LAW OFFICES OF ARTHUR M. PALKOWITZ
12807 Calle de la Siena
San Diego, CA 92130
law@artpalk.onmicrosoft.com
Phone: 858.259.1055

RECEIVED

August 8, 2024
Commission on
State Mandates

August 8, 2024

Heather Halsey

Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten 23-TC-02
Claimants Sunnyvale School District and Hope Elementary
School District Comments

Dear Ms. Halsey:

Sunnyvale School District and Hope Elementary School District (“Claimants™)
provide the following rebuttal comments in response to the comments filed by the
Department of Finance (“Finance”) dated July 11, 2024.

As will be explained in detail below, Claimants assert the test claim should be
approved as a reimbursable mandate since: (1) the Transitional Kindergarten (TK)
constitutes a new program or higher level of service; (2) the associated costs are not funded
through state funding and (3) the test claim was filed in a timely manner.

l. Response to Department of Finance Concern 1

The Transitional Kindergarten (TK) constitutes a new program or higher level of
service. In the 2023-2024 school year, a child who will have their fifth birthday between
September 2 and April 2 shall be admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained
by Sunnyvale requiring the following activities and costs. (A.B. No. 130, Statutes 2021,
Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code 8§ 48000 (E), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.) The
increased costs incurred relating to these new activities were first incurred on July 1, 2023.

The state created Transitional Kindergarten eligibility window expands by a few
months every year. In 2025-26, all 4-year-olds will be eligible. Research has shown that TK
has many benefits for children, including higher rates of graduation and employment, less



Re: Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten 23-TC-02
Claimants Sunnyvale School District and Hope Elementary School District Comments

criminal activity later in life and overall better health, while parents benefit economically
from an extra year of free care for their children.

Transitional kindergarten is meant to be a low-key environment where children spend
most of their day playing and learning social skills. Typically, children learn to take turns
and make friends, express themselves and regulate their emotions, recognize simple words,
and learn fine motor skills such as holding a pencil.

a. TK is a new program or higher level of service initiating claimants to
incurred increased costs.

In the 2023-2024 school year, claimants shall maintain an average transitional
kindergarten class enrollment of not more than 24 pupils for each schoolsite. For this
activity Sunnyvale first incurred increased actual costs on July 1, 2023 for an additional five
teachers’ salaries and benefits in the amount of $824,582.00 for the period July 1, 2023 to
June 30, 2024. These increased costs for Sunnyvale are estimated for the 2024-2025 school
year to be in the amount of $849,320.00. (A.B. No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60,
Education Code 8 48000 (E)(g)(1), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.) (See Sunnyvale
supplemental declaration.)

For the activity n the 2023-2024 school year to maintain an average transitional
kindergarten class enrollment of not more than 24 pupils for each schoolsite, Hope first
incurred increased actual costs from July 1, 2023 to June 30, 2024 for 2.5 ( FTE) additional
teachers' salaries and benefits in the amount of $433,671.46. The enrollment for 2023-2024
was forty-six (46) and the ADA was 43.64. These increased costs for Hope are estimated for
the 2024—-2025 school year to be in the amount of $352,970.00. (A.B. No. 130, Statutes
2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code 8 48000 (E)(g)(1), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.)
(See Hope supplemental declaration.)

Additionally, the Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 2023-24
school year, a child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2
shall be admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall, maintain an average of at least one adult for
every twelve (12) pupils for transitional kindergarten classrooms at each schoolsite. For this
activity Sunnyvale first incurred increased actual costs on July 1, 2023 for salaries and
benefits for an additional seven classified (paraeducators) employees in the amount of
$410,479.00 for the period July 1, 2023 to June 30, 2024. These increased costs are
estimated for the 2024—-2025 school year to be in the amount of $362,395.00. (Assembly
Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000 (E),(9)(2),
Effective Date: July 9, 2021.) (See Sunnyvale supplemental declaration.)



Re: Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten 23-TC-02
Claimants Sunnyvale School District and Hope Elementary School District Comments

For the Transitional Kindergarten Program activity that in the 2023-24 school year, a
child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be admitted
to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or charter school
and the school district shall, maintain an average of at least one adult for every twelve (12)
pupils for transitional kindergarten classrooms at each schoolsite necessitated claimant Hope
to incur increased costs. Hope first incurred increased actual costs from July 1, 2023 to June
30, 2024 for salaries and benefits for 1.65 (FTE) additional classified employees in the
amount of $83,963.03. For this activity Hope’s increased costs are estimated for the 2024—
2025 school year to be in the amount of $64,990.00. (See Hope supplemental declaration.)

b.  State Budgets for 2023-2024; 2024-2025 did not include funding to be
received by the Claimants for TK activities.

The foundation of mandate law prohibits new programs or a higher level of service
required by the State to be implemented by local educational agencies without delivering
adequate funding or without encroaching existing funding already being received by the
local educational agencies. This is the basis for the state budget including funding for the
TK program.

The State 2023-2024 and 2024-2025 Budgets included funding for transitional
kindergarten and TK adult-to-student ratios of 12:1. However, the State 2023-2024 and
2024-2025 Budgets did not provide transitional kindergarten program funding for basic aid
school districts. (Test Claim: TK 0012)

C. Finance comments are conflicting to established mandate law.

Finance discussed at length LCFF funding received by all local educational agencies
and that these funds may be used for TK. Finance comments are in direct contradiction of
mandate law when asserting “Finance is not aware of any law or restriction that would
preclude the use of these funds (LCFF) for TK costs.” Finance comments also fail to
acknowledge the funding received by school districts specifically for the TK program in
addition to the LCFF funds received by LEA. This argument fails to explain why LEA’s
received TK funding and basic aid districts were excluded.

Il. Response to Finance Concern 2

In the 2023-2024 school year, a child who will have their fifth birthday between
September 2 and April 2 shall be admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained
by Sunnyvale requiring the following activities and costs. (A.B. No. 130, Statutes 2021,
Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000 (E). The increased costs incurred relating to
these new activities were first incurred on July 1, 2023.



Re: Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten 23-TC-02
Claimants Sunnyvale School District and Hope Elementary School District Comments

Claimants have the option to file a test claim no later than 12 months (365 days)
following of the effective date of the statute(s) or executive order(s) pled or within 12
months (365 days) of the date costs were first incurred to implement the alleged mandate.
(Gov. Code § 17551(c); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, 88 1183.1(c) and 1187.5.) ¢

The test claim was filed on January 22, 2024. The test claim included actual and
estimated 2 costs for fiscal year 2023-2024 and estimated costs for 2024-2025. The test
claim was timely filed within 365 days of the claimants first incurring costs on July 1, 2023
to implement the transitional kindergarten program mandate requiring in the 2023-2024
school year, a child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2
shall be admitted to a transitional kindergarten program. (Gov. Code 8 17551(c); Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 2, 88 1183.1(c) and 1187.5); (Test Claim Section 4(b).)

Finance provides no legal support for their request of a further examination of
Claimants’ estimated costs. Upon the approval of the test claim, the State Controller is
authorized to review the costs incurred by the claimants and other school districts that file a
claim for reimbursement. The actual and estimated costs included in the test claim comply
with the applicable statutes and regulations.

I1l.  Finance Comments are non-compliant.

Claimants object to Finance comments dated July 11, 2024. Finance
comments must not be relied upon by the Commission or included in the record due to the
comments failing to comply with the applicable California Code of Regulations.

Oral or written representations of fact offered by any person shall be under
oath or affirmation and signed under penalty of perjury by persons who are
authorized and competent to do so and must be based on the declarant’s
personal knowledge, information or belief. (Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 2 8§
1183.2 and 1187.5.) If representations of fact are made, they must be
supported with documentary evidence filed with the comments on the test
claim. (Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 2 88 1183.2 and 1187.5.)

! Test Claim is Timely Filed on [Insert Filing Date] [select either A or B]: January 22, 2024,

O A: Which is not later than 12 months (365 days) following [insert effective date] _ /  / , the
effective date of the statute(s) or executive order(s) pled; or

x B: Which is within 12 months (365 days) of [insert the date costs were first incurred to implement the
alleged mandate] 07/01/2023, which is the date of first incurring costs as a result of the statute(s) or
executive order(s) pled. This filing includes evidence which would be admissible over an objection in a
civil proceeding to support the assertion of fact regarding the date that costs were first incurred.
(Claimants’ Test Claim Form)

2 Test claim filed on January 22, 2024 included claimants actual costs for the period July 1, 2023 to
December 31, 2023, estimated costs for the period January 1, 2024 to June 30, 2024 and estimated costs
for the 2024-2025. Attached to these comments claimants provided supplemental declarations of the
actual costs for 2023-2024 and estimated costs for 2024-2025.



Re: Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten 23-TC-02
Claimants Sunnyvale School District and Hope Elementary School District Comments

Finance comments are defective in failing to include the required oath or affirmation.
Additionally, Finance representations of fact are not supported by documentary evidence.

Certification

| certify by my signature below, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State
of California, that the statements made in this document are true and complete to the best of
my own personal knowledge or based on information and belief and that | am authorized
and competent to do so.

August 8, 2024 Asthen Fraléswdz
Arthur M. Palkowitz ¢/
Representative for the Claimant




Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program

Claimants: Sunnyvale School District
Hope Elementary School District
Declaration- Arthur Cuffy, Chief Business Officer
Sunnyvale School District

SECTION NUMBER: 6
Heading: DECLARATION

I, Arthur Cuffy, Chief Business Officer, Sunnyvale School District (“Sunnyvale” or
“District”) declare as follows:

I. I commenced my employment with Sunnyvale on or about April 1, 2024
and I am currently employed with Sunnyvale.

2. I have personal knowledge of the actual and estimated costs incurred by the District
for the Transitional Kindergarten (“TK”) Program, Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021,
Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000, Effective Date: July 9, 2021. (pages 90-93.)
The information contained in my declaration is from preparing and reviewing District business
records, my personal knowledge, information, or belief pertaining to the Transitional
Kindergarten Program.

3. In California, school districts receive funding through a formula known as the Local
Control Funding Formula (LCFF). Under the LCFF, each district receives a base grant per
student, and additional funds are provided based on the specific needs of the students, such as
low-income students, English learners, and foster youth. This funding system is intended to
address the disparities in resources and opportunities among students.

4. Sunnyvale is a California basic aid school district. Basic Aid school districts receive
property tax revenue instead of funding under the LCFF formula. Basic aid school districts did
not receive funding from the state for pupils admitted to the Transitional Kindergarten Program.

5. TK is funded for school districts based on the same average daily attendance (ADA)
calculation as all other students. If a school offers transitional kindergarten, it receives the same
amount of funding from the State for each of those students as it does for its traditional
kindergarteners. Sunnyvale did not receive funding for the Transitional Kindergarten Program in
FY 2023-2024.

6. Sunnyvale first incurred costs on July 1, 2023 for the Transitional Kindergarten
Program requirements for the 2023—2024 school year as follows:

(1) The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 2023-24 school year, a
child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be
admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall maintain an average transitional
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Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program
Claimants: Sunnyvale School District

(i)

Hope Elementary School District
Declaration- Arthur Cuffy, Chief Business Officer
Sunnyvale School District

kindergarten class enrollment of not more than 24 pupils for each schoolsite. For this
activity Sunnyvale first incurred increased actual costs on July 1, 2023 for an
additional five teachers’ salaries and benefits in the amount of $824,582.00 for the
period July 1, 2023 to June 30, 2024. (Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter
44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000 (E), (g)(1), Effective Date: July 9, 2021. (pages
90-93.)

