pupil housed in a multilevel building)   
(0.12 X $4,875,500 = $585,060)   


PROJECT ASSISTANCE    5,884
($5,884 flat rate for districts with less than 2,500 pupils)   


SITE ACQUISITION GRANT    2,500,000
(50% of lesser of appraised or actual cost of land)   


RELOCATION COSTS    50,000
(50% of actual costs for relocation of businesses)   


TWO PERCENT OF THE SITE ACQUISITION GRANT   50,000
(For costs associated with appraisal, escrow, survey, site testing, etc.)   
(0.02 X $2,500,000 = $50,000)   


DTSC FEES    50,000
(50% of actual costs for DTSC review, approval, and oversight)   


HAZARDOUS WASTE REMOVAL    100,000
(50% of actual costs as required by the DTSC)   


SERVICE SITE DEVELOPMENT    500,000
(50% of actual costs for clearance, grading, soil compaction, utility rerouting, demolition, drainage, etc. at site)    


OFF‐SITE DEVELOPMENT    100,000
(50% of actual costs for curbs, gutters, paving, sidewalks, lighting, signage, trees, on two adjacent sides of site) 


UTILITIES    200,000
(50% of the actual costs for water, sewer, gas, electric, and communications systems at the site)   


GENERAL SITE DEVELOPMENT    379,202
(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)   


FIRE DETECTION/ALARM SYSTEM    5,500
($11 per pupil for installation of a fire alarm system)   
($11 X 500 = $5,500)   


AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM    82,000
($164 per pupil for installation of a sprinkler system)   
($164 X 500 = $82,000)   


HIGH PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE GRANT (34 points)   345,020
(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%)    243,775
(5%‐20% of base grant based on the geographic isolation of the site)   
(0.05 X 4,875,500 = $243,775)   


URBAN/SECURITY/IMPACTED SITE    3,005,258
(Formula based grant for projects in high cost/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   32,693
(One quarter of 1% of the total apportionment for DIR monitoring and enforcement)   
(0.0025 X $13,077,199 = $32,693)   


STATE SHARE 50%:  $  13,109,892
DISTRICT SHARE 50%:    13,109,892


TOTAL 100%:  $  26,219,784
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Formula-Based Grant 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:  


$15,846 x 2 = $3,692 
 


Step 2: 6% of the base grant for an elementary school project (3.75% for middle and high school projects): 
 6% x $4,875,500 = $292,530 


 
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: $585,060 (Multilevel) + $5,500 (Fire Alarm) + $82,000 (Sprinkler) + $243,775 (Geographic) = $916,335 
x 60% = $54,980 


 
$31,692 + 292,530 + 54,980 = $379,202 


 
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 (High Performance Base Incentive Grant) 
 
Step 2 Allow a percentage of the base grant based on how many 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: 
4% x $4,875,500 = $195,020 


 
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 + 195,020 + 0 = $345,020 
 
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 2 


proposed acres, 0 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 ÷ 100 = 0.6164.  0.6164 x $4,875,500 (base grant) = $3,005,25 
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California Public School Facility Inventory for K-12 
 
 
The purpose of this item is to explore potential options for establishing a statewide database of all public 
school facilities in California.  As part of this agenda, Staff has prepared a historical overview of a past 
school facility inventory system developed for California schools and information on systems in place in 
other states.  Some California school districts have already developed their own facility inventory systems.  
In addition to the Staff report in this agenda, the following agencies will present information on their facility 
inventory systems:  
 
 


San Diego City Unified School District 
 


Los Angeles Unified School District 
 


California Community Colleges 
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California Public School Facility Inventory for K-12 
 
 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
The purpose of this item is to provide background on prior California K-12 public school facility inventory (SFI) system 
and information on other systems in use in other states.  
 
 
 
 
Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
Subcommittee members have expressed interest in exploring potential options for establishing a statewide database 
of all public school facilities in California to aid policy makers in determining future school facility funding needs. 
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Background – California’s First School Facilities Inventory 
 
In the mid 1980’s, the State Allocation Board and the Office of Local Assistance (OLA – now known as the Office of 
Public School Construction) were directed by Assembly Bill 2743 9 Chapter 1680, Statutes of 1984, Hughes) to 
create a SFI database.  The purpose of database was to provide estimates of current and projected funding needs 
for K-12 facilities construction and modernization. During this time, there were no reliable data sources available to 
the legislature and the Administration to know what school facilities existed and the condition of those facilities to 
formulate aggregate statewide K-12 school facility funding needs.  
 
The OLA performed the following tasks while establishing the first SFI:  
 


 Prepared a feasibility study in 1986 and initially contracted with BASIS/Arthur Young and Company to install 
hardware, software and custom develop the SFI database; 


 From 1986 through 1991 the OLA collected district facility information in three phases as follows: 
Phase I - Districts were asked 12 questions, such as the number of school sites and total 
enrollment; 
Phase II – Districts were asked 16 questions about individual school sites, such as the name and 
location and facilities located on those sites such as parking lots, baseball diamonds, pools, 
stadiums and tracks etc. (this phase included no building information); 
Phase III – Districts were asked 29 detailed questions about each school building located on 
school sites reported in Phase II. The data collected included age of building, use, dimensions and 
specific building components and characteristics of building systems. 


 
By 1991, the SFI database was established and included information on over 1,000 school districts and county 
offices of education, 7,000 school sites and over 70,000 buildings.  The total cost to implement the SFI mandate was 
$1.1 million and used the equivalent of 3.2 full time positions to develop the SFI database, collect and enter data, and 
maintain the new database.  The funding for this mandate came from the bond funds. 
 
During the early 1990’s, the OLA, the Legislative Analyst Office (LAO) and the Department of Finance (DOF) started 
to notice problems with the SFI. The first concern, as noted by the LAO’s analysis of the 1990-1991 budget bill, was 
that the SFI database did not have complete school district data to provide reliable estimates of statewide facility 
needs. While almost 100 percent of the State’s 1,010 school districts had provided data for Phase I and II, only about 
700 districts (69 percent) provided detailed building by building specific data requested in Phase III. In addition, the 
OLA reported that an estimated 10 percent of school sites were omitted within the 700 districts that had provided 
Phase III information.  
 
Another major area of concern with the SFI database was that the data provided by districts contained numerous 
errors. Based on the high error rate and incomplete/incorrect data, the SFI could not be used to reliably extrapolate 
State facility need estimates. The LAO noted that in reviewing a sample of 37 school districts, the data was incorrect 
in 62 percent of the sample.  The OLA explained that the main reasons for the high error rate were: 
 


1. The voluntary nature of the reporting of SFI data; 
2. The design of the data collection instrument;  
3. The existence of SFI system programming and data entry errors. 


 
In light of these concerns, the OLA attempted to review and correct incomplete or incorrect data that was submitted 
during Phases I and II.  Second, the OLA revised and streamlined the Phase III data collection instrument to simplify 
the data collection and reporting process for school districts by only asking for a count of room types, year the 
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building was constructed and gross square footage. In spite of these changes, school district submittals of the Phase 
III data continued to lag and validation efforts stalled. Ultimately, funding for the database program was terminated. 
 
 
 


 


 
 
Comparison of Various State’s K-12 School Facility Inventory Systems 
 
As previously discussed, California does not have a single cohesive SFI database. It should be noted that California 
does have a database associated with certain high level facility information for all approved School Facility Program 
(SFP) projects since 1998.  In addition, a partial and more comprehensive facility database exists that maintains 
Project Information Worksheet (PIW) building information data sets on a subset of SFP projects. The PIW are for 
select SFP New Construction projects funded on or after July 2006.  


A cursory review of what other states are doing to gather school facility information revealed that California is not 
alone in not having a comprehensive SFI. Only Florida, Washington and New York have the processes in place and 
dedicated staff to create a dynamic SFI. This next section of the report will highlight the capabilities of the SFI 
systems utilized in Florida, Washington and New York. 


Florida SFI and Building Assessment Capabilities 


The State of Florida mandates that all public schools submit standardized school facility information for each school 
and building in their district. Florida has named its comprehensive database of schools the “Florida Inventory of 
School Houses” or FISH.  In 2011, the Florida legislature mandated that at minimum every five years, school districts 
must conduct school site FISH inspections to collect current school facility data to aid in formulating plans for housing 
current and future students and meeting educational requirements. The statute further states that the FISH 
inspections and data collection efforts shall be performed by the local school board or agency designated by the 
school board to include an inventory of existing educational facilities and ancillary plant facilities with 
recommendations for new schools/additions. The standardized FISH data templates also concurrently gather facility 
condition assessment information to allow each school building to be evaluated for current or future repair or 
replacement needs.  


Florida also mandates that annually each school district shall review school facility FISH data for their district and 
either certify that the inventory is current and accurate or update the FISH database with any pertinent facility 
changes. Lastly, statutes mandate that Florida’s Department of Education annually conduct onsite school facility 
reviews to verify the accuracy of the FISH data. If the Department of Education finds inaccurate information for a 
given school district, that school district must submit revised and corrected FISH data within one year of the violation 
or school project capital outlay funds can be withheld until such time as the district has corrected its data reports. 


Florida’s Department of Education reviews all school buildings that have designated “unsatisfactory” building 
assessment ratings to make recommendations to the State legislature regarding potential school project capital 
outlay funding needs. 


5







 


 


10/01/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


 


Washington SFI and Building Assessment Capabilities 


The State of Washington has a SFI and assessment of facility condition program called the Inventory and Condition 
of Schools (ICOS).  Participation is limited to those school districts that are seeking state school facility funding. The 
State of Washington’s Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction annually receives school facility information 
from 40 percent of the state’s school districts that have received state facility funding. These school districts provide 
SFI and facility assessment information as a condition of receiving state school facility funding. School districts that 
receive state funding are also required to submit an independent building condition assessment certification every six 
years for a period of 30 years. 


Washington’s ICOS also provides the current assessment or condition of each building, rooms within the building and 
equipment components located within each building. Each building is rated for overall condition on a scale of 0 to 100 
with 100 representing a new condition. Each building component is also rated as excellent, good, fair, poor or 
unsatisfactory. When building components are rated as poor or unsatisfactory, corrective actions to fix the deficiency 
are noted. When building components are rated as poor or unsatisfactory, a description of the component that needs 
replacement repair or maintenance to perform at an optimal level must be detailed. 


Since the State of Washington lacks comprehensive SFI data for the other 60 percent of school districts that are not 
currently requesting state funding, the state Legislature initiated a pilot program in 2008 examining the feasibility and 
costs of statewide data collection on all K-12 school sites and facilities. This pilot project demonstrated that it was 
feasible to collect most of the needed K-12 facility data. The State of Washington continues up to the present to 
analyze options and explore various strategies for making a statewide K-12 SFI and assessment database for all 
public school districts a reality in the future. 


New York SFI and Building Assessment Capabilities 


New York State, similar to Florida, has SFI and building assessment program for all of their public schools. New York 
State mandates that all public school districts provide a Five Year Capital Facilities Plan. This plan must be updated 
annually and reviewed by the State’s Education Department to approve the school district project priorities. The goal 
of the five year plan is to collect, coordinate, analyze and prioritize facility infrastructure and building program needs 
on a district-wide basis. Any new school facilities, classroom construction or site acquisition must also be included in 
the Five Year Capital Facilities Plan. Prior to mandating the Five Year Capital Facilities Plan requirement, New York 
struggled periodically to determine what school buildings existed, knowing what their condition was and how to 
prioritize and approve the neediest school construction or renovation projects.  


New York also requires building assessment information on all school districts with information such as the last year 
of reconstruction/replacement, expected remaining useful life and cost of repair or replacement for the building or 
system. Building assessments are performed by licensed engineers and each building or system is rated for level of 
adequacy. Ultimately, each school district’s Five Year Capital Facilities Plan, building assessment, health and safety 
risk and school enrollment projections are analyzed by the State Department of Education. School districts are either 
approved or disapproved for future state funding based on that information.  
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INFORMATION CONTAINED IN  
FLORIDA, WASHINGTON AND NEW YORK SFI 


Type of SFI Data Florida Washington New York 


Name of school and address X X X 


Number of acres per site X X  


Parcel numbers X X  


Detail about the type of site 
improvements (i.e. athletic fields, 
playgrounds, parking lots, pools, 
stadiums etc.) 


X X X 


Current building status such as: 
occupied, leased to others, leased from 
others, vacant etc. 


 X  


Grades served at the school X X X 


Building age, number of stories, total 
square footage 


X X X 


Identification of types of rooms within 
the building (i.e. classroom, multi, 
library, cafeteria, admin. etc.) 


X X X 


Specifics about building type (i.e. wood 
frame, steel frame, concrete and steel 
etc.) 


X X X 


The condition of various site 
components such as sidewalks, parking 
lots, playgrounds, athletic fields, pools, 
stadiums etc.) 


 X X 


Assessed condition of rooms within 
buildings 


X X X 


Assessed condition/life expectancy of 
building systems (i.e. cooling and 
heating systems, lighting, electrical, 
plumbing, doors, windows, roof, 
elevators etc.) 


X X X 


Buildings that are potentially subject to a 
disaster such as floods and earthquakes 


 X  


School funding need data used by the 
State to fund projects 


X X X 
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Considerations 
 
While exploring the possible creation of a California SFI, decision makers may wish to consider the following: 


 What type of school facility data the State needs; 
 How to capture the data; 
 How to minimize costs and avoid State mandated costs associated with capturing SFI data; 
 What agency will develop and maintain the database; 
 How often the data should be updated; 
 How to ensure integrity of the data. 
 


If facility condition assessments are also part of the SFI, policy makers may also wish to consider the following: 
 How often building condition assessments are necessary to determine the need for renovation, repair, 


useful life expectancies of building systems; 
 How facility condition assessments will be conducted; 
 Who should perform the assessments; 
 How to minimize costs associated with the facility assessments. 
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San Diego Unified


• 132,000 students 
• Second largest in California


• 223 total educational facilities
– 116 elementary schools, including 


K-8


– 24 middle schools


– 26 high schools


– 14 atypical schools


– 44 charter schools


• Diverse Student Population


• 15 ethnic groups and more 
than 60 languages and 
dialects


• Socioeconomic make-up:
– 28% English learners


– 64.9% eligible for free or 
reduced cost meals
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• 208 District Owned Sites
• 2,382 Acres
• 15,109,817 Square Feet
• 3,817 Permanent & Portable Buildings
• 1,573 Permanent Buildings
• 2,244 Portable Buildings
• 41 Years Average Age of Permanent 


buildings


Facilities Inventory
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Facilities Inventory System


• Computer Aided Facilities 
Management (CAFM)


• Software - ARCHIBUS/FM 18 
with Overlay for AutoCAD
– 13 years with this system
– SQL Server Backend


4
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Linked Drawing
• 4,254 CAD files linked to the database
• 30,113 Room records
• Data can be displayed in Graphic format 


or Tabular Format
• Four drawing  data driven fields


• Room Code


• Room Type


• Room Category


• Room Area 


• 33 static or hard entry fields, such as 
room use, dates, department code, 
address, etc.
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CAFM Benefits


• Improved quality of 
information


• Save staff time in 
information retrieval


• Accurate 
comprehensive data 
informs good planning 
decisions


• Speeds Facility 
Design/Planning cycle


• Reduced duplication of 
effort between 
departments
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Facility Condition Assessments 
(FCAs)


• San Diego Unified’ s policy requires district 
facilities to be assessed on a 5-year cycle


• FCA data supports capital planning and the 
annual major repair and replacement plan


• Comprehensive approach
o A/E teams document and quantify the condition 


and lifecycle of all major systems and components 
utilizing industry standard Uniformat II guidelines


o Items are prioritized based on several factors 
including, but not limited to; safety, code 
compliance, preservation of assets, educational 
adequacy, etc. 


o Completed 74 school campuses using this model, 
totaling approximately 7.8 million square feet of 
building area
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Facility Condition Index (FCI)


• Facility Condition Index (FCI)
o A numerical rating system that translates FCAs into a rational measurement


of facility needs


o The cost of repairs needed divided by the CRV = FCI


o According to the Association of Physical Plant Administrators (APPA)
guidelines, an FCI of 0-5% is considered to be good; between 6 and 10% is
fair; and greater than 10% is poor.


• Facilities repair, replacement, and renovation needs (backlog) is $1.1B
• Current replacement value (CRV) is $5.3B
• District-wide total FCI is 20.1%.
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Achieving Good Condition
• Quantifying FCI is the first step
• Building deterioration and inflation continue


• APPA 2% to 4% CRV per year deterioration


• San Diego Unified CRV $5.3B x 2% = $106M per year


• Inflation on current repair backlog $20M per year


• Rates of deterioration change with


• Preventative maintenance and repair


• Climate & weather


• Building Use


• Analyze the cost of deterioration and inflation over time


• Determine annual funding needed over time


• Local & state facilities bonds


• District maintenance & repair budgets


• Account for other type of facilities upgrades e.g. ADA and repair by
replacement
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Facility Condition Index (FCI)
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2013 Major Repair and Replacement Plan 


2013 MRR PlanMilestones:
• 2013 FCI 20.1%
• 2020 reduced to 10.4%
• 2025 reduced to  6.1%  (12 years)
• 2032  $3.05B total expended to achieve and maintain 6% (2008 – 2032)


18







Conclusion & Questions


• Computer Aided 
Facilities 
Management


• Best Practices 
FCAs and FCI 
analysis


• Facilities Plan
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Los Angeles Unified School 
District


Maintenance & Operations


Facility Condition Assessment
(FCA)
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• High Schools: 89


• Middle Schools: 87


• Elementary Schools: 540


• Others: 178


• Total # of Buildings: 12,736


• Total # of Sites: 894


Total SQFT: 70,834,648


Age of Schools: Avg. Over 50 Yrs.


LAUSD School Inventory
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Building Age/SQFT Distribution


Age SQFT


1-10 9,363,296


11-20 3,744,467


21-30 2,587,562


31-40 4,647,322


41-50 12,442,152


51-60 15,437,004


61-70 4,018,169


71-80 4,860,187


81-90 4,957,325


91-100 1,328,298


101-110 34,864


111-120 3,166


121-130 2,240 0
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Age Range: 0 – 129 Years


Average: 52 Years Old
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LAUSD FCA Effort


• Focus on validating site condition


• Identify:
- Serviceable components by space


- Life Cycle for each component


- Replacement cost


- Condition by Remaining Service Life (RSL)


• Update spatial data in Computer-Aided Facility 
Maintenance (CAFM) software


• Develop FCI table by schools


• Data universally available for other reports & tools


• In-house staff perform surveys
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FCA Survey Teams


N1
N2


C1
C3


C2


S2


S1


Each Team:


• Team Lead (Maint. Planner)


• 2 Carpenters (Surveyors)


• 1 Electrician (Surveyor)


• 1 Plumber (Surveyor)


• 1 HVAC Tech (Surveyor)


• 1 Draftsman


Roving Team:


• 4 Roofers (Surveyors)


• 3 Hand Graders (Surveyors)
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School Name


Building ID


CAFM School Detail


Site Layout - Bell Senior High School


25







CAFM Building Detail


Building Detail - Bell Senior High School
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VALIDATED BUILDING ATTRIBUTES
Building ID:         24242
Site Location:      Bell SH
Bldg Type :          Portable
Space Use:         Classroom Space
Square Footage: 1,824
Year Built:            1953


VALIDATED SITE ATTRIBUTES
Site ID:                 8536
Site Location:       Bell SH
Site Acreage:       19.03 Acres
# of Bldgs :           21 Perm / 29 Port         
Square Footage:  265,483 Perm / 37,727 Port
Avg Age of Bldgs: 55 Perm / 40 Port
Site Opened:        1926


Building & Site Level Attributes
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Level I Major Group Elements Level II Group Elements Level III Elements Level IV Sub‐Elements
1690 ‐ Crane, Jib, Electric, 2 Ton
1051 ‐ Elevator, Traction
525 ‐ Elevator, Hydraulic
1053 ‐ Wheel Chair Lift
552 ‐ Emergency Eye Wash
22424 ‐ Fountain, ADA Drinking, 1 
Bubbler, Stainless Steel
1871 ‐ Sink, Cast Iron, Enamel
22900 ‐ Urinal, ADA Elongated for 
Wheelchair
22921 ‐ Water Closet, Tankless With 
Flush Valve, ADA Wall Mount 1.28  
Gal
1070 ‐ Backflow Preventer, 4"
1996 ‐ Ball Valve
1873 ‐ Pipe & Fittings, Copper 1"
22318 ‐ Water Heater,  Gas, 100 Gal


UNIFORMAT II Classification of Building Elements


D SERVICES D10 Conveying


D20 Plumbing


D1010 Elevators & Lifts


D2010 Plumbing Fixtures


D2020 Domestic Water 
Distribution


Classified Data in UNIFORMAT II


Utilize UNIFORMAT so that
Data stored in CAFM is 
Universal!
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FormFormForm


Data Collection Survey


Surveyors collect data from a 
library of 700 components by 
Location, Quantity, and 
Condition (RSL)


