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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Gov. Brown’s proposed 2013-14 budget includes $138.6 billion in General
Fund and special fund spending, up 4.5 percent from 2012-13. According to

the Administration, the state’s General Fund budgetary reserve will be $1 billion by the end of 2013-14, if the

governor’s plan is implemented as proposed. However, while the governor’s proposal provides increased or similar
funding into California’s safety net from 2012-13, 16.6 percent of Californians still live below the poverty line
(up from 16.3 percent last year)', with American Indian and Alaska Native, African Americans, and Hispanic or

Latino populations having the highest rates of poverty: 25.5 percent, 25 percent, and 23.4 percent respectively.?

With this in mind, we analyzed the governor’s proposed 2013-14 budget with a racial equity frame. Our major

findings include:

1. Staff positions for the Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board and Department of Health Care Services
stayed the same or increased, respectively, compared to 2012-13 levels. These positions will likely ensure
that children of color in the Healthy Families Program will receive adequate institutional support during

their transition into Medi-Cal in 2013.

2. Extension of the Hospital Quality Assurance fee will continue to benefit communities of color enrolled in

Medi-Cal managed care plans through supplemental payments to Medi-Cal providers and hospitals.

3. While the governor generally maintains the same level of funding for CalWORKSs and childcare, cuts from
previous years to these programs have had and will continue to adversely impact families of color. In fact,
the governor proposes reduced General Fund support for CalWORKs by $469 million in 2013-14,’ which

also cuts funding that counties use to provide welfare-to-work services and childcare.*

4. The Medi-Cal expansion extends health insurance coverage to Californians within 101 to 138 percent of
the Federal Poverty Level (FPL), and will usher in approximately $2.1 to $2.5 billion of federal dollars to
the state, which will offset state spending. The Medi-Cal expansion is predicted to increase California
enrollment by between 1.8 million to 2.7 million by 2019.> Of these new Medi-Cal enrollees, communities

of color represent approximately 66 percent of the newly eligible Medi-Cal population.®

5. There is significant uncertainty in how cost-sharing by counties due to the Medi-Cal expansion will impact
health care services to low-income people who still rely on the county-funded safety net as their primary

source of care.

6. The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) for education proposes a base grant for all districts. A supple-
mental grant is given to districts based on how many economically disadvantaged students are enrolled.
Economically disadvantaged students are determined by whether a student is an English Language Learner
and/or in the free/reduced price meal program (FRPM). The levels of funding are meant to increase equity
by prioritizing funding for economically disadvantaged students; however, without further clarity on the
variables included in the LCFE it remains unclear whether the LCFF will move school funding to a more

equitable distribution of funds—helping California’s K-12 students of color.
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7. Revenue raised by Proposition 39, the California Clean Energy Jobs Act, is estimated to generate about
$1 billion annually. Gov. Brown plans to allocate all of this revenue to school and community college districts
to meet the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee.” The Proposition 39 revenue would increase the minimum
by $526 million, allowing him to make deferral payments and increase grants for economically disadvantaged
school and community college districts, on a per-student basis. Providing every district with funding on a
per-student basis does not focus on those school and community college energy projects likely to provide
the greatest energy savings and job benefits for the communities that need them the most. A per-student
approach also penalizes districts with high absence rates even for truancy due to health reasons, which

disproportionately affects schools with higher rates of students of color, and more specifically black students.®

8. Equal increases of $125.1 million from the General Fund are provided for core instructional cost for both
the University of California (UC) and the California State University (CSU). The differences between both
university systems (CSU and UC), such as the larger size of the CSU student population, along with demo-
graphic and financial differences between the two systems, make this seem like an inequitable distribution

of funding, particularly for CSU students, who are disproportionately students of color.

9. The governor proposes to set a cap on the number of units a student can earn while receiving state subsidies.
The 90-unit cap for community colleges might decrease students of color rates of transfer or graduation,

because students of color are more likely to be underprepared to start college.

10. The governor proposes $16.9 million to community colleges to increase availability of online courses.
Meanwhile, as part of the General Fund for core instructional costs, UC and CSU receive $10 million to
increase the number of online courses available. Expanding the availability of online courses might have an
inequitable effect on students at community colleges, especially since their median income is the lowest in

California’s higher education system.
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Gov. Brown’s proposed 2013-14 budget includes $138.6 billion in General Fund and
INTRODUCTION . . . o
special fund spending, up 4.5 percent from 2012-13. According to the Administration,

the state’s General Fund budgetary reserve will be $1 billion by the end of 2013-14, if the governor’s plan is

implemented as proposed. Much of this improvement in the state’s finances is due to prior budgetary restraint—
including tough cuts to safety net spending over the past two years—and temporary new revenues provided by
the passage of Proposition 30. While the state has continued its fiscal prudence through the 2013-14 budget,
the proposal includes reinvestment in education and expanding health care coverage to a broader population

of Californians.

The governor’s proposed solutions will affect all Californians. However, communities of color remain especially
vulnerable, as a disproportionately high percentage relies on state dollars. While the governor’s proposed 2013-
14 budget provides increased or similar funding into most aspects of California’s safety net from 2012-13, 16.6
percent of Californians still live below the poverty line (up from 16.3 percent last year)’, with the American
Indian and Alaska Native, African American, and Hispanic or Latino populations having the highest poverty

rates: 25.5 percent, 25 percent, and 23.4 percent respectively.'

Understanding the potential effect the governor’s proposed budget may have on California’s diverse majority,
coupled with the severe cuts in previous years to support services for California’s most vulnerable, we sought to
conduct further analysis of the governor’s proposed budget from a racial equity frame. For this analysis we have
examined the budget for: Health and Human Services, including the Affordable Care Act and Medi-Cal expansion
allocations, Department of Health Care Services, and Department of Social Services, including CalWORKs and
childcare; K-12 Education, including the local control funding formula and Prop 39 allocations; and Higher
Education. While these major programs include the most likely large-scale impacts on California’s diverse

majority, it is a near certainty that there will be other impacts not discussed in this document.

The State of California’s Racial and Ethnic Diversity:

- ‘\‘?
e

e (alifornia is the most populous state in the nation. If California were a nation itself,

it would rank 34th in the world in terms of population size.'!

DIVERSITY

e California is a minority-majority state with no single racial or ethnic group making up

a majority."> However:

o California is home to America's fifth largest concentration of African Americans.'?
0 California’s Asian population is approximately one-third of the nation’s estimated
15 million Asian Americans.'4
0 California has the highest total number of Latinos and Native Americans of any state.!®
e \While the population of “minorities” accounts for 100.7 million of 300 million U.S. residents, 20 percent of the national total
live in California.'®
o Nearly 43 percent of California residents speak a language other than English at home, a proportion far higher than any other
state;'” 19.4 percent of Californians speak English less than “very well."*8
e As of 2004, approximately 24 percent of all undocumented immigrants in the nation live in California.!> Undocumented

immigrants represent nearly 6.9 percent of California’s population.°
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HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY

Summary

The Governor’s 2013-14 Proposed Budget allocates approximately $28.4 billion towards the Health and Human
Services (HHS) Agency from the state General Fund, with a total budget of approximately $45.2 billion.?! This
represents a slight overall increase in HHS funding compared to the 2012-13 budget. HHS expenditures are
projected to total 31 percent of the state’s total expenditures, which is the largest percentage of the total budget

by any state agency.”

Although funding for HHS increased slightly in the proposed 2013-14 budget, without further details from the
governor regarding certain provisions, it is unclear whether this increase in funding will cumulatively benefit or

harm the health of communities of color.

1. Staff positions for the Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board and Department of Health Care Services
stayed the same or increased, respectively, when compared to 2012-13 levels. These positions will likely
ensure that children of color enrolled in the Healthy Families Program will receive adequate institutional

support during their transition into Medi-Cal in 2013.