The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 2023-24 school year, a
child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be
admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall, maintain an average of at least one adult
for every twelve (12) pupils for transitional kindergarten classrooms at each
schoolsite. For this activity Sunnyvale first incurred increased actual costs on July 1,
2023 for salaries and benefits for an additional seven classified (paraeducators)
employees in the amount of $410,479.00 for the period July 1, 2023 to June 30, 2024.
(Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000
(E),(2)(2), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.)

Sunnyvale’s Transitional Kindergarten increased estimated 2024-2025 costs are as
follows:

(1) The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 202425 school year,
a child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be
admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall maintain an average transitional
kindergarten class enrollment of not more than 24 pupils for each schoolsite. For this
activity Sunnyvale will incur increased estimated costs for an additional five teachers’
salaries and benefits in the amount $849,320. (Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021,
Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000 (F)(g)(1), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.)

(i1) The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 202425 school year,
a child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be
admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall, maintain an average of at least one adult
for every twelve (12) pupils for transitional kindergarten classrooms at each
schoolsite. For this activity Sunnyvale will incur increased estimated costs for salaries
and benefits for an additional six classified (paraeducators) employees in the amount
of $362,395. (Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education
Code § 48000 (F)(g)(2), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.)
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Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program

Claimants: Sunnyvale School District
Hope Elementary School District
Declaration- Arthur Cuffy, Chief Business Officer
Sunnyvale School District

Sunnyvale’s General funds are anticipated to be the funding sources for the Transitional
Kindergarten Program costs in 2023-2024 and 2024-2025.

8. I am unaware of any local, state, or federal funds or fee authority that may be used to
offset the increased costs that will be incurred by claimant to implement the alleged mandate,
including direct and indirect costs.

9. The State 2023-2024 Budget provided $597 million ongoing Proposition 98 General
Fund to school districts, excluding basic aid districts, in the 2023-24 school year, for the
transitional kindergarten program. (https://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/4682)

10. An estimate of the statewide cost basic aid school districts will incur to implement
the alleged mandate during the fiscal year immediately following the fiscal year for which the
claim was filed is the amount of $10 Million.

1. Sunnyvale agrees to file this test claim as a joint effort and attests to all of
the following in the test claim filing:

(1) Sunnyvale alleges state-mandated costs result from the same statute or executive order;
(2) Sunnyvale agrees on all issues of the test claim; and

(3) Sunnyvale has designated one person to act as the sole representative for all claimants.

I certify by my signature below, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
State of California, that the statements made in this document are true and complete to the best
of my own personal knowledge or information and belief and I am authorized and competent to
do so.

Dated: July 22, 2024 O C«Ay

ARTHUR CUFFY
CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICER
SUNNYVALE SCHOOL DISTRICT




Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program

Claimants; Sunnyvale School District
Hope Elementary School District

Section: 6 Declaration- Mike Thomson, Chief Business Official,
Hope Elementary School District

SECTION NUMBER: 6
Heading: DECLARATION

I, Mike Thomson, Chief Business Official, Business Office, Hope Elementary School
District (“District™) declare as follows:

1. I commenced my employment with the District on August 16, 2017 and I am
currently employed with the District.

2, I have personal knowledge of the actual and estimated costs incurred by the District
for the Transitional Kindergarten (“TK") program, Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021,
Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000, Effective Date: July 9, 2021. {pages 90-93.) The
information contained in my declaration is from preparing and reviewing District business
records, my personal knowledge, information, or belief pertaining to the Transitional
Kindergarten program.

3. In California, school districts receive funding through a formula known as the Local
Control Funding Formula (LCFF). Under the LCFF, each district receives a base grant per
student, and additional funds are provided based on the specific needs of the students, such as
low-income students, English learners, and foster youth. This funding system is intended to
address the disparities in resources and opportunities among students.

4. District is a California basic aid school district. Basic Aid school districts receive
property tax revenue instead of funding under the LCFF formula. Basic aid school districts do
not receive funding from the state for pupils admitted to the Transitional Kindergarten program.

5. TK is funded for school districts based on the same average daily attendance (ADA)
calculation as all other students. If a school offers transitional kindergarten, it receives the same
amount of funding from the State for each of those students as it does for its traditional
kindergarteners. Hope did not receive funding for the transitional kindergarten program for FY
2023-2024.

6. District first incurred increased costs on July 1, 2023 for the Transitional
Kindergarten Program rcquirements for the 2023-24 school year as follows:

(1) The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 2023-24 school year, a
child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be
admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall maintain an average transitional
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Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program

Claimants:

Sunnyvale School District

Hope Elementary School District
Section: 6 Declaration- Mike Thomson, Chief Business Official,
Hope Elementary School District

(iD)

kindergarten class enrollment of not more than 24 pupils for each schoolsite. For this
activity District first incurred increased actual costs from July 1, 2023 to June 30,
2024 for 2.5 ( FTE) additional teachers’ salaries and benefits in the amount of
$433,671.46. The enrollment for 2023-2024 was forty-six (46) and the ADA was
43.64. (Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code §
48000 (E),(g)(1), Effective Date: July 9, 2021. (pages 90-93.)

The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 202324 school year, a
child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2 shall be
admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school district or
charter school and the school district shall, maintain an average of at least one adult
for every twelve (12) pupils for transitional kindergarten classrooms at each
schoolsite. For this activity District first incurred increased actual costs from July 1,
2023 to June 30, 2024 for salaries and henefits for 1.65 (FTE) additional classified
employees in the amount of $83,963.03. (Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021,
Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code § 48000 (E),(g)(2), Effective Date: July 9, 2021.

I have personal knowledge of the District’s Transitional Kindergarten Program costs in
2023-2024 that includes increased actual costs for additional teachers and classified employees.

7.

@

(i)

District’s Transitional Kindergarten Program increased estimated costs for 2024-2025
are as follows:

The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 2024-2025 school
year, a child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2
shall be admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school
district or charter school and the school district shall maintain an average
iransitional kindergarten class enrollment of not more than 24 pupils for each
schoolsite. For this activity District will incur increased estimated costs for 2
(FTE) additional teachers’ salaries and benefits in the amount of $352,970.00.
(Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code §
48000 (F),(g)(1), Effective Date: July 9, 2021. (pages 90-93.)

The Transitional Kindergarten Program required that in the 2024-2025 school
year, a child who will have their fifth birthday between September 2 and April 2
shall he admitted to a transitional kindergarten program maintained by the school
district or charter school and the school district shall, maintain an average of at
least one adult for every twelve (12) pupils for transitional kindergarten
classrooms at each schoolsite. For this activity District will incur increased
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Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program

Claimants: Sunnyvale School District
Hope Elementary School District

Section: 6 Declaration- Mike Thomson, Chief Business Official,
Hope Elementary School District

estimated costs for salaries and benefits for salaries and benefits for 1.25 (FTE)
additional part-time classified employees in the amount of $64,990.00.
(Assembly Bill No. 130, Statutes 2021, Chapter 44, Sec. 60, Education Code §
48000 (F),(2)(2), Effective Date: July 9, 2021. (pages 90-93.)

I have personal knowledge of the District’s Transitional Kindergarten Program costs in
2024-2025 that includes estimated increased actual costs for additional teachers and classified
employees.

8. District’s General funds are anticipated to be the funding sources for the TK costs in
2023-2024 and 2024-2025.

0. The California 2023-2024 State Budget provided $597 million ongoing Proposition
98 General Fund to school districts, excluding basic aid districts, in the 2023-24 school year, for
the transitional kindergarten program. (hitps://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/4682}

10. I am unaware of any local, state, or federal funds or fee authority that may be used to
offset the increased costs that will be incurred by Hope, a basic aid district, to implement the
alleged mandate, including direct and indirect costs.

11,  An estimate of the statewide cost basic aid school districts will incur to implement the
alleged mandate during the fiscal year immediately following the fiscal year for which the claim
was filed is the amount of $10 Million.

12, 1am unaware of any prior mandate determinations made by the Board of Control
or the Commission on State Mandates that may be related to the alleged mandate.

13.  Hope agrees to file this test claim as a joint effort and District attests to all of
the following in the test claim filing:

(i) District alleges state-mandated costs result from the same statute or executive order;

(ii) District agrees on all issues of the test claim; and



Test Claim: Transitional Kindergarten Program

Claimants; Sunmyvale School District
Hope Elementary School District

Section: 6 Declaration- Mike Thomson, Chief Business Qfficial,
Hope Elementary School District

(i1i} District has designated one person to act as the sole representative for all claimants.

I certify by my signature below, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California, that the statements made in this document are true and complete to the best of my
own personal knowledge or information and belief and T am antharized and eammatent to do so.

Dated: July 30, 2024

—M_.J.I.Ll_-l LALVALYLILI WAL Ny vl AL D el LFNJ UM‘LJLJIS OFFICIAL
HOPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT



July 25,2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02,TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Schools For Sound Finance [(SF)’], the statewide association of community-
funded (“basic aid”) school districts, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). As the statewide association supporting
community-funded school districts, we are concerned with the harmful precedent of the state
establishing an increased level of educational requirements on our school districts without
corresponding funding,

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By
2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when
UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing, In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is
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providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state
maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA)
provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to
note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that
community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already
been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally,
MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination requirement of
the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the
state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale School District.
Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK
will be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new
grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members approve the claim
when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Anthony Ranii
President, Schools for Sound Finance

Superintendent, Montecito Union School District
385 SanYsidro Road

Santa Barbara, CA 93108

(805) 969-3249

aranii@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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arylF ‘ene Rickard. Fd.n.
. Ed.D. b dgar Zazueta, EAD.

August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA), | am writing to reaffirm our
strong support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11,
2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). As a statewide association, we are
primarily concerned with the harmful precedent of the state establishing an increased level of
educational requirements on school districts without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of
UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General
Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual
cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified
school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite
their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a
new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding
based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from
existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if
adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly
recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce
resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over
the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts,
including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-
funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state
maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-

1029 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916.444.3216 | 8006082272 | www.acsa.org
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funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-
funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these
dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that
without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on
other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs.
The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts;
however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state
to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time
maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and
the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
on this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other
programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
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Edgar Zazuetéf Ed.D.

Executive Director

Association of California School Administrators
1029 J Street, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 329-4321

ezazueta@acsa.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Smart pusiness. Smart schools”
August 1, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the California Association of School Business Officials, | am writing to reaffirm our
strong support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the
July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). As a statewide association,
we are primarily concerned with the harmful precedent of the state establishing an increased level
of educational requirements on school districts without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAS) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state
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is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-
funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all
school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full
grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at
the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

st
Mishaal Gill

Director, Policy and Advocacy
California Association of School Business Officials

1001 K Street, 5th Floor | Sacramento, California 95814
Phone Number: (916) 504-2250
mgill@casbo.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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July 26, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of CFT — A Union of Educators & Classified Professionals, AFT, AFL-CIO, | am writing to
reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to
the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). As a statewide association, we
are primarily concerned with the harmful precedent of the state establishing an increased level of
educational requirements on school districts without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEASs) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has
provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost
is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified
school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their
LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new,
full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding
based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from
existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if
adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize
that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing
students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years
for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
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resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-
funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-
funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars
have already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other
programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal
compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however,
the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide
funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that
it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on
this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other
programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall. Should you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to reach me at tbrown@cft.org.