26c







At this location level, Components 
captured for Building Number 
24240 can be reviewed and help 
make informed decisions on what 
needs to be replaced or deferred


Building Level Components
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At the space level, the inventory can be used to identify replacements in 
specific environments and target components that directly affect the classroom 


Space Level Components
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FCA Survey Sheet


Room Survey


School Name: ____________________________________              Space Name: ______________________________________    Date:_________________


Building Id:__________________        Space Id:___________________________    Surveyor:_____________________ Entered by:_____________________


Component Name Component ID Freq Qty Measure RSL Notes


Ceiling
Ceiling, Acoustical Tile, Dropped 502 70 Sq Ft


Ceiling, Acoustical Tile 12X12 501 25 Sq Ft


Ceiling, Acoustical Tile 12X12, Over Plaster 22759 25 Sq Ft


Flooring
Flooring, Concrete 493 75 Sq Ft


Flooring, Carpet, Nylon 485 8 Sq Ft


Flooring, Ceramic Tile 471 50 Sq Ft


Walls
Interior Walls, Acoustical Tile 1989 60 Sq Ft


Interior Walls, Ceramic Tile, 4"x4" 435 75 Sq Ft


Interior Walls, Clay Brick 432 75 Sq Ft


Windows
Windows, Aluminum Fixed, <12 sf 239 75 Each


Windows, Glass Block 1546 75 Sq Ft


Windows, Security Grill, Galvanized, Fixed, <12 sf 22174 50 Each


Doors
Exterior Doors, Metal Fire Rolling Door, Fusible Link 22721 75 Each


Exterior Doors, Steel, Painted 171 75 Each


Exterior Doors, Wood, Metal Covered (Computer Room) 22864 40 Each
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FCA Data


FCA Data


FCA Component data is assigned to: 
 CAFM Space Level – for components in rooms
 CAFM Building Level – for components on the exterior but attached
 CAFM Grounds Level – for components not attached to buildings


CAFM Update
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Challenges
 Consistency


 Accuracy


 Dynamic data


 Schools in Session


Approach
 Standardize


 Continuous training


 Documentation


 Team building


 Multi-tiered collaboration for data update


 Technology


 Be innovative


Garbage In 


Garbage Out
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 Updated facilities data


 Decision-making tool for Capital Investment


 Deferred Maintenance Plan


 Preventive Maintenance


 Project Development


FCA Benefits
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Define Strategic Goals


Increase in FCI
when no money is spent
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FCI


YEAR FCI


2014 27%
2015 28%
2016 31%
2017 32%
2018 49%
2019 49%
2020 50%
2021 51%
2022 51%
2023 59%
2024 60%
2025 60%
2026 60%
2027 60%
2028 71%


FCI
VALUE


ASSET
CONDITION


0-5% Good 


6-10% Fair


11-30% Poor


Above 
30%


Critical


*Common Industry Standards


* Source: ‘Managing the Facilities Portfolio’  
A Practical Approach to Institutional Facility 


Renewal and Deferred Maintenance
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Any Questions?
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California Community Colleges


Frederick E. Harris, Assistant Vice Chancellor
College Finance and Facilities Planning
California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office


Facilities Utilization, Space 
Inventory Options Net 


(FUSION)


1
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California Community Colleges
Systemwide Detail
• 72 districts encompassing 112 colleges, 72 


approved off-campus centers and 23 separately 
reported district offices


• 24,398 acres of land, 5,281 buildings, and 75.6 
million square feet of space 


• 2.4 million students annually
o 75% of the state’s public undergraduate students
o 25% of community college students nationwide
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California Community Colleges
Systemwide Facilities Needs


• 10-year Facilities Needs  =  $35.8 billion 
• Enrollment Growth Needs = 18.5 million new sq ft


• Modernization Needs = 27.3 million existing sq ft


– 67% of buildings:   over 25 years old
– 46% of buildings:   over 40 years old
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• Online suite of tools used by all 72 community 
colleges to manage 75,000,000 sq.ft. of facilities


• One-of-a-kind tool for California Community 
Colleges owned by all 72 districts


• Staffed and maintained by the Foundation for 
California Community Colleges


• Computer servers hosted on the San Joaquin 
Delta College campus in Stockton, CA


FUSION is… Collaboration
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FUSION is Online & Modules are Integrated


Space 
Inventory


Facility 
Assessments


Enrollment 
Forecasting 
& Allocation


Construction 
Planning


Project Fiscal 
Management FUSION


Web-based
Software


www.cccfusion.org
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Major Features
• Three-year rotating cycle to assess all 72 districts
• Lead assessor works for the Foundation for CCCs
• Local district control of what is assessed
• Uniform standards for assessment & cost modeling


Benefits
• Improved accuracy
• Useful both locally & statewide
• Instrumental in gaining $3.5 billion in state & $26 


billion in local bonds in last decade
• Improved tracking and reporting


Facility Condition Assessments
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FUSION Benefit to Districts
• Organize facilities data in one place
• Ability to roll up data from site to district
• Assists in planning


o Needs for modernization
o Deferred maintenance


• Provides “cost to fix” information
o i.e., modernize vs. drop & replace


• Assists in Closeout Process
o Reduce # of uncertified projects at DSA
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Program Statistics 
 
Under current program requirements, preliminary apportionments must be converted to final apportionments within 4 
years, with a possible one year extension.    Projects that are unable to meet the deadline are rescinded.  The 
following charts show the conversion rate/percentages of preliminary apportionments for each filing round: 
 


Round and Date 
of Preliminary 
Apportionment 


Number of 
Preliminary 


Apportionments  


Deadline to 
Convert to Final 
Apportionment  


Number of 
Rescissions 


Number of 
Conversions 


to Final 
Apportionment 


Number 
Remaining 


Active 


Proposition 47 
(7/2/03) 


6 7/2/08 4 2 0 


Proposition 55 
(2/23/05) 


28 1/1/13; 7/9/13 11 17 0 


Proposition 1D 
(5/28/08; 8/26/09) 


30 5/7/15; 11/13/15 3 8 19 


2009 Filing Round 
(5/26/10; 4/26/11; 


7/12/11) 
17 10/26/15; 5/2/16 1 7 9 


Total 81 n/a 19 34 28 
 
To date, 34 of 81 preliminary apportionments have converted to final apportionments, for a 41.9 percent conversion 
rate.  However, this is not the final success rate, as 28 projects remain active.  If those projects were to all convert to 
a final apportionment, the overall conversion rate for the program would be 76.5 percent. 
 
 
Fiscal Crisis 
In 2010, due to the lack of available funding, the State Allocation Board took action to freeze the conversion 
deadlines for all active charter preliminary apportionments.  During this time, the 2009 filing round occurred.  Charter 
school projects that received funding from this round were given Unfunded Preliminary Apportionments and were 
apportioned with frozen timelines.  Charters that had accessed all of their available advance funding had their 
timelines reinstated in 2011.  The rest of the charter had their timelines reinstated in May 2012 after a second 
advance funding round.     
 
 
The average time of conversion from a preliminary apportionment to a final apportionment for successful projects is 
4.63 years (this includes time that the projects were frozen).  If the time period during which a project was frozen is 
removed, the average time of conversion is 2.89 years.   
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Urban, 
Rural 


or Suburban: 


Region: 


Preliminary Apportionments: 


Region 3 
(40 projects)


49%


Rescissions: Conversions:


Region 1 
(21 projects)


26%


Region 2
(13 Projects)


16%


Region 4
(7 Projects)


9%


Urban 
(46 projects)


49%


Subruban 
(27 projects)


33%


Rural 
(8 projects)


10%


Region 3 
(19 projects)


56%


Region 1 
(11 projects)


32%


Region 2
(4 Projects)


12%


Urban
(16 projects)


47%Suburban 
(15 projects)


44%


Rural 
(3 projects)


9%


Region 3 
(9 projects)


47%
Region 2


(4 Projects)
21%


Region 4
(4 Projects)


21%


Region 1
(2 Projects)


11%


Urban
(12 projects)


63%


Suburban 
(4 projects)


21%


Rural 
(3 projects)


16%


Charter School Facilities Program Demographic Data
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School 
Size: 


Grade 
Level: 


Preliminary Apportionments: 


High
(43 projects)


53%


Rescissions: Conversions:


Middle 
(27 projects)


33%


Elementary
(11 Projects)


14%


Medium 
(34 projects)


42%


Small 
(30 projects)


37%


Large
(17 projects)


21% Medium 
(12 projects)


35%


Large
(12 projects)


35%


Small 
(10 projects)


30%


High
(17 projects)


50%Middle 
(12 projects)


35%


Elementary
(11 Projects)


14%


Medium 
(10 projects)


53%Small 
(6 projects)


31%


Large
(3 projects)


16%


High
(11 projects)


58%


Middle 
(7 projects)


37%


Elementary
(1 Project)


5%


Charter School Facilities Program Demographic Data
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Application 
Number


School District County Charter School
Preliminary 


Apportionment   
without Inflator


PA Amount 
(Actual)


Difference 
between FA 


and PA (Actual)


FA: 
Percent-
age of 


PA


Years 
from PA 


to FA


54/61259-00-001 Oakland Unified Alameda Oakland Military Institute 2,873,250 3,131,842 3,131,842 * 0 100.0% 1.42


54/64352-00-007
Centinela Valley 


Union High Los Angeles Animo Leadership High                   14,716,896       15,573,416       10,200,984 *        (5,372,432) 65.5% 0.25


54/68627-00-001
New Jerusalem 


Elementary San Joaquin
New Jerusalem Charter 


Elementary                     1,382,336         1,506,746         1,159,488           (347,258) 77.0% 2.24


54/61309-00-001
San Lorenzo 


Unified Alameda
KIPP King Collegiate High 


(NC)                     8,626,464 11,041,874              8,282,844        (2,759,030) 75.0% 3.12


54/61424-00-001 Chico Unified Butte Chico Country Day School                     6,591,454 8,437,062        7,955,650                  (481,412) 94.3% 4.99


54/61796-03-001
West Contra 
Costa Unified Contra Costa


Leadership Public Schools - 
Richmond                   12,686,079 15,398,181      14,345,722      *        (1,052,459) 93.2% 4.99


54/64733-00-035
Los Angeles 


Unified Los Angeles
Oscar de la Hoya Animo 


Los Angeles                     8,451,364 10,817,746      9,967,216                  (850,530) 92.1% 1.00


54/64733-00-056
Los Angeles 


Unified Los Angeles
Vaughn Next Century 


Learning Center 5,755,565                   6,219,925        4,382,251        (1,837,674)       70.5% 1.99


54/64733-00-058
Los Angeles 


Unified Los Angeles
Camino Nuevo Charter High 


School 23,487,572                 26,409,520      22,251,334      (4,158,186)       84.3% 4.55


54/69179-00-002
College 


Elementary Santa Barbara
Santa Ynez Valley Charter 


(Rehab)                        567,639 726,578           721,601                         (4,977) 99.3% 2.92


54/75044-00-002 Hesperia Unified San Bernardino
Pathways to College 


Charter School 7,051,894                   8,837,944        5,337,172        *        (3,500,772) 60.4% 4.99


92,190,513$               108,100,834$  87,736,104$    (20,364,730)$   


Percentage of Preliminary Apportionment 81.16%
Average Conversion Time in Years: 2.95


The Final Apportionments range from 100  to 60.39 percent of the actual Preliminary Apportionments


*Amount does not include the High Performance Incentive grant.  


Conversions average 81.2 percent of the total Preliminary Apportionment.


Final 
Apportionment 
(FA)/ Unfunded 


Approval 
Amnount


Charter School Facilities Program: 
Comparison of Preliminary Apportionment and Final Apportionment/Unfunded Approvals                             


(Proposition 1D and 2009 Filing Round)
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Conditions Specific to Each Proposition 
 
Assembly Bill 14 (Chapter 935, Statutes of 2002, Goldberg) created a pilot program within the existing State SFP that 
allows the State Allocation Board (SAB) to provide funding for the new construction of charter school facilities.  Within 
Proposition 47, approved by the voters in November 2002, $100 million was made available for the CSFP.  Total 
project costs allowed for six charter school projects to receive preliminary apportionments.  
 
Senate Bill 15 (Chapter 587, Statues of 2003, Alpert) modified the Program to address some of the concerns raised 
after the first round of funding.  Changes made included the placement of a cap on project costs at the time of 
preliminary apportionment.  With the passage of Proposition 55, approved by the voters in 2005, an additional $300 
million was made available for the CSFP.  SFP regulation changes later allowed for additional eligible funding 
amounts for projects at the time of conversion to a final apportionment. 
 
Assembly Bill 127 (Chapter 35, Statutes of 2006, Nunez) further modified the program.  The funding cap for project 
costs was removed. The option of rehabilitating existing district facilities was also added into law, making CSFP 
rehabilitation projects eligible for the first time.  With the addition of the rehabilitation component, this statute also 
added rehabilitation projects as a type of project that received preference in funding. With the passage of Proposition 
1D in 2006, an additional $500 million was made available for the CSFP. 
 
In 2009, a fourth filing round was created using the unused and returned funds from Proposition 47 and 1D. This 
round followed the same requirements as Proposition 1D.  The projects were approved during the fiscal crisis and 
received Unfunded Preliminary Apportionments. 
 
Other changes have been made within the CSFP and School Facility Program that have affected charter schools with 
preliminary apportionments: 


 The passage of Senate Bill 592 – Charter School Facilities Program in 2010 allowed charter schools to hold 
title to project facilities.  This allowed charter schools to advance with their projects and enter into the 
Charter School Agreements with the State without participation from the district.   


 On December 8, 2010 all timelines to convert were frozen due to the fiscal crisis, and funds were no longer 
readily available for advances and conversions.   


 Charter schools with preliminary apportionments were unable to access advance funding after the onset of 
the fiscal crisis in December 2008 until process changes occurred in December 2010 that allowed them to 
participate in SFP Priority Funding rounds. 
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Charter School Facilities 
 


State Level Facilities Funding Programs 
Charter School Facilities Program (State bond): A $900 million program that provides low-cost 
financing for charter school facilities; fifty percent grant, fifty percent loan. Funds both new 
construction and rehabilitation of existing school facilities.  
 
Charter School Facility Grant Program (SB 740): A grant program that provides annual 
assistance with facilities rent and lease expenditures for charter schools that meet specific 
eligibility criteria. Precludes charter schools who lease district facilities from receiving 
reimbursement, even when they are leasing at market value.  
 
Charter School Facilities Credit Enhancement Grant Program: An $8.3 million program that 
serves to fund debt service reserves for the financing of acquisition, renovation, or construction 
of charter school facilities, or the refinancing of existing charter school facility debt. 
 
Federal Level Facilities Funding Programs 
State Charter School Facilities Incentive Grants Program: A federal grant program designed to 
assist California charter schools in meeting their facility needs. 
 
Local Level Facilities Funding Programs 
Proposition 39: Passed by voters in 2000, requires that public school facilities be shared fairly 
among all public school pupils, including those in charter schools. There are very specific 
regulations that school districts and charter schools must meet under Proposition 39.  
 
Local bonds: Local school districts that run bond acts for their school facilities needs have the 
option of including charters in those bonds. For example, San Diego included charter schools in 
their 2012 bond, Proposition Z. San Diego Unified School District created a Charter School 
Facility Committee for the purpose of providing recommendations concerning acquisition, 
construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or replacement of charter school facilities, including 
the furnishing and equipping of charter school facilities. Charter schools were allocated 350 
million in funds out of the $2.8 billion bond.  
 
Where does the bond program fit in? 
The bond program is a unique option that allows charter schools to own their own facility that is 
either a new construction project or the rehabilitation of current school facilities. Historically, the 
bond program has been a great option for some schools, but has also proven to be less than 
ideal for other schools.  
 
What works? 
Rehabilitation program: The bond program allows for charter schools to rehabilitate an existing 
school district facility. The program currently offers preference points for a charter application 
that includes a rehabilitation component.  
 
Ideal facilities for an educational environment: The bond program allows charter public school 
students to attend a school that has all the same features as traditional public schools – 
gymnasiums, fields and outdoor areas, etc.  
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What doesn’t work? 
Matching share: Like traditional public school districts, charter public schools must provide fifty 
percent of the total project cost as a match of the state share. Unlike traditional public school 
districts, charters do not have a bonding capacity and cannot run local bonds on their own to 
use for that matching share.  
 
Charters may get a loan for their matching share. The loan is a long-term loan which requires 
charter schools to take on a debt obligation. Further, the process is burdensome as they have to 
renew their financial soundness determination every six months. The loan also must be paid 
back through general operating dollars that could be spent on instructional expenses.  
 
Facilities use agreements: When a charter school chooses to rehabilitate an existing school 
facility, they must enter into a facilities use agreement with that school. This has proven to be a 
hurdle for some schools as the parties have a difficult time coming to an agreement on terms.  
 
How to increase charter participation in the bond program 
Streamline the program: This is a complicated program and charter schools have struggled to 
jump through all the necessary hoops. It is typically a top school official who handles their 
facilities, not a school facility expert.  
 
Enhance the rehabilitation component: The program already incentivizes charters to use district 
facilities. Further charter use of district facilities provides for a smaller grant (and therefore 
smaller matching share) for charters. It also provides for the use of facilities that are not being 
used otherwise.  
 
Encourage charter and district relationships: It would be a win-win for charters to utilize district 
facilities and take advantage of the rehabilitation program to improve those facilities. Charter 
inclusion in local bonds would alleviate the need for the state to front the 50 percent loan to a 
charter school, providing more funds to be used for projects.  
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School Facility Program (SFP) Financial Hardship (FH) Program 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
Review of the Financial Hardship program data over the last five years.  
 
Overview 
 
The SFP FH program assists school districts that cannot provide their matching share to an SFP new construction or 
modernization project. Since 2008, FH project funding represents about 15 percent of total SFP project funding. 
 


 
 
 


Financial Hardship Grants ($832,623,443 total)


 Advanced Grants for Design   Advanced Grants for Site   Final Grants for Construction 


$52,702,627  $174,112,602 $605,808,214 


 
Authority 
 
FH reviews are conducted and FH grants are provided per California Education Code Sections 17075.10 and 
17075.15 and SFP Regulation Section 1859.81. 
 
Current Qualifying Criteria for FH Program 
 
School districts may qualify for the FH Program by levying the maximum developer fees allowed by law and by 
meeting one of the following criteria:  


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


years 
o Total bonding capacity of less than $5 million 
o Other evidence as approved by the State Allocation Board 


Non‐Financial 
Hardship


$5,420,199,761
2,356 Projects
ADA: 4,714,022 


Financial 
Hardship


$832,623,443
168  Projects
ADA: 214,678


SFP State Apportionments
1/01/2008 ‐ 9/01/2013


Note: Numbers for County Office of Education projects are excluded from this chart.  
ADA is taken from 2012/2013 Enrollment Data found on the CDE Data Quest database. 
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Current Qualifying Criteria for FH Program (cont.) 
 
Once a school district meets the aforementioned criteria, staff verifies if a district is financially unable to provide all 
necessary matching funds for their SFP projects. An analysis of a district’s financial records is conducted to 
determine if any funds are available for the district’s matching share. Pursuant to SFP Regulation Section 1859.81, 
the analysis consists of all capital facility accounts, including, but not limited to, developer fees, funds generated from 
capital facility certificates of participation, federal grants, redevelopment funds, sale proceeds from surplus property, 
etc. Upon completion of the analysis, any available funds are contributed by the district to its SFP project. 
 
FH Program Criteria Data 
 
Over the last five years, 129 FH requests have been approved for FH status.  The table below summarizes  under 
what criteria school districts qualified, the FH apportionment amounts they received, and the amount of cash 
contribution they made.  
 


 


FH Criteria
# FH 


Approvals


% of Total 
FH 


Approvals


# of 
Projects 


Apportioned
Total State 


appt.
 Total FH 


Appt.


 Total District 
Cash 


Contribution 
(% of Project 


Total)


60% Debt 
Capacity 22 17% 66 $308,547,331 $240,942,921


$51,502,675  
(8.6%)


Passed Bond 
Within 2 yrs. 8 6% 22 $88,074,578 $66,818,984


$19,097,944  
(11.0%)


Less Than $5 M1 97 75% 76 $67,121,961 $60,459,807
$2,250,319   


(1.7%)


Other Evidence 2 2% 4 $436,818 $221,043
$70,168     
(9.6%)


 
1. Total includes districts that may have sought multiple FH approvals in the life cycle of their projects.  This would include 


submitting for separate design and/or separate site grants before receiving their full construction grant.  
 
 


17%


6%


75%


2%


FH Approvals by Qualifying Criteria                                      
2008 ‐2013


60% Debt Capacity


Passed Bond Within 2 yrs.


Less Than $5 M


Other Evidence
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FH Program Criteria Data (cont.) 
 