2. Extension of the Hospital Quality Assurance fee will continue to benefit communities of color enrolled in

Medi-Cal managed care plans through supplemental payments to Medi-Cal providers and hospitals.

3. The governor proposes reduced General Fund support for CalWORKs by $469 million in 2013-14,% which
also cuts funding that counties use to provide welfare-to-work services and childcare.?* This generally maintains
the same level of funding for CalWORKS and childcare, however, cuts from previous years to these programs

have had and will continue to adversely impact families of color.

4. The Medi-Cal expansion extends health insurance coverage to Californians within 101 to 138 percent of
the Federal Poverty Level (FPL), and will usher in approximately $2.1 to $2.5 billion of federal dollars to

the state, which will offset state spending.

5. There is significant uncertainty in how cost-sharing by counties due to Medi-Cal expansion will impact
health care services to low-income people of color who still rely on the county-funded safety net as their primary

source of care.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES
Department of Health Care Services and the Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board
Department of Health Care Services

The proposed 2013-14 budget increases General Fund allocations slightly for the Department of Health Care
Services (DHCS) to approximately $159.4 million, an increase of 2.7 percent.””,* Medi-Cal continues to be
the largest total expenditure for DHCS at approximately $60.9 billion”” in the proposed budget, a minimal

increase from 2012-13.%8
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Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board (MRMIB)

Funding for four of five MRMIB programs remain approximately the same as 2012-13 levels, with the exception
of the Healthy Families Program (HFP). The HFP dropped from an estimated $887.6 million in 2012-13 to a
proposed $89.4 million for 2013-14, an 89.9 percent decrease in HFP expenditures.?”?° The transition of the

HFP from the MRMIB to the Department of Health Care Services is expected, and pursuant to the enacted

2012-13 budget.”!

* The governor’s budget estimates that the transition of programs including Healthy Families, Pre-Existing

Condition Insurance, and Major Medical Insurance Programs will result in $122.2 million in savings for
the General Fund.?> DHCS estimates that the transition of HFP to Medi-Cal will result in General Fund

savings of $278 million.*

* The HFP specific transition from MRMIB to DHCS is expected to lower costs by $73 million per year

through lower administrative overhead, simplifying eligibility determination, and paying providers the lower

Medi-Cal managed care reimbursement rate.

* Allocations from the General Fund decreased by $143.9 million, primarily due to the transition of kids

from HFP to Medi-Cal.?®

Healthy Families Program

HFP provides subsidized health insurance for children up to 19 years of age who fall between 101 to 250 percent

of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL), ensuring health care coverage for low-income families who were previously

ineligible for Medi-Cal. As referenced in the figure below, at least 58 percent of HFP participants are from

communities of color,?® with the Latino population comprising almost half of the program’s caseload” that will

be transitioned into Medi-Cal this year.

Not Given
5%

Other
27%

American Indian or
Alaska Native

1% White

9% Black
2%

Asian/Pacific Islander 9%

Racial Composition of the Healthy Families Program in 2012
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In addition, many HFP applicants spoke languages other than English, with 44 percent of 2012 participants

speaking another language®®*:

Languages Spoken by Healthy Families Program Applicants in 2012

Spanish 38%

English 56%

Cantonese, Chinese, Korean,
Mandarin, or Vietnamese 6%

Approximately 860,000 participants from HFP began transitioning into Medi-Cal beginning January 2013,
a shift that accounts for approximately 4.7 percent of the caseload increase in Medi-Cal managed care plans in
2013-14.% Although the State will continue to utilize the federal match of 65 percent for the HFP cascload
while they are in Medi-Cal,*! the nonfederal share of Medi-Cal payments for HEP is administered by DHCS

from the state General Fund.®

Impacts

* Staffing for MRMIB remains constant across all programs, including 62 positions dedicated for the HFP,
which will likely ensure continuity of coverage for children of color transitioning from HFP to Medi-Cal
in DHCS.

* Staffing for DHCS will increase by 6.6 percent to 3,475.2 positions, and will increase by 27.5 percent
to 355.7 for DHCS Administration positions.** It is unclear from the proposed budget how the governor
will allocate these additional positions, but it is likely that the increase in DHCS staffing will support the transition
of children of color moving from Medi-Cal to DHCS, in addition to other MRMIB programs.

* HFP is currently underfunded by approximately $100 million for 2012-13, and this deficit is expected
to increase until the gross premium tax on Medi-Cal managed care plans is extended.*

* Continuity of care during the four phases of the HFP transition is at risk for specialty and sub-specialty
services,” especially for participants in rural areas who are already at greater risk of losing access to
pediatric subspecialty care.” Coordination of care and access to specialists for California’s chronically ill children

ranks among the worst six states in the nation®:

Children of Color with Special Health Care Needs as a Percentage

of the Total Number of Children with Special Health Care Needs
64%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

M California M Nationwide
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Children of color with special health care needs represent some of the state’s most vulnerable populations, and
have the highest rates of health care needs and service utilization.>® Without further details, it is uncertain how
the increase in DHCS staff will impact HFP’s children of color who have special health care needs, especially

during the last two phases when the transition becomes more administratively complicated.

Managed Care Efficiencies

The governor’s budget proposes that there will be $135 million in savings through efficiencies to Medi-Cal
Managed Care Plans.”® DHCS is “looking for new ways to improve the quality and efficiency of the health care
delivery system and develop payment systems that promote quality, not quantity, of care and improve health

outcomes.”?

Impacts

It is unclear whether these administrative changes to Medi-Cal Managed Care Plans will benefit or harm

low-income communities of color without further details on how these efficiencies will be realized.

Hospital Quality Assurance Fee

The proposed budget includes an extension to the Hospital Quality Assurance Fee (QAF), which was scheduled
to sunset on December 31, 2013. The proposed extension would result in a General Fund savings of $310
million, and would require approval from the legislature in a separate bill from the budget.”> The QAF, or SB
335, was signed into law in 2011 as a program that “imposes a [fee] on certain general acute care hospitals in
order to make supplemental and grant payments and increased capitation payments to hospitals up to the

aggregate upper payment limit for the period of July 1, 2011-December 31, 2013.7%

California currently receives $1 in federal matching funds for every $1 it spends in non-federal Medi-Cal
expenditures to health care providers.”> The monies are then paid to participating hospitals through supplemental

Medi-Cal payments to offset the costs of health care coverage for children.>

Impacts

* Extension of the QAF will likely assist the state in encouraging providers to continue treating communities
of color in Medi-Cal through increased provider reimbursements. As funds that are generated by the QAF
are matched by the federal government, the state is able to pay providers supplemental payments for services
provided to Medi-Cal managed care plan beneficiaries.”

* Extension of the QAF will likely increase health care coverage of children.”® Funds from the QAF fee are
required to, in part, extend health care coverage to eligible, uninsured children.

* Extension of the QAF will likely increase provider network services through increased provider
reimbursements, benefiting communities of color. The QAF and the subsequent federal matching process
make it possible for more hospitals to provide a wider array of services to Medi-Cal beneficiaries that would not
otherwise be possible.”

* Evidence suggests that low-income families will be positively affected by the extension of the QAF as

long as the fees generated remain exclusively for the utilization of health services for low-income individuals.
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Original legislation (SB 335) required that the money collected from the QAF, including any interest earned, be
deposited into segregated funds apart from the General Fund and be used for only certain purposes, including

funding for children’s health coverage and making supplemental payments to hospitals.