Sincerely,

v s
Tristan Brown
Legislative Director, CFT
1107 9™ Street, Ste. 460
Sacramento, CA 95814
tbrown@cft.org
TB: ac-opeiu#29 afl-cio
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July 26, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the California School Boards Association, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by
the Department of Finance (DOF). As a statewide association, we are primarily concerned with the harmful
precedent of the state establishing an increased level of educational requirements on school districts without
corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAS) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided
approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected
to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school
districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF
entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded
districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with
existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based
on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing
programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources
are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding
students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom,
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Gayle Miller, Chairperson
July 26, 2024
Page 2

and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The
difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of
all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded,
receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded
districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have
already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional
funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in
order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however,
the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide
funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that
it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this
test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs
that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

i T

" l L"‘:

Kristin Lindgren-Bruzzone

General Counsel

California School Boards Association
3251 Beacon Blvd.

West Sacramento, CA 95691
916-669-3243
klindgren-bruzzone@csba.org

CC: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Chicago Park Elementary School District

Mike Martin, Superintendent
Modoc County Office of Education

Melanie Matta, Superintendent/Principal
Hope Elementary School District

Dr. Nicole Newman, Superintendent
Wheatland Union High School District

Tom O’Malley, Superintendent
Modoc Joint School District

Dr. Jeremy Powell, Superintendent
Hamilton Unified School District

Christopher Rafanelli,
Superintendent/Principal
Liberty School District

Dr. Catherine Reimer,
Superintendent/Principal
San Ardo Union Elementary School District

Keila Rodriguez, Superintendent
Meadow Union Elementary School District
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(916) 750-0722; kristina@ssda.org

August 1, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Small School Districts’ Association I am writing to reaffirm our
strong support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to
respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).
As a statewide association, we are primarily concerned with the harmful precedent
of the state establishing an increased level of educational requirements on school
districts without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional
kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies
(LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday by
September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state
funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with
General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past
three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing
funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to
approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts,
including community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF
fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do
not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite
their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding
UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts
pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that
received funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this
added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of
TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that
simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce
resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts
would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded
districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state
maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding
could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive
funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have
been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed
into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state
continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is
only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test
claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs that
currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

(Ul pe>

Yuri Calderon
Executive Director

925 L Street, Suite 1185
Sacramento, CA 95814
(619) 254-2778
yuri@ssda.org

SDA
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July 18, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Acalanes Union High School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by
the Department of Finance (DOF). As a high school district, we are primarily concerned with the harmful
precedent of the State establishing an increased level of educational requirements on districts without
corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26,
the State expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have
their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the State
funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to
account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the State has provided
approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to
grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that
statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school
districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF
entitlement growing. In other words, the State’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded
districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with
existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based
on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing
programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources
are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding
students to share in the existing pool of State funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom,
and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The
difference is the State is providing UTK resources to State-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the State maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all
school districts.
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum State aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, State- or community-funded,
receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded
districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have
already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional
funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order
to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the State imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
State continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the
State is only providing funding for UTK to State-funded districts. The refusal of the State to provide funding
for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the State.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this
test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs that
currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Sincerely,

/

John Nickerson

Superintendent
Acalanes Union High School District
1212 Pleasant Hill Rd., Lafayette, CA 94549
925-280-3902

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Alexander Valley Union School District

- “A California Distinguished School”
Matt Reno
Superintendent-Principal

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Alexander Valley School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the

Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds
TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for -
the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8
billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to. grow to
approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded
(basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement
is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively
made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on .
local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have
increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts
would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing.
UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts. Qur school
district financial estimates for the full implementation of TK would cost us over $90,000.00 in start-up costs,
and an additional $125,000.00 to operate annually. In order for our district to fully operate a TK program we
would likely need to cancel program offerings and pull funding from our enrichment programs like art, music,
fine arts, as well as incur a major reduction in specialized intervention supports.

8511 Highway 128, Healdsburg, CA 95448 Phone (707) 433-1375 Fax (707) 431-0102
www.alexandervalleyusd.org

TK Letters 015



Alexander Valley Union School District

“A California Distinguished School”
Matt Reno
Superintendent-Principal

I should note, the DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded,
receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts
have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to
implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support
UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing
a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state
continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is
only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test
claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs that
currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Matt Reno
Superintendent/Principal
Alexander Valley School District
8511 Hwy 128 '
Healdsburg, CA 95448
707-433-1375
mreno@alexandervalleyusd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates

8511 Highway 128, Healdsburg, CA 95448 Phone (707) 433-1375 Fax (707) 431-0102
www.alexandervalleyusd.org
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Pam Rennick GOVERNING BOARD:
Supertntendent/Principal Tracey Cassidy

BALLARD SCHOOL DISTRICT N,

2425 SCHOOL STREET
SOLVANG, CALIFORNIA 93463
(BO5) 6884812

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Ballard School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments
made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAS) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
fundsfrom existing programs. However, the expansion of TK fora full 12 monthsis costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
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otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state
is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-
funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all
school districts.

There have been additional costs that we have had to account for because of UTK implementation.
These additional costs include: funding and additional classroom aide to keep the ratio at 12:1,
additional breakfast and lunches served and additional Extended Learning Opportunity costs
because of the extended after school time for our TK students. Currently, the cost to sustain this
mandate is taken from our general fund, with the exception of the extended learning opportunities,
that is funded by the ELO funds.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full
grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at
the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Pam Rennick

Pam Rennick, Superintendent/Principal
Ballard School District

2425 School St.

Solvang, CA 93463
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(805)688-4812
prennick@ballardschool.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Bonny Doon Union Elementary School District
Engaging the mind, the heart, and the spirit

1492 PINE FLAT ROAD * SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95060
Phone: 831-427-2300 * Fax: 831-427-2800
Website: www.bduesd.org
Superintendent/Principal: Mike Heffner * mheffner@bduesd.org
Assistant to the Superintendent: Ola Muanier * omuanier@bduesd.ora

July 23, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Bonny Doon Union Elementary School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided
approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is
expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified
school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their
LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new,
full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based
on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing
programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate
resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that
simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing
students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years
for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.
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As a result of our implementation of UTK, our district has experienced additional, unfunded costs to
implement this mandate. We have experienced increased staffing costs (both certificated and classified)
to support implementation. Additional and new furniture has been purchased. Increased food costs for
students have been incurred. New curricular materials were necessarily purchased to meet the needs of
an expanding age group. These costs are significant for a single-school district, and deeply unfair. In
order to fund these expenditures, the district has had to forego making necessary facility improvements,
delayed other curricular and classroom purchases, and reduced funding for our music and science
programs that serve all TK-6 students at our campus.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded,
receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded
districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have
already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional
funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in
order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level.

Our district thoughtfully and consistently uses our MSA and EPA funds to support all students to master
grade-level standards by employing an Intervention Specialist (part-time) and an instructional aide. These
funding sources do not fully cover these prioritized positions, requiring a contribution from our general
fund.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however,
the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide
funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that
it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on
this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs
that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Bonny Doon Union Elementary School District
1492 Pine Flat Rd. Santa Cruz, CA 95060
831-427-2300

mhefther@bduesd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES
CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED STEPHANIE ROTHBERG-ALLAN
INDIRA LOPEZ-JONES
SCHOOL DISTRICT RUDY GONZALEZ
MATTHEW REID
1520 LAKE STREET » CALISTOGA, CALIFORNIA 94515 LAUREL RIOS

SUPERINTENDENT
DR. AUDRA PITTMAN

July 26,2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on Statc Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Calistoga Joint Unified School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the
Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state
expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday by
September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance
by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with Genera] Fund dollars to account for the newly cligible TK students. Over
the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximnately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation
of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, reccive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the
state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay
for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts thart reccived funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the
expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom
Administration and the Legislaturc correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state
funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over
the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per
student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
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community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts reccive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account {(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to
pay for UTK. It is important to note thar all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and
the EPA. Whar the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and
EPA dellars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district
programs. This means that withour additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required
to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend thar the requirement for community-funded disericts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the stare imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the starc is only providing funding for
UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for communiry-funded districes for UTK
implementation, while ar the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded

mandate by the state.

For these reasens, we strongly supporrt the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Withour support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in erder to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members

approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Board Member

Calistoga Joint Unified School District
1520 Lake St.

Calistoga, CA 94515

707.942.4703

mreid@calistogajusd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on Stare Mandartes
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES
CALISTOGA JOINT UNIFIED STEPHANIE ROTHBERG-ALLAN

INDIRA LOPEZ-JONES
SCHOOL DISTRICT RUDY GONZALEZ
MATTHEW REID
1520 LAKE STREET » CALISTOGA, CALIFORNIA 94515 LAUREL RIOS

SUPERINTENDENT
DR. AUDRA PITTMAN

July 26, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson

Commission on State Mandates

980 9th Street, Suite 300 .
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Calistoga Joint Unifted School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the
Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the statc
expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday by
September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily atrendance
by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over
the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation
of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula {LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the
state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay
for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the
expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom
Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state
funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over
the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per
student, per classroom, and per educaror. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to

OFFICE (707) 942-4703 » FAX (707) 942-6589 « WWW.CALISTOCASCHOOLS.ORG

TK Letters 024



community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts.

Calistoga Joint Unified School District has had to maintin an extra teaching position and possibly another by
2025-26. The current annual cost of this position is over $192,000. Next year this cost could double to $384,000.
These costs to the district’s general fund are taking resources away from other student programs that would support
student academic growth.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to
pay for UTK. It is important to note thart all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and
the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is thar community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and
EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district
programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required
o encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff, Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Our District receives MSA and EPA dollars on 2 yearly basis. This funding is and has been a part of yearly operaring
expenditures in the past, present and future, This is not extra money thar the distriet receives but is part of overall
funding that is used to meet the basic operational needs of the district. If we were to use this money for UTK
expansion, other programs and resources would be reduced because these dollars are already part of our continuing

operating budget.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
’réc'iuircment of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for
UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districes for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining thac it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Audra Pictman, Ph.D.

Superintendent

Calistoga Joint Unified School Districe
1520 Lake St.

Calistoga, CA 94515

707.942.4703

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT

Campbell Union School District
155 North Third Street
Campbell CA 95008

T 408-364-4200
F 408-341-7280

Website:

www.campbellusd.org

Governing Board Members:
Danielle M.S. Cohen

Chris Miller

Richard H. Nguyen

William Slade

Michael L. Snyder

Governing Board Phone No:

408-341-7251

Superintendent
Shelly Viramontez, Ed.D.
408-364-4200

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Campbell Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to
the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten
(UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make
TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the
school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to
account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of
UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK
is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts,
including community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails
to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their
LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK
leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for
the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that
received funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added
cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a
full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding
students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing
students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past
three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up
with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference
is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that
implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.
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While we appreciate the opportunity to support our students at a younger age, it has
caused significant impact to our district. Not only have we needed to add additional
staff beyond what is typical in our other grades due to the low 12:1 student to staff
ratios. Additionally, due to the needs of these younger learners, many who have never
attended school, we needed to provide additional professional development for staff
and administrators. We have also needed to hire additional behavior specialist support
specifically for this grade span. We have also needed to hire additional yard
supervision support to ensure safety for these younger learners. We have made some
modifications to buildings and classrooms to accommodate smaller toilets and sinks.
These funds pulled from our general fund dollars, reducing the funds available for
students in all the other grades.