Successful Prop. 39 Bond Passed within the Two Previous Years 
 
A district may qualify for FH status if it has passed a Proposition 39 Bond for the maximum amount allowed under the 
law within the previous two years from the date of request for FH status.  The proceeds from the bond election must 
be used to fund the district’s matching share requirement for their SFP project(s). 
 
Over the last five years, six percent of FH districts qualified under this criteria.  These districts received State 
apportionments of $88,074,578, FH apportionments of $66,818,984 and they contributed $19,097,944 towards their 
projects.  
 


 
 
 
 
 
Bonding Capacity less than $5 Million  


 
The vast majority, or 75 percent, of FH districts qualified under this criteria.  This criteria allows districts with a total 
bonding capacity less than $5 million to qualify for FH status.  The following graphs and tables depict districts that 
have received FH status under this criteria. 
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FH Program Criteria Data (cont.) 
 


Bonding Capacity less than $5 Million (cont.) 
 


 
 


 
 


16%


42%


15%


9%


16%


0%
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40%


45%
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Bonding Capacity 1/1/2008 Through 9/1/2013


Total FH Approvals:       97
Average Bonding Capacity: $2.1M
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FH Program Criteria Data (cont.) 
 


Bonding Capacity less than $5 Million (cont.) 
 


Apportionments 


Received <$0.5 M $0.5‐1 M $1 ‐ 2 M $2 ‐ 4M $4 ‐ 6 M $6 ‐9 M


Percentage 54% 13% 20% 3% 5% 5%


District Apportionments Received 1/1/08 Through 9/1/13


 
 
 


Available Funds <$1 K $1 ‐ 25K $25 ‐ 50 K $50 ‐ 100K $100 ‐ 200 K $200 ‐400K


Percentage 27% 28% 11% 16% 11% 7%


District Available Funds 1/1/08 Through 9/1/13


 
 
 
Other Evidence as Approved by the State Allocation Board 
 
If a district does not meet one of previously mentioned criteria for FH status, then it still has the option to submit 
under “other evidence” as approved by the State Allocation Board (Board).  If the Board approves the district’s 
request for FH status, then it receives FH approval for six months like a district that met any other criteria.  While 
there are no set criteria when districts request to qualify for FH under other evidence, the Board has considered the 
following circumstances in the past: 


 Loss of previous revenue streams.  One district lost federal dollars when a local army base closed. 
 Action by other governmental agencies.   
 Whether a district has recently received a qualified or negative certification by their local county office of 


education. 
  
Over the last five years, two districts have been approved under this criteria.  The approvals included four SFP 
projects apportioned that received $436,818 in State Apportionments and $221,043 in FH apportionments.  The 
districts contributed $70,168 in cash towards their projects.  
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County Offices of Education 
 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
The goal of this item is to discuss the needs of a County Office of Education (COE) in the School Facility Program (SFP). 
 
 
Overview of County Offices of Education  
 
Current Authority and Responsibilities 
 
COEs provide direct and regional support to school districts and serve as the primary implementation arm of the California Department 
of Education (CDE).  COE responsibilities can be summarized as: 
 


 Educating specific student populations 
 Monitoring and oversight of student academic environment 
 Monitoring and oversight of district fiscal stability 
 Providing academic support and assistance 
 Providing direct services to small school districts 
 Implementing regional support activities to assist district and school staffs 


 
Educating Specific Student Populations 
 
COEs provide instructional and related services to: 
 


 Severely disabled special education pupils 
 Adjudicated, incarcerated, and expelled students served through court and community schools 
 Career technical education students through countywide regional occupational programs  


 
 
County Office of Education Eligibility 
 
School Facility Program 
 
COEs are considered districts for the purposes of the SFP.  They are eligible to participate in any program for which they qualify for 
funding.  While a COE provides many services for the districts and the pupils within the county, a COE’s eligibility for any program 
within the SFP is determined using the pupils that are only served by the COE and do not attend district schools.  COEs use the same 
methods as a district for determining eligibility. 
 
Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPA) Transfers 
 
Transfer of a SELPA after new construction eligibility was established generates additional reporting requirements.  SELPA facilities 
can be transferred from a district to a COE or from a COE to a district.  In these cases, each entity’s new construction baseline will be 
adjusted commensurate with the student capacity of the facilities received, and the entity relinquishing the facilities has its enrollment 
projection adjusted to remove the pupils served in the facility.  Further, if the facilities involved were funded through the SFP and had 
financial hardship assistance, AND if the receiving entity would not have qualified for financial hardship at the time the facilities were 
funded by the State, AND the facilities have been occupied less than ten years, the receiving entity shall return a proportionate share of 
financial hardship assistance provided to the State. 
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Sources of Revenue 
 
COEs and local school districts have similar sources of funding for school construction projects as follows: 
 


 Site Sale Proceeds 
 Federal Grants 
 Interest from Holdings 
 Financial Hardship Program 
 Savings from prior SFP projects 
 Certificates of Participation 


 
Of these potential sources, most COE funds have historically come from Interest, Financial Hardship Program, and savings from prior 
SFP projects. 
 
COE Funding in the SFP 
 
Since the inception of the SFP, COE projects account for approximately 3 percent of total SFP apportionments and currently have 1.6 
percent of the student population based upon CDE data for school year 2012-2013. 
 


COE versus District Funding/Enrollment in the SFP  
 


 
The COE apportionments by type of grants are as follows: 
 


COE Grants  ($988,545,910 total) 


Advanced Grants for 


Design (Have not moved 


forward to construction) 


Advanced Grants for Site  
(Have not moved forward to 


construction) 


  Final Grants for Construction  


$ 29,287,803 $ 17,116,504 $ 942,141,603 
190 15 443 
3.0%  1.7% 95.3% 


 
There are 190 projects that received design grants and did not move forward to construction.  14 of those grants did move forward to a 
site grant, so of the 15 grants for site that did not move forward to construction, only one was for site only.  The $29.3 million in design 
grants that did not move forward to construction comprise 3.0 percent of the total COE grants.  The $17.1 million in site grants that did 
not move forward to construction comprise 1.7 percent of the total COE grants. 


$31.2 Billion
6.1 Million Students


$1.0 Billion
0.1 Million Students


Districts
COEs
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A table of total apportionments and Financial Hardship grants may be seen in Attachment A.  The $988.5 million in apportionments in 
Attachment A are for all SFP programs, while the $982.7 million in Attachment B reflects apportionments for new construction and 
modernization only.   The $5.8 million difference is due to apportionments for Facility Hardship, Modernization Facility Hardship, and 
Career Tech Modernization projects.  Also note that the 2012-2013 enrollment figures may include students other than community day 
students and non-severe/severe students. 
 
New Construction and Modernization COE Funding 
 
Since the inception of the SFP, COE’s have received $982.7 million in funding for 2,073 new classrooms and modernization of 404 
classrooms.  The funding and classrooms built can be seen in Attachment B. 
 
COE State and Local Contributions 
 
From January 2008 through May 2013, 56 new construction projects were apportioned.  These projects had total expenditures of 
$306.4 million, with State Share apportionments of $148.2 million and Financial Hardship apportionments of $158.9 million.  A chart of 
expenditures by category can be seen in Attachment C. 
 
COE Permanent Construction versus Total Construction 
 
A map of permanent construction versus total construction by region from January 2008 through May 2013 can be seen in Attachment 
D.   
 
COE Pupil Grant Requests 
 
Based upon COE pupil grant requests for new construction and modernization, approximately two-thirds of construction is for 
community day and other K-12 students, and one-third is for severe/non-severe special day class students. 


 
COE Pupil Grant Requests 1998 ‐ 2013 


   Elementary  Middle  High  Non‐Severe  Severe  Total 


Pupils  2,341  1,978  20,943  11,855  617  37,734 


Percentage of 
Pupils 


6.2%  5.2%  55.5%  31.4%  1.6% 


Estimated 
Classrooms 


86  73  775  912  68 


Estimated classrooms are number of pupils divided by loading standard 


 
 
Discussion Topics from the February 2013 Program Review Subcommittee 
 
During the February 5, 2013 meeting, members of the Program Review Subcommittee looked at the unique needs of a COE and how a 
future program might address those needs.  Areas of discussion brought forth included: 
 


 Sources of Funding 
 Least Restrictive Environment for Special Education Students 
 Fluctuating Student Populations 
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 COE/District Project Coordination 
 Community School Loading Standards 


 
Sources of Funding 
 
COEs funding sources are currently limited and developer fees are not available as a resource for a COE.   The developments may 
generate students with special needs for which the COE assumes responsibility without receiving a portion of the developer fees. 
 
Least Restrictive Environment for Special Education Students 
 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act’s Least Restrictive Environment requires school districts to educate students with 
disabilities in regular classrooms with their nondisabled peers, in the school they would attend if not disabled, to the maximum extent 
appropriate.  Relating to this requirement, subcommittee members discussed: 
 


 Responsibility for housing special education students may be assumed by a district 
 In some cases a COE is required to assume responsibility because a district may decline or be unable to house these 


students   
 A district obligation to provide facilities for a SELPA  


 
Fluctuating Student Populations  
 
In a prior meeting, subcommittee members discussed the following topics related to providing instructional and related services to 
severely disabled special education pupils and community school pupils: 
 


 Providing housing for what may be a fluctuating population 
 A response to fluctuating population may be short-term leases, but SFP requirements are for long-term leases of 30 to 40 


years    
 Long-term leases reduce flexibility in responding to fluctuating student populations  
 Facilities are constructed for what may be a fluctuating population where the cohort survival method is not a good predictor of 


need. The results of a Cohort Enrollment Projection study presented in November 2012 show projections for Non-severe and 
Severe student populations have a higher overall inaccuracy rate.   


 
COE/District Project Coordination 
 
In a prior subcommittee meeting, some of the discussion involved joint COE/district new construction projects, when the COE and the 
district combine their pupil grants for the full funding for the project.  Topics discussed included: 
 


 Timing of milestones as two entities work on a common project. 
 Complexity of allocations of costs, receipt of billings, and payment of costs when there is one set of construction plans. 
 There may be a sudden shift in the COE student population and the completed facility may be underutilized. 


 
Community School Loading Standards 
 
Community schools serve adjudicated, incarcerated, and expelled students.  In the February 5, 2013 meeting, it was stated that one 
goal of community schools is to return students to their district of residence.  Success can produce rapid changes in the student 
population.  At a prior meeting, subcommittee members discussed the following topics: 
 


 COEs typically put less than the loading standard in a classroom. 
 Community schools are typically located in leased facilities with community issues around where they locate. 
 The locations and appearance of community schools may impact student learning. 
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ATTACHMENT A


County Office of Education
Apportionments


Since 1998


Financial Hardship  


Since 1998


Enrollment


2012‐2013
Region 1  


DEL NORTE $6,244,077 $3,063,449 602
HUMBOLDT $4,141,193 $1,971,086 470
MENDOCINO $25,886 $0 124
LAKE $8,681,352 $4,174,058 67
SONOMA $29,726,776 $14,035,419 946


Regional Totals $48,819,284 $23,244,012 2,209
Region 2


SISKIYOU $0 $0 435
MODOC $929,896 $464,948 54
TRINITY $0 $0 21
SHASTA $6,388,762 $3,069,609 429
LASSEN $482,025 $172,765 41
TEHAMA $3,245,328 $1,479,522 184
PLUMAS $0 $0 32
BUTTE $6,873,611 $3,327,136 1,060
GLENN $11,964,340 $5,958,723 372


Regional Totals $29,883,962 $14,472,703 2,628
Region 3


COLUSA $17,097,960 $8,536,626 28
YOLO $0 $0 319
SUTTER $12,098,972 $6,049,486 403
YUBA $0 $0 536
SIERRA $0 $0 2
NEVADA $0 $0 3,411
PLACER $12,304,773 $6,199,720 526
EL DORADO $5,951,782 $2,975,891 980
SACRAMENTO $8,007,719 $3,748,081 1,148
ALPINE $0 $0 2


Regional Totals $55,461,206 $27,509,804 7,355
Region 4


MARIN $630,516 $0 374
NAPA $194,041 $0 137
SOLANO $8,075,878 $3,872,576 537
CONTRA COSTA $19,158,109 $8,872,041 3,297
ALAMEDA $0 $0 4,041
SAN FRANCISCO $0 $0 638
SAN MATEO $1,663,407 $0 441


Regional Totals $29,721,951 $12,744,617 9,465
Region 5


SANTA CLARA $31,979,965 $15,632,896 8,770
SANTA CRUZ $6,268,288 $3,134,144 1,393
SAN BENITO $1,208,809 $458,367 114
MONTEREY $9,691,705 $4,137,423 1,606


Regional Totals $49,148,767 $23,362,830 11,883
Region 6


AMADOR $3,217,410 $1,608,705 300
SAN JOAQUIN $45,142,318 $20,813,351 3,452
CALAVERAS $14,974,802 $7,487,401 588
TUOLUMNE $34,779 $17,389 12
STANISLAUS $69,212,338 $33,247,638 2,193


Regional Totals $132,581,647 $63,174,484 6,545
Region 7


MERCED $60,456,849 $29,913,521 1,465
MARIPOSA $0 $0 73
MADERA $18,112,780 $8,919,827 962
FRESNO $15,381,633 $7,040,949 2,094
KINGS $11,024,871 $3,990,833 430
TULARE $24,817,726 $10,997,989 2,246


Regional Totals $129,793,859 $60,863,119 7,270
Region 8


SAN LUIS OBISPO $30,912,293 $15,187,344 665
KERN $10,069,128 $0 4,552
SANTA BARBARA $647,155 $0 567
VENTURA $9,075,639 $4,468,203 2,590


Regional Totals $50,704,215 $19,655,547 8,374
Region 9


ORANGE $63,609,259 $31,568,858 7,184
SAN DIEGO $9,889,261 $4,016,746 4,151
IMPERIAL $28,496,339 $13,395,556 540


Regional Totals $101,994,859 $48,981,160 11,875
Region 10


RIVERSIDE $80,963,446 $39,135,387 7,864
INYO $5,496,853 $2,747,917 1,657
MONO $2,266,107 $0 429
SAN BERNARDINO $143,135,852 $69,160,121 3,173


Regional Totals $231,862,258 $111,043,425 13,123
Region 11


LOS ANGELES $128,573,902 $58,847,576 9,136
Regional Totals $128,573,902 $58,847,576 9,136


GRAND TOTALS $988,545,910 $463,899,277 89,863
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ATTACHMENT C 


 
 


The chart indicates the 
gross expenditures for 
the 56 new construction 
projects apportioned 
from January 2008 
through May 2013 that 
were required to submit 
a Project Information 
Worksheet (PIW) at the 
time this data was 
compiled. Of the 56 
projects, 53 included 
Financial Hardship 
Apportionments at the 
final adjusted grant 
funding stage. The data 
includes the State 
apportionment, the 
required district match, 
and any additional local 
contribution. 


COE State and Local 
Contributions 
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ATTACHMENT D 


 


The chart indicates the 
permanent square feet 
construction versus the 
total square feet 
construction (which 
includes modular and 
portable construction) 
for the 56 new 
construction projects 
apportioned from 
January 2008 through 
May 2013 that were 
required to submit a 
Project Information 
Worksheet (PIW) at the 
time this data was 
compiled. 


COE Permanent Construction  
by Region 
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County Offices of Education and the School Facility Program 


 
The County School Facilities Consortium (CSFC) appreciates the opportunity to provide the State 
Allocation Board (SAB) Program Review Subcommittee with input regarding the unique 
facilities needs of the populations we serve, as well as feedback on areas of potential 
improvement in a future state program.  The role of County Offices of Education (COEs) is 
distinct from their district partners, and therefore their experience in the School Facility Program 
(SFP) necessitates unique consideration.   
 
COEs work in partnership with the state to ensure that all students have access to a quality 
education, playing a vital role in implementing and enforcing state education policy.  In addition 
to providing direct educational services, COEs also monitor the fiscal health and academic 
environment of school districts, in furtherance of the state’s goals.  This oversight role has 
expanded with the adoption of the Local Control Funding Formula.   
 
COEs directly serve a diverse population of students with specialized needs on a regional basis, 
including those in special education, community and community day, and court school programs.  
These are often the most vulnerable or at-risk students who require additional resources in order 
to appropriately educate.  Compared to typical K-12 populations, COE students require smaller 
class sizes and additional support services, in addition to specialized facilities.   


 
All students, including those served by COEs, deserve equal access to 21st century learning 
environments.  The SFP has been an important tool to help achieve that goal, especially for 
COEs.   It is in the spirit of partnership and shared responsibilities that we provide the following 
remarks. 
 
Enrollment, Eligibility, and Grant Amounts 
Revisions to the calculations used to determine eligibility and funding could more precisely 
reflect the populations served by COEs. 
 
Enrollment Projection –  COEs experience an ebb and flow in their enrollment, resulting from the 
nature of district referrals and the goal of moving community school students back to their home 
district.  The Cohort Survival Projection method used to calculate eligibility may not be the ideal 
method for assessing future housing needs.  Year-over-year fluctuations in the number of students 
assigned by school districts can have a dramatic impact on the enrollment projection, which is 
only based on the pupils served by the COE and does not take into account the larger student 
population from which these students come.  Community school enrollment is dependent upon 
the actions of other agencies, including juvenile courts, county probation offices, and school 
districts, while enrollment for special education students depends upon identification and referral 
from school districts.   
 
Loading Standards – Community and community day schools serve at-risk students who are best 
served by a lower student-teacher ratio, which is often collectively bargained.  Community school 
students include those with attendance or behavior issues, many of whom have been expelled 
from their school districts, as well as students who are on probation or parole.  The traditional 
loading standards of 25:1 for K-6 and 27:1 for 7-12 are significantly higher than typical 
community school ratios, which differ from county to county but are usually between 15:1 and 
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20:1.  Because of this, COEs must use a disproportionate number of grants to house community 
school students.  This means that if a COE is constructing one 9-12 community school classroom 
with SFP dollars, it must use 27 grants of new construction eligibility for a facility that will only 
house 15 pupils, resulting in a net loss of eligibility and ultimately un-housed pupils.  CSFC 
recommends adjusting the SFP loading standards and corresponding grant amount for community 
and community day classrooms. 
 
Grant Adequacy – Community schools look different than their traditional counterparts, and it is 
often difficult to build a full campus under the SFP.  These schools require additional facilities to 
provide the necessary support services, such as space for probation officers or substance abuse 
programs, in additional to traditional core facilities like libraries and multipurpose rooms.  It is 
difficult to build all of the necessary facilities with the existing grade-level grant amounts.  
Community schools and other alternative education sites may benefit from their own definition of 
a “complete school” and corresponding review of grant adequacy.    Additionally, it would be 
beneficial to review the adequacy of SDC grants, which must help cover the costs of medical and 
occupational therapy space, toilets, and other specialized facilities. 
 
Special Education Siting 
Per Federal and State law, special education students are required to be served in their Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE), meaning that a student who has a disability should have the 
opportunity to be educated with their non-disabled peers, to the greatest extent appropriate.  
Ideally this means integrated placement of special education facilities on district sites, which 
necessitates successful coordination between the school districts,  COEs, and Special Education 
Local Plan Areas (SELPAs) who serve these students.  CSFC strongly believes that our special 
education students deserve facilities that are equal in quality and educational opportunity to those 
of their district peers, and a complete school is one that includes special education pupils.  
 
Project Approval Timelines – Financial Hardship review timelines can impede the progress of 
joint COE-district SFP projects, resulting in different timetables for state agency approvals and 
potentially jeopardizing the outcome of projects.  Local Education Agencies seeking assistance 
must have approval of Financial Hardship status prior to submitting an application for funding, 
which can create an approval process that is out of sync for concurrent COE and district projects 
on a district site.  Anything that can be done to streamline Financial Hardship review and to 
create a single approval process for joint projects would help ensure smoother project delivery. 
 
Siting Guidance – While COEs and districts aim for integration, the reality is that special 
education facilities are instead often placed on the periphery of a site or in substandard facilities.  
This is partly due to the fluctuating nature of the student population and the regional approach to 
providing program services, as well as the changing availability of space and facilities on district 
sites.  School siting is guided by Title 5 in the California Code of Regulations; these regulations 
should be updated to provide more firm guidance on special education siting in order to achieve 
greater integration and better serve students in their LRE. 
 
Portable Classrooms 
COE students deserve to be educated in facilities that meet the same standards as those serving 
their traditional counterparts, yet they are often educated in portable classrooms on both district 
and COE campuses.  Due to siting fluctuations described above, special education pupils are 
frequently accommodated in portables, which can be added to sites with relative ease or moved 
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from site to site.  Additionally, budget constraints often necessitate the use of portables, 
especially for COEs that participate in the Financial Hardship program.  Due to very limited 
budgets and penalties for exceeding the grant amount under Financial Hardship, portables may be 
the only option to construct a complete site, with core facilities and the specialized facilities 
needed to serve special and alternative education pupils.  Additionally, COEs can face challenges 
in negotiating long-term leases on district sites, making it difficult to construct permanent 
facilities and necessitating the use of portables. 
 