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

The proposed 2013-14 budget includes an increase of $142.8 million from the General Fund for the purposes
of enhancing counties’ CalWORKSs employment services,” pursuant to SB 1041 which created a state-mandated

local program.®! However, Gov. Brown does maintain cuts to the program that were made in previous years.®

* Beginning January 1, 2013, the amount of time that parents can receive cash assistance and employment
services before meeting stricter federal work participation requirements decreased to 24 months for
CalWORKs.% Previously, the CalWORKs time limit for parents was 60 months. This change decreases
maximum grants by 12 percent and reduces the CalWORKs benefit by $85 per month for a family of three.
* The proposed increase to CalWORKs for 2013-14 is intended to support counties in enhancing and
expanding their employment and job development programs. This proposed increase is less than half of the
approximately $375 million that the legislature cut from funding for expanding employment and job
development programs from the 2009-10 through 2011-12 budgets.®

* In addition to historical cuts to CalWORKs, the governor proposes reduced General Fund support for
CalWORKs by $469 million in 2013-14,° which also cuts funding that counties use to provide welfare-

to-work services and childcare.®”

Impact

The relatively small proposed increase to CalWORKSs combined with cuts to CalWORKSs in previous
budgets and the stagnant economy will likely have an adverse effect on people of color. Unfortunately, due
to the lack of demographic data publicly reported by the California Department of Social Services, the agency
that oversees the CalWORKSs program, we are unable to determine precisely how many persons of color have
been impacted by cuts made to CalWORKSs in recent years. However, we do know that the unemployment rates
for blacks and Hispanics are higher than that of whites. In 2011, the unemployment rate for blacks and Hispanics
in California were 19.6 percent and 13.8 percent, respectively.®® In contrast, the unemployment rate for whites

in California during the same period was 11.3 percent.®’

Percent of Californians Living Below Poverty Level by Race, 20117

Race Nk il s b
White 3,422,342 14.7%
Black 537,757 25%
Hispanic 3,297,566 23.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native 71,373 25.5%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 25,685 17.8%
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CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT

Gov.Brown’s 2013-14 budget generally maintains the 2012-13 level of funding for childcare and preschool programs,
where previous budgets cut funding for these programs. From 2008-09 through 2012-13, annual funding for
these programs were reduced from $3.2 billion to $2.2 billion resulting in the elimination of 110,000 childcare

and development slots.”"

The proposed budget calls for the Department of Social Services to convene a stakeholder group to assess the
current childcare system and “opportunities for streamlining and other improvements.””> The Cal WORKs childcare

program is administered in three stages that operate under different rules and administrative structures’:

* “Stage One is administered by the county welfare departments.”’4

* “Stages Two and Three are administered by Alternative Payment Program (APP) agencies under contract
with the California Department of Education (CDE).””

The governor’s 2013-14 budget proposes to:"®

* Decrease by $21 million non-Proposition 98 General Fund for Stage 2, primarily due to a decline in the
number of the CalWORKSs Stage 2 eligible population.

* Increase by $24.2 million non-Proposition 98 General Fund for Stage 3, primarily due to the transfer of
6,000 children from Stage 2 to Stage 3.”

Childcare

Gov. Brown’s 2013-14 proposed budget maintains the current level for childcare and preschool programs.
Because of this, it would seem unlikely that the governor’s proposed budget would have a significant impact on
communities of color. The 2012-13 budget agreement, however, did adopt budget solutions that adversely

affected communities of color through the 2012-13 Child Care and Development Budget Agreement.”®

Impact

The 2012-13 budget agreement reduced childcare contracts across the board (excluding CalWORKs stages 1
and 2). This reduced state spending by $80 million and eliminated 10,600 child care slots in 2012-13. This
reduction was in addition to the 11 percent cut to childcare contracts implemented in July 2011 as part of the

2011-12 budget agreement.”

Children of color are most likely to be impacted by reductions to the childcare budget because they utilize
childcare services more compared to children who are white.** In 2011, the state childcare program provided
services to 41,835 children from 28,392 families.®! Approximately three-quarters of the children in childcare

program were Hispanic or black.®

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 wm  page 12




Employment was the Main Reason for Care for Families Using State

Childcare Programs

4.20% 3.10%

¥ Employment
10.09% ¥ Education/Training

“Both Employment &
Education/Training

¥ Seeking Employment

¥ Other/Multiple Reasons

77.42%

Source: California Subsidized Childcare Characteristic Study Executive Summary. University of California, Davis, 201.

Hispanic and Black Children Make Up Three-Quarters of the

Children in Childcare o
& Hispanic, 64 %

- i 9
White, 15% ® Black, 11.2% © Other,9.8%

Source: California Subsidized Childcare Characteristic Study Executive Summary. University of California, Davis, 2011.

California State Preschool

California State Preschools provide affordable part-day and full-day pre-school to eligible three- and four-year
olds from lower-income families. In addition to providing curriculum that is “developmentally, culturally, and
linguistically” appropriate, these preschools also provide meals and snacks to children, parent education, and

referrals to social services.®?

Analysis of the Governor’'s Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 =  page 13




Impacts

Budget deficit solutions from 2012-13 adversely impact communities of color. In 2011, California state
preschools served 146,199 children from 134,523 families.** Hispanic children made up almost three-quarters
of the children enrolled in state preschool programs. Black and other non-white children made up 15 percent of
total enrolled state preschool the same year.®> Historical cuts to day care funding in California State Preschools

continue to inequitably impact families of color.

Hispanic Children Make Up Three-Quarters of the Children Enrolled

in State Preschool o
& Hispanic, 73.8 %

® White, 11.3%
o ’ ® Black, 7% Other, 8%

Source: California Subsidized Childcare Characteristic Study Executive Summary. University of California, Davis, 2011.

HEALTH CARE REFORM — IMPLEMENTING THE OPTIONAL EXPANSION
Summary

One of the optional Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (ACA) requirements that the Governor has
opted to pursue through the proposed 2013-14 budget is expansion of Medi-Cal to include Californians between
101 to 138 percent FPL. Prior to the ACA, Medi-Cal posed restrictive eligibility requirements extending its
benefits only to individuals with dependents who met income levels between 0 to 100 percent of the FPL.

Exceptions to this rule were made for individuals with disabilities.

Under health reform, Medi-Cal extends its benefits, allowing individuals from 101 to 138 percent FPL to enroll
in Medi-Cal coverage, with expanded eligibility criteria. This can be attributed to the elimination of categorical

restrictions for individuals under age 65 such as:

* Dependents
* Claiming assets

* More lenient income requirements.

Due to these provisions, the enrollment of communities of color into Medi-Cal is expected to significantly

increase.®”
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The proposed budget includes a $350 million placeholder to cover the costs of expansion.*® However, both the
Legislative Analyst Office and the California Budget Project state that this money applies specifically to costs
incurred for enrolling the currently eligible but unenrolled Medi-Cal population (those between 0 to 100 percent
FPL), and not due to costs incurred through expanding Medi-Cal coverage to the newly eligible (those between

101 to 138 percent FPL, including low-income childless adults).®?°

California has taken steps to implement the Medi-Cal expansion before it takes effect January 1, 2014, in addition
to the expansion of Medi-Cal eligibility criteria. One of these steps included the “Bridge to Reform” 1115 Waiver,
which provided counties with federal funding to bolster their public health care system under the Low Income
Health Program, in preparation for the Medi-Cal expansion population. In addition, under current state statute,
counties are required to provide health care to medically indigent adults using a combination of local and state

1991 and 2011 realignment funds.”* However:
* The ACA also reduced health realignment funds for counties for both Medicare and Medicaid

Disproportionate Share Hospital payments.””

e While the “Bridge to Reform” 1115 Waiver provides $3.4 billion in federal funding, primarily to public
hospitals, it expires in 2015.%°

* Counties’ maintenance of effort requirement for In-Home-Supportive Services will increase by 3.5 percent

annually beginning 2014-15,* further adding to the costs of public programs for counties.

State expansion of Medi-Cal eligibility to the expansion population (101 to 138 percent FPL), including adults
without children, will reduce some of the local costs associated with providing health care to the medically

indigent at the local level. Although these costs will be reduced, they will not be eliminated.”

Although there are not enough details to provide an in-depth analysis of expansion methods proposed in the
Governor’s budget, the following analysis puts forth potential impacts on California’s communities of color to

the extent that the 2013-14 Budget Summary permits.