As a community funded district, we do not get Supplemental and Concentration grants
even though they are part of the LCFF entitlement. The minimum state aid (MSA)
provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) that we receive, which is used
to address the needs of Unduplicated Students to increase or improve services. The
cost of providing services to the high need students is over and beyond what the state
dollars cover. In addition, implementing UTK puts more cost burden on our district
as it redirects the funds which would otherwise be used to support the core educational
programs.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through
the LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection
Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is
important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the
LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded
districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means
these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district
programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK
clearly meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or
higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation
of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing
funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding
for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time
maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate
by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary
School District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the
Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded
districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently
serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

TK Letters 027



We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Dr. Shelly Viramontez

Superintendent, Campbell Union School District
155 N. Third Street

Campbell, CA 95008

(408)364-4200

sviramontez@campbellusd.org
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July 25, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Cardiff School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional Kindergarten
(TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state
expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday by
September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance
by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of
UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic aid)
school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF
fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to
support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for
funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation
of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the
expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom
Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state
funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over
the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per
student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts.

The additional cost to the District for the first year of implementation is about $900,000 which is about 8% of our total
operating budget. This is a huge impact if there was not a direct revenue source.
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum state
aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for
UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA.
What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This
means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other
programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level.

The total of our Minimum State Aid and Education Protection Account dollars is approximately $500,000, which is
roughly equivalent to the cost of three general education classroom teachers. This is a significant part of our yearly
operating budget, and the district would be significantly impacted if these were to be reduced. There are no leftover funds
to implement the cost of another grade level in our district.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that
implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members approve
the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Jill Vinson, Superintendent
Cardiff School District
1888 Montgomery Avenue
Cardift, CA 92007
(760)632-5890

jill.vinson @ cardiffschools.com

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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July 31, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Carmel Unified School District I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made
by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has
provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual
cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified
school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their
LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new,
full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding
based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from
existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if
adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly
recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources
for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three
fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per
student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded
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districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that
implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The following table provides a history of increasing personnel costs related to expanding the Transitional
Kindergarten Program. By 2025-26 the average cost for each Transitional Kindergarten Classroom is
$241,457, as compared to $164,441 for a regular Kindergarten class of 20-24 students.

School Year 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 Est

Transitional Kindergarten Teachers 1 2 2 2 3
Transitional Kindergarten Paraprofessional 1 1 2 3
Enrollment 14 27 28 43 54
Adult/Student Ratio 1:20 1:12 1:12 1:12 1:10
Personnel Cost Certificated Teacher (Total Compensation) $161,968 $217,628 $334,503 $338,796 $493,324
Personnel Cost Paraeducator (Total Compensation) $36,068 $66,193 $164,477 $231,047
Total Compensation Cost (Salary, Statutory and Health Benefits) $161,968 $253,696 $400,696 $503,273 $724,371

Change Year over Year 56.63% 57.94% 25.60% 43.93%
Percent Change from 2021-22 to
2025-26 Projected 347.23%

In addition, there are additional costs and impacts that are difficult to quantify, but that are definitive
factors that affect community funded districts, some impacts shared by are state funded districts, others
that are unique to community funded districts.

1.

Increased Personnel Costs: The expansion of the TK Program has resulted in a 347% increase
in personnel costs, as detailed in the referenced table. This significant rise reflects the
additional staffing required to accommodate the growing number of TK students.

Additional Costs:

o Curriculum and Classroom Resources: With the increase in TK class sizes, new
curriculum materials and smaller furniture had to be purchased to meet the needs of
younger students.

o Facilities Impact: Classrooms had to be relocated closer to restrooms to accommodate
TK students, incurring costs for moving and adapting these spaces.

o Special Education Services: The earlier enrollment of students in the district has
increased the demand for more intensive special education services and Student Study
Teams (SST), which involve additional assessments and support structures.

o Shift from Private Settings: As more children transition from home or private
preschool environments to public TK, we anticipate a rise in the need for Individual
Education Plans (IEPs) and 504 Plans.

Class Size Management: TK is governed by a hard cap on student-teacher ratios, which
creates expensive staffing challenges. For example, if classes are staffed at a 1:10 ratio and an
11th student enrolls, the district must either violate the hard cap—resulting in significant
penalties—or add an additional classroom, costing an average of $241,457 in personnel total
compensation costs.

Challenges in Coastal Communities: Our district, like many community-funded districts,
faces unique challenges due to its coastal location:

o Regulatory Hurdles: Expanding school facilities in coastal areas requires approval
from the Coastal Commission, a process that is time-consuming and often takes years,
unlike in non-coastal communities.

o Higher Cost of Living: The cost of living in coastal areas is significantly higher—often
four times that of non-coastal communities—further straining our district's budget.

2|Page
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-
funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-
funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars
have already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other
programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal
compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Minimum State Aid (MSA) and Education Protection Act (EPA) funds were previously allocated and
continue to support elective programs at middle and high schools. These funds cannot be reallocated to
cover the costs of TK expansion without cuts to these programs.

The TK expansion, combined with a projected 16% increase in health benefits and PERS costs
approaching 30% of payroll, places immense pressure on our district's budget. The 347% increase in
TK-personnel related costs severely impacts our ability to sustain existing programs and attract
qualified staff.

The expansion of the TK Program has placed a disproportionate burden on our district, particularly
given the high cost of living and regulatory challenges in our community. Without additional funding,
our ability to deliver a quality education is compromised.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however,
the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide
funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining
that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and
the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other
programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

mrﬁo@%ﬂ@:&%‘ig%ﬁ
4380 nel Valley Road
Carmel, CA 93923
831-624-1546 ext 2021
sofek@carmelunified.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates

3|Page

TK Letters 033



TK Letters 034



In order to implement Transitional Kindergarten effectively, The District has had to build an
additional classroom, hire a teacher; and instructional assistant, purchase student desks and furniture,
textbooks and instructional materials, purchase playground equipment, provide professional learning
to staff, expand custodial services to ensure the classroom and bathroom is clean and ready for
students. The DOF also highlights the fiinding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (M’SA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state-
or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize
is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013,
which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district
programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded
districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff.
Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade
level.

Currently, our EPA dollars are used to fund certificated teachers. Our MSA funds have been
allocated to the general fund to support the educational program.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at-the
same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by
the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District, Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this
new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

D0 Doy . i
Amy Alzina, Ed.D., Superintendent/Principal
Cold Spring School District
aalzina@coldspringschool.net
2243 Sycamore Canyon Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108
(805) 969-2678

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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July 31, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Cucamonga School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department
of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly
eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing
funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when
UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded
(basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement
is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively
made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on
local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided.
The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the
existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all
school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to
state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that
implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

Education...The Key to a Successful Future.
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Our district has always had a full-day TK program at each of our three elementary schools. Due to changes in the
laws and increased enrollment in TK we added an additional teacher last year. The full-day TK program is funded
under our LCAP. The total cost of our four TK teachers is estimated at $720,898. This cost could have been
utilized to cover part of our intervention program. During FY 23-24, state grant funds were used to fund the TK
aides to meet the required staffing ratios. However, for FY 24-25, we will be using the unrestricted general fund
to pay for the TK aides. The estimated cost for the TK aides is $231,093.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be
used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the
LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving
MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other
equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff.
Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Currently, the EPA dollars of $459,468 fund teacher salaries for one teacher at each site. The minimum state aid
of $2,130,982 is used to fund a portion of the LCAP obligation. There is no leftover funding to implement the
costs of UTK in our district.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state
continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is
only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test
claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently
serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Michael Cha\ix
Superintendent

8776 Archibald Ave
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

(909) 987-8942
mchaix@cuca.k12.ca.us
cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates

Education...The Key to a Successful Future.
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August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Del Mar Union School District (DMUSD), I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11,
2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state
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is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-
funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all
school districts.

In DMUSD, UTK implementation is estimated to cost approximately $4 million annually. This is
a cost that does not include any one-time costs such as curriculum, professional learning for our
teaching staff, facilities investments to ensure that we have appropriate classrooms for all of our
UTK students, furniture, or technology. In a district with a balanced budget that is approximately
$75 million, this would mean increasing class size, eliminating STEAM learning opportunities for
students, eliminating counselors, and/or eliminating intervention supports for students who are not
meeting grade level standards. Any of these potential cuts would impact students at every grade
level in our district, diminishing the educational program for all students. The lack of UTK funding
makes it impossible to provide this program without negatively impacting the students in DMUSD.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full
grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at
the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Holly McClurg, PhD, Superintendent
Del Mar Union School District
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cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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July 30, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Desert Center Unified School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state
expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday
by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily
attendance by annually replenishing Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK
students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully
implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the
state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts
pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom
Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

As we implement the UTK programs here at Desert Center Unified School District we have had to address
additional costs. These additional costs include addressing playground equipment for compliance, staffing needs,
professional development needs, curriculum, and transportation costs. This is not an inclusive list of additional
costs.

Desert Center Unified School District Board of Trustees
Dean Primmer, President, Steve Jones, Clerk, Jim Brunton, Ross Ryding Victor Ramos
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds
are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

As with other districts our EPA dollars are used to support educational services and programs. It truly helps us mitigate
the impact of our budget to supporting a quality education program. As a small, rural school district there are not a
lot of funds remaining to address the costs of UTK in our district.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for
UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Sl

Superintendent/Principal

Desert Center Unified School District
1434 Kaiser Road

Desert Center, CA 92239

(760) 895-8254
gregsackos@eaglemtnschool.com

Desert Center Unified School District Board of Trustees
Dean Primmer, President, Steve Jones, Clerk, Jim Brunton, Ross Ryding Victor Ramos
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July 24, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Encinitas Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the
July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten
(UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK
available to all children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school
year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily
attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account
for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided
approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That
annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully
implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts,
including community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails
to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF
entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the
implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that
received funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added
cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a
full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding
students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing
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students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past
three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for
all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK
is an expectation of all school districts.

By adding a full grade level without funding, the Encinitas Union School District
(EUSD) would be forced to reduce or dismantle programs. This would potentially
include removing our robust districtwide enrichment and intervention programs and
increasing class sizes in kindergarten through grade 6. Reducing or eliminating these
programs would have an immediate, negative impact on all students across the
district. Additionally, the estimated cost to EUSD would be approximately 4.8 million
dollars which is almost 5% of our total budget.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through
the LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection
Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is
important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the
LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts
have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these
dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This
means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts
are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff.
Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing
a full grade level.

EUSD continues to fully utilize MSA and EPA funds each year, especially since the
state decreased allocated MSA and EPA funds in 2013. EUSD uses these resources
to bolster intervention programs, maintain a 24:1 student-teacher ratio for K-3 classes,
and ensure home-to-school transportation services. These funds are exhausted every
year without any remaining to cover UTK expenses within EUSD.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK
clearly meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or
higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing
funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time
maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate
by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary
School District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the
Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded
districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs that currently
serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.
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We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Warmly,

Andrée Grey, Ed.D.