CSFC supports efforts to incentivize the replacement of portable classrooms with permanent 
facilities.  In particular, this may be a mechanism to help address special education siting issues 
by providing permanent, integrated facilities for special education students.  These students are 
sensitive to the disruption of being moved from site to site, and they would benefit greatly from 
the stability that would be afforded by permanent facilities. 
 
Revenue & Local Funding 
COEs have a capital responsibility yet little access to capital resources.  Most significantly, COEs 
lack the authority to issue local bonds.  Even if this authority were granted, it would be politically 
difficult to achieve successful elections on a county-wide basis. 
 
Developer Fees – COE severe Special Day Class students are not being captured by the developer 
fee calculation in existing statute, and are therefore an unfunded population. 
 
Financial Hardship 
We recognize that eligibility and funding elements of the Financial Hardship program are 
currently under review.  Given the local funding difficulties outlined above, we believe that COEs 
should continue to have the option of participating in the Financial Hardship program if they are 
unable to provide the full local match.  Additionally, we believe that the rules limiting the use of 
savings for COEs should be reviewed for possible modification. 
 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide these remarks, and we look forward to continuing to 
discuss the future of the SFP and how best to ensure California’s children all have access to clean, 
safe, 21st century facilities. 
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Items to Finalize/Continued Discussion 
 
Introduction 
 
Over the past year, the School Facility Program (SFP) Review Subcommittee (Subcommittee) has reviewed various 
aspects of the SFP and discussed options for change. The following issues have previously been presented, but the 
Subcommittee did not conclude the discussions: 
 


 Consolidating Special Programs 
 Modernization Eligibility 


 
Each topic is listed with a problem statement/area of concern and options presented for the Subcommittee’s 
consideration. A summary of each member’s comments on the topic follows the statements and options. 
 
 
Consolidating Special Programs 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
Can any special programs be consolidated in order to streamline the SFP? Which programs would the 
Subcommittee recommend keeping? 


 
Subcommittee Considerations 


 
The Subcommittee discussed the following special programs: 


 Seismic Mitigation Program 
 Career Technical Education Facilities Program 
 Critically Overcrowded Schools 
 Overcrowded Relief Grant 
 High Performance Incentive Grant 
 Joint Use Program  
 Facility Hardship (Replacement/Rehabilitation) 


 
The Charter School Facilities Program was discussed separately. 
 
Two methods for consolidating special programs were presented to the Subcommittee. One method would 
consolidate the funding sources of the various programs into two pots for new construction and 
modernization, but would retain the separate program requirements. Another method would consolidate the 
funding and programs requirements into two broad new construction and modernization programs new 
construction and modernization. 
 


Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 
 


Some members opposed consolidating the funding pots and programs. As an alternative to consolidating 
funding sources, members seemed to support putting some sort of time limit on separate pots (like the 
Critically Overcrowded Schools program) and providing the Board with the authority to transfer residual 
funds between programs. 
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Confirmation of Subcommittee Members’ Positions 
 
Introduction 
 
Over the past year, the School Facility Program (SFP) Review Subcommittee (Subcommittee) has reviewed the 
individual programs that make up the SFP and discussed various options for change. Ultimately, the goal of the 
Subcommittee is to bring back recommendations for the full State Allocation Board (Board) to consider. During the 
discussions, Staff did not hear responses from all members when some areas for change were proposed.  In order to 
prepare recommendations for the full Board, Staff would like to confirm the Subcommittee members’ position on the 
issues presented below.  
 
I. New Construction Eligibility 


1. All school districts should be required to re-establish the new construction eligibility baseline in order to be 
eligible to receive funding under a new bond.  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


2. The SFP Regulations should be aligned with California Code of Regulations, Title 5 for purposes of 
establishing a school district’s Gross Classroom Inventory (GCI) (defined term in SFP Regulations) if a new 
statewide school bond is passed in 2014.  Definition of a classroom should be flexible and hold districts 
accountable for local decisions.  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


3. When preparing the GCI, a school district should count portable classrooms (as defined in Education Code 
(EC) Section 17070.15(j)) as existing inventory.  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.”  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


II. New Construction Funding 


1.  New construction grants may continue to be used for the purpose of constructing portable classrooms (as 
defined above).  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


 
2. Supplemental grants for fire alarms and fire sprinklers should be combined with the new construction base 


grant.  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 
 


III. Modernization Eligibility 


1. All school districts should be required to re-establish the modernization eligibility baseline at each site in 
order to be eligible to receive funding under a new bond.  YES or NO or ABSTAIN  


2. Modernization eligibility should continue with the current age-based model.  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


3. Supplemental grants for fire alarms should be combined with the modernization base grant.  YES or NO or 
ABSTAIN 
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IV. Modernization Funding 


1. Modernization grants may continue to be used for the purpose of modernizing or replacing portable 
classrooms (as defined previously).  YES or NO or ABSTAIN  


2. Alternative:  Use of modernization grants should be limited to incentivizing the replacement of existing 
portable classrooms with permanent construction.  YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


V. Charter School Facilities Program 


The Charter School Facilities Program should continue to have a separate allocation of bond authority in a new 
bond. YES or NO or ABSTAIN 


VI. Statewide Facilities Inventory 


A statewide facilities inventory database for all K-12 public schools in California should be established.  YES or 
NO or ABSTAIN 
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ATTACHMENT 
 
Summary of Issues Discussed Previously  
 
The Subcommittee has discussed a number of topics related to the SFP. Below is a list of the various discussion 
items presented at past meetings: 
 


 New Construction Eligibility 
 New Construction Funding 
 Modernization Eligibility 
 Modernization Funding 
 Special Programs 
 Charter School Facilities Program 
 Statewide Facilities Inventory 


 
In the next section, each topic above is listed with the original problem statement/area of concern and the options 
presented for the Subcommittee’s consideration.  A summary of each member’s comments on the topic follows the 
statements and options.  


23







 
10/24/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


New Construction Eligibility 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 


 Should new construction eligibility generated by dwelling units be reserved for use on projects serving 
the new development? 


 Explore alternatives to the existing SFP definition of a classroom and how classrooms are counted and 
loaded in the SFP for purposes of both the Gross Classroom Inventory (GCI) and new construction 
funding applications. 


 How can the current method of determining eligibility and projecting future needs for school facilities be 
improved? Should baseline eligibility be re-established? 


 
Subcommittee Considerations 
 


 Restriction of use of dwelling unit eligibility based on source/origin 
 Loading and counting classrooms for the classroom inventory 


 
Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 
 


In regard to restricting the use of dwelling unit eligibility, members did not support any of the options 
presented, as they were potentially too restrictive. Some members did not feel that additional restrictions or 
regulations are necessary. One member supported some form of accountability, but in a different form than 
the proposed options. 
 
In regard to loading and counting classrooms, although the members did not reach a consensus on a 
specific option, they all supported expanded flexibility, along with consistency between the Office of Public 
School Construction and the California Department of Education, and accountability. Some members 
emphasized the need for accountability, and felt that the pupil capacity of facilities constructed under more 
flexible requirements should not be changed later on if districts no longer like the design. 
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New Construction Funding 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 


 Should bond funds continue to be provided to construct portable facilities? Should the Board continue 
to provide equal funding for portable facilities as permanent? 


 Is the current method of calculating the grants (per-pupil base grant plus supplemental grants) working? 
 
Subcommittee Considerations 
 


 Consider whether to provide new construction funding for the construction of portable classrooms. If so, 
at the same rate or at a lesser grant amount than permanent facilities? 


 Consolidate supplemental grants into the base grant. 
 


Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 
 


In regard to funding for portable facilities, no single option presented garnered support from the 
Subcommittee.  One member supported limited funding for interim housing portables. One member did not 
support providing bond funds for portables that will not last as long as the life of the bond. Another member 
asked whether restrictions for financial hardship projects forced entities to choose portable construction. 
 
In regard to consolidating new construction supplemental grants, the members considered the possibility of 
consolidating the fire alarm and fire sprinkler grants into the base grant, but did not fully express support for 
or opposition to consolidation. 
 
One member asked whether only the 60 percent option Modernization Excessive Cost Hardship Grant for 
Accessibility and Fire/Life Safety should be available. The member also asked whether a grant for 
handicapped accessibility compliance could be provided with an increased base grant. 
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Modernization Eligibility 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 


 Should portable facilities generate eligibility for modernization funding? 
 How should modernization eligibility be determined? Does the current method based on building age 


work, or should alternative methods such as those based on the condition of the facility be considered? 
 


Subcommittee Considerations 
 


The Subcommittee heard three options regarding modernization eligibility for portable facilities: lowering the 
age of eligibility for portable replacement, allowing portable facilities to generate eligibility for replacement 
only, or no modernization funding for portable facilities. 


 
Two modernization eligibility models were presented to the Subcommittee: an age-based eligibility and 
condition-based eligibility. 


 
Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 


 
In general, the members did not support a single option presented related to eligibility for portable facilities 
or eligibility models in general 
 
Portable facilities: One member supported not allowing modernization funds to be spent on modernizing 
portables. 
 
Eligibility models:   One member supported an eligibility determination model based on age and condition. 
Other members opposed a condition-based eligibility model and preferred an age-based model. One 
member stated that a condition-based model could be appropriate when there is a scarcity of funds; 
otherwise, the age-based model seems to work. One member proposed an eligibility model based on age 
and facility capacity. 
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Modernization Funding 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 


 How should modernization funding be provided overall? 
 Should modernization funding be provided for portables? If so, how? 
 Is the current per-pupil grant funding model working? 


 
Subcommittee members have expressed the following concerns with the current funding model for the 
modernization program: 


 The current system does not consider the condition of the facilities.  For example, a 40 year old building 
may be in excellent condition, whereas a 10 year old building may need significant work. 


 On sites with facilities of varying ages, it is difficult to plan a modernization project for the whole site. 
 The current system may not provide sufficient funding to provide for educational modernization as well as 


modernization of the facilities themselves. 
 
Subcommittee Considerations 


 
Three models for modernization funding were presented to the Subcommittee: cost estimate-based funding, 
square footage-based funding, and per-pupil grant-based funding (current model).  


 
Three options for funding portable facilities were presented to the Subcommittee: no modernization funds for 
portables, providing modernization funding incentives for replacement of existing portables with permanent, 
and providing no modernization funds for portables. 
 


Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 
 
The Subcommittee did not fully complete the discussion on the proposed modernization funding models. 
One member felt that the per-pupil grant funding method is essentially a cap on State funding, and that the 
funding cap should be removed to allow projects to fully address building condition and educational 
modernization. Another member expressed some concern about removing a cap on modernization funding 
and felt that there should be some form of accountability. One member expressed support for square 
footage-based funding. 
 
The Subcommittee did not support a single option for modernization funding for portable facilities. Some 
members did not support providing funding to modernize portable facilities and preferred that modernization 
funds for portables go toward replacement.  
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Special Programs 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
Can any special programs be consolidated in order to streamline the SFP? 


 
Subcommittee Considerations 
 
 The Subcommittee discussed the following special programs: 


 Seismic Mitigation Program 
 Career Technical Education Facilities Program 
 Critically Overcrowded Schools 
 Overcrowded Relief Grant 
 High Performance Incentive Grant 
 Joint Use Program  
 Facility Hardship (Replacement/Rehabilitation) 


 
The Charter School Facilities Program was discussed separately. 
 
Two methods for consolidating special programs were presented to the Subcommittee. One method would 
consolidate the funding sources of the various programs into two pots for new construction and 
modernization, but would retain the separate program requirements. Another method would consolidate the 
funding and programs requirements into two broad new construction and modernization programs new 
construction and modernization. 
 


Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 
 


Some members opposed consolidating the funding pots and programs. As an alternative to consolidating 
funding sources, members seemed to support putting some sort of time limit on separate pots (like the 
Critically Overcrowded Schools program) and providing the Board with the authority to transfer residual 
funds between programs. 
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Charter School Facilities Program 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
What changes or improvements are needed for the Charter School Facilities Program (CSFP)?  
 


Subcommittee Considerations 
 


An overview of the CSFP was presented to the Subcommittee, but no specific options for change were 
presented. 
 


Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 
 


No changes were recommended thus far.  
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School Facility Inventory 
 


Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
What are the potential options for establishing a statewide database of all public school facilities? 
 


Subcommittee Considerations 
 
An overview of a previous K-12 school facility inventory system and systems in other states was presented 
to the Subcommittee. The Subcommittee also heard presentations on facility inventory systems for two 
school districts and the California Community Colleges system. 


 
Subcommittee Member Comments/Statements 


 
Some members seemed to agree that a statewide school facility inventory system is desired. There has not 
yet been a decision as to what information will be collected and how it will be used. The members requested 
input from stakeholders and the presenters on what data would be necessary for a facility inventory system. 
A handout with potential data fields was circulated at the meeting by a Subcommittee member for interested 
parties to review.  
 


30





		Table of Contents


		Financial Hardship


		County Offices of Education


		CSFC White Paper




		Items to Finalize


		Confirmation











 


11/12/2013State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 


 
 


TAB SUBJECT PAGE 
 


1 Future School Facility Needs 1 
 


2 California School Facilities Funding Need Summary, 21 
 Report by the Assistant Executive Officer 
 
 







 


11/12/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


Future School Facility Needs Discussion 
 
 
Purpose of Report 
 
The purpose of the item is to present historical information on the School Facility Program and local bonds as 
background for the Subcommittee’s discussion of a potential statewide school facilities general obligation bond. 
 
Problem Statement/Area of Concern 
 
Members of the School Facility Program (SFP) Review Subcommittee have expressed a desire to explore the need 
or demand for a future bond. 
 
 
Overview 
 
Staff is presenting historical information on the SFP and local school facility bonds approved since 1998 in this item. 
At this time, Staff does not have current, updated enrollment projections and current pupil capacity for all school 
districts to make a reliable estimate of future new housing needs. In addition, a reliable estimate of actual statewide 
modernization needs is difficult to provide when many school sites have not established modernization eligibility. It is 
also unknown if districts have modernized facilities with local funding. This item provides historical information on 
program eligibility for funding and apportionments.  
 


Section I: Historical School Facility Bond Use, 1998-2013 
 How much funding was approved in each program? 
 How long did the bond authority last? 


 
Section II: Eligibility for New Construction and Modernization Funding 


 How many districts have established new construction eligibility, and how much is remaining? 
 Statewide K-12 Enrollment Projection, 2012-2022 
 How many sites have established modernization eligibility, and how much is remaining?  


 
 
In addition, Attachments A, B, C, D and E are provided for reference: 


 Attachment A, Unfunded List (Lack of Authority) as of October 14, 2013 
 Attachment B, New Construction Acknowledged Applications Received Past Existing Authority as of 


October 18, 2013 
 Attachment C, Modernization Acknowledged Applications Received Past Existing Authority as of  


October 18, 2013 
 Attachment D, Department of Finance: California Public K–12 Graded Enrollment and High School 


Graduate Projections by County - 2012 Series 
 Attachment E, Approved Local School Facility General Obligation Bonds, 1998-2013   
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I. Historical School Facility Bond Use, 1998-2013 
 


Figure 1 below shows the cumulative amount of bond funds approved by the Board by program between 1998 and 
2013, and the average annual amount [including apportionments and projects approved for placement on the 
Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans)] within this time frame. Some programs were not in existence when the SFP 
was first established in 1998. 
 
Figure 1 – SFP Approvals 1998-20131 


 


Program 
Cumulative 
Approvals 
(in millions) 


Average Annual 
Board Approvals 


(in millions) 


New Construction2 $ 17,634.4 $ 1,237.5 


Modernization2  11,229.4  788.0 


Total $ 28,863.8 $ 2,025.5 


 


 


1 Amounts represent project apportionments, unfunded approvals placed on the Unfunded List (Lack of AB 55 Loans), 
rescissions, closeout adjustments and administrative costs. 


2 Amounts shown do not include approvals for Facility Hardship Replacement and Rehabilitation projects or projects placed on 
the Unfunded List (Lack of Authority). Amounts include site and design approvals. 
3 Includes Preliminary Apportionments or Preliminary Charter School Apportionments.  


Program 
Cumulative 
Approvals  
(in millions) 


Charter School Facilities3 $ 801.0 


Joint-Use  179.4 


Career Technical Education Facilities  495.1 


Overcrowding Relief Grant  960.8 


Critically Overcrowded Schools3  2,172.7 


Total $ 4,608.3 
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II. Eligibility for New Construction and Modernization Funding 
 
The following section presents a broad overview of the status of new construction and modernization eligibility in the 
SFP.  
 
New Construction Eligibility 
 
Figures 2A and 2B compare the districts that have and have not established new construction eligibility. 
 
Figure 2A - New Construction Eligibility Established (Districts) 
 
As of 2013, 679 of 1,038 districts, or 65 percent, have established new construction eligibility. 359 of 1,038 districts, 
or 35 percent, have not established new construction eligibility. 
 


 


 
Figure 2B - New Construction Eligibility Established (2012-2013 Pupil Enrollment) 
 
The 679 school districts that have established new construction eligibility as of 2013 have a pupil enrollment of 
5,537,240 for 2012-2013, which is 89 percent of the statewide K-12 public school enrollment for 2012-2013. The 359 
school districts that have not established new construction eligibility have a pupil enrollment of 693,046 which is 11 
percent of the statewide K-12 public school enrollment for 2012-2013. 
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Figures 3A and 3B – Estimated Remaining New Construction Eligibility 
 
Figure 3A shows the remaining approved new construction eligibility as of October 30, 2013. 
 
Considerations 


 The eligibility represented in this chart could be 1 to 15 years out of date, depending on when each district’s 
last update was submitted. An exception is for eligibility for districts with 2,500 pupils or less, as they are 
allowed to “lock in” eligibility for up to three reporting periods. The eligibility information is not current for two 
reasons: 


o Pursuant to SFP Regulation Sections 1859.95 and 1859.95.1, Staff has not processed new 
construction eligibility updates and applications received on or after November 1, 2012.  


o Although eligibility fluctuates each year due to changes in projected enrollment, districts are not 
required to update their SFP new construction eligibility annually.  


 The estimated eligibility below only reflects the facility inventory for school districts that have established 
eligibility, and as of their last eligibility update. It does not reflect a facility inventory of all school districts.  
 


Figure 3A 


 
 
Figure 3B shows when the last new construction eligibility update for enrollment was approved by the Board. Figure 
3B only represents the 594 districts with remaining new construction eligibility (out of the 679 districts represented in 
Figures 2A and 2B). 262 districts, or 44 percent, last updated eligibility for enrollment from 2009 to 2013. 216 
districts, or 36 percent, last updated eligibility from 2004 to 2008. 116 districts, or 20 percent, last updated eligibility 
from 1999 to 2003. 
 
Figure 3B 
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Figure 4 – Remaining New Construction Eligibility – Potential Value 
 
Figure 4 translates the remaining new construction eligibility into potential dollar values. The remaining per-pupil 
grant eligibility is multiplied by the 2013 per-pupil base grant amount for the corresponding grade category. The 
potential value of base grants for the remaining new construction eligibility is $8.1 billion. The estimated potential 
value of the site acquisition grant grants is $2.0 billion (based on a historical average of 24.8 percent of the base 
grant4). The estimated potential value of the supplemental grants is $2.5 billion (based on a historical average of 30.7 
percent of the base grant4). The total potential value of the remaining new construction eligibility is $12.6 billion. 
These potential grant amounts assume that the new construction funding program will continue in its current state. 
Any changes to the program could alter the potential value of the remaining eligibility. 
 
Considerations 
The considerations listed for Figure 3A also apply to Figure 4.  


 The eligibility represented in this chart could be 1 to 15 years out of date, depending on when each district’s 
last update was submitted. An exception is for eligibility for districts with 2,500 pupils or less, as they are 
allowed to “lock in” eligibility for up to three reporting periods. The eligibility information is not current for two 
reasons: 


o Pursuant to SFP Regulation Sections 1859.95 and 1859.95.1, Staff has not processed new 
construction eligibility updates and applications received on or after November 1, 2012.  


o Although eligibility fluctuates each year due to changes in projected enrollment, districts are not 
required to update their SFP new construction eligibility annually.  


 The estimated eligibility below only reflects the facility inventory for school districts that have established 
eligibility, and as of their last eligibility update. It does not reflect a facility inventory of all school districts. 


 Therefore, the actual statewide need for new construction funding could be higher or lower than the 
amounts listed below. 