MEDI-CAL EXPANSION
Savings for the State of California

According to the Governor’s budget, the federal government promises to provide 100 percent of the funding in
the short term for most, but not all, of the costs associated with the expansion. Funding will gradually decrease
from 100 percent to 90 percent in 2020.%° As it stands, the Medi-Cal caseload represents 21.7 percent of the
state’s total population, and total spending from all sources on Medi-Cal amounts to approximately $60 billion,

which accounts for 27 percent of the State’s spending.””

Expanding Medi-Cal in California will facilitate more federal funding
According to the UC Berkeley Labor Center and UCLA Center for Health Policy Research, the increase in Medi-Cal
eligibility due to the expansion will facilitate more federal funding that will relieve the state of covering most of

the costs to actualize the benefits of Medi-Cal.

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 =  page 15




* Medi-Cal expansion will usher in billions in new federal dollars, an estimated $2.1 to $3.5 billion in 2014,
which will offset some or most of the new state spending. By 2019, federal dollars are estimated to grow
anywhere from $3.4 to $4.5 billion.”®

* As members of current state programs begin to enroll in the Medi-Cal expansion and receive benefits of
the expansion, these new scope of services will provide coverage to those members, thus potentially providing

savings and reducing state spending.”

The Medi-Cal Expansion and Communities of Color

The Medi-Cal expansion is predicted to increase California enrollment by between 1.8 million and 2.7 million
by 2019." Currently, Medi-Cal serves as the nation’s largest Medicaid program, providing comprehensive
services to over 11 million Californians including low-income children, adults, non-elderly people with disabilities

and pregnant women.'”! Furthermore, 60 percent of the currently enrolled Medi-Cal population is either
Hispanic, black, or Asian.'®

Communities of color represent approximately 66 percent of those newly eligible (101 to 138 percent FPL)
for Medi-Cal.'”> Without the ACA, racial and ethnic minority groups comprise 82 percent of the uninsured

population in California under age 65 in 2019.1%4

The graph below shows the percentages of newly-eligible communities of color that are predicted to have coverage
through Medi-Cal expansion by 2019. Latinos represent an overwhelming (49 percent) of the expansion-eligible
population, almost half of the newly eligible population of Medi-Cal enrollees. Asians (7 percent), blacks

(8 percent), whites (34 percent) and others (2 percent) comprise the remainder estimated to be eligible.!>1%¢

Total Population of Californians Newly Eligible for Medi-Cal, 2019
2%

¥ Latinos
¥ Asian
49% " African Americans
" Whites
¥ Other

34%

7%

Source: UC Berkeley—UCLA CalSIM model, version 1.7
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Language Access and Communities of Color under Medi-Cal Expansion

Despite major outreach and enrollment efforts, millions of Californians are predicted to still remain
uninsured by 2019.'” Barriers to enrollment are attributed to English Language Proficiency (ELP), lack of
awareness of enrollment, and inability to afford subsidized coverage.'®® It is uncertain whether the $350 million

placeholder in the proposed budget will capture those who are eligible and predicted to remain uninsured.
Estimates based on the American Community Survey (ACS) 2011 survey data suggest that one out of every four
people newly eligible in California for Medi-Cal will be limited English proficient (LEP), with a majority being

individuals 17 years of age and younger.'"”

Below is a table taken from the California Simulation of Insurance Markets (CalSIM) projecting the languages

spoken by LEP communities who are estimated to receive subsidies due to the expansion by 2019.'"°

Spanish Chinese Vietnamese Korean Other Asian Other non-
Languages Asian
languages
405,000 30,048 15,024 10,016 5,008 35,056
Impacts on the Safety Net

As the proposed 2013-14 budget broadly mentions, there are two overall methods for which Medi-Cal will be
expanded in California: state-based versus county-based expansion.!'! There is significant uncertainty in how
either expansion method will impact the budget, both state and county, but the following analysis will discuss

some implications for each method for communities of color.
State-Based Expansion

The governor proposes that a state-run expansion would build on Medi-Cal and the Medi-Cal managed care

12 to cover the expansion population, but without long-term care.!'> The 2013-14 budget

delivery system
proposes that counties:
* Relinquish some of the $3 to $4 billion they received from vehicle registration fees and state sales tax; or

* Assume “programmatic and fiscal responsibility for various human services programs” e.g. subsidized

child care.'4

Counties use funding from state fees, taxes, and realignment to fund their safety net and, as mentioned earlier,
will assume increasing costs through realignment and decreased funding in some respects. In addition, the current
economic recession and recent state budgets have also trimmed down county budgets and their ability to fund

their safety net system.

Of the four million Californians estimated to remain uninsured in 2019, 72 percent will be exempt from
paying tax penalties, and will remain uninsured.''>''® As the following graph shows, Medi-Cal expansion will
not eliminate the need for health care services provided through county-run safety nets. Counties will still need
to provide care for residents who are unable to access health care reform changes due to their income (45 percent

of the remaining uninsured) or residency status (27 percent of the remaining uninsured)'"’
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Reasons for Californians Who are Exempt From ACA Tax Penalties

Not Exempt Due to Income
28% 25%
.. Lack of Affordable
Immigration Status C
27% overage
20%

These estimates may be conservative, e.g. the Department of Homeland Security estimates that 2.6 million
undocumented immigrants were in California in 2010."*® In addition, those Californians who remain uninsured
and are exempt from ACA tax penalties will only have the public safety net to rely on as their primary source of

medical care.

Of the four million who are expected to remain uninsured in 2019, 67 percent of the remaining uninsured
will be Latino, compared to the overall statewide rate of 45 percent.'” It is uncertain how heavily cost-sharing
measures proposed by the governor would impact funding for the public safety net. However, in counties that
have a majority Latino population, these safety net systems would serve a higher proportion of the uninsured,

and need to maintain funding streams for their safety net based on predictions for the Latino uninsured.'

Sixty-two percent of the remaining uninsured will be residents of Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties; counties that are predicted to comprise over half the state
population in 2019."*' According to 2011 ACS data, these six counties are majority communities of color, who
are also below the poverty level at higher rates compared to respective white community members, and have
lower median incomes on average. If state-based expansion is chosen, then cost-sharing measures may impact
these counties’ ability to maintain a robust safety net for approximately 2,671,920 people of color below the

poverty level who are at risk of remaining uninsured:'?>'*
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Imperial Los Angeles Riverside | San
County County County Bernardino
County

Racial Demographics
Hispanic 80.4% 47.7% 33.7% 45.5% 49.2% 32.0%
White 13.7% 27.8% 44.1% 39.7% 33.3% 48.5%
Black 2.9% 8.3% 1.5% 6.0% 8.4% 4.7%
Asian 1.3% 13.5% 17.7% 5.8% 6.1% 10.6%
Percent Below Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months
Hispanic 29.5% 23.7% 20.4% 23.1% 21.8% 21.1%
White 11.2% 9.8% 7.3% 10.3% 13.4% 10.6%
Black 32.5% 24.5% 14.8% 19.4% 29.2% 23.5%
Asian & 13.1% 12.2% 7.0% 18.5% 13.2%
Percent Below the | 41.8% 28.6% 23.1% 26.7% 29.8% 29.4%
Poverty Level in
the Past 12
Months and
Unemployed
Median Income in the Past 12 Months
Hispanic $32,523 $42,651 $54,964 $45,023 $48,394 $42,533
White $64,581 $69,112 $80,715 $60,078 $55,422 $67,742
Black * $36,609 $62,186 $56,044 $36,282 $45,489
Asian * $61,970 $78,889 $69,967 $62,074 $72,387

* = Sample size not statistically significant

Statistics for California’s Primary Safety Net User Population

Primary users of the safety net are Californians who fall between 0 and 200 percent FPL (“primary safety net

users”), are the predominant users of the safety net system of public hospitals and community and government

clinics,'* and represent around 37 percent of all Californians.'*>'?¢ According to 2011 ACS data, 33 percent of

those within the primary safety net user population have limited or no English proficiency,'” and California

Health Interview Survey data indicate that, of the safety net user population in 2009, approximately 12 percent

used the safety net as their usual source of care.'*®
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Analysis of 2011 ACS data found that people of color comprise 75 percent of California’s primary safety

net users'%’:

Primary Safety Net Users by Race

Black
7%

White
25%

2 or more major
race groups
2%

Hispanic
56%

Asian
10%

Conversely, although blacks only comprise seven percent of the statewide primary safety net user
population, the black primary safety net user population is more than half of the total black population
in California.'”® This rate is more than double that of whites in California. In addition, California’s Hispanic
population and people of two or more race groups are also significantly more likely than whites to be between

131.