Superintendent

Encinitas Union School District

101 S. Rancho Santa Fe Rd., Encinitas, CA 92024
760-944-4300 ext. 1111

andree.grey(@eusd.net

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates



Page 4

TK Letters 046



July 23, 2024

Dear Chairperson Miller:

As a former NMUSD school board member, CSBA Past President, and current PTA President,
grandparent, and community volunteer, | am writing to reaffirm my strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the Department of Finance
(DOF) comments made on July 11, 2024,

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By
2025-26, the state expects ail local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entittement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the
same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the
state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

There are significant costs associated with UTK. The district is expected to spend over $9 miillion
for UTK facilities in 2024-25. Unfortunately, this amount is woefully inadequate as the majority of
our UTK students will still be housed in facilities that do not adhere to the state’s standard for this
age group. At full implementation, staffing costs alone will exceed $8 million per year.
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Consequently, the Board of Education has had to make difficult financial choices that have
scrapped environmentally friendly infrastructure improvements, constrained supports to our
unduplicated pupils, and limited district resources for college and career readiness programs.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full
grade level.

The district's Minimum State Aid and Education Protection Account dollars support our
Supplemental LCFF and Special Education programs. The district supports the Supplemental
LCFF program by $23.6 million and Special Education by $61.3 million. As such, adding another
unfunded program, UTK, is a tremendous financial burden.

Newport-Mesa USD contends that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement
UTK clearly meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher
level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-
funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, | strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade.

| implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

\ Board Member (1991 — 2020)
CSBA President, 2011

Harbor Council PTA member

20111 SW Cypress Street

Newport Beach, CA 92660-0713

(949) 933-4151
marthabeyondtheboard2020@gmail.com

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Cupertino High School , Fremont High School | Homestead High School | Lynbrook High School | Menta Vista High Schoel  Adult School

July 19, 2024

Gayle Milier, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Fremont Union High School District, 1 am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made
by the Department of Finance (DOF). As a high school district, we are primarily concerned with the
harmful precedent of the state establishing an increased level of educational requirements on districts
without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies {LEAS) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided
approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is
expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified
school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their
LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new,
full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based
on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing
programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate
resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that
simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing
students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years
for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. 1t is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded
districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources 10 community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

S84 W Fremont Avenue, PO Bov F Qunmwiala 74 A4Ng7 408) 522-2200 408) 522-2262 rww fuhsd.org
araham Clark | Rosa mim, Stanley Kou, Jert moe, Raomi Nakano-matsumoto, Rod Sinks
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded.
receive funding via the I.CFF and the EPA, What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded
districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have
already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional
funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in
order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however,
the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide
funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that
it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale Schoo! District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on

this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other
programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Christine Mallery, CBO/Associate Superintendent

Fremont Union High School District

589 West Fremont Ave
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

408-522-2245
christine_mallery(@fuhsd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates

KR W. Fremont Avenue, PO Bor F Sunnwuale CA 94087 408) 522-2200 408) 522-2262 ww.fuhsd.org
Graham Clark | Rosa mim, Stanley Kou, Jerr moe, Naomi Nakano-matsumoto, Rod Sinks
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FREMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Cupertine High School | Fremont High School | Homestead High Schoal | Lynbrook High School | Monta Vista High School | Adult School

July 18,2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Fremont Union High School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support
for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). As a high school district, we are primarily
concerned with the harmful precedent of the state establishing an increased level of educational
requirements on districts without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantec over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same

589 W. Fremont Avenue, PO Box F, Sunnyvale, CA 94087 | TEL (408) 522-2200 | FAX (408) 522-2262 | WEB www.fuhsd.org
SUPERINTENDENT: Graham Clark | BOARD OF TRUSTEES: Rosa Kim, Staniey Kou, Jeff Moe, Naomi Nakano-Matsumoto, Rod Sinks
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scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state
is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-
funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all
school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full
grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at
the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Cominission) on this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
M
Yok CA/
Graham Clark

Superintendent of Schools

Fremont Union High School District

589 W. Fremont Avenue

Sunnyvale, CA 94087

(408)522-2201
aham_clark@fuhsd..or

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Board of Trustees
Dr.Vicki Ben-Yaacov, President

Sholeh fahangir, Vice President
Ethan Bertrand, Clerk
Emily Zacarias, Member

GoLeTa UNion ScHooL DisTricT
Office of the Superintendent

Dr. Richard Mayer, Member
Michele Perrault, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates Superintengent
980 9th Street, Suite 300 Dr. Mary Kahn

Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test

Dear Chairperson Perrault:

On behalf of the Goleta Union School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third
year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects
all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with
General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal
years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that
community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional
dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts
and has effectively made districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade
level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the
number of TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply
adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for
existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the
past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in Goleta
Union School District, a community-funded district. The difference is that the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that the implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts.

401 North Fairview Avenue » Goleta, CA 93117 » (805) 681-1200
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The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account
(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that
all districts, state or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What
the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA
dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. In Goleta Union School District
both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a
reasonable size. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support
UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded
districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in
order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Ethan Bertrand

Ethan Bertrand, Clerk
Board of Trustees

Goleta Union School District
401 N. Fairview Ave.
Goleta, CA 93111

(805) 681-1200 ext. 2201
ebertrand@gusd.us

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates

401 North Fairview Avenue ¢ Goleta, CA 93117 « (805) 681-1200
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Board of Trustees

Dr. Vicki Ben-Yaacov,
President

Sholeh Jahangir, Vice
President

Ethan Bertrand, Clerk
Emily Zacarias, Member
Dr. Richard Mayer, Member

GOLETA UNION ScHooL DISTRICT
Office of the Superintendent

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Superintendent

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Goleta Union School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third
year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects
all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of
UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98
with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three
fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that
community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional
dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts
and has effectively made districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade
level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the
number of TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply
adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for
existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the
past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in
Goleta Union School District, a community-funded district. The difference is that the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that the implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account

401 North Fairview Avenue « Goleta, CA 93117 + (805) 681-1200
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(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that
all districts, state or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What
the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA
dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. In Goleta Union School District
both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a
reasonable size. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded
districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in
order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Emily Zacowios

Emily Zacarias, Board Member
Board of Trustees

Goleta Union School District
401 N. Fairview Ave.

Goleta, CA 93111

(805) 681-1200 ext. 2201
ezacarias@gusd.us

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Board of Trustees

Dr. Vicki Ben-Yaacov,
President

Sholeh Jahangir, Vice
President

Ethan Bertrand, Clerk
Emily Zacarias, Member
Dr. Richard Mayer, Member

GOLETA UNION ScHooL DISTRICT
Office of the Superintendent

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Superintendent

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Goleta Union School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third
year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects
all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of
UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98
with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three
fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that
community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional
dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts
and has effectively made districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade
level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the
number of TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply
adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for
existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the
past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in
Goleta Union School District, a community-funded district. The difference is that the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that the implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account
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(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that
all districts, state or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What
the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA
dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. In Goleta Union School District
both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a
reasonable size. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded
districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in
order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Mawy Kadhuv

Dr. Mary Kahn, Superintendent
Goleta Union School District
401 N. Fairview Ave.

Goleta, CA 93111

(805) 681-1200 ext. 2201
mkahn@gusd.us

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Board of Trustees

Dr. Vicki Ben-Yaacov,
President

Sholeh Jahangir, Vice
President

Ethan Bertrand, Clerk
Emily Zacarias, Member

Dr. Richard Mayer, Member

GOLETA UNION ScHooOL DISTRICT
Office of the Superintendent

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814 Superintendent

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Goleta Union School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third
year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects
all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of
UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98
with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three
fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that
community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional
dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts
and has effectively made districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade
level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the
number of TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply
adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for
existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the
past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in
Goleta Union School District, a community-funded district. The difference is that the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that the implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account
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(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that
all districts, state or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What
the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA
dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. In Goleta Union School District
both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a
reasonable size. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded
districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in
order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Dr. Richowd Moyer

Dr. Richard Mayer, Board Member
Board of Trustees

Goleta Union School District

401 N. Fairview Ave.

Goleta, CA 93111

(805) 681-1200 ext. 2201
rmayer@gusd.us

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Dr. Vicki Ben-Yaacov,
President

Sholeh Jahangir, Vice
President

Ethan Bertrand, Clerk
Emily Zacarias, Member
Dr. Richard Mayer, Member

GOLETA UNION ScHooL DISTRICT
Office of the Superintendent

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814 Superintendent

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Goleta Union School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third
year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects
all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of
UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98
with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three
fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that
community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional
dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts
and has effectively made districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade
level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the
number of TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply
adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for
existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the
past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in
Goleta Union School District, a community-funded district. The difference is that the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that the implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account
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(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that
all districts, state or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What
the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA
dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. In Goleta Union School District
both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a
reasonable size. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded
districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in
order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Dr. Vicki Benw-Yaacov

Dr. Vicki Ben-Yaacov, President
Board of Trustees

Goleta Union School District
401 N. Fairview Ave.

Goleta, CA 93111

(805) 681-1200 ext. 2201
vbenyaacov@gusd.us

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Dr. Richard Mayer, Member

GOLETA UNION ScHooL DISTRICT
Office of the Superintendent

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Superintendent

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Goleta Union School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third
year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects
all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of
UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98
with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three
fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that
community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional
dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts
and has effectively made districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade
level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the
number of TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply
adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for
existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the
past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer
resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in
Goleta Union School District, a community-funded district. The difference is that the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to
community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that the implementation of UTK is
an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the
LCFF via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account
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(EPA) and implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that
all districts, state or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What
the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA
dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. In Goleta Union School District
both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a
reasonable size. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to
state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded
districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in
order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and
that Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Sholeh Jahangir

Sholeh Jahangir, Vice-President
Board of Trustees

Goleta Union School District
401 N. Fairview Ave.

Goleta, CA 93111

(805) 681-1200 ext. 2201
Sholeh.jahangir@gusd.us

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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300 El Cerrito Avenue
Hillsborough, CA 94010

t: (650) 342-5193
www.hcsdk8.org

August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Hillsborough City School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments
made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By
2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when
UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding
based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds
from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district
if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly
recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce
resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee
over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up
with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all
school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK
resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts
despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

BOARD OF EDUCATION
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The implementation of UTK in HCSD has necessitated accounting for additional costs and trade-
offs that impact our budget. We have had to allocate substantial funding for hiring teachers and
aides to ensure appropriate student to teacher ratios. We have had to procure and maintain age-
appropriate classroom materials and furniture; additional and ongoing costs exist for
supplies/materials and curriculum. Our schools now have longer lunch periods that necessitate the
cost of increased supervision and increased costs associated with the Universal Meal Program.
To cover these costs, we have had to reallocate funds from other programs, including reducing
budgets for extracurricular activities. Funds that were initially designated for professional
development and advanced training for staff were redirected to UTK implementation and this
impacts all schools regardless if they have a TK on campus. The District only received $176,506.55
UTK Implementation money, but spent $414,956 in 2022-23 and $425,325 respectively on 2 TK
Classes that staffed by 2.0 FTE Certificated Teachers and 0.492 FTE Paraeducator, with $25,954
initial and $20,000 ongoing classroom set up and maintenance cost. With TK being fully
implemented in 2024-25, it is costing the District 3.0 FTE Certificated Teachers and 2.0 FTE
Paraeducators, or $744,468 per year and ongoing, which is not sustainable without additional
funding from the State.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via
the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies
that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or
community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is
that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013,
which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district
programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded
districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff.
Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade
level.