 
Figure 4 


Grade 
Category 


Remaining 
Per-Pupil 
Eligibility 


Per-Pupil 
Grant  
(2013) 


Potential Value 
of New 


Construction 
Base Grants 


Potential Site 
Acquisition 


Grants  
(24.8% of 


base grant)4 


Potential 
Supplement-


al Grants 
(30.7% of 


base grant)4 


Total 
Potential 


Value 


in millions 


K-6 340,796 $ 9,751 $ 3,323.1 $ 824.1 $ 1,020.2 $ 5,167.4 


7-8 87,929  10,312  906.7  224.9  278.4  1,410.0 


9-12 178,035  13,119  2,335.6  579.2  717.0  3,631.8 


Non-Severe 29,504  18,321  540.5  134.1  165.9  840.5 


Severe 37,249  27,396  1,020.5  253.1  313.3  1,586.9 


 
673,513 


 
$ 8,126.4  $ 2,015.4 $ 2,494.8 $ 12,636.6 


4 Source: August 13, 2013 School Facility Program Review Subcommittee Agenda, “Consolidating Supplemental Grants” pg. 27.  
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Figures 5A and 5B – Statewide K-12 Enrollment Projection, 2013-2022 
 
Figure 5A illustrates the projected statewide K-12 enrollment for 2012-2022, as reported by the Department of 
Finance in California Public K–12 Graded Enrollment and High School Graduate Projections by County-2012 Series. 
 
Figure 5A 


 
Source: Department of Finance in California Public K–12 Graded Enrollment and High School Graduate Projections by County - 
2012 Series. 
 
Figure 5B lists the statewide projected enrollment by year, the percentage enrollment change between each year and 
the previous year, and the percentage enrollment change between each year and the 2012-13 projection. 
 
Figure 5B 


  


Enrollment Year 


2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 


Projected 
Enrollment 
(in millions) 


6,232,996 6,240,603 6,234,415 6,228,343 6,221,940 6,225,098 6,234,607 6,252,065 6,277,337 6,294,131 


% Enrollment 
Change Over 


Prior Year 
0.00% 0.12% -0.10% -0.10% -0.10% 0.05% 0.15% 0.28% 0.40% 0.27% 


% Enrollment 
Change Over 


2012-13 
0.00% 0.12% 0.02% -0.07% -0.18% -0.13% 0.03% 0.31% 0.71% 0.98% 


Source: Department of Finance in California Public K–12 Graded Enrollment and High School Graduate Projections by County - 
2012 Series.  
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Modernization Eligibility 
 
Figure 6 – Modernization Eligibility Established (School Sites) 
 
Figure 6 compares the number of schools that have and have not established modernization eligibility. As of 2013, 
6,312 of 9,895 school sites (64 percent) have established modernization eligibility. 3,583 of 9,895 school sites (36 
percent) have not established modernization eligibility. Some school sites may not have modernization established 
because the facilities have not yet reached modernization age (25 years for permanent and 20 years for portable 
facilities). The total number of school sites was obtained from the California Department of Education website. 
 


 
 
Figure 7 – Remaining Modernization Eligibility 
 
Figure 7 illustrates the remaining approved modernization eligibility by grade category.  
 
Considerations 


 These amounts only represent sites that have established eligibility, and reflect eligibility as of the last 
approved update (which could have been several years in the past).  


 Pursuant to SFP Regulation Sections 1859.95 and 1859.95.1, Staff has not processed modernization 
eligibility updates and applications received on or after November 1, 2012.  


 If all districts were required to establish and update modernization eligibility for all school sites, the amounts 
below would likely be greater. They would include additional buildings that have recently reached 
modernization age and sites that have not currently established modernization eligibility.  
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Figure 8 – Remaining Modernization Eligibility – Potential Value 
 
Figure 8 translates the remaining modernization eligibility into potential dollar values. The remaining per-pupil grant 
eligibility is multiplied by the 2013 per-pupil base grant amount for the corresponding grade category. The potential 
value of base grants for the remaining modernization eligibility is $3.5 billion. The estimated potential value of base 
grants plus supplemental grants for the remaining modernization eligibility is $4.4 billion (based on total supplemental 
grants historically averaging 26 percent of the base grant5). These potential grant amounts assume that the 
modernization funding program will continue in its current state. Any changes to the modernization program could 
alter the potential value of the remaining modernization eligibility. 
 
Considerations 


 The remaining modernization eligibility amounts do not represent the potential eligibility for all school sites 
with facilities of modernization age. 


 These amounts only represent schools that have had eligibility established. 
 Actual statewide need for modernization funding could be greater or less. Future projects could receive a 


greater or lesser supplemental grant depending on project-specific characteristics.  
 


Grade 
Category 


Remaining 
Per-Pupil 
Eligibility 


Per-Pupil 
Grant  
(2013) 


Potential Value of 
Modernization 
Base Grants 


Potential Value of 
Modernization 
Base Grant + 


Projected 26% 
Supplemental 


Grants5 


in millions 


K-6 415,221 $ 3,713 $ 1,541.7 $ 1,945.4 


7-8 147,228 3,928 578.3 729.8 


9-12 218,705 5,141 1,124.4 1,418.8 


Non-Severe 15,290 7,914 121.0 152.7 


Severe 9,138 11,829 108.1 136.4 


 
 805,582 


 
$ 3,473.5 $ 4,383.1 


5 Source: August 13, 2013 School Facility Program Review Subcommittee Agenda, “Consolidating Supplemental Grants” pg. 32.  
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ATTACHMENT A
New Construction Unfunded Approvals (Lack of Authority) as of


October 14, 2013 SAB


BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 50/61424-00-002 New Construction G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 680,725.00 680,725.00 680,725.00 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 50/66423-00-009 New Construction G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 5,221,631.00 5,221,631.00 5,902,356.00 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 50/66423-00-009 New Construction G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 567,883.00 567,883.00 6,470,239.00 Yes
BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 50/61424-00-003 New Construction G 8/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 7,480,285.00 7,480,285.00 13,950,524.00 Yes
EL DORADO EL DORADO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 50/10090-99-002 New Construction D 8/21/2012 3/20/2013 462,480.00 0.00 462,480.00 924,960.00 14,875,484.00 Yes
YOLO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 50/72694-00-011 New Construction G 8/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,241,820.00 1,241,820.00 16,117,304.00 Yes
FRESNO COALINGA/HURON JOINT UNIFIED 50/62125-00-004 New Construction G 8/24/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,718,975.00 2,718,975.00 18,836,279.00 Yes
FRESNO COALINGA/HURON JOINT UNIFIED 50/62125-00-004 New Construction G 8/24/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 345,232.00 345,232.00 19,181,511.00 Yes
TULARE BUENA VISTA ELEMENTARY 50/71829-00-003 New Construction D 8/24/2012 3/20/2013 229,772.50 0.00 230,529.50 460,302.00 19,641,813.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ACTON-AGUA DULCE UNIFIED 50/75309-00-001 New Construction G 8/29/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 14,319,518.00 14,319,518.00 33,961,331.00 Yes
SANTA CRUZ SANTA CRUZ COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 50/10447-00-002 New Construction G 8/29/2012 3/20/2013 6,609,447.00 0.00 6,650,754.00 13,260,201.00 47,221,532.00 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOSAN BERNARDINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 50/10363-03-085 New Construction D 9/11/2012 3/20/2013 126,527.50 0.00 126,527.50 253,055.00 47,474,587.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA PITTSBURG UNIFIED 50/61788-00-010 New Construction G 9/18/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 871,536.00 871,536.00 48,346,123.00 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOSAN BERNARDINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 50/10363-04-037 New Construction D 9/11/2012 5/22/2013 708,426.00 0.00 708,426.00 1,416,852.00 49,762,975.00 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-017 New Construction G 9/21/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,047,271.00 1,047,271.00 50,810,246.00 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-018 New Construction G 9/21/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 930,798.00 930,798.00 51,741,044.00 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-020 New Construction G 9/21/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,028,686.00 1,028,686.00 52,769,730.00 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-021 New Construction G 9/21/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,023,887.00 1,023,887.00 53,793,617.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 New Construction G 10/9/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 15,686,463.00 15,686,463.00 69,480,080.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-024 New Construction G 10/9/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 576,528.00 576,528.00 70,056,608.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-013 New Construction G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,457,114.00 3,457,114.00 73,513,722.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 New Construction G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 6,709,133.00 6,709,133.00 80,222,855.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-015 New Construction G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 380,081.00 380,081.00 80,602,936.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-016 New Construction G 10/18/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,303,604.00 2,303,604.00 82,906,540.00 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 15,473,999.00 15,473,999.00 98,380,539.00 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 455,911.00 455,911.00 98,836,450.00 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-027 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 10,049,179.00 10,049,179.00 108,885,629.00 Yes
KERN BAKERSFIELD CITY ELEMENTARY 50/63321-00-027 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 445,013.00 445,013.00 109,330,642.00 Yes
RIVERSIDE VAL VERDE UNIFIED 50/75242-00-026 New Construction G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 21,621,701.00 21,621,701.00 130,952,343.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-025 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,018,437.00 1,018,437.00 131,970,780.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-025 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 17,698.00 17,698.00 131,988,478.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-026 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 546,665.00 546,665.00 132,535,143.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 50/62166-00-026 New Construction G 10/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 8,324.00 8,324.00 132,543,467.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-017 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,312,050.00 2,312,050.00 134,855,517.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-018 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 6,218,513.00 6,218,513.00 141,074,030.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 50/66597-00-018 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 517,682.00 517,682.00 141,591,712.00 Yes
RIVERSIDE TEMECULA VALLEY UNIFIED 50/75192-00-039 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,563,291.00 1,563,291.00 143,155,003.00 Yes
SONOMA WINDSOR UNIFIED 50/75358-00-014 New Construction G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 141,044.00 141,044.00 143,296,047.00 Yes
SAN MATEO SEQUOIA UNION HIGH 50/69062-01-003 New Construction G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,478,179.00 1,478,179.00 144,774,226.00 Yes
RIVERSIDE CORONA-NORCO UNIFIED 50/67033-00-036 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 683,175.00 683,175.00 145,457,401.00 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOVICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-021 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,242,878.00 3,242,878.00 148,700,279.00 Yes
SAN BERNARDINOVICTOR VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/67934-00-022 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,360,869.00 3,360,869.00 152,061,148.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 50/73791-00-014 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 30,518,867.00 30,518,867.00 182,580,015.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-001 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 4,166,578.00 4,166,578.00 186,746,593.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 50/69641-00-002 New Construction G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,485,437.00 1,485,437.00 188,232,030.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 50/61804-01-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 612,224.00 612,224.00 188,844,254.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 50/64865-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 999,139.00 999,139.00 189,843,393.00 Yes
ORANGE TUSTIN UNIFIED 50/73643-00-019 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 5,930,954.00 5,930,954.00 195,774,347.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SOLANA BEACH ELEMENTARY 50/68387-00-002 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 12,065,129.00 12,065,129.00 207,839,476.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN LAMMERSVILLE JOINT UNIFIED 50/76760-00-006 New Construction G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 10,815,703.00 10,815,703.00 218,655,179.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 50/64352-02-001 New Construction G 10/31/2012 7/10/2013 0.00 0.00 16,505,991.00 16,505,991.00 235,161,170.00 Yes


New Construction (inlcudes High Performance Incentive Grant): $235,161,170
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FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-136 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,777,695.00 1,777,695.00 1,777,695.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-582 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 815,979.00 815,979.00 2,593,674.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-583 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,352,162.00 1,352,162.00 3,945,836.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-584 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,412,320.00 1,412,320.00 5,358,156.00 Yes
TULARE DINUBA UNIFIED 57/75531-00-004 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 1,608,887.00 0.00 2,743,225.00 4,352,112.00 9,710,268.00 Yes
TULARE DINUBA UNIFIED 57/75531-00-005 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 2,218,940.00 0.00 3,621,473.00 5,840,413.00 15,550,681.00 Yes
TULARE DINUBA UNIFIED 57/75531-00-006 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 440,457.00 0.00 721,450.00 1,161,907.00 16,712,588.00 Yes
TULARE DINUBA UNIFIED 57/75531-00-007 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 1,485,993.00 0.00 2,437,541.00 3,923,534.00 20,636,122.00 Yes
TULARE DINUBA UNIFIED 57/75531-00-008 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 855,749.00 0.00 1,386,442.00 2,242,191.00 22,878,313.00 Yes
TULARE DINUBA UNIFIED 57/75531-00-009 Modernization G 5/4/2012 12/12/2012 386,183.00 0.00 620,375.00 1,006,558.00 23,884,871.00 Yes
FRESNO FIREBAUGH-LAS DELTAS UNIFIED 57/73809-00-004 Modernization G 5/7/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 663,563.00 663,563.00 24,548,434.00 Yes
FRESNO FIREBAUGH-LAS DELTAS UNIFIED 57/73809-00-004 Modernization G 5/7/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 262,185.00 262,185.00 24,810,619.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-024 Modernization G 5/8/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 598,392.00 598,392.00 25,409,011.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-025 Modernization G 5/8/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 126,160.00 126,160.00 25,535,171.00 Yes
ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-068 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,734,121.00 1,734,121.00 27,269,292.00 Yes
ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-069 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 894,129.00 894,129.00 28,163,421.00 Yes
FRESNO CLOVIS UNIFIED 57/62117-00-032 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 2,038,131.00 2,038,131.00 30,201,552.00 Yes
FRESNO CLOVIS UNIFIED 57/62117-00-032 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 304,644.00 304,644.00 30,506,196.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-033 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 8,266,511.00 8,266,511.00 38,772,707.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-033 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 272,324.00 272,324.00 39,045,031.00 Yes
TULARE OAK VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72017-00-002 Modernization G 5/9/2012 12/12/2012 121,469.00 0.00 182,204.00 303,673.00 39,348,704.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-585 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 7,311,673.00 7,311,673.00 46,660,377.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-010 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 913,941.00 913,941.00 47,574,318.00 Yes
ORANGE PLACENTIA-YORBA LINDA UNIFIED 57/66647-00-033 Modernization G 5/10/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,758,421.00 1,758,421.00 49,332,739.00 Yes
ORANGE SANTA ANA UNIFIED 57/66670-00-052 Modernization G 5/11/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 3,220,891.00 3,220,891.00 52,553,630.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-137 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 4,489,222.00 4,489,222.00 57,042,852.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-137 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 400,833.00 400,833.00 57,443,685.00 Yes
KERN SIERRA SANDS UNIFIED 57/73742-00-008 Modernization G 5/15/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 5,042,273.00 5,042,273.00 62,485,958.00 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-006 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,502,290.00 1,502,290.00 63,988,248.00 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 57/66423-00-030 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 4,998,601.00 4,998,601.00 68,986,849.00 Yes
ORANGE ANAHEIM CITY 57/66423-00-030 Modernization G 5/17/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 458,647.00 458,647.00 69,445,496.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-034 Modernization G 5/21/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 700,708.00 700,708.00 70,146,204.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-010 Modernization G 5/25/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 259,210.00 259,210.00 70,405,414.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-37-006 Modernization G 5/29/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 372,000.00 372,000.00 70,777,414.00 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-003 Modernization G 5/30/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 716,504.00 716,504.00 71,493,918.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA PITTSBURG UNIFIED 57/61788-00-009 Modernization G 5/31/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 3,272,108.00 3,272,108.00 74,766,026.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO GROSSMONT UNION HIGH 57/68130-00-018 Modernization G 6/1/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 1,943,275.00 1,943,275.00 76,709,301.00 Yes
SAN JOAQUIN STOCKTON UNIFIED 57/68676-00-035 Modernization G 6/4/2012 12/12/2012 0.00 0.00 136,160.00 136,160.00 76,845,461.00 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 353,464.00 353,464.00 77,198,925.00 Yes
HUMBOLDT EUREKA CITY UNIFIED 57/75515-00-011 Modernization G 6/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 11,126.00 11,126.00 77,210,051.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,236,680.00 2,236,680.00 79,446,731.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CARLSBAD UNIFIED 57/73551-00-009 Modernization G 6/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 70,162.00 70,162.00 79,516,893.00 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 5,732,333.00 5,732,333.00 85,249,226.00 Yes
FRESNO WASHINGTON UNIFIED 57/76778-00-001 Modernization G 6/12/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 173,732.00 173,732.00 85,422,958.00 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,034,935.00 1,034,935.00 86,457,893.00 Yes
MARIN LARKSPUR ELEMENTARY 57/65367-00-004 Modernization G 6/12/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 32,350.00 32,350.00 86,490,243.00 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,308,551.00 1,308,551.00 87,798,794.00 Yes
EL DORADO LAKE TAHOE UNIFIED 57/61903-00-007 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 40,994.00 40,994.00 87,839,788.00 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 134,702.00 134,702.00 87,974,490.00 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-003 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 4,209.00 4,209.00 87,978,699.00 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 597,142.00 597,142.00 88,575,841.00 Yes
MENDOCINO ANDERSON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/65540-00-004 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 18,743.00 18,743.00 88,594,584.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 835,551.00 835,551.00 89,430,135.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-009 Modernization G 6/14/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 26,228.00 26,228.00 89,456,363.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 650,564.00 650,564.00 90,106,927.00 Yes
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LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-026 Modernization G 6/18/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 20,421.00 20,421.00 90,127,348.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,815,685.00 1,815,685.00 91,943,033.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-586 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 56,820.00 56,820.00 91,999,853.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,407,694.00 1,407,694.00 93,407,547.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-587 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 44,178.00 44,178.00 93,451,725.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 810,377.00 810,377.00 94,262,102.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-588 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 25,431.00 25,431.00 94,287,533.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,413,624.00 1,413,624.00 95,701,157.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-17-012 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 44,273.00 44,273.00 95,745,430.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,839,200.00 4,839,200.00 100,584,630.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-32-022 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 151,441.00 151,441.00 100,736,071.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,626,001.00 2,626,001.00 103,362,072.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-005 Modernization G 6/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 82,280.00 82,280.00 103,444,352.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 3,442,280.00 3,442,280.00 106,886,632.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-138 Modernization G 6/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 108,221.00 108,221.00 106,994,853.00 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,796,516.00 1,796,516.00 108,791,369.00 Yes
GLENN ORLAND JOINT UNIFIED 57/75481-00-005 Modernization G 6/22/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 56,569.00 56,569.00 108,847,938.00 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 440,998.00 440,998.00 109,288,936.00 Yes
SACRAMENTO SAN JUAN UNIFIED 57/67447-00-058 Modernization G 6/27/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 13,885.00 13,885.00 109,302,821.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,111,809.00 4,111,809.00 113,414,630.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA EAST SIDE UNION HIGH 57/69427-00-033 Modernization G 6/27/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 107,194.00 107,194.00 113,521,824.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,187,376.00 2,187,376.00 115,709,200.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-011 Modernization G 6/29/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 68,744.00 68,744.00 115,777,944.00 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,433,625.00 1,433,625.00 117,211,569.00 Yes
SONOMA RINCON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/70896-00-008 Modernization G 7/2/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 45,146.00 45,146.00 117,256,715.00 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,082,124.00 2,082,124.00 119,338,839.00 Yes
FRESNO CENTRAL UNIFIED 57/73965-00-007 Modernization G 7/3/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 65,540.00 65,540.00 119,404,379.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,066,177.00 2,066,177.00 121,470,556.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO CAJON VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY 57/67991-00-010 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 64,833.00 64,833.00 121,535,389.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,358,238.00 1,358,238.00 122,893,627.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 284,028.00 284,028.00 123,177,655.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 35,617.00 35,617.00 123,213,272.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-009 Modernization G 7/5/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,068.00 1,068.00 123,214,340.00 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 88,525.00 0.00 132,788.00 221,313.00 123,435,653.00 Yes
BUTTE MANZANITA ELEMENTARY 57/61499-00-001 Modernization D 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 2,776.00 0.00 4,163.00 6,939.00 123,442,592.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 987,011.00 987,011.00 124,429,603.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-589 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 30,888.00 30,888.00 124,460,491.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,155,827.00 2,155,827.00 126,616,318.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-590 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 67,543.00 67,543.00 126,683,861.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,594,025.00 1,594,025.00 128,277,886.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-592 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 49,942.00 49,942.00 128,327,828.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 2,139,156.00 2,139,156.00 130,466,984.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-39-007 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 67,028.00 67,028.00 130,534,012.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 4,343,350.00 4,343,350.00 134,877,362.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-61-009 Modernization G 7/10/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 136,100.00 136,100.00 135,013,462.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,067,649.00 1,067,649.00 136,081,111.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-044 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 33,524.00 33,524.00 136,114,635.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 723,664.00 723,664.00 136,838,299.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-594 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 22,663.00 22,663.00 136,860,962.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,122,067.00 1,122,067.00 137,983,029.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-595 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 35,056.00 35,056.00 138,018,085.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 1/23/2013 0.00 0.00 1,103,653.00 1,103,653.00 139,121,738.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-16-011 Modernization G 7/11/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 34,571.00 34,571.00 139,156,309.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SANTEE ELEMENTARY 57/68361-00-012 Modernization G 7/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 422,704.00 422,704.00 139,579,013.00 Yes
ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 Modernization G 7/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 261,750.00 261,750.00 139,840,763.00 Yes
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ALAMEDA OAKLAND UNIFIED 57/61259-00-070 Modernization G 7/20/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 263,660.00 263,660.00 140,104,423.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 Modernization G 7/23/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,071,663.00 2,071,663.00 142,176,086.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-045 Modernization G 7/23/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 331,273.00 331,273.00 142,507,359.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,721,295.00 1,721,295.00 144,228,654.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-139 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 296,356.00 296,356.00 144,525,010.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 57/64287-00-016 Modernization G 7/30/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 402,829.00 402,829.00 144,927,839.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO UNIFIED 57/68338-00-229 Modernization G 7/31/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,237,882.00 2,237,882.00 147,165,721.00 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization D 7/31/2012 3/20/2013 140,922.00 0.00 264,551.00 405,473.00 147,571,194.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-005 Modernization G 8/1/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,452,253.00 1,452,253.00 149,023,447.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES ALHAMBRA UNIFIED 57/75713-00-027 Modernization G 8/7/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 421,128.00 421,128.00 149,444,575.00 Yes
MONTEREY MONTEREY COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10272-00-001 Modernization D 8/8/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 153,819.00 153,819.00 149,598,394.00 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,172,118.00 2,172,118.00 151,770,512.00 Yes
ORANGE SAVANNA ELEMENTARY 57/66696-00-003 Modernization G 8/13/2012 8/28/2013 0.00 0.00 697,109.00 697,109.00 152,467,621.00 Yes
NAPA CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED 57/66241-00-003 Modernization G 8/16/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 442,693.00 442,693.00 152,910,314.00 Yes
BUTTE CHICO UNIFIED 57/61424-00-004 Modernization G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 3,439,355.00 3,439,355.00 156,349,669.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA MARTINEZ UNIFIED 57/61739-00-007 Modernization G 8/17/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,304,026.00 2,304,026.00 158,653,695.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-004 Modernization G 8/21/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 3,193,909.00 3,193,909.00 161,847,604.00 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-029 Modernization G 8/28/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 2,993,640.00 2,993,640.00 164,841,244.00 Yes
GLENN LAKE ELEMENTARY 57/62596-00-001 Modernization G 9/11/2012 3/20/2013 308,808.00 0.00 644,216.00 953,024.00 165,794,268.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-140 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,961,579.00 1,961,579.00 167,755,847.00 Yes
FRESNO FRESNO UNIFIED 57/62166-00-141 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 5,531,483.00 5,531,483.00 173,287,330.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-597 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 1,032,271.00 1,032,271.00 174,319,601.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-598 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 550,676.00 550,676.00 174,870,277.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-00-599 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 437,796.00 437,796.00 175,308,073.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-38-022 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 4,360,668.00 4,360,668.00 179,668,741.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES UNIFIED 57/64733-41-006 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 658,522.00 658,522.00 180,327,263.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-031 Modernization G 9/19/2012 3/20/2013 0.00 0.00 786,282.00 786,282.00 181,113,545.00 Yes
ORANGE BREA-OLINDA UNIFIED 57/66449-00-012 Modernization G 9/25/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,411,697.00 1,411,697.00 182,525,242.00 Yes
SUTTER MERIDIAN ELEMENTARY 57/71415-00-001 Modernization D 10/2/2012 5/22/2013 7,900.00 0.00 44,023.00 51,923.00 182,577,165.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-019 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 586,806.00 586,806.00 183,163,971.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-020 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 911,821.00 911,821.00 184,075,792.00 Yes
TULARE STRATHMORE UNION ELEMENTARY 57/72157-00-003 Modernization G 10/3/2012 5/22/2013 1,472,372.00 0.00 2,208,558.00 3,680,930.00 187,756,722.00 Yes
SONOMA DUNHAM ELEMENTARY 57/70672-00-001 Modernization G 10/5/2012 5/22/2013 429,203.00 0.00 655,954.00 1,085,157.00 188,841,879.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 Modernization G 10/11/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 947,392.00 947,392.00 189,789,271.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA WEST CONTRA COSTA UNIFIED 57/61796-00-047 Modernization G 10/11/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 307,405.00 307,405.00 190,096,676.00 Yes
VENTURA VENTURA COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10561-00-004 Modernization G 10/12/2012 5/22/2013 436,839.00 0.00 655,258.00 1,092,097.00 191,188,773.00 Yes
ORANGE CYPRESS ELEMENTARY 57/66480-00-004 Modernization G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,955,840.00 1,955,840.00 193,144,613.00 Yes
SANTA BARBARA SOLVANG ELEMENTARY 57/69336-00-002 Modernization G 10/16/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 3,549,252.00 3,549,252.00 196,693,865.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 Modernization G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 641,056.00 641,056.00 197,334,921.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-032 Modernization G 10/17/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 264,004.00 264,004.00 197,598,925.00 Yes
MENDOCINO MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10231-00-001 Modernization G 10/22/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 184,730.00 184,730.00 197,783,655.00 Yes
MENDOCINO MENDOCINO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION 57/10231-00-001 Modernization G 10/22/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 256,169.00 256,169.00 198,039,824.00 Yes
VENTURA SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED 57/72603-00-030 Modernization G 10/24/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,872,262.00 1,872,262.00 199,912,086.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-033 Modernization G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,012,761.00 2,012,761.00 201,924,847.00 Yes
ORANGE NEWPORT-MESA UNIFIED 57/66597-00-033 Modernization G 10/26/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 364,812.00 364,812.00 202,289,659.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-009 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,127,431.00 2,127,431.00 204,417,090.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES CULVER CITY UNIFIED 57/64444-00-010 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 5,053,092.00 5,053,092.00 209,470,182.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BURLINGAME ELEMENTARY 57/68882-00-008 Modernization G 10/29/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 1,548,512.00 1,548,512.00 211,018,694.00 Yes
SAN DIEGO SAN MARCOS UNIFIED 57/73791-00-005 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 2,986,827.00 2,986,827.00 214,005,521.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-010 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 636,112.00 636,112.00 214,641,633.00 Yes
SAN MATEO BELMONT-REDWOOD SHORES ELEMENTARY 57/68866-00-010 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 261,559.00 261,559.00 214,903,192.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-029 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 635,554.00 635,554.00 215,538,746.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA PALO ALTO UNIFIED 57/69641-00-030 Modernization G 10/30/2012 5/22/2013 0.00 0.00 720,787.00 720,787.00 216,259,533.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 505,811.00 505,811.00 216,765,344.00 Yes
CONTRA COSTA SAN RAMON VALLEY UNIFIED 57/61804-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 1,588,327.00 1,588,327.00 218,353,671.00 Yes