0 to 200 percent FPL, the population most likely to access the public safety net

Percent of Primary Safety Net Users Within Respective Race

" Total Population of that Race ™ Primary Safety Net User Population

White Hispanic Black Asian 2 or more

County-Based Expansion

The governor proposes that a county-based expansion of Medi-Cal would build on the Low Income Health
Program (LIHP), which until 2014 is funded 50 percent by the county and 50 percent by the federal government
under the “Bridge to Reform” 1115 Waiver.'> Enacted in 2010, counties voluntarily cover the Medi-Cal
expansion population, with county-run hospitals using local money to fund the non-federal share of inpatient

Medi-Cal services.'??

In addition, the 2013-14 budget proposes a decrease in money available through the LIHP Fund to approximately

$233.3 million; a 53.7 percent decrease from FY2012-13 levels.'**!3> There are multiple staff positions within
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the DHCS LIHP Division that require funding extensions to ensure the continued development of the LIHP

network and the transition of LIHP participants to Medi-Cal when expansion occurs.'?®

County based expansion would leave individual counties responsible for establishing networks of health care
providers, setting provider payment rates, and processing billing from providers.'” Under this expansion method,
county health plans covering the Medi-Cal expansion population would have to meet statewide eligibility
requirements and provide Essential Health Benefits that are consistent with Covered California in the private

insurance market.'?®

A county-based expansion through LIHP would be inequitable for communities of color along the Central
Coast and in the Central Valley, and would leave these communities of color behind in access to quality
health care. There are currently 17 operational LIHPs that cover approximately 500,000 individuals across 51
counties, with another four counties intending to start them soon." A “vast majority” of LIHP enrollees will
go into Medi-Cal, with the remainder eligible for Covered California subsidies.!® However, Fresno, Merced,

and San Luis Obispo Counties will not run LIHPs according to the governor’s proposed budget.'*!

According to 2011 ACS data, the majority of residents of these three counties are people of color, who in
most cases have lower median incomes and are more likely to be below the poverty level than their white
neighbors. If county-based expansion is chosen, then approximately 263,509 people of color below the

poverty level won’t have health care coverage with only a year until January 1, 2014'*(see table next page).

A county’s residual costs for undocumented immigrants and for individuals who will remain uninsured after
2014 will vary from county-to-county due to place-based demographics, and also due to a county’s existing
health care delivery system. It is also unclear from the proposed budget whether the county-based expansion
would be optional or mandatory for counties, or whether counties would “be able to contract with existing

Medi-Cal managed care plans [that are run by the state] to provide services for the expansion population.”!%

In addition, the expansion population would be beneficiaries of county-administered programs that may offer
different provider networks than the state administered Medi-Cal program, where low-income families with
children and persons with disabilities would be enrolled in the state-administered program.'** Without further
details, it is not possible to determine which expansion method, state or county, would be more equitable for

low-income communities of color.

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 =  page 21




Fresno County Merced County San Luis Obispo

County

Racial Demographics

Hispanic 50.3% 54.9% 20.8%

White 32.7% 31.9% 71.1%

Black 4.8% 3.4% 1.9%

Asian 9.3% 7.1% 3.0%

Percent Below Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months

Hispanic 32.3% 33.3% 22.3%

White 13% 17% 12.5%

Black 39.3% 49% *

Asian 25.2% 23.4% 27.2%

Percent Below the 36.2% 39.8% 26.6%

Poverty Level in the

Past 12 Months and

Unemployed

Median Income in the Past 12 Months

Hispanic $34,699 $33,511 $39,320

White $56,751 $47,454 $58,153

Black $27,450 $20,660 *

Asian $46,616 $51,005 $60,929

* = Sample size not statistically significant
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K-12 EDUCATION

Summary

Gov. Brown’s January budget proposal allocates $56.2 billion for K-12 education in 2013-14 and indicates that
funding levels will increase by almost $2,700 per student through 2016-17.' The increase in funding is largely
due to Gov. Brown’s proposal to include revenue raised by the Clean Energy Jobs Act to meet Proposition 98’s
minimum guarantee. He is using part of the revenue to pay off deferrals owed to schools and distributing the
other portion on a per-student basis to school and community college districts for energy-related projects.
In addition to the increase in funding, the governor has introduced the Local Control Funding Formula as a
new method to provide more funds to districts serving English learners and low-income students. With the
increase in funding and a new funding method, Gov. Brown aims to decrease the education gap among

advantaged and disadvantaged students.

Budget Proposal for K-12 Education:

1. The Local Control Funding Formula proposes a base grant for all districts. A supplemental grant is given to
districts based on how many economically disadvantaged students are enrolled. Economically disadvantaged
students are determined by whether a student is an English Language Learner and/or in the free/reduced
price meal program (FRPM). A student who is both an English Learner and on Free Reduced Price
Meal will not be double-counted. Districts with economically disadvantaged students above 50 percent
of total enrollment will be awarded an additional concentration grant for every student above the 50

percent threshold.'%

2. Proposition 39, the California Clean Energy Jobs Act, will raise an estimated $1 billion in revenue annually.
Gov. Brown plans to allocate all of this to school and community college districts to meet the Proposition
98 minimum guarantee.'” The Proposition 39 revenue would increase funding to meet this minimum by
$526 million, allowing him to make deferral payments and increase grants for economically disadvantaged

school and community college districts.

LocAL CONTROL FUNDING FORMULA

Gov. Brown’s January budget proposal allocates a total of $56.2 billion for K-12 education funding in 2013-14.
For K-12 schools, funding levels will increase by almost $2,700 per student through 2016-17, including an

148

increase of more than $1,100 per student in 2013-14 over 2011-12 levels."® This section specifically analyzes
the Governor’s proposed change from categorical funding to the Local Control Funding Formula. Under the
current categorical funding approach, the state provides districts restricted funding for specific programs.
Top funded programs include: targeted instructional improvement, school and library improvement, professional
development, and middle and high school counseling. The Local Control Funding Formula proposes to consolidate
these categorical grants into unrestricted lump sum grants, allowing districts to freely fund programs that fit

their needs.
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Current Funding Sources

K-12 school districts receive most of their money from two sources: base revenue limits and other state revenue.
Base revenue limits are calculated according to a district’s average daily attendance (ADA). Funding sources for
the base revenue limit include local property and state taxes, among other miscellaneous sources.'* Factors that
determine funding allocations for school districts are type and size of districts, historical spending patterns, and

other variables.!°

Categorical funding, as mentioned above, is based on particular categories. Some examples include programs
such as special education, school transportation, American Indian education centers, and Gifted and Talented
Education.”! Categorically funded programs receive a designated amount of money that must be used for those
particular programs. Importantly, it should be noted that in February 2009, legislators amended the regulations
for many of the state’s categorical programs. This change gave districts more flexibility to use funds from about
40 categorical programs for other educational purposes while facing severe budget cuts.'** Disparities in funding
exist because of the way the state combines state and local funds to make up a district’s “revenue limit,” the
amount a school district receives per student.'” EdSource uses a bucket analogy to further explain how state and
local funds are combined to make up a district’s revenue funding limit: Each district receives revenues through
their local property taxes, and if the bucket is not filled all the way from these property taxes, the state then “tops
off” the bucket with state tax revenues. However, if a district’s bucket is filled because of local property taxes,
the state does not “top off” their bucket; although, if a district’s bucket “overflows” with local property taxes,
they get to keep the increased revenue, which is referred to as basic aid.!> The chart below further demonstrates
the current system of restrictive funding and the current disparities in funding students among school districts

in California.