The District receives $172,044 MSA per year, which has been allocated by enrollment to our four
school sites as part of their discretionary funds. Since CDE apportions EPA by enrollment, that
funding has declined over the years. The 2023-24 P-2 EPA apportionment is $247,049. The District
has always spent the entire EPA money on K-5 elementary teachers, barely covering 2.0 FTE
teachers’ salaries and benefits. HCSD has $0 leftover MSA and EPA funds to cover the TK
mandate, which has put a big strain on the funds on existing K-8 instructional programs.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the
same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate
by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates

BOARD OF EDUCATION
Kim Oliff, Don Geddis, Gregory J. Dannis, An Huang Chen, Gilbert Wai

SUPERINTENDENT
Ana de Arce

TK Letters 066



300 El Cerrito Avenue
Hillsborough, CA 94010

t: (650) 342-5193
www.hcsdk8.org

(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this

new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Ang oe Arce

Superintendent
adearce@hcsdk8.org

Gregory Dannis
Board Clerk
gdannis@dwkesq.com

Joyce shen

Chief Business Official
jshen@hcsdk8.org

Bhavna Narula

Student Services Director
bnarula@hcsdk8.org

Alec Mackenzie
Hillsborough Teachers
Association (HTA)
President
amackenzie@hcsdk8.org

Hillsborough City School District

300 El Cerrito Avenue
Hillsborough, CA 94010
(650) 342-5193

Kim OLiFf
Board President
theoliffs@gmail.com

Awn Huang Chen

Board Member
anhuangchen12@gmail.com

Leilanl Bell

Human Resources Director
Ibell@hcsdk8.org

Maureen Sullivan

Education Technology Director
msullivan@hcsdk8.org

Kim Hover

California School Employees
Association (CSEA)
President, Chapter 465
khover@hcsdk8.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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SUPERINTENDENT
Ana de Arce

Down Geddis

Board Vice President
don@dongeddis.com

Gilbert wai

Board Member
the3wais@gmail.com

Matthew Lindwner

Educational Services Director
mlindner@hcsdk8.org

Tracy Dennis

Information Technology Manager
tdennis@hcsdk8.org
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Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Hope School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third year of
phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local
educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state
funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That
annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the number of
TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in Hope School District, a
community-funded district. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to
state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
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implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally
important district programs. In Hope School District both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom
teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a reasonable size. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on
other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
%’z&zﬁ/ﬁé/&wm DG

Dr. Brian Johnson, Board of Trustees Member
Hope School District

3970 La Colina Road, #14

Santa Barbara, CA 93110

(805) 682-2564
bjohnson@hopeschooldistrict.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Hope School District
The future of the world is in our classrocoms today.

3970 LA COLINA RQAD #14 » SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNA 93110
PHOME (205) 682-2664 FAX (805} 607-T954
Beoard af Trusbeass
Dr Frann Wagembch. Preaidant, Dr Kally Kaogh, Clark, Dan Sunnison, Membed, Erk Vasquer. Member, Dr. Baan Johnson, Mamber

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Hope School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third year of
phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local
educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state
funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That
annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the number of
TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in Hope School District, a
community-funded district. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to
state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
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implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally
important district programs. In Hope School District both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom
teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a reasonable size. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on
other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
A

Daniel Cunnison, Board of Trustees
Hope School District

3970 La Colina Road, #14

Santa Barbara, CA 93110

(805) 682-2564
dcunnison@hopeschooldistrict.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Hope School District
The future of the world is in our classrocoms today.

3970 LA COLINA RQAD #14 » SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNA 93110
PHOME (205) 682-2664 FAX (805} 607-T954
Beoard af Trusbeass
Dr Frann Wagembch. Preaidant, Dr Kally Kaogh, Clark, Dan Sunnison, Membed, Erk Vasquer. Member, Dr. Baan Johnson, Mamber

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Hope School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third year of
phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local
educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state
funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That
annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the number of
TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in Hope School District, a
community-funded district. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to
state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
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implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally
important district programs. In Hope School District both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom
teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a reasonable size. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on
other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Ek %4%”]

Erik Vasquez, Board of Trustees
Hope School District

3970 La Colina Road, #14

Santa Barbara, CA 93110

(805) 682-2564
evasquez@hopeschooldistrict.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Hope School District
The future of the world is in our classrocoms today.

3970 LA COLINA RQAD #14 » SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNA 93110
PHOME (205) 682-2664 FAX (805} 607-T954
Beoard af Trusbeass
Dr Frann Wagembch. Preaidant, Dr Kally Kaogh, Clark, Dan Sunnison, Membed, Erk Vasquer. Member, Dr. Baan Johnson, Mamber

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Hope School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third year of
phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local
educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state
funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That
annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the number of
TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in Hope School District, a
community-funded district. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to
state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and

TK Letters 074



implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally
important district programs. In Hope School District both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom
teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a reasonable size. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on
other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Frearnn %/ﬁi/fr/, LD

Dr. Frann Wageneck, Board of Trustees President
Hope School District

3970 La Colina Road, #14

Santa Barbara, CA 93110

(805) 682-2564
fwageneck@hopeschooldistrict.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Hope School District
The future of the world is in our classrocoms today.

3970 LA COLINA RQAD #14 » SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNA 93110
PHOME (205) 682-2664 FAX (805} 607-T954
Beoard af Trusbeass
Dr Frann Wagembch. Preaidant, Dr Kally Kaogh, Clark, Dan Sunnison, Membed, Erk Vasquer. Member, Dr. Baan Johnson, Mamber

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Hope School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). California is currently in the third year of
phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local
educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state
funds TK average daily attendance by annually re-benching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state
has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That
annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in
2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
districts like ours pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs and absorbing TK students into K classrooms
expanding the class sizes. We were able to use existing teachers and instructional aides.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months has meant a large increase in the number of
TK students enrolling and is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is
why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK
implementation. School districts otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. This is what is happening in Hope School District, a
community-funded district. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to
state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
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implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally
important district programs. In Hope School District both MSA and EPA dollars fund classroom
teachers, allowing us to keep class sizes to a reasonable size. This means that without
additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on
other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are
marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level with strict staffing ratios.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Dr. Kelly Keogh, Board of Trustees, Clerk
Hope School District

3970 La Colina Road, #14

Santa Barbara, CA 93110

(805) 682-2564
bjohnson@hopeschooldistrict.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Diana Marks ¢ Paul Morrow, Ed.D.
Ann Sullivan « Meghan Willis

Superintendent: Leisa Winston, Ed.D.
July 26, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Huntington Beach City School District (HBCSD), | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by
the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK
average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the
newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in
ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7
billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded
(basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitiement. While that statement is
accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively
made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on
local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have
increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts
would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing
UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

Due to the additional costs of TK implementation, HBCSD has increased staffing ratios in grades K-8,
conducted layoffs, and implemented various other strategies to reduce deficit spending. HBCSD has recently
transitioned to community-funded status, and remains one of the lowest-funded districts on a per-ADA basis in
Orange County. State-funded districts receive a TK add-on allocation of $3,077 per average daily attendance
(ADA). In 2024-25, these funds are estimated at $459,900 for HBCSD, which, as a community-funded district,
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we will not receive. As more students qualify for TK, the loss in revenue is projected to increase to $640,051 in
2025-26. That same year, the TK staffing ratio is expected to decrease from 12:1 to 10:1, necessitating the
hiring of four additional teachers and four instructional aides at an annual cost of $660,000. This results in a
total of $1.2 million in ongoing expenditures for HBCSD. Without additional funding, we will need to further
reduce existing programs to absorb these costs.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be
used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the
LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving
MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other
equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

For HBCSD, MSA and EPA funding support our core instructional programs, including the cost of counselors
and continued academic and social-emotional support for students in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic
now that all one-time funds have been exhausted.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state
continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is
only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test
claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently
serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Leisa Winston, Ed.D.

Superintendent

Huntington Beach City School District
8750 Dorsett Dr.

Huntington Beach, CA 92646

(714) 378-2011

Iwinston@hbcsd.us

cc:  Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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KENWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT
230 Randolph Avenue, P.O. Box 220, Kenwood, CA 95452-0220
(707) 833-2500

July 30, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Kenwood School District I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments
made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for
any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the
Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state
funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts
would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is
the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is
the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to

Board of Trustees
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community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

Kenwood is a very small district, and we currently have 5 students enrolled in TK. However,
because of this new, unfunded program, we have had to install a new building at a cost of over 1
million dollars, hired a new TK teacher and may have to hire an extra instructional aide at a cost
of over $90,000 dollars a year and will have to increase custodial services. The new TK building
will also require us to eliminate our preschool program as we can no longer fund nor find the
extra space to do both programs.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a
full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The
refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation,
while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Nathan Myers/Superintendent

Kenwood School District
308 Randolph Ave.
Kenwood, Ca. 95452

(707) 833-2500
nmyers@kenwoodschool.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Board of Trustees: Beth Blair, Natalie Medved, Amir
LARKSPUR- " Movafaghi, Eric Schmautz, Annie Sherman

Superintendent: Brett Geithman, Ed.D.
CORTE MADERA

SCHOOL DISTRICT 230 Doherty Drive, Larkspur, CA 94939
(415) 927-6960

www.lcmschools.org

July 29, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Larkspur-Corte Madera School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the
Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the
Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their
fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds
TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for
the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8
billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately
$2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded
(basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement
is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In
other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively
made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on
local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have
increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the
same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is
providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts
despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.
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We estimate a cost of $185,000 in personnel for each UTK classroom. We estimate four to six UTK classes for
full implementation. In addition, we will need to make facilities upgrades and purchase instructional materials.
Competing interests are counselors, VAPA programs, middle school electives, elementary physical education,
class size, professional development, and competitive salary (which we are behind our direct neighbors).

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding
could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive
funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have
been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been
subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to
implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support
UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a
full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state
continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is
only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test
claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other programs that currently
serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission

members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank vant

cuper e ey nopul-Corte Madera School District

230 Doherty Drive, Larkspur, CA 94939
(415) 927-6960
bgeithman@Icmschools.org

CC: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Latrobe School District

Superintendent/Principal
Dave Scroggins
Board Members
Jared Meredith
Janet Saitman
Scot Yarnell

July 31, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Latrobe School District, | am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department
of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK
average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the
newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion
in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7
billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded
(basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement
is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not
receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing.
In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has
effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on
local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs.
However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not
provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to
share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have
increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts
would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing
UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts despite the
state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of universal transitional kindergarten (UTK) in our school district has required significant
adjustments to accommodate the new program. To effectively meet the needs of these young students, we
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have had to hire additional staff, retrofit existing learning spaces to make them more age-appropriate, and
expand our curriculum offerings. These changes have led to increased operational costs and, unfortunately, an
encroachment on our general fund. While the benefits of UTK are clear in providing early educational
opportunities, balancing these needs with our existing resources has presented financial challenges.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be
used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via
the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving
MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other
equally important district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state
continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state
is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for
community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an
obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test
claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that
currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Dave Scroggins, Superintendent/Principal
Latrobe School District

7900 South Shingle Road
(530) 677-0260
dscroggins@latrobeschool.com

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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949.497.7700

LAGUNA BEACH 049 4577710

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT e

July 23,2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Laguna Beach Unified School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11,
2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
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Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

Staffing costs, start-up costs, materials & supplies ongoing expected to be roughly $5,000 per
year.