12







ATTACHMENT A
Modernization Unfunded Approvals (Lack of Authority) as of


October 14, 2013 SAB


County School District
Application 


Number
Program


Ap-
proval


Received 
Date


SAB 
Approved


SAB 
Unfunded 
Approval


Financial 
Hardship 


Apportionment
Loan State Share


Total 
Apportionment


Cumulative 
Amount


LOS ANGELES CENTINELA VALLEY UNION HIGH 57/64352-00-006 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 7,210,103.00 7,210,103.00 225,563,774.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES PALOS VERDES PENINSULA UNIFIED 57/64865-00-025 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 1,856,645.00 1,856,645.00 227,420,419.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 393,067.00 393,067.00 227,813,486.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES REDONDO BEACH UNIFIED 57/75341-00-022 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 490,014.00 490,014.00 228,303,500.00 Yes
LOS ANGELES WHITTIER UNION HIGH 57/65128-00-021 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 3,178,351.00 3,178,351.00 231,481,851.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA FRANKLIN-MCKINLEY ELEMENTARY 57/69450-00-009 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 511,489.00 511,489.00 231,993,340.00 Yes
SANTA CLARA GILROY UNIFIED 57/69484-00-008 Modernization G 10/31/2012 6/26/2013 0.00 0.00 725,354.00 725,354.00 232,718,694.00 Yes


Modernization (includes High Performance Incentive Grant): 232,718,694
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Brittan Elementary Sutter Brittan Elementary 02-112298 11/09/12 2,081,873$          2,081,873$          
Kings River-Hardwick Union Elementary Kings Kings River-Hardwick Elementary Site / Design 11/19/12 667,523$             667,523$             
Rockford Elementary Tulare Rockford Elementary Site / Design 11/19/12 701,504$             701,504$             
Fresno County Office of Education Fresno Violet Heintz Education Academy 02-112647 11/20/12 2,439,009$          -$                         
Fowler Unified Fresno Casa Blanca Continuation 02-112629 11/21/12 1,738,469$          -$                         
Alpaugh Unified Tulare Alpaugh Junior-Senior High 02-112420 12/21/12 2,275,309$          2,275,309$          
Citrus South Tule Elementary Tulare Citrus South Tule Elementary Site / Design 12/21/12 128,895$             128,895$             
Ventura County Office of Education Ventura Camarillo (Adolfo) High 03-114516 02/04/13 5,803,079$          5,803,079$          
Solano County Office of Education Solano T.C. Mc Daniel Elementary 02-110746 02/14/13 3,284,255$          3,284,255$          
Westside Union Elementary Los Angeles Anaverde Hills School 03-114345 02/20/13 18,164,691$        -$                         
Los Banos Unified Merced Mercey Springs Elementary 02-112740 04/17/13 4,949,986$          -$                         
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Lincoln Elementary Site / Design 04/23/13 1,952,181$          -$                         
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Roosevelt Elementary Site / Design 04/23/13 976,200$             -$                         
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Washington Elementary Site / Design 04/23/13 976,200$             -$                         
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Johnson (Rafer) Junior High Site / Design 04/23/13 976,200$             -$                         
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Reagan Elementary Site / Design 04/23/13 976,200$             -$                         
Val Verde Unified Riverside Southeast High 04-112758 05/08/13 11,585,961$        -$                         
Val Verde Unified Riverside Southeast High 04-112778 05/08/13 9,798,631$          -$                         
Patterson Joint Unified Stanislaus Patterson High 02-111260 05/15/13 373,498$             -$                         
Val Verde Unified Riverside Southeast High 04-112759 05/20/13 922,128$             -$                         
Chula Vista Elementary San Diego Otay Village #11 04-108815 05/30/13 11,238,424$        -$                         
Kerman Unified Fresno Kerman High 02-112979 06/07/13 249,573$             -$                         
Fremont Unified Alameda Mission San Jose High 02-111929 07/02/13 3,907,627$          -$                         
Desert Sands Unified Riverside Indio High 04-111505 07/11/13 524,309$             -$                         
Martinez Unified Contra Costa Alhambra Senior High 01-112896 07/18/13 457,419$             -$                         
Chaffey Joint Union High San Bernardino Ontario High 04-112709 07/25/13 7,525,455$          -$                         
Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt Elementary 03-114696 07/30/13 4,613,044$          -$                         
Corona-Norco Unified Riverside Harada Elementary 04-112685 08/12/13 1,005,784$          1,005,784$          
Corona-Norco Unified Riverside Louis Vandermolen Elementary 04-112684 08/12/13 818,119$             818,119$             
Tulare Joint Union High Tulare Mission Oak High 02-113020 08/13/13 2,947,751$          -$                         
Corona-Norco Unified Riverside Centennial High 04-112837 08/15/13 338,543$             338,543$             
Clovis Unified Fresno Clovis High 02-112703 08/16/13 1,259,919$          -$                         
Clovis Unified Fresno Clovis West High 02-112732 08/16/13 7,107,173$          -$                         
Mission Union Elementary Monterey Mission Elementary Site / Design 08/16/13 170,401$             170,401$             
Fremont Union High Santa Clara Cupertino High 01-112950 08/16/13 1,002,162$          -$                         
Fremont Union High Santa Clara Cupertino High 01-112582 08/16/13 551,858$             -$                         
Greenfield Union Kern Plantation Elementary 03-115092 08/20/13 273,645$             -$                         
Belmont-Redwood Shores Elementary San Mateo Central Elementary 01-112837 08/20/13 675,040$             -$                         
Lake Elementary Glenn Lake Elementary 02-112723 08/22/13 2,773,008$          2,773,008$          
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified Orange Valencia High 04-112735 08/23/13 450,162$             -$                         
Irvine Unified Orange Pa 40 Elementary 04-112728 08/28/13 24,224,567$        -$                         
Grossmont Union High San Diego Merit Academy 04-112796 08/30/13 1,677,909$          -$                         
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Windsor Unified Sonoma Brooks Elementary 01-112200 09/05/13 2,663,345$          -$                         
San Ramon Valley Unified Contra Costa Monte Vista High 03-115152 09/23/13 3,132,013$          -$                         
Solvang Elementary Santa Barbara Solvang Elementary 01-112474 09/23/13 237,510$             -$                         
Lagunita Elementary Monterey Lagunita Elementary Site / Design 09/27/13 510,302$             510,302$             
Grossmont Union High San Diego Helix High 04-111073 10/02/13 1,309,376$          -$                         
Mendota Unified Fresno New Elementary 02-112865 10/03/13 12,116,264$       -$                        


185,091,090$                                      
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Kings River-Hardwick Union Elementary Kings Kings River-Hardwick Elementary Site / Design 11/19/12 40,500$               27,000$               
Rockford Elementary Tulare Rockford Elementary Site / Design 11/19/12 54,815$               36,543$               
Coalinga/Huron Joint Unified Fresno Coalinga High 02-112226 11/29/12 3,444,966$          -$                         
Simi Valley Unified Ventura Royal High 03-112631 12/17/12 2,163,029$          1,442,019$          
Ventura County Office of Education Ventura Dorothy Boswell 03-114402 12/18/12 651,640$             434,427$             
Meridian Elementary Sutter Meridian Elementary 02-112510 12/19/12 409,086$             272,724$             
Antioch Unified Contra Costa Antioch Middle 01-112369 12/20/12 3,195,182$          -$                         
Ventura County Office of Education Ventura Carl Dwire Special School 03-114395 12/24/12 962,427$             641,618$             
Maple Elementary Kern Maple Elementary 03-114419 01/07/13 1,480,346$          986,897$             
Sunnyside Union Elementary Tulare Sunnyside Elementary 02-112632 01/15/13 403,333$             -$                         
Washington Unified Fresno Washington High 02-112370 01/28/13 1,567,059$          -$                         
Walnut Valley Unified Los Angeles Chaparral Middle 03-114376 01/30/13 4,564,665$          -$                         
Temecula Valley Unified Riverside Temecula Valley High 04-108990 01/30/13 1,557,685$          -$                         
Santa Rita Union Elementary Monterey La Joya Elementary Site / Design 01/31/13 94,125$               62,750$               
Solano County Office of Education Solano T.C. Mc Daniel Elementary 02-110746 02/14/13 707,890$             471,927$             
Palm Springs Unified Riverside Della S. Lindley Elementary 04-112525 02/14/13 567,332$             -$                         
Oceanside City Unified San Diego Burgener (Clair W.) Academy 04-112596 03/01/13 584,737$             -$                         
Mt. Diablo Unified Contra Costa Ayers Elementary 01-112194 03/05/13 723,894$             -$                         
Mt. Diablo Unified Contra Costa Foothill Middle 01-112193 03/05/13 555,111$             -$                         
Mt. Diablo Unified Contra Costa Sequoia Elementary 01-112194 03/05/13 746,875$             -$                         
Mt. Diablo Unified Contra Costa Sun Terrace Elementary 01-112194 03/05/13 490,256$             -$                         
Mt. Diablo Unified Contra Costa Valley View Middle 01-112193 03/05/13 972,459$             -$                         
Tulare County Office of Education Tulare L. B. Hill Learning Center Site / Design 03/14/13 106,461$             70,974$               
Grossmont Union High San Diego West Hills High 04-111765 03/14/13 660,105$             -$                         
Los Alamitos Unified Orange Oak Middle 04-112514 03/14/13 310,341$             -$                         
McFarland Unified Kern McFarland High 02-112205 03/18/13 590,004$             -$                         
Los Alamitos Unified Orange Weaver (Jack L.) Elementary 04-112507 03/25/13 3,745,997$          -$                         
Cloverdale Unified Sonoma Jefferson Elementary 01-112593 03/28/13 376,760$             -$                         
Grossmont Union High San Diego Monte Vista High 04-111316 04/06/13 245,733$             -$                         
Clovis Unified Fresno Garfield Elementary 02-112675 04/09/13 969,778$             -$                         
Ross Valley Marin White Hill Middle 01-112556 04/09/13 444,499$             -$                         
El Dorado Union High El Dorado Independence Continuation 02-110797 04/12/13 186,210$             -$                         
El Dorado Union High                                El Dorado High 02-111680 04/12/13 1,973,873$          -$                         
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Lincoln Elementary Site / Design 04/12/13 125,314$             83,543$               
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Roosevelt Elementary Site / Design 04/12/13 167,085$             111,390$             
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Washington Elementary Site / Design 04/12/13 83,543$               55,695$               
Kingsburg Joint Union Elementary Fresno Johnson (Rafer) Junior High Site / Design 04/12/13 103,110$             68,740$               
Ventura County Office of Education Ventura Douglas Penfield School 03-114409 04/17/13 924,019$             616,013$             
Sylvan Union Elementary Stanislaus Sherwood Elementary 02-112465 04/30/13 2,359,622$          -$                         
Atascadero Unified San Luis Obispo Monterey Road Elementary 01-112285 05/02/13 3,020,507$          -$                         
Rim Of The World Unified San Bernardino Rim Of The World Senior High 04-112366 05/07/13 4,504,760$          -$                         
Wright Elementary                                Wright Charter 01-113098 05/07/13 1,780,502$          -$                         
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ATTACHMENT C
SFP APPLICATIONS


Modernization Acknowledged Applications Received Past Existing Authority as of October 18, 2013


District County Site Name DSA Number
50-04 Date 
Received 


 Estimated State 
Grant (a) 


Estimated 
Financial 


Hardship (b) 
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified Orange Valencia High 04-112534 05/14/13 451,098$             -$                         
Desert Sands Unified Riverside Palm Desert Middle 04-110948 05/17/13 560,445$             -$                         
Washington Unified Yolo Golden State Junior High 02-112282 05/20/13 915,815$             -$                         
Cypress Elementary Orange Arnold (A. E.) Elementary 04-112498 05/24/13 2,913,063$          -$                         
Willits Unified Mendocino Willits High Site / Design 05/28/13 138,045$             92,030$               
Simi Valley Unified Ventura Mountain View Elementary 03-114662 06/05/13 2,253,569$          -$                         
Lemoore Union Elementary Kings Meadow Lane Elementary 02-112823 06/14/13 716,084$             477,389$             
Lemoore Union Elementary Kings Engvall (P.W.) Elementary 02-112757 06/14/13 2,425,185$          1,616,790$          
Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Senior High 03-111463 06/28/13 644,959$             -$                         
Belmont-Redwood Shores Elementary San Mateo Nesbit Elementary 01-112331 07/02/13 931,430$             -$                         
Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Adelante Charter 03-114479 07/02/13 688,344$             -$                         
Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara San Marcos Senior High 03-114628 07/08/13 257,124$             -$                         
Westminster Elementary Orange Warner Middle 04-112452 07/11/13 399,311$             -$                         
Westminster Elementary Orange Johnson Middle 04-112453 07/11/13 227,174$             -$                         
Desert Sands Unified Riverside Indio High 04-111505 07/11/13 14,402,924$        -$                         
East Side Union High Santa Clara Hill (Andrew P.) High 01-113055 07/11/13 532,380$             -$                         
Martinez Unified Contra Costa Alhambra Senior High 01-112896 07/18/13 305,200$             -$                         
Palm Springs Unified Riverside Agua Caliente Elementary 04-112540 07/29/13 1,005,409$          -$                         
Long Beach Unified Los Angeles Roosevelt Elementary 03-114696 07/30/13 2,866,436$          -$                         
Belmont-Redwood Shores Elementary San Mateo Cipriani Elementary 01-112836 08/06/13 1,077,756$          -$                         
West Park Elementary Fresno West Park Elementary Site / Design 08/07/13 287,722$             191,815$             
Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Lincoln (Abraham) Elementary 04-107529 08/07/13 2,957,111$          -$                         
Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Lewis (Mary B.) Elementary 04-107529 08/07/13 3,054,464$          -$                         
Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Grant (Ulysses) Elementary 04-107529 08/07/13 2,991,371$          -$                         
Colton Joint Unified San Bernardino Crestmore Elementary 04-107529 08/07/13 3,108,401$          -$                         
Sylvan Union Elementary Stanislaus Woodrow Elementary 02-112595 08/07/13 2,587,645$          -$                         
Clovis Unified Fresno Fort Washington Elementary 02-112635 08/15/13 574,604$             -$                         
Clovis Unified Fresno Clovis West High 02-112732 08/16/13 1,808,354$          -$                         
Mission Union Elementary Monterey Mission Elementary Site / Design 08/16/13 35,346$               23,564$               
Guerneville Elementary Sonoma Guerneville Elementary 01-112997 08/16/13 1,220,850$          -$                         
Larkspur Elementary Marin San Clemente Elementary 01-112991 08/20/13 2,674,612$          -$                         
Belmont-Redwood Shores Elementary San Mateo Central Elementary 01-112837 08/20/13 956,386$             -$                         
Clovis Unified Fresno Jefferson Elementary 02-112684 09/09/13 1,669,420$          -$                         
Tustin Unified Orange Currie (A. G.) Middle 04-111592 09/10/13 2,783,554$          -$                         
Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Dos Pueblos Senior High 03-113913 09/17/13 430,424$             -$                         
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified Orange Travis Ranch 04-112827 09/25/13 1,593,332$          -$                         
Lagunita Elementary Monterey Lagunita Elementary Site / Design 09/27/13 38,585$               25,723$               
Clovis Unified Fresno Clovis High 02-112703 10/01/13 3,145,046$          -$                         
Santa Barbara Unified Santa Barbara Harding Elementary 03-114358 10/07/13 527,615$             -$                         
Plaza Elementary Glenn Plaza Elementary Site / Design 10/18/13 71,603$              47,736$              