2010-2011 Per Student Funding Comparison

" Lowest Poverty Quartile ™ Highest Poverty Quartile

$7500

$5900 " gs700

00
$53 $5000

All Unified Districts High School Districts Elementary Districts

Source: Ed-Trust West at http://www.edtrust.org/sites/edtrust.org/files/ETW%20Cruel%20Divide.pdf.
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Impact
Considerations for New Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)

Gov. Brown’s new funding formula is intended to reduce current disparities by narrowing the funding
gaps between economically advantaged and economically disadvantaged students. According to Gov. Brown,
the LCFF will bridge the education gap for historically economically disadvantaged K-12 students by directing
new funds to students classified as either English learners or recipients of free/reduced price meals (FRPM).'>
In 2010-11, roughly 1 million students were English learners’*® and almost 3.5 million were enrolled in the

FRPM program.'”” %8 See graph below for breakdown of percentages for each category.

2010-2011 Percent of Total K12 Students Who Are Economically Disadvantaged

55.7%

17%

English Learners Free & Reduced Price Meals

Source: Cal. Dept. of Ed., Educational Demographics Office, Language Census (elsch11 2/28/12); School Fiscal Services Division
(frpm2010 8/26/11); District & School.

According to 2010-11 data, over half of all K-12 students are enrolled in the FRPM program.'” This means
one in two K-12 students are considered economically disadvantaged. At 17 percent, English learners also form
a significant portion of California’s K-12 student population.'® Of the 50 different languages spoken by English
learners, Spanish is the most spoken language at 83 percent, followed by Vietnamese at 3 percent and Cantonese

at 2 percent.
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2010-2011 languages Spoken by K-12 English Learners

Hmong
1%
Tagalog All Others
1% 10%
Cantonese

2%

Vietnamese

3%

Spanish
83%

Source: Cal. Dept. of Ed., Educational Demographics Office (language census, elsch1 2/28/12).

Because of the significant number of students enrolled in the FRPM program and the rising number of English

learners, it may help to focus attention on these groups to ensure they receive the resources they need for their

education. Currently, graduation rates'® for enrollees of special programs are relatively low compared to the

entire cohort'®* (see graph below). Committing additional funds to support these students may help improve

their academic performance and increase their graduation rates.

2010-2011 Graduation Rates for Students in Special Programs

76%

60% 59%

/2% 70%

All Students in English Learners  Migrant Education  Special Education  Socioeconomically
Cohort Disadvantaged

Source: Cal. Dept. of Ed., Educational Demographics Office (CBEDS, cohortio.txt 8/20/12).
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Gov. Brown proposes to address the aforementioned disparities in K-12 schools with the Local Control Funding
Formula, illustrated below. This proposed formula calculates multiple variables to provide all school districts a
base grant, with an additional supplemental and concentration grant provided to districts based on economically
disadvantaged students.'® Most categorical program funding will be redistributed through the LCFE.'* Through
the supplemental and concentration grants, more funding will be allocated to school districts that have a robust
enrollment of economically disadvantaged students as measured by the number of students eligible for two

programs: English learners and Free/Reduced Price Meals.'®

Local Control Funding Formula Breakdown

Concentration Grant

For Districts with a Concentration of Economically Disadvantaged
Students Above 50% Received Per Student Above the Threshold

Supplemental Grant
For Districts with Economically Disadvantaged Students

Base Grant
For All Districts

e All districts will receive a base grant calculated using a district’s ADA and accounts for grade
span adjustments.'%

* Districts with economically disadvantaged students will receive a supplemental grant for every economically
disadvantaged student (35 percent of the base grant).

* Districts whose economically disadvantaged population is greater than 50 percent of the total student
population will receive an additional concentrated funding grant for every student above the 50 percent

threshold (35 percent of the base grant).

The levels of funding are meant to increase equity by prioritizing funding for economically disadvantaged students.'®’

The following are areas where the LCFF can be improved to ensure it creates equity among California’s K-12

students, one of Gov. Brown’s stated goals:

* Unduplicated count — By not allotting additional funding to students who are both English learners and
economically disadvantaged, the LCFF may not be meeting its intended purpose as it would if it allotted more

funds to students with both of those characteristics.

* Threshold Level — In mixed-income districts the 50 percent threshold for the concentrated funding may leave
out many students. Requiring districts to overcome a 50 percent threshold, for example, may reduce the number
and type of services available to disadvantaged students located in districts that slightly miss the threshold.
To increase the likelihood that districts will reach the threshold, perhaps students eligible or enrolled in
the compensatory education'®® program could also be included in the measurement for economically

disadvantaged students.
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e Variables — More clarification is needed to understand several of the variables.

3 Grade Span — It is unclear how the new formula will address the funding allocations for the suggested

grade span adjustments: K-3 and career technical education for grades 9-12.'9

3 Economically Disadvantaged — More clarity is needed about which students will count toward the
supplemental and concentrated funding. The measure used by LCFF to determine who is economically
disadvantaged is students who are “eligible” for free/reduced price meals.'”® However, it is unclear whether
the term eligible refers to students who merely meet the criteria or students who meet the criteria and have

enrolled in FRPM; and whether it includes students restricted from FRPM due to their age (e.g. 17+).'"!

1 Average Daily Attendance (ADA) — ADA reporting is inconsistent throughout the K-12 system. Districts
use different methods to calculate their ADA and it is currently unknown which method will be selected.
The LCFF does not indicate which method for addressing ADA in districts with declining enrollment will
be applied (e.g. year-to-year versus previous 2-year average). Using year-to-year ADA may adversely impact
districts with migrant students whose enrollment depends on where their families are moving season-to-

season, as well as districts with high rates of absence due to high rates of illnesses or for other reasons.'”?

3 Charter Schools — 1t is unclear whether charter schools will be factored into the formula. If they are factored
in, it is unclear whether only the district charter schools” ADA or all charter school ADA will be factored
into the formula. Additionally, because of the proposed change of oversight from the California Department
of Education to the California School Finance Authority, it is unclear how the charter schools will

be managed.'”?

PROPOSITION 39 FUNDING

Proposition 39, also known as the California Clean Energy Jobs Act, is a new revenue source that Gov. Brown’s
proposed budget allocates toward increasing the Proposition 9874
$56.2 billion for 2013-14, by $526 million.'” Proposition 39 requires salf of the annual revenue raised from

the measure — up to $550 million — be transferred to a new Clean Energy Job Creation Fund from 2013-14

minimum guarantee level, estimated to be

through 2017-18 to support the “funding of projects that create jobs in California improving energy efficiency

and expanding clean energy generation.”'”¢

Gov. Brown proposes to distribute this portion of the Proposition 39 funds exclusively to school districts and
community college districts on a per-student basis for energy-related projects.”’” The governor will use the other
half of the revenue to fund other areas.'”® This section analyzes the governor’s proposed use of Proposition 39
funds to help meet the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee and specifically, how that money might be used

toward paying deferrals and the impact of distributing it on a per-student basis.'”
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Prop 39 Funds Help Meet Prop 98 Guarantee

$450 mm for Energy-Related Projects

Used for Deferrals?
" Prop 98 Guarantee

¥ Remaining Prop 39 Funds

u Prop 39 Funds for
Clean Energy Job Fund

Deferral Payments

Gov. Brown has proposed to pay off the $9.5 billion owed in deferrals to school districts by 2017-18, beginning
with a repayment of $1.8 billion in 2013-14 using Proposition 39 revenue to help restore funding required by
Proposition 98.'8° Proposition 39 revenue will increase the guarantee by $526 million, which is one of the ways

in which money is being collected to begin repayment of the deferrals.’®!