The addition of UTK for Laguna Beach Unified School District has resulted in new staffing costs
in excess of $980,000. There are also ongoing material and supply costs that are necessary to
support the program, which are built into the school site budgets and are approximately $5,000.
Facility renovations were also necessary to provide adequate learning spaces and restroom
facilities for the addition of younger students which have amounted to almost $1,000,000 up to
this point and will likely continue as we progress with building improvements that have been
identified in our facilities master plan.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

The funding our district receives related to the MSA is approximately $550,000 and we receive
about $500,000 of funding from the EPA. These funds go towards current programs, specifically
classroom teaching positions and there is no additional funding available to support new
programs.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.
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We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Kelly Osborne

Kelly Osborne, School Board Clerk
Laguna Beach Unified School District
550 Blumont Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92651
{94NAQT7_7T700 ext 8702

cc: Members and Stalf, Commission on Statc Mandatcs
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July 23,2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Laguna Beach Unified School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11,
2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
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Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

Staffing costs, start-up costs, materials & supplies ongoing expected to be roughly $5,000 per
year.

The addition of UTK for Laguna Beach Unified School District has resulted in new staffing costs
in excess of $980,000. There are also ongoing material and supply costs that are necessary to
support the program, which are built into the school site budgets and are approximately $5,000.
Facility renovations were also necessary to provide adequate learning spaces and restroom
facilities for the addition of younger students which have amounted to almost $1,000,000 up to
this point and will likely continue as we progress with building improvements that have been
identified in our facilities master plan.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

The funding our district receives related to the MSA is approximately $550,000 and we receive
about $500,000 of funding from the EPA. These funds go towards current programs, specifically
classroom teaching positions and there is no additional funding available to support new
programs.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.
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We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Jan Vickers

Jan Vickers, School Board President
Laguna Beach Unified School District
550 Blumont Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92651
(949)497-7700 ext. 5202
jvickers@lbusd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Tuly 23, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Laguna Beach Unified School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11,
2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) schoel districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
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Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per -
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

Staffing costs, start-up costs, materials & supplies ongoing expected to be roughly $5,000 per
year,

The addition of UTK for Laguna Beach Unified School District has resulted in new staffing costs
in excess of $980,000. There are also ongoing material and supply costs that are necessary to
support the program, which are built into the school site budgets and are approximately $5,000.
Facility renovations were also necessary to provide adequate learning spaces and restroom
facilities for the addition of younger students which have amounted to almost $1,000,000 up to
this point and will likely continue as we progress with building improvements that have been
identified in our facilities master plan.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that conumunity-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

The funding our district receives related to the MSA 1s approximately $550,000 and we receive
about $500,000 of funding from the EPA. These funds go towards current programs, specifically
classroom teaching positions and there is no additional funding available to support new
programs.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.
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We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Jason Viloria

Jason Viloria, Ed.D, Superintendent
Laguna Beach Unified School District
550 Blumont Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92651
(9494977700 ext 5202

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Los Gatos Union School District
17010 Roberts Road

Los Gatos, CA 95032

Phone: (408) 335-2000

Fax: (408) 395-6481
www.lgusd.org

Paul Johnson, Superintendent

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Los Gatos Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By
2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the
implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when
UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding
based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds
from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district
if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly
recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce
resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over
the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school
districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK
resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-funded districts
despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts.
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We are a small 2750 student school district and this coming year we will field six

transitional kindergarten classes, all of which will cost the district an estimated $1,020,000. This
is substantial and is covered entirely by the general fund, since we do not receive any State TK
funding.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state-
or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize
is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013,
which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important district
programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded
districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff.
Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade
level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at
the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this
new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Paul Johnson,Superintendent

Los Gatos Union School District

17010 Roberts Road, Los Gatos, CA 95032
408-335-2001

pjohnson@lgusd.org
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July 29, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test
Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Los Altos School District, [ am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond
to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional
kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies
(LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth birthday
by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the
state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98
with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing
funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to
approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts,
including community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF
fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts
do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite
their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding
UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing
resources.
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When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting
funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any
district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature
correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will
reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98
guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would
otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same
scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts. The difference is the state
is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing resources to community-
funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all
school districts.

The District has had to absorb the cost of certificated and classified staffing in order to implement
UTK. This cost is to meet the required staffing/student ratio. This cost is for all salary and statutory
benefits and also must include all health and welfare benefits. We have also had to ensure our
facilities are sufficient with the proper bathrooms and furniture. The average UTK impacts our
general fund on the average of $350,000 per class. This fall in 2024 we anticipate spending
$2,400,000. This impact our ability to increase salaries and benefits for all employees. We must
remain competitive in order to attract and retain staff. Any money spent on UTK takes away
funding for electives, math, science and other important core programs.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-
funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and
staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full
grade level.

We currently are using our minimum state aid and education protection account funding for our
regular general education core classes. Our core programs have been impacted by all of the un-
funded mandates by the state especially UTK. Without additional funding for UTK, there is a risk
to increase class size to our core programs and make reductions to art, music, PE, and other
important electives that make up a comprehensive educational program for elementary students.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets
the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on
LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school
districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal
of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at
the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded
mandate by the state.
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For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District
and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take
funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement
this new grade. -

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

%‘@L

Sandra McGonagle, Superintendent of Schools
Los Altos School District

201 Covington Road, Los Altos, CA 94024
650-947-1152

smcgonagle@lasdschools.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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July 29, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High School District I am writing to reaffirm our strong
support for the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF). As a high school district, we are primarily
concerned with the harmful precedent of the state establishing an increased level of educational
requirements on districts without corresponding funding.

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-
26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will
have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK,
the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund
dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided
approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is
expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-
funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While
that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified
school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their
LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out
community-funded districts and has effectively made those districts pay for the implementation of a new,
full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based
on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing
programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate
resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that
simply adding students to share in the existing pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing
students, which is why they have increased the Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years
for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per
classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded

17421 Farley Road West ¢ Los Gatos, California 95030 e (408) 354-2520 Phone ¢ (408) 354-4198 Fax
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districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the
minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this
funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded,
receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded
districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have
already been subsumed into other equally important district programs. This means that without additional
funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in
order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the
cost of implementing a full grade level.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the
determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The
state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however,
the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide
funding for community-funded districts for UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that
it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the
Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on
this test claim, community-funded districts providing TK will be forced to take funding from other
programs that currently serve existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission
members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Bill W. Sanderson, Superintendent

Los Gatos-Saratoga Union High School District
17421 Farley Road West

Los Gatos, CA 95030

408-354-5980 | bsanderson@lgsuhsd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Menlo Park City School District
181 Encinal Avenue

Atherton, CA 94027

Phone (650)321-7140
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Board of Education
David Ackerman
Sherwin Chen
Scott Saywell

MENgth ﬁARK

CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Jed Scolnick
Francesca Segre

Fax (650) 321-7184
www.mpcsd.org

Superintendent Associate Superintendent Assistant Superintendent Chief Business Official
Kristen Gracia Educational Services Student Services Marites Fermin
Jammie Behrendt Stephanie Sheridan
August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Menlo Park City School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has led to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implementation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and instructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Audra Romero

Director of Human Resources

Menlo Park City School District

181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

aromero@mpcsd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates

TK Letters 106



Menlo Park City School District S Board of Education
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lammie Behrendt Stephanie Sheridan
Angust 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing itn universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
clementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the statc’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a ncw, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school diskricts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislaturc correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantce over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has led to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implementation funds toward this imitiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and instructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-fiunded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded disiricts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to imnplement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

0

Sandra Franco
Director, MOT
Menlo Park City School District
181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

sfranco@mpesd.org

ce: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Gaylc Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past threc fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asscrts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over the past threc fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including communrity-funded districts.
The difference 1s the statc is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has led to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implementation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support thc UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and §1,337,037 from Devcloper Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and tnstructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid {MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA} and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementiug a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintainiug that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, commuuity-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve cxisting student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

~a

Jammie Behrendt

181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

jbehrendt@mpcsd.org

cc: Members and Stafl, Commission on State Mandates
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Menla Park City School District : Board of Education
181 Encinal Avenue ) David Ackerman
Atherton, CA 94027 .- ' Tl Sherwin Chen
Phone (650} 321-7140 M i O pd - Scott Saywell
E N L R K Jed Scolnick

ITY R

Fax (650) 321-7184

www,mpcsd.org SS TR Francesca Segre
Superintendent Associgte Superintendent Assistant Saperintendent Chief Business Oficia
Kristen Grecia Educational Services Student Services Marites Fermin
Jammie Behrendt Stephanie Sheridan

August 2, 2024

Gayle Milicr, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller;

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District, [ am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, thc state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despitc thcir LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resourccs.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over thc past three fiscal years for UTK tmplementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has lcd to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implementation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continucd, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and instructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successtful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
untunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. [t is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to tmplement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students aud staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed ou approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligatton to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Kristen Gracia
Uuyvi AR LLTrl PRAlrlah

Menlo Park City School District
181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

kgraciai@mpcsd.org

cC: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Menlo Park City School District ' - Board of Education
181 Encinal Avenue B o David Ackerman
Atherton, CA 94027 . - T Sherwin Chen
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Fax (650) 321-7184 il

www.mpcsd.org Francesca Segra
Superintendent Associste Superintendemt Assistant Superintendent Chief Business Oficial
Kristen Gracia Educationol Services Student Sarvices Marites Fermin
Jammie Behrendt Stephanie Sherdan

August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-T(-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately §1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 biilion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, rcsponse to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively madc
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the cxpansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
statc funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantec over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The differcnce is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has fed to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implemcntation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and mstructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails fo
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School Distnict. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall,

Thank you,

Parke Treadway
Public Infomation Officer

Menlo Park City School District
181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-71440

ptreadway@mpcsd.org

ce: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Menle Park City School District g T Board of Education
181 Encinal Avenue T g David Ackerman
Atherton, CA 94027 oo T “. Sherwin Chen
Phone {650)321-7140 M N O p A Scott Saywell
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Fax (650) 321-7184

www.mpcsd.org CHTY SCHO O DIsSTROT Francesca Segra
Superintendent Associate Superintendemt Assistant Superiptendent Chief Business Official
Kristen Gracia Educationol Services Student Services Marites Fermin
lammie Behrendt Stephanie Sheridan

August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commuission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respend to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK. available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the schoel ycar. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately §2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
these districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resourccs.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that rcceived
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce rcsources for existing students, which is why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over the past thrcc fiscal years for UTK implementation, School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator, It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite thc state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has led to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implementation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, wc had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, rcquiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
rcallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and instructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize 1s that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Stepharie
Assistant Superintendent, Student Services

Menlo Park City School District
181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

ssheridan@mpcsd.org

ce: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Menle Park City School District CIEE A Board of Education
181 Encinal Avenue David Ackerman
Atherton, CA 24027 Sherwin Chen

Phone {650) 321-7140 M E NLO ﬁA h K Scott Saywell

Fax (650) 322-7184 led Scolnick

www.mpcsd.org Francesca Segré
Superintendent Associate Superintendent Assistant Superimiendent Chief Business Official
Kristen Gracia Educotiono! Services Student Services Marites Fermin
Jammie Behrendt Stephanie Sheridan
August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District. I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance {DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongeing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement, While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receive any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK lcaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade lcvel with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of thc LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. Howcver, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce rcsources for existing students, which 1s why they have increased the
Proposition 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation, School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded distriets.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implementation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK)} has lcd to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implementation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocate $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implementation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and instructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA dollars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School Distnct. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Marites Fermin

Chief Business Officer
Menlo Park City School District

181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

mfermin@mpcsd.org

e Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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Menlo Park City School District ' Board of Education
181 Encinal Avenue David Ackerman
Atherton, CA 94027 Sherwin Chen
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www.mpcsd.org Francesca Segré
Superintendent Associale Superinte ndent Asslstant Superimtendent Chief Business Official
Kristen Gracia Educational Services Student Services Marites Fermin
Sammie Behrendt Stephanie Sheridan
August 2, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commissign on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller;

On behalf of the_Menlo Park City School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for
the Transitional Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024,
comments made by the Department of Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK).
By 2025-26, the state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all
children who will have their fourth birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the
implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average daily attendance by annually rebenching
Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible TK students. Over the
past three fiscal years, thc state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongeing funding for
the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion
when UTK is fully implemeunted in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including
community-funded (basic aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
entitlement. While that statement is accurate, the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded
elementary and unified school districts do not receivc any additional dollars to support the
implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words, the state’s
mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made
those districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK. was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received
funding based on local property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by
redirecting funds from existing programs. However, the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is
costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The Newsom Administration and
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the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing pool of
state funding will reduce resources for cxisting students, which is why they have increased the
Proposttion 98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School
districts would otherwise end up with fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per
educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including community-funded districts.
The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not providing
resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of
UTK is an expectation of all school districts.