122,701,133$                                      
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ATTACHMENT D


Actual Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected


2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Pupil Change % Change


RIVERSIDE 424,966 429,507 433,845 439,006 445,401 454,194 464,013 474,531 485,839 498,475 510,991 86,025 20.24%
SAN BERNARDINO 414,200 420,606 424,932 427,599 430,729 432,488 434,612 437,716 441,666 445,969 449,529 35,329 8.53%
KERN 175,317 178,843 182,285 185,246 187,829 190,123 192,812 195,313 197,880 200,575 202,840 27,523 15.70%
FRESNO 194,347 196,013 197,447 198,810 201,043 202,242 203,345 205,037 206,608 208,336 209,713 15,366 7.91%
SACRAMENTO 236,783 236,076 236,751 237,777 239,244 241,588 243,667 245,450 247,583 249,668 251,602 14,819 6.26%
SAN DIEGO 497,987 500,566 501,924 501,927 503,525 503,821 504,575 505,675 507,550 509,671 510,999 13,012 2.61%
TULARE* 98,649 100,325 101,963 103,292 104,424 105,335 106,366 107,349 108,234 109,245 110,116 11,467 11.62%
SAN JOAQUIN 137,057 138,476 139,002 139,488 139,911 139,898 140,634 141,466 142,774 144,248 146,196 9,139 6.67%
SAN FRANCISCO 57,105 57,742 58,230 58,863 59,680 60,765 61,699 62,673 63,729 64,770 65,527 8,422 14.75%
PLACER 68,751 69,680 70,560 71,118 71,912 72,748 73,423 74,322 75,260 76,280 77,120 8,369 12.17%
SAN MATEO 93,614 94,985 96,103 96,926 97,820 98,824 99,628 100,256 101,055 101,689 101,957 8,343 8.91%
SANTA CLARA 269,605 273,609 276,645 278,285 278,620 278,889 279,341 278,971 278,910 278,561 277,581 7,976 2.96%
SUTTER 21,110 21,924 22,512 23,050 23,432 23,824 24,182 24,577 24,884 25,219 25,442 4,332 20.52%
STANISLAUS 104,925 106,296 107,048 107,086 107,434 107,675 107,850 108,193 108,585 108,946 109,062 4,137 3.94%
MONTEREY 72,666 73,621 74,383 74,936 75,220 75,626 75,862 76,141 76,195 76,218 76,122 3,456 4.76%
SANTA CRUZ 39,234 39,991 40,651 41,022 41,301 41,602 41,903 42,169 42,390 42,524 42,503 3,269 8.33%
IMPERIAL 36,400 36,856 37,243 37,614 37,834 38,082 38,308 38,590 38,890 39,228 39,507 3,107 8.54%
MADERA 30,310 30,769 31,157 31,398 31,670 31,892 32,103 32,385 32,626 32,890 33,233 2,923 9.64%
SANTA BARBARA 66,330 66,567 67,069 67,353 67,522 67,525 67,682 67,803 68,163 68,535 68,776 2,446 3.69%
SAN LUIS OBISPO 34,495 34,757 34,959 35,156 35,452 35,662 35,930 36,128 36,379 36,694 36,838 2,343 6.79%
PLUMAS* 215 2,117 2,071 2,006 1,993 1,984 1,964 1,959 1,961 1,960 1,967 1,752 814.88%
KINGS 28,942 29,240 29,456 29,644 29,655 29,725 29,777 29,929 30,118 30,380 30,619 1,677 5.79%
MERCED 56,114 56,537 56,798 57,032 57,128 57,304 57,453 57,485 57,506 57,590 57,604 1,490 2.66%
MARIN 31,044 31,657 32,083 32,246 32,409 32,494 32,562 32,600 32,698 32,626 32,388 1,344 4.33%
YUBA 13,838 13,864 13,887 13,923 13,960 14,081 14,195 14,357 14,548 14,671 14,816 978 7.07%
TEHAMA 10,694 10,828 10,881 10,945 10,999 11,061 11,149 11,240 11,421 11,513 11,616 922 8.62%
SHASTA 27,175 27,291 27,383 27,280 27,463 27,397 27,398 27,573 27,625 27,717 27,885 710 2.61%
YOLO 29,404 29,422 29,507 29,592 29,615 29,631 29,718 29,751 29,869 30,015 30,106 702 2.39%
BUTTE 31,209 31,212 31,163 31,064 31,189 31,201 31,303 31,463 31,572 31,765 31,832 623 2.00%
SISKIYOU 5,903 6,025 6,102 6,134 6,178 6,215 6,235 6,261 6,321 6,402 6,435 532 9.01%
TRINITY 1,658 1,669 1,693 1,683 1,717 1,754 1,811 1,861 1,903 1,954 1,971 313 18.88%
NAPA 20,588 20,767 20,825 20,905 20,850 20,752 20,732 20,774 20,817 20,872 20,884 296 1.44%
MODOC 1,561 1,547 1,547 1,545 1,642 1,651 1,684 1,723 1,760 1,786 1,815 254 16.27%
DEL NORTE 4,254 4,227 4,209 4,205 4,272 4,289 4,324 4,325 4,367 4,417 4,480 226 5.31%
HUMBOLDT 17,830 17,806 17,860 17,864 17,905 17,775 17,729 17,818 17,807 17,903 17,945 115 0.64%
MONO 1,848 1,820 1,867 1,888 1,879 1,876 1,874 1,937 1,890 1,891 1,945 97 5.25%
SIERRA 415 427 407 392 399 396 402 397 417 420 429 14 3.37%
LAKE 9,223 9,145 9,054 9,048 9,036 9,038 9,052 9,062 9,126 9,174 9,190 -33 -0.36%
ALPINE 97 101 104 97 87 84 77 75 69 64 58 -39 -40.21%
MENDOCINO 13,049 13,069 13,128 13,156 13,129 13,107 13,097 13,047 13,053 13,028 13,005 -44 -0.34%
MARIPOSA 1,990 1,957 1,930 1,908 1,905 1,870 1,870 1,885 1,885 1,914 1,944 -46 -2.31%
LASSEN 4,802 4,607 4,599 4,594 4,565 4,528 4,534 4,581 4,611 4,670 4,740 -62 -1.29%
EL DORADO 29,688 29,750 29,879 29,872 29,822 29,793 29,764 29,867 29,855 29,726 29,601 -87 -0.29%
CALAVERAS 6,032 6,100 6,072 6,020 5,997 5,935 5,891 5,868 5,860 5,880 5,921 -111 -1.84%
AMADOR 4,244 4,223 4,183 4,148 4,123 4,106 4,114 4,101 4,140 4,133 4,122 -122 -2.87%
TUOLUMNE 6,570 6,511 6,506 6,448 6,491 6,445 6,438 6,425 6,427 6,462 6,433 -137 -2.09%
INYO 4,294 4,392 4,340 4,129 3,912 3,884 3,899 3,935 3,950 4,125 4,152 -142 -3.31%
COLUSA* 4,377 4,450 4,427 4,437 4,415 4,308 4,267 4,239 4,218 4,194 4,204 -173 -3.95%
GLENN 5,589 5,542 5,545 5,500 5,482 5,425 5,406 5,403 5,380 5,388 5,400 -189 -3.38%
SONOMA 70,380 70,366 70,334 70,250 69,938 69,573 69,493 69,500 69,585 69,591 69,531 -849 -1.21%
SAN BENITO* 10,996 11,190 11,082 10,899 10,725 10,569 10,397 10,254 10,061 9,945 9,803 -1,193 -10.85%
NEVADA 12,840 12,723 12,521 12,294 12,223 11,946 11,631 11,582 11,426 11,413 11,352 -1,488 -11.59%
ALAMEDA 216,950 217,389 217,577 217,795 217,620 217,287 217,139 216,676 216,547 216,174 215,268 -1,682 -0.78%
CONTRA COSTA 169,206 169,877 170,267 170,065 170,082 169,508 169,136 168,715 168,303 167,871 167,302 -1,904 -1.13%
VENTURA 141,611 141,801 141,577 141,050 140,981 140,155 139,721 139,246 139,118 139,035 138,581 -3,030 -2.14%
SOLANO 64,073 63,445 62,639 61,879 61,042 60,382 59,780 59,257 58,792 58,390 57,995 -6,078 -9.49%
ORANGE 501,708 500,699 498,901 495,755 490,819 486,832 482,572 478,193 474,715 471,712 467,579 -34,129 -6.80%
LOS ANGELES* 1,572,802 1,561,994 1,543,490 1,520,771 1,496,693 1,474,776 1,458,575 1,446,498 1,437,144 1,432,825 1,427,559 -145,243 -9.23%
CALIFORNIA 6,207,064 6,232,996 6,240,603 6,234,415 6,228,343 6,221,940 6,225,098 6,234,607 6,252,065 6,277,337 6,294,131 87,067 1.40%


California Department of Finance


Demographic Research Unit


November 2012


Excludes CEA and special schools.
Excludes ungraded enrollment
* incomplete data for 2011-12 school year


Source: California Public K–12 Graded Enrollment and High School Graduate Projections by County — 2012 Series
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/projections/k-12/documents/2012Series_K-12_Reports_Internet.xls


PROJECTED CALIFORNIA PUBLIC K-12 GRADED ENROLLMENT BY COUNTY BY SCHOOL YEAR
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ATTACHMENT E 
 


Approved Local School Facility General Obligation Bonds, 1998-2013 
 


The figure below shows the value of school districts’ local general obligation bond measures that were approved from 
1998 to 2013. This chart does not show the value of bonds that were actually issued or sold. In this period, the value 
of the 829 approved local measures totaled $80.3 billion. 
 


 
Data compiled from: State Treasurer’s Office, Secretary of State http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/county-city-school-district-
election-results/, Ballotpedia.org http://ballotpedia.org, and Smart Voter http://www.smartvoter.org  
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State Allocation Board Assistant Executive Officer 11/6/2013 
 


California’s School Facilities Funding Need Summary 
 
This document summarizes the background presentation prepared by the Assistant Executive Officer: “CA School 
Facilities funding Need:  Modeling the need for New Construction and Modernization funding in California’s 
schools.”  The presentation is provided as an attachment and gives background and examples of methodology, sample 
calculations, and summary worksheets.  The identified Potential State Funding Need using the Remaining Eligibility on file 
with the Office of Public School Construction is consistent with OPSC’s findings, while using a different calculation method.  
In addition, the considerations regarding accuracy of this approach—overstating New Construction need and understating 
Modernization need—are shared by both studies.  The Projected Increased Student Enrollment approach, using two 
different methods provides another opportunity to assess New Construction need in the state over the next decade.  
Considerations regarding this approach are summarized in the background presentation—this approach does not include 
any consideration of existing available capacity in growth counties, conversely it does not consider growth in student 
enrollment in declining enrollment counties.   
 
New Construction Need 


1. Remaining Eligibility  
a. Average State Apportionment Method   Total Potential State Funding Need:   $12.6 billion  


 
2. Projected Student Enrollment—Alternative Approaches   


a. New Schools Required Method   Total Potential State Funding Need:   $ 6.6 billion 
b. Average State Apportionment Method  Total Potential State Funding Need:   $ 5.9 billion  


 
3. Current Unfunded List & Acknowledged List 


a. New Construction Pipeline Need    Total Need True Unfunded List:   $235 million  
Total Need Acknowledged List:  $185 million 


Modernization Need 


1. Remaining Eligibility  
a. Average State Apportionment Method   Total Potential State Funding Need:  $ 4.7 billion  
 


2. Current Unfunded List & Acknowledged List 
a. Modernization Pipeline Need     Total Need True Unfunded List:  $232 million  


Total Need Acknowledged List:  $123 million 
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CA School Facilities Funding Need 


Modeling the need for New Construction & 


Modernization funding in California’s schools 


 


William Savidge,  


Assistant Executive Officer  State Allocation Board 


November 12, 2013 
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Outline 


 Background 


 Understanding facilities needs in California 


 New Construction need using Remaining Eligibility 


 New Construction need using Enrollment Projections 


 New Schools Required approach 


 Average State Apportionment approach 


 Modernization need using Remaining Eligibility 


 Analysis of the outcomes 
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 Assessments of school facilities 
needs vary widely 


 Limited data available—or 
reported at the state level 


 Even nationally, clear 
data is hard to find 


 Cost models from 
assumed school areas 


 


 Recent estimates of 
California K-12 facilities 
need 


 Center for Cities and 
Schools Report 2012 


 CA Dept. of 
Education 
commissioned 
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Background  


From:  ―CA’s K-12 Infrastructure Investments: Leveraging the state’s role 
for Quality Facilities in Sustainable Communities‖  Vincent, Center for 


Cities and Schools, UC Berkeley 
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 Assessments of school 


facilities need 


 Recent estimate 


national K-12 facilities 


need 


 US Green Building 


Council  


 ―2013 State of Our 


Schools‖ report 
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Background 


―The report, featuring a foreword by former 


President Bill Clinton, states that schools are 


currently facing a $271 billion deferred 


maintenance bill just to bring the buildings up 


to working order – approximately $5,450 per 


student.  


The last comprehensive report on America’s 


school facilities was conducted by the 


Government Accountability Office (GAO) in 


1995 and indicated that 15,000 U.S. schools 


were circulating air that at the time was 


deemed unfit to breathe. The USGBC report 


calls on the GAO to conduct an updated 


survey on the condition of America's schools 


in order to paint a more complete picture of 


the scale and scope of today’s needs. The 


USGBC report also estimates that the cost to 


both bring schools into good repair and 


address modernization needs is $542 billion 


over the next 10 years for Pre-K-12 school 


buildings.‖  
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Understanding facilities needs in CA 


 School Facilities Program (SFP) funding is exhausted 


 Limited remaining funds to apportion—only special programs 


 Time for consideration of need for new funding 


 Focus on New Construction and Modernization need 


 Several possible methodologies  


 Each with its own strengths and weaknesses 


 Highlights need for better school facilities data, inventory 


 Ability to track need for new or modernized facilities 
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New Construction need using 


remaining eligibility 


 Use Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) 


―Remaining Baseline Eligibility‖ report  


 Indicates number of eligible, ―un-housed‖ pupils in the 


district 


 Reported by grade level and for special education students 


 K-6, 7-8. 9-12, Non-Severe, Severe 


 Most recent report includes all updates through Oct. 2013 


 Multiply eligibility by ―Average per pupil Apportionment‖ 


 Use 2012 New Construction Unfunded Approvals 


 Base grants plus proportionate share of Supplemental grants 


 Adjust to 2013 with CCI for current dollars 


 


 


 


Methodology 
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New Construction need using 


remaining eligibility 


 K-6:    342,213 


 7-8:      88,443 


 9-12:   179,063 


 Special Ed. Non-Severe:   29,675 


 Special Ed. Severe:    37,491 


Remaining New Construction Eligibility 


November 12, 2013 School Facilities Funding Need 


7 


29







New Construction need using 


remaining eligibility 


   K-6         7-8         9-12            Non-          Severe 


                  Severe 


 2012 Base grant:   $9,455 $9,999 $12,721   $17,765    $26,564 


 Supplemental grants are project-specific 


 May include: Fire Detection Systems, Sprinklers, Labor 
Compliance, Prevailing Wage Monitoring, Multi-level, Project 
Assistance, Small Project Size, High Performance Incentive 


Grant, Site Acquisition, Off-Site, General Site, Utilities, Service Site, 
Geographic Index 


 A pro-rata share calculation is required for each project to 
determine total per pupil grant 


 Then all projects can be included in an average grant 
calculation 


 


 


 


Average Per Pupil Grant Amounts 
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New Construction need using 


remaining eligibility 


 District project funded for: 725 k-6, 52 Non-Severe, 33 
Severe pupil grants in this example 


 Pro-rata share of Supplemental grants is calculated 


 Added to Base grant gives ―Ave. State Apportionment‖ 


Supplemental grants pro-rata share calculation example 


To
ta


l S
u


p
p


le
m


e
n


ta
l 


G
ra


n
ts


 Total State 
Share 


(Match SAB 
Funding 


Shell) 


P
ro


ra
ta


 s
h


ar
e


 
Su


p
p


le
m


e
n


ta
l 


G
ra


n
ts


 N
o


n
-S


e
ve


re
 


P
ro


ra
ta


 s
h


ar
e


 
Su


p
p


le
m


e
n


ta
l 


G
ra


n
ts


 S
e


ve
re


 


A
ve


. S
ta


te
 


A
p


p
o


rt
io


n
m


en
t 


p
er


 
N


o
n


-S
ev


er
e 


P
u


p
il 


A
ve


. S
ta


te
 


A
p


p
o


rt
io


n
m


en
t 


p
er


 
Se


ve
re


 P
u


p
il 


P
ro


ra
ta


 s
h


ar
e


 
Su


p
p


le
m


e
n


ta
l 


G
ra


n
ts


 K
-6


 


A
ve


. S
ta


te
 


A
p


p
o


rt
io


n
m


en
t 


p
er


 
re


g.
 e


d
. K


-6
 p


u
p


il 


Fire Det,Sprinkler, LCP, SDC Toilet, 
SCD Therapy, Site Acq, Service Site, 


Off-Site, Utilities   6.42% 4.07%     89.51%   


$2,692,554 $11,033,879 $172,855 $109,697 $20,445 $28,925 $2,410,002 $12,436 
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New Construction need using 


remaining eligibility 


 Sample includes 33 New Construction Projects  


 All New Construction Unfunded Approvals 


 2012 State Allocation Board  


 K-6:                $15,127 


 7-8:   $14,070 


 9-12:                $20,743 


 Non-Severe:  $28,794 


 Severe:  $34,303 


Average Per Pupil Apportionment 
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New Construction need using 


remaining eligibility 


Escalated to 2013 per SAB CCI increase @ 3.13%  Total = $12,660,146,289 
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NEW CONSTRUCTION NEED IN CALIFORNIA:  BASED ON UPDATED SFP ELIGIBILITY, AVERAGE PER PUPIL GRANT  


Uses OPSC Worksheet:  "New Construction Remaining Eligibility" October 3, 2013         


CATEGORY   REMAINING ELIGIBILITY   AVE. PER PUPIL GRANT   NEW CONSTRUCTION STATE SHARE 


    


K-6 REG. ED. 342,213 $15,127 $5,176,608,804 


    


7-8 REG. ED. 88,443 $14,070 $1,244,401,029 


    


9-12 REG. ED 179,063 $20,743 $3,714,357,014 


    


NON-SEVERE 29,675 $28,794 $854,472,162 


    


SEVERE   37,491   $34,303   $1,286,071,287 


    


STATE SHARE OF REMAINING SFP NEW CONSTRUCTION ELIGIBILITY $12,275,910,296 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 Use CA Dept. of Finance projections in Nov. 2012 report: 


 


 DOF Demographic Research Unit 


 Enrollment projections 2012-2021 


 Uses ―Grade-progression ratio, cohort survival, projection 


model‖  


 Births data from CA Dept. of Public Health 


 Student data from CA Dept. Education 


 Indicates projected changes in student enrollment over 


the period 


 


 


 


California Public K–12 Graded Enrollment and High School Graduate 


Projections by County — 2012 Series 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 Over next 10 years 1.4% 
enrollment growth 


 Net increase of over 87,000 
students 


 Represents a decline 
from prior projections 


 Birth projections for 2012 
series incorporates a 
―perceived decline‖ 


 Lower elementary 
enrollment  


 Reduced growth for future 


 


 


Graph:  CA Dept. of Finance, Demographic Research Unit 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections  


 Reduced statewide enrollment 
growth—but still increases 


 Declining enrollment in many 
counties 


 Masks continued strong 
growth in other areas 


 Find all counties in state with 
projected increased enrollment 


 Using ―positive growth‖ 
counties find number of 
students needing to be 
housed in schools 


 Determine grade-level 
distribution of increased students 


 Using CA Dept. Ed. Data  


 


 


 


 


 


 


New Schools Methodology 
 Determine median size of schools 


 Using Project Information 
Worksheet (―PIW‖) data 


 Estimate number of schools 
needed to house students 


 Elementary, Middle, High 


 Determine cost of building 
schools of each type 


 Using PIW data 


 Escalate costs over decade 
using CCI increase to mid-
point of period 


 Find estimated New Construction 
need to house students over next 
decade 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 36 CA 


counties 


with 
projected 


increases 


in student 


enrollment 


 2012-2021 


 282,096 


total 


increase 


New Schools Projections 2012-2021 


2021-22 California Public K-12 Graded Enrollment Projection by County Ranked by Numeric Change since 2011-12 


Rank County Numeric  Change Rank   Numeric Change 


    


1 RIVERSIDE 86,025 19 SANTA BARBARA 2,446 


2 SAN BERNARDINO 35,329 20 SAN LUIS OBISPO 2,343 


3 KERN 27,523 21 KINGS 1,677 


4 FRESNO 15,366 22 MERCED 1,490 


5 SACRAMENTO 14,819 23 MARIN 1,344 


6 SAN DIEGO 13,012 24 YUBA 978 


7 TULARE 11,467 25 TEHAMA 922 


8 SAN JOAQUIN 9,139 26 SHASTA 710 


9 SAN FRANCISCO 8,422 27 YOLO 702 


10 PLACER 8,369 28 BUTTE 623 


11 SAN MATEO 8,343 29 SISKIYOU 532 


12 SANTA CLARA 7,976 30 TRINITY 313 


13 SUTTER 4,332 31 NAPA 296 


14 STANISLAUS 4,137 32 MODOC 254 


15 MONTEREY 3,456 33 DEL NORTE 226 


16 SANTA CRUZ 3,269 34 HUMBOLDT 115 


17 IMPERIAL 3,107 35 MONO 97 


18 MADERA 2,923 36 SIERRA 14 


  267,014 15,082 


Total State increase in K-12 students for all counties with projected increase:  282,096 


Dept. of Finance Demographic Research Unit  2012 Series Data 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 Grade level distribution from CDE data for state 


 Allows determination of number of schools of each type 


 Needed to house projected increase in enrollment  


K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8


Ungr. 