Payment deferrals have been adopted as a way to balance the budget.'®* Payment deferrals allow the state to continue
operating for a year but create debt that then has to be repaid the year after the deferral has been issued. School

183 and some even

districts often rely on reserves or borrow money from private lenders to cover the deferrals,
implement deferrals as cuts to cover expenses.'®* As Gov. Brown’s budget summary explains, “districts that were
able to borrow incurred substantial interest costs, which led to dollars taken out of the classroom.”!®’

In order to ease the financial burden on schools, it is important that the deferrals be paid.

Proposition 39’s Energy-Related Investments

As mentioned earlier, Gov. Brown’s January budget proposal allocates a// Proposition 39 energy-related funding
—up to $550 million — to be transferred to a new Clean Energy Job Creation Fund from 2013-14 through 2017-
18 to be used exclusively by schools and community colleges.'®® Proposition 39 provides that these funds be

used to support projects that create jobs and provide energy benefits.'’

According to the governor, “Proposition 39 will provide $450 million in 2013-14 to support these investments
in schools and community colleges, and $550 million in each of the next four years.”'®¥ Of the $450 million for
2013-14, the governor’s proposed budget allocates $400.5 million to school districts and $49.5 million to

community college districts for energy efficiency projects.'®’

Analysis of the Governor’'s Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 =  page 29




Per-Student Distribution

Gov. Brown’s budget proposal allocates the funding to districts on a per average daily attendance basis, with
school districts receiving $67 per student and community college districts receiving $45 per student.’® Overall,
the governor says the increase in funding levels for K-12"! schools is a reinvestment that “provides the
opportunity to correct historical inequities in school district funding. By allocating new funding to districts on

the basis of the number of students they serve, all California school districts can improve.”*?

However, if Proposition 39 funding is allocated on a per-student basis, disadvantaged districts will not be able
to catch up to school districts that are already ahead. They will continue to lag behind. Thus, all districts will be

treated equally but not equitably.

The following are some general areas to be considered:

* Guidelines — The budget proposal does not include guidelines explaining how districts can effectively use the
funds they are allotted in an equitable manner. The budget explains, “Schools and community colleges may
use Proposition 39 funds for technical assistance to help identify, evaluate, and implement appropriate
projects.””* Appropriate projects, however, are not defined. Additionally, it is not clear whether all programs
will be coordinated with the California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities Commission
pursuant to Proposition 39 provisions, which would be helpful to avoiding duplication and maximizing leverage

of existing energy efficiency and clean energy efforts.!*

* Project Benefits — A lack of guidelines linking projects to energy savings, job generation, and community

benefits increases the risk that the Governor’s goal to achieve equity will not be achieved.

* Need — A per-student approach ignores the districts’ varying needs, in terms of energy efficiency and otherwise.
The need for energy projects varies by district, with need depending on numerous factors including the size,

age, and geographic location of the facilities in each district.

Impact
Examples of Potential Impacts of Proposition 39 Funding Based on a Per-Student Basis

Providing every district with funding on a per-student basis does not focus on those school and community
college energy projects likely to provide the greatest energy savings and job benefits for the communities
that need them the most. For example, some sites may be older than others, requiring more building repairs

and improvements than newer sites, yet all facilities would receive the same amount of funding per student.'”

Substandard physical environments are strongly associated with student absence and other behavior
problems."”® Schools with better building conditions have up to 14 percent lower student suspension
rates.'”” Additionally, improving a school’s health and safety standards is associated with a 36-point increase in

California Academic Performance Index scores.'*®

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 wm  page 30




A per-student approach also penalizes districts with high absenteeism rates even for absence due to health
reasons. In California, approximately one in seven school-aged children has asthma and misses an average of
one to two days of school per year because of it."”? In 2009, it is estimated that California students missed about
1.1 million school days due to asthma, which translates into approximately $30.2 million in revenue lost, or an
average of $31,000 for each of the 975 school districts.*

This is a significant concern for students of color. Black children in California are four times more likely to be
hospitalized for asthma than white children.?”! Many students could be impacted considering that combined,

blacks and Hispanics make up over 57 percent of California’s K-12 students.?** See graph below.

Percent of K-12 State Enrollment 51.4

26.6
6.7 8.5
0.6 0.7 1.8 2.6 1.1

Native American Twoor  Filipino Blackor  Asian White Hispanic  None
Hawaiian Indian or More African or Latino Reported
or Pacific Alaska Races American

Islander  Native

Source: Cal. Dept. of Ed., Educational Demographics Office (CBEDS, sifbion 9/12/11)

HIGHER EDUCATION

Summary

The governor believes that state funding alone will not be able to stabilize tuition and fee costs or maintain the
quality of higher education. The budget proposes an increase of total funding to $25.8 billion ($1.3 billion
increase from 2012-13) for California’s Higher Education system. Additionally, the governor’s proposal calls on
the system to “move aggressively to implement reforms to provide high-quality instruction at lower cost,

decrease the time it takes to earn a degree, and increase graduation rates.”**

Budget proposal for higher education:

1. Equal increases of $125.1 million from the General Fund for core instructional cost for both the University
of California (UC) and the California State University (CSU). The differences between both university
systems (CSU and UC), such as the larger size of the CSU student population, along with demographic
and financial differences between the two systems, make this seem like an inequitable distribution of funding,

particularly for CSU students, who are disproportionately students of color.
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2. The governor proposes to set a cap on the number of units a student can earn while receiving state subsidies.
The 90-unit cap for community colleges might decrease the rates of transfer or graduation for students of

color because these students are more likely to be underprepared to start college.

3. The governor proposes $16.9 million to community colleges to increase availability of online courses.
Meanwhile, as part of the General Fund for core instructional costs, UC and CSU receive $10 million to
increase the number of online courses available. Expanding the availability of online courses might have
inequitable effects on students at community colleges, especially since their median income is the lowest in

California’s Higher Education system.

GOVERNOR PROPOSES EQUAL BASE INCREASE TO CSU AND UC

The governor’s budget provides both the CSU and UC systems with an increase of $125 million for 2013-14.
This figure represents a 5 percent increase to the General Fund for core instructional costs.”** The increase is in

addition to the $125 million from the General Fund that both systems will receive for not increasing tuition
and fees for 2012-13.

According to the California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO): “Though the state’s budget plan provides for an
identical increase of $125 million in 2013-14 for each system, the Legislature may wish to consider treating
them differently moving forward. A more refined approach would recognize that the two systems have different

missions, student populations, costs, tuition levels, alternative revenue sources, and outcomes.”*

Student Demographic Differences
The UC system had 229,108 students enrolled in fall 2010, while the CSU system enrolled 412,372

students. The equal distribution of $125 million for each system creates a funding disparity, with each
CSU student receiving $242.60 less than a UC student:

California State University | $125.1 million 412,37127 $303.4

University of California $125.1 million 229,108 208 $546.0
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Number of Students Enrolled by Race and Ethnicity,
UC and CSU Compared, 2010
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¥ Other/Unknown 31,609 68,813
" Hispanic/Latino 35,701 112,572
¥ African American 7,845 21,330
" \White 75,439 138,992

Funding both systems at the same rate does not provide an equitable distribution of funding for core instructions
across the two systems. For example, in 2011 CSU had almost twice as many students as UC, almost three times

as many African American students, and more than three times as many Latino students.?***!°

Other Differences Between UC and CSU That Should be Taken into Account:

211

* From 2007-2012, UC expenditures increased by 15 percent and CSU expenditures increased by 3 percent
* Tuition levels are different. Currently, tuition per year at the UC is $13,200, compared to $7,025 at CSU.?'