The implemcntation of Universal Transitional Kindergarten (UTK) has led to significant
additional costs for our district. Specifically, we had to allocate funds from various sources to
cover these expenses. Over the FY22-24 period, we directed $25,523 and $253,380 from our
UPK Planning and Implemcntation funds toward this initiative. Additionally, we had to
reallocatc $254,097 from General Funds and $830,620 from Developer Fees to support the UTK
implcmentation. In the FY23-24 period, the financial burden continued, requiring further
reallocation of $994,159 from General Funds and $1,337,037 from Developer Fees. These
reallocations meant that funds originally intended for other district priorities, such as facility
upgrades and instructional resources, had to be diverted to ensure the successful rollout of UTK,
creating trade-offs in other areas of our budget. Without needing to divert district funds to an
unfunded mandate, Menlo Park City School District will no longer be in deficit spending.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF
via the minimum state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and
implies that this funding could be used to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts,
state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF and the EPA. What the DOF fails to
recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars and EPA doltars
since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK,
community-funded districts are required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK
students and staft. Additionally, MSA and EPA funds are marginal compared to the cost of
implementing a full grade level.

EPA funds received were fully expensed on approximately 2.08% of all teacher salaries. No
funds remaining for the implementation of UTK.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly
meets the determination requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of
service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain that implementation of UTK is an expectation
of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding for UTK to state-funded
districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for UTK
implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to impiement,
constitutes an unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School
District and the Sunnyvale School District. Without support from the Commission on State
Mandates (Commission) on this test claim, community-funded districts will continue to be
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forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve existing student grades in order
to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that
Commission members approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Willy %{J% J/‘rug/

Director Of Technology & Innovation
Menlo Park City School District

181 Encinal Avenue, Atherton, CA 94027
650-321-7140

whaug@mpcsd.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY TO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOL. DISTRICT

July 19,2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly cligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11,2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already mvested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 leamers.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Mnulti-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claiin to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Rusty Ito, Assistant Principal
Montecito Union School District

119 Kamala Way
Goleta, CA 93117

(805)969-3249
rito@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANI, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST ana VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCROUL Lo L ICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Comumission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

Tnits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded clementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has eflectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting finds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for

us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2} supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Elimmating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that curently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Montecito Union School District

5211 Kirk Drive
Santa Barbara, CA 93111

(805)969-3249
jlanderos@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, FRIMCIPAL ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO. ASSISTANT FRINCIPAL EST. Bse VIRGINIA ALYAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SChOuL s L wICT

Tuly 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEASs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by Septeruber 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11,2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature comrectly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alope. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students, In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for

us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFT via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account {EPA) and imnplies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsuined into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are inarginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in sinall groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2} supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades m order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

A

Anthony Ranii,
Superintendent of Montecito Union School District
Schools for Sound Finance President

110 Vega Drive
Goleta, CA 93117

(805)969-3249
aranii@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY [TO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST a2 VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOL DIS1RICT

Tuly 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Umion School District, 1 am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their L.CFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recogmize that simply adding students to share in the existmg
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. Tn addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for

us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed mto other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly imdividually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classtoom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Amanda Salgado, Fiscal Services Specialist
Montecito Union School District

218 W. Islay #5

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
(805)969-3249
asalgado@montecitou.org

ce: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIFAL ANTHONY RANI, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITQ, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS QOFFICIAL

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Tuly 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Fimance (DOF).

California is currently in the third vear of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAS) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TX students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOT fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which 1s why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, fumniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for

us to support our K-6 leamers.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Unmion School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for commumty-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state iinposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing studeut grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you, g’v—
Sammy Simon, Nature Lab, STEAM, Special Projects
Montecito Union School District

722 W. Anapamu St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805)969-3249
ssimon@montecitou.org

ceC: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANI, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY O, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL VIRGINIA ALYAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOL DISTRICL

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenchimg Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK 1is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. [n other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes mstead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving thein the literacy instruction, they need and 2} supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claiin filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank vou,

%L_,_)ﬂ

Austin Valiante, Lead Technology Support

Montecito Umion School District

575 Vereda Del Ciervo
Goleta, CA 93117

(805)969-3249
avaliante@montecitou.org

ce: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKL, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL VIRGINIA ALYAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS QFFICIAL

SCHOQOL DISTRICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
880 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-62, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately 31.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

Inits July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumned into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2} supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTX is an expectation of alt school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

e, Senior Network & Systems Technician
Montecito Union School District

575 Vereda Del Ciervo
Goleta, CA 93117

{805)969-3249
cvaliante@montecitou.org

ce: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL v ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST 850 VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOQOL. DISTRICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,
Lindsay Alker
Lindsay Alker, Literacy TOSA

Montecito Union School District

24 South Glen Annie
Santa Barbara, CA 93117

(805)969-3249
lalker@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST ase VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOQOL DISTRICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Jamie Allison

Jamie Allison, School Librarian
Montecito Union School District

385 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

(805)969-3249
jallison@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST ase VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOL DISTRICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim
Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Stacy Allison

Stacy Allison, Kindergarten Teacher
Montecito Union School District

385 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

(805)969-3249
sallison@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL v ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST 850 VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOQOL. DISTRICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-funded (basic
aid) school districts, receive a Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) entitlement. While that statement is accurate,
the DOF fails to recognize that community-funded elementary and unified school districts do not receive any
additional dollars to support the implementation of UTK despite their LCFF entitlement growing. In other words,
the state’s mechanism for funding UTK leaves out community-funded districts and has effectively made those
districts pay for the implementation of a new, full grade level with existing resources.

When TK was originally created for a small cohort of students, school districts that received funding based on local
property taxes instead of the LCFF absorbed this added cost by redirecting funds from existing programs. However,
the expansion of TK for a full 12 months is costly for any district if adequate resources are not provided. The
Newsom Administration and the Legislature correctly recognize that simply adding students to share in the existing
pool of state funding will reduce resources for existing students, which is why they have increased the Proposition
98 guarantee over the past three fiscal years for UTK implementation. School districts would otherwise end up with
fewer resources per student, per classroom, and per educator. It is the same scenario for all school districts, including
community-funded districts. The difference is the state is providing UTK resources to state-funded districts and not
providing resources to community-funded districts despite the state maintaining that implementation of UTK is an
expectation of all school districts.

UTK instruction in our one-school district costs approximately $300,000 in personnel costs alone. In addition, we
have already invested tens of thousands of dollars in additional curriculum, materials, furniture, and equipment. In
order to fund this program, we have had to make tough decisions. We eliminated a technology teacher on special
assignment position, despite the changing landscape of technology in our world and in education. In addition, we
recently reduced our support for literacy instruction, despite the needs of our students. In short, while we strongly
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support early childhood education and believe in strong, developmentally appropriate instruction for four year-olds,
the state’s refusal to fund UTK for community-funded districts has significantly reduced the resources available for
us to support our K-6 learners.

The DOF also highlights the funding that community-funded districts receive through the LCFF via the minimum
state aid (MSA) provision and the Education Protection Account (EPA) and implies that this funding could be used
to pay for UTK. It is important to note that all districts, state- or community-funded, receive funding via the LCFF
and the EPA. What the DOF fails to recognize is that community-funded districts have been receiving MSA dollars
and EPA dollars since 2013, which means these dollars have already been subsumed into other equally important
district programs. This means that without additional funding to implement UTK, community-funded districts are
required to encroach on other programs in order to support UTK students and staff. Additionally, MSA and EPA
funds are marginal compared to the cost of implementing a full grade level.

Here at Montecito Union School District, we have utilized our MSA and EPA funds for years to help serve our most
vulnerable students. These funding sources currently help us to fund a Literacy Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
teacher. This position 1) serves students directly individually and in small groups with the high-dose tutoring studies
show is highly effective, giving them the literacy instruction, they need and 2) supports teachers in implementing
the best research-based strategies in their classrooms to help our classroom teachers ensure all students have access
to the highest-caliber teaching available. Eliminating this work would have a negative effect on all students, but
would hit our struggling students the hardest.

We contend that the requirement for community-funded districts to implement UTK clearly meets the determination
requirement of the state imposing a new program or higher level of service on LEAs. The state continues to maintain
that implementation of UTK is an expectation of all school districts; however, the state is only providing funding
for UTK to state-funded districts. The refusal of the state to provide funding for community-funded districts for
UTK implementation, while at the same time maintaining that it is still an obligation to implement, constitutes an
unfunded mandate by the state.

For these reasons, we strongly support the test claim filed by the Hope Elementary School District and the Sunnyvale
School District. Without support from the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) on this test claim,
community-funded districts will continue to be forced to take funding from other programs that currently serve
existing student grades in order to implement this new grade.

We implore that the Commission staff recommends the test claim to be approved and that Commission members
approve the claim when it is heard this fall.

Thank you,

Virginia Alvarez

Virginia Alvarez, Chief Business Official
Montecito Union School District

6439 Camino Viviente
Goleta, CA 93117

(805)969-3249
valvarez@montecitou.org

cc: Members and Staff, Commission on State Mandates
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NICK BRUSKI, PRINCIPAL v ANTHONY RANII, SUPERINTENDENT
RUSTY ITO, ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL EST 850 VIRGINIA ALVAREZ, CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICIAL

SCHOOQOL. DISTRICT

July 19, 2024

Gayle Miller, Chairperson
Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to DOF Comments on Test Claim 23-TC-02, TK Program Test Claim

Dear Chairperson Miller:

On behalf of the Montecito Union School District, I am writing to reaffirm our strong support for the Transitional
Kindergarten (TK) Program test claim and to respond to the July 11, 2024, comments made by the Department of
Finance (DOF).

California is currently in the third year of phasing in universal transitional kindergarten (UTK). By 2025-26, the
state expects all local educational agencies (LEAs) to make TK available to all children who will have their fourth
birthday by September 1 of the school year. To assist with the implementation of UTK, the state funds TK average
daily attendance by annually rebenching Proposition 98 with General Fund dollars to account for the newly eligible
TK students. Over the past three fiscal years, the state has provided approximately $1.8 billion in ongoing funding
for the implementation of UTK. That annual cost is expected to grow to approximately $2.7 billion when UTK is
fully implemented in 2025-26.

In its July 11, 2024, response to the test claim, the DOF asserts that all districts, including community-