Elem. 9 10 11 12 Ungr. Sec.


Total 


Enrollment


488,068 488,010 473,309 468,884 466,740 461,121 461,722 469,550 465,413 1,574 497,871 487,450 482,722 496,500 5,265 6,214,199


7.85% 7.85% 7.62% 7.55% 7.51% 7.42% 7.43% 7.56% 7.49% 0.03% 8.01% 7.84% 7.77% 7.99% 0.08%


45.80% 22.48% 31.70%


New Schools Projections 2012-2021


Elementary School K-5 Middle School 6-8 High School 9-12


Grade Level Distribution Model using Statewide CDE Enrollment data:  Enrollment by Grade for 2012-2013
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 How many students are housed in recently constructed  


CA schools? 


 Use data from the Project Information Worksheet (PIW) 


 Input by districts, collected by OPSC 


 New school construction information from 2008-2013 


 Sample dataset of 20 projects completed of each type 
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Elementary Middle High
Median Size 


based on PIW 
663 984 1916
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Calculation of 


new schools 


required to 


meet student 


enrollment 


growth 2012-


2021. 


For all CA 


counties with 


anticipated 


enrollment 


increases.  
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County 


Total 


Projected 


New 


Students


New 


Elementary 


School 


Students


New Middle 


School 


Students


New High 


School 


Students County 


New 


Elementary 


Schools 


Needed


New Middle 


Schools 


Needed


New High 


Schools 


Needed


Grade Level Dist. 45.80% 22.48% 31.70% Median Size 663 984 1916


RIVERSIDE 86,025 39,400 19,357 27,269 RIVERSIDE 59 20 14


SAN BERNARDINO 35,329 16,181 8,865 11,199 SAN BERNARDINO 24 9 6


KERN 27,523 12,606 3,637 8,724 KERN 19 4 5


FRESNO 15,366 7,038 3,458 4,871 FRESNO 11 4 3


SACRAMENTO 14,819 6,787 3,334 4,697 SACRAMENTO 10 3 2


SAN DIEGO 13,012 5,960 2,925 4,125 SAN DIEGO 9 3 2


TULARE 11,467 5,252 2,577 3,635 TULARE* 8 3 2


SAN JOAQUIN 9,139 4,186 2,054 2,897 SAN JOAQUIN 6 2 2


SAN FRANCISCO 8,422 3,857 1,893 2,670 SAN FRANCISCO 6 2 1


PLACER 8,369 3,833 1,881 2,653 PLACER 6 2 1


SAN MATEO 8,343 3,821 1,875 2,645 SAN MATEO 6 2 1


SANTA CLARA 7,976 3,653 1,793 2,528 SANTA CLARA 6 2 1


SUTTER 4,332 1,984 974 1,373 SUTTER 3 1 1


STANISLAUS 4,137 1,895 930 1,311 STANISLAUS 3 1 1


MONTEREY 3,456 1,583 777 1,096 MONTEREY 2 1 1


SANTA CRUZ 3,269 1,497 735 1,036 SANTA CRUZ 2 1 1


IMPERIAL 3,107 1,423 698 985 IMPERIAL 2 1 1


MADERA 2,923 1,339 657 927 MADERA 2 1 0


SANTA BARBARA 2,446 1,120 550 775 SANTA BARBARA 2 1 0.40


SAN LUIS OBISPO 2,343 1,073 527 743 SAN LUIS OBISPO 2 1 0.39


KINGS 1,677 768 377 532 KINGS 1 0.38 0.28


MERCED 1,490 682 335 472 MERCED 1 0.34 0.25


MARIN 1,344 616 302 426 MARIN 1 0.31 0.22


YUBA 978 448 220 310 YUBA 1 0.22 0.16


TEHAMA 922 422 207 292 TEHAMA 1 0.21 0.15


SHASTA 710 325 160 225 SHASTA 0.49 0.16 0.12


YOLO 702 322 158 223 YOLO 0.48 0.16 0.12


BUTTE 623 285 140 197 BUTTE 0.43 0.14 0.10


SISKIYOU 532 244 120 169 SISKIYOU 0.37 0.12 0.09


TRINITY 313 143 70 99 TRINITY 0.22 0.07 0.05


NAPA 296 136 67 94 NAPA 0.20 0.07 0.05


MODOC 254 116 57 81 MODOC 0.18 0.06 0.04


DEL NORTE 226 104 51 72 DEL NORTE 0.16 0.05 0.04


HUMBOLDT 115 53 26 36 HUMBOLDT 0.08 0.03 0.02


MONO 97 44 22 31 MONO 0.07 0.02 0.02


SIERRA 14 6 3 4 SIERRA 0.01 0.00 0.00


Projected Students Elem., Middle, High Number of Schools to house students
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 How much does it cost to build a typical CA school? 


 Use cost data from the (PIW) 


 Total Facility Cost:  Construction Cost + Project Costs + Site 
Acquisition & Development Costs 


 Dataset includes 20 projects per grade level 


 From all areas of the state 


 Includes some additions to existing sites 


 


DISTRICT COUNTY PROJECT 


P
U


P
IL


S
  


C
LA


S
S
 R


O
O


M
S


 


TOTAL 
SQ. FT. 


S
F/


S
TU


D
E
N


T 


SITE ACQUIS. 
COST 


TOTAL 
CONSTR. 


COST (Incl. 
CM Fees) 


REMAIN'G 
HARD 


COSTS (Incl. 
Conting.) SOFT COSTS 


FURN. & 
EQUIP. 


TOTAL 
PROJECT 


COST 


TOTAL 
FACILITY 


COST 


ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 


Antioch USD 
Contra 
Costa Prewitt Ranch ES  770 30 41,600 54 $3,264,706 $13,518,709 $0 $1,221,337 $827,207 $17,664,410 $20,929,116 


Dublin USD Alameda John Green ES 459 27 52,467 114 $11,960,750 $23,291,204 $0 $1,086,964 $992,686 $25,370,854 $37,331,604 


Banta ESD 
San 
Joaquin River Islands ES 325 13 31,340 96 $1,667,556 $10,965,835 $3,135,497 $2,080,704 $422,121 $16,604,157 $18,271,713 


Example of PIW data reported by districts.  From CA’s Bond Accountability Website 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


Escalation @ 
3.5%/yr to midpoint 


2012-2021 
15.75% 


    Elementary  Middle  High         


Median Total Facility Cost $25,291,213 $41,341,700 $83,305,174 
Total Facility Cost includes Direct Construction, 


Soft Costs, Site Acquisition 


Example of new school costs for 5 highest enrollment growth counties. 
Calculation of ―required new schools‖ x ―median facility cost‖ = ―total present cost‖ x  anticipated cost 


escalation = ―Total Escalated Cost of New Facilities‖ 
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County 


New 


Elementary 


Schools 


Needed


New Middle 


Schools 


Needed


New High 


Schools 


Needed


Median Size 663 984 1916


RIVERSIDE 59 20 14


SAN BERNARDINO 24 9 6


KERN 19 4 5


FRESNO 11 4 3


SACRAMENTO 10 3 2


County Elementary Middle High Total Cost


Total Escalated Cost of New 


Facilities 


RIVERSIDE $1,502,971,321 $813,243,088 $1,185,604,646 $3,501,819,055 $4,053,355,556


SAN BERNADINO $617,244,682 $372,469,111 $486,907,603 $1,476,621,396 $1,709,189,266


KERN $480,863,466 $152,794,517 $379,324,576 $1,012,982,560 $1,172,527,313


FRESNO $268,464,485 $145,263,508 $211,775,658 $625,503,651 $724,020,476


SACRAMENTO $258,907,666 $140,092,407 $204,236,853 $603,236,926 $698,246,742
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 To accommodate projected enrollment in 36 counties 


showing increases 


 This figure is modeled as the total statewide need for new 
schools to accommodate growth 


 Not as the state or local share 


 Assuming 50/50 match state and local 


 State share with this model is approximately $6.6 billion 


 Over the decade 
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$13,210,861,670Total New Construction Costs for Projected Increased Student Population 2102-2021
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 


 Average State Apportionment approach 


 Similar to methodology used with Remaining Baseline 


Eligibility 


 Take Total Projected Increase in Enrollment 


 Multiply number of unhoused students times Ave. State 


Apportionment 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 
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Elem Middle High Non-Sev. Severe


$15,127 $14,070 $20,743 $28,794 $34,303


15.75% $17,510 $16,286 $24,010 $33,329 $39,706


County 


Total 


Projected 


New 


Students


New 


Elemen. 


School 


Students


New Middle 


School 


Students


New High 


School 


Students


Non-


Severe 


Students


Severe 


Students


Unhoused Elem. 


Students X Ave. 


Escalated 


Apportionment


Unhoused MS 


Students X Ave. 


Escalated 


Apportionment


Unhoused HS 


Students X Ave. 


Escalated 


Apportionment


Unhoused NS 


Students X 


Ave. Escalated 


Apportionment


Unhoused 


Severe 


Students X Ave. 


Escalated 


Apportionment


County Totals 


State Share to 


House Projected 


Increased 


Enrollment 2012-


2021


Grade Level Dist. 41.46% 19.97% 28.50% 7.77% 2.31%


RIVERSIDE 86,025 35,663 17,180 24,515 6,683 1,983 $624,444,121 $279,796,644 $588,612,279 $222,751,117 $78,736,873 $1,794,341,034


SAN BERNARDINO 35,329 14,646 7,056 10,068 2,745 814 $256,448,548 $114,907,709 $241,733,022 $91,480,084 $32,335,891 $736,905,253


KERN 27,523 11,410 5,497 7,843 2,138 634 $199,785,824 $89,518,664 $188,321,718 $71,267,411 $25,191,223 $574,084,839


FRESNO 15,366 6,370 3,069 4,379 1,194 354 $111,539,766 $49,977,974 $105,139,393 $39,788,360 $14,064,177 $320,509,670


SACRAMENTO 14,819 6,143 2,960 4,223 1,151 342 $107,569,165 $48,198,855 $101,396,633 $38,371,971 $13,563,519 $309,100,143


SAN DIEGO 13,012 5,394 2,599 3,708 1,011 300 $94,452,391 $42,321,580 $89,032,525 $33,692,968 $11,909,610 $271,409,073


TULARE 11,467 4,754 2,290 3,268 891 264 $83,237,440 $37,296,462 $78,461,110 $29,692,381 $10,495,504 $239,182,896


SAN JOAQUIN 9,139 3,789 1,825 2,604 710 211 $66,338,795 $29,724,633 $62,532,143 $23,664,312 $8,364,734 $190,624,617


SAN FRANCISCO 8,422 3,491 1,682 2,400 654 194 $61,134,186 $27,392,587 $57,626,186 $21,807,729 $7,708,479 $175,669,168


PLACER 8,369 3,470 1,671 2,385 650 193 $60,749,466 $27,220,205 $57,263,542 $21,670,492 $7,659,970 $174,563,675


Simplified projection of need using unhoused new students times ave. state apportionment (escalated over time)


Ave. State Apportionment all 2012 SAB Projects


 Escalation to Mid-Point of 2012-2021 @ 3.5%/yr.:


Projected Students Elem., Middle, High, Non-Severe, Severe


Escalated per pupil grant: 


Unhoused Students X Ave. Apportionment Method--State Share


Enrollment projections method with Ave. State Apportionment approach 


Example of calculation 
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New Construction need using 


enrollment projections 
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 Ave. State Apportionment Method 


 This approach uses the same student enrollments 


 As previous New Schools Required approach 


 Gives a slightly lower figure for need 


 Cost of New Schools approach includes total local costs 


 State share may be understated or less than 50% 


 This approach based upon state apportionments only 


 May more accurately tag state need  


State Share Total to House Projected Increased Enrollment $5,884,061,940 
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Modernization needs in CA 


 School Facilities Program (SFP) funding is exhausted 


 Limited remaining funds to apportion—only special programs 


 Focus on Modernization need 


 Limited data available 


 OPSC Remaining Eligibility is only need information 


 Comparable to New Construction methodology 


 No statewide or consistent local assessments of 


modernization need 


 Highlights need for better school facilities data, inventory 


 Ability to track need for new or modernized facilities 
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Modernization need using remaining 


eligibility 


 K-6:    415,221 


 7-8:    147,228 


 9-12:   218,578 


 Special Ed. Non-Severe:   15,295 


 Special Ed. Severe:      9,141 


Remaining Modernization Eligibility 
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Modernization need using remaining 


eligibility 


   K-6           7-8          9-12            Non-          Severe 
                  Severe 


 2012 Base grant:    $3,600  $3,809  $4,985    $7,674    $11,470 
 2012 Base grant 
     50 Yr. Old Bldgs.:    $5,000  $5,290  $6,925   $10,658   $15,938 


 Supplemental grants are project-specific 


 May include: Fire Alarm Systems, Labor Compliance, Prevailing 
Wage Monitoring, Project Assistance, Small Project Size, High 
Performance Incentive Grant, Elevators, Urban Security, 
Accessibility, Geographic Index 


 A pro-rata share calculation is required for each project to 
determine total per pupil grant 


 Then all projects can be included in an average apportionment 
calculation 


 


 
 


Average Per Pupil Grant Amounts 
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Modernization need using remaining 


eligibility 


 District project funded for: 122 9-12, 4 Non-Severe, 1 Severe 
pupil grants in this example 


 Pro-rata share of Supplemental grants is calculated 


 Added to Base grant gives ―Ave. State Apportionment‖ 


Supplemental grants pro-rata share calculation example 
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122 4 1 1459


FA, Access, Hi 


Perf., Elev. 2.54% 0.48%


$844,850 $42,632 $15,938 $867,748 $8,538,835 $22,006 $4,163 $8,591 $12,703 $5,747


November 12, 2013 School Facilities Funding Need 


28 


50







Modernization need using remaining 


eligibility 


 Sample includes 33 Modernization Projects  


 Modernization Unfunded Approvals 


 December 2012 State Allocation Board  


 K-6:                $  4,965 


 7-8:   $   5,501 


 9-12:                $  6,645 


 Non-Severe:  $  9,426 


 Severe:  $13,882 


Average Per Pupil Apportionment 
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Modernization need using remaining 


eligibility 


Escalated to 2013 per SAB CCI increase @ 3.13%  Total = $4,738,867,416 
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MODERNIZATION NEED IN CALIFORNIA:  BASED ON UPDATED SFP ELIGIBILITY, AVERAGE PER PUPIL GRANT  


Uses OPSC Worksheet:  "Modernization Remaining Eligibility"  October 3, 2013 


CATEGORY   REMAINING ELIGIBILITY   AVE. PER PUPIL GRANT   MODERNIZATION STATE SHARE 


    


K-6 REG. ED. 415,221 $4,965 $2,061,602,278.09 


    


7-8 REG. ED. 147,228 $5,501 $809,966,675.37 


  


9-12 REG. ED 218,578 $6,645 $1,452,402,006.90 


  


NON-SEVERE 15,295 $9,426 $144,176,029.12 


  


SEVERE   9,141   $13,882   $126,895,594.05 


    


STATE SHARE OF REMAINING SFP MODERNIZATION ELIGIBILITY $4,595,042,584 
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Analysis of outcomes 


Remaining Eligibility 


 This method used previously by 
OPSC to estimate need in state 


 Includes consideration of existing 
capacity along with anticipated 
enrollment increases 


 New Construction Eligibility may 
be over-stated  


 Coming from period of 
declining enrollment 


 Not updated by many districts 


 Ongoing eligibility updates by 
districts make this data more 
accurate  


Enrollment Projections 


 Doesn’t consider existing capacity 
in growth districts  


 Which could be used to house 
some new students 


 Also doesn’t consider growth in 
areas of declining enrollment 
counties 


 Differential patterns of growth 
and decline 


 Could also understate need as this 
approach assumes growth districts 
have enough current capacity to 
house existing students 
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Summary 


New Construction Need  


 State share assuming current 
match ratio (50/50) 


 Remaining Eligibility—Ave. 
State Apportionment: 


$12.6 billion 


 Projected Enrollment—New 
Schools Required: 


$  6.6 billion 


 Projected Enrollment—Ave. 
State Apportionment:  


$  5.9 billion 


 


Modernization Need  


 State share assuming 


current match ratio (60/40) 


 Remaining Eligibility—Ave. 


State Apportionment:  


$4.7 billion 
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Additional Need Consideration:  


What’s in the ―pipeline‖ of projects 


or applications at OPSC beyond 


bond authority?  About $775 million 


in New Constr. & Mod. projects.    54
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Proposed Recommendations 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. 
 


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.  
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11/25/2013 State Allocation Board Program Review Subcommittee 


 
 


New Construction 
 
New Construction Eligibility 
 
Areas of Concern 
 


1. Baseline eligibility information for new construction is outdated. 
 
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 it is possible that not 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 presented to the Board for consideration: 
 
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  
 
 
 


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.   
 
It was stated that the current method, which 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 with eligibility for 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 wanted to balance flexibility with 
funding accountability for local decisions. They wanted assurances that the State would not use future funds 
to correct classroom designs decided upon by local districts that did not achieve the desired results.  


 
Subcommittee members proposed the following solution for Board consideration: 
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 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 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 SFP 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). Supplemental grants increase the per pupil grant amount 
by 55 percent on average.  This information is based on all new construction projects from 1998 to 2013.  
 
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 also members 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 for full 
Board consideration. 


 
 


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 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 for full Board consideration: 


 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Combine supplemental grants for fire alarms into the modernization base grant. 


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
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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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Financial Hardship Program  
 
Areas of Concern 
 


1. The current criteria to qualify for financial hardship assistance allow for districts to receive funds 
without first using other local options.  This may lead to inequities across districts. The financial 
hardship program should be structured 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 SAB 


 
Members felt that there will always be a need for the program.  However, there was concern expressed that 
the qualification process needs to 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% 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. 
 
 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.   
 
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 the 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%, but in doing so, consider whether 100% is practical and reasonable.  


 
 


13
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Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations  
 
 


 
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. 
 
Subcommittee members raised concerns with another area of the financial hardship program.  Members 
were concerned with the aspect of the program that allows applicants to receive planning money to design a 
project as well as advance funds for site acquisition purposes.  Sometimes, applicants receive these funds 
but do not ultimately construct any facilities. If the site is sold, the district currently keeps all the proceeds, 
including the SFP funds. 
 
 
Subcommittee members proposed the following for full Board consideration: 
 
 
PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
Review the requirements of the Financial Hardship program to ensure the following: 


 


 Projects that receive funds move forward to construction and completion. 
 


Program Changes Necessary - Undetermined 
 


 
 
 


County Offices of Education 
 
Areas of Concern 
 


1. Districts still have an obligation to house students served by the COE, but the current program does 
not provide mechanisms for districts to take financial responsibility.  This structure can lead to 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 County Offices of Education (COE) 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. 
 
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.  It was stated that the current program may not provide enough of an 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 for full Board consideration: 
 


14
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PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 


 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. 


 
 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.  


 
Program Changes Necessary 


Education Code  Regulations   
 
 


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. 


 
 


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   
 


 
Future School Facility Needs 
 
Areas 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 
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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 a greater level, or fund widely at a lower level. The 
member also requested future discussion on school districts’ ability to raise the local contribution 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 
determine statewide funding needs and to add flexibility to transfer unused funds between programs. 
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