* From 2007-08 to the present, individual tuition prices rose $5,556 and $2,700 for students in the UC and

213

CSU system, respectively.

* The average student debts for both systems are similar. The average student debt level for a UC graduating
senior in 2011 was $18,779,%' while in 2010 graduating CSU seniors averaged student loan debt of $15,804.2"°
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GOVERNOR PRrROPOSES UNIT CAPS

The 2013-14 Budget presented by Gov. Brown proposes to cap the units a student can earn while receiving state

subsidies. For UC and CSU for 2013-2014 and 2014-15, the cap is 180 semester units or 270 quarter units.

Meanwhile for community colleges, the governor proposes a cap of 90 semester units starting in 2013-14. If a

student goes over the proposed unit cap, he or she would have to pay full cost per unit. The governor aims to

make community colleges more efficient, but this proposal might decrease rates of transfer or graduation for

students of color, since these students are disproportionally underprepared when starting community college

and therefore more likely to need Credit Remedial Courses than white students®'® (See final table).

It is not known if remedial courses will count towards the 180-unit semester cap. This issue will need to be

clarified in order to fully understand the impact of this proposal on communities of color and low-income

students. For this analysis we will analyze the potential impacts of the new credit limit assuming that remedial

courses count towards the 180-unit semester cap.

Two or More Races
1%

Pacific Islander
1% Filipino
3%
African American
0% O

Unknown
12%

Asian
11%

Hispanic—
41% Native American
1%

American Indian/

Student Population Enrolled in Credit Remedial Courses by Race
and Ethnicity, 2009-2010
White non-

Hispanic
20%

Comparison of Cost to Attend Community College

Before and After Unit Cap
Cost per| Cost per semester for Full-time |Cost per semester for Part-time Student
Unit*” |Student (12 Units) (6 Units)

Under the 90| $46 $552 $276

Unit Cap

Over the 90 [$180* |[$2,160 $1,080

Unit Cap

*Based on out-of-state full cost tuition
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Opver the past five years, the cost per unit at community colleges has increased by 150 percent. From the 2008-
2009 to 2012-13 Academy year, fees have increased from $20 per unit to $46 per unit.*'® College affordability
has decreased over five years, and the proposed unit caps might make attending community college unaffordable

for low-income and communities of color.

Enrollment in Credit Remedial Courses might make students of color go beyond the specified unit cap: While
we are missing data regarding the average total units students starting in remedial courses earn in order to graduate
or transfer, it seems likely that starting at low level courses will cause many of these students to go over the
proposed unit cap. It is not clear in the governor’s proposal if remedial courses will count towards the cap or if
they will be exempt. If remedial courses count, a number of issues will arise with regard to students of color.
For example, most of the students taking remedial courses in community colleges are students of color from
low-income communities. According to Complete College America, nationally in 2006, 64.7 percent of low-
income students, 67.7 percent of African American students and 58.3 percent of Hispanic students at two-year

colleges were in need of remedial courses.*"’

Enrollment in Credit Remedial Courses

Race/Ethnicity |Percent of Students Enrolled in Percent of Racial and Ethnic
Credit Remedial Courses by Group Enrolled in Credit
Race/Ethnicity Remedial Courses
Academic Year 2009-2010 **° Academic Year 2009-2010 2!

Asian 11.2% 12.4%

African

American 10.6% 18.2%

Filipino 2.6% 10.5%

Hispanic 41.2% 16.8%

American

Indian/Native

American 0.7% 12.6%

Pacific Islander 1.2% 22.5%

Two or

More Races | 79y, 7.0%

White non-

Hispanic 19.6% 7.6%

Unknown 12.2% 11.3%
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Percent of Racial and Ethnic Group Enrolled in Credit Remedial Courses,
2009-2010

Pacific Islander 22.5%

African American

18.2%
Hispanic 16.8%
American Indian/Native American
Asian

Unknown

Filipino

‘White non-Hispanic

Two or More Races

As seen by the table above, students of color comprise at least 68.2 percent of the total enrollment in Credit
Remedial Courses. Meanwhile, looking at each population separately, all populations of color exhibit large
percentages of students in Credit Remedial Courses, the largest being Pacific Islanders (22.5 percent), African

Americans (18.2 percent) and Hispanics (16.8 percent).

The unit cap limit also presents other indirect issues that must be addressed. Currently, community college
regulations "give colleges considerable discretion as to whether they may offer pre-collegiate (adult education)
math, English, and English-as-a second language”** for course credit. Pre-collegiate Math and English remedial
courses are a concern: Will these credits count towards the unit cap? If so, this potentially punitive policy will

disproportionately impact communities of color, which comprise the majority of our state.

Other issues:
* If a student transfers to a CSU or UC, how many units will count towards the CSU and UC caps? Will it only

be the transferable units, or all units that were taken in community college?

* With limited availability of courses due to demand that exceeds supply, is it appropriate to place caps when

students are struggling to enroll in the courses needed to graduate or transfer?

EXPANSION OF AVAILABILITY OF ONLINE COURSES

Looking to improve the quality of California’s Higher Education system, the governor proposes to expand the
amount of available online courses to reduce costs, by providing $16.8 million to California Community Colleges
and $10 million each to UC and CSU. By investing $36.8 million in online education the governor aims to decrease

time to completion and improve the transfer rate of community college students to four-year institutions.???
p p g y
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Impact on Community College Students

* Access to the Internet at home for low-income community college students might be limited, leaving them
out of the virtual classroom. The Foundation for California Community Colleges states that full-time
students at community colleges have an annual median income of $16,223, with 25 percent having incomes
of less than $5,544 per year.?>* Meanwhile, the Public Policy Institute of California estimates that in 2012,
60 percent of households with incomes under $40,000 had broadband access at home, while 93 percent of
households with incomes of $80,000 or higher have broadband.?*> Since community college students’ median
income is below $40,000, the percentage of students with Internet access at home might well be lower than
60 percent. Instead of increasing access to much-needed courses, expanding availability of courses through
online education might leave low-income students without the classes needed to graduate on time if it leads

to a reduction in in-person class offerings.

* The American Association of Community Colleges estimates that part-time students comprise 68 percent
of enrollment at California Community Colleges.?* Depending on whether a part-time student has Internet
access at home, the governor’s proposal will either have a positive or negative impact on part-time student
education. Lack of data makes it difficult to estimate the effects of the governor’s proposal on part-time

students. Having said that, we present two cases:

1 Part-time student with Internet at home: The expansion of online education could increase available

courses. This might decrease time to graduation and help relieve constraints on campus facilities.

3 Part-time student without Internet at home: The expansion of online education might limit access
to available courses if online courses replace classroom instruction. By having to use already-stressed on
campus facilities such as the computer lab, this student might increase the burden on such facilities.

Time to graduation might increase.

* It is also possible that increased online courses would be helpful to low-income students as students with
higher-speed Internet access may be more likely to take the online classes, which could free up spots for
students without high-speed Internet access in traditional classes. Either way it will be important ensure
that students without high-speed Internet access are not at a disadvantage when it comes to obtaining access

to in-demand classes.

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 m  page 37




(LR eeeenences

' Bohn S. (2011) Poverty in California. Public Policy Institute of California.

2 U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey.

3 Ibid.

4 Ibid.

> Kominski, G, Jacobs K, Roby D, et al. (March 2012). Health Insurance Coverage in California under the Affordable Care Act. UC Berkeley Center for Labor
Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_chartpack.pdf.

¢ Ibid.

7 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24 and Governor’s Budget, Education § 6110, p. Edu 2.

8 NIAID, 2001 (htep://www.epa.gov/region9/childhealth/asthma-california.html).

2 Bohn S. (2011) Poverty in California. Public Policy Institute of California.

10°U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey.

! California Department of Finance (2012). Monthly Bulletin: Message from the Commissioner. Retrieved from http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-
letins/2012/december12.pdf. on February 13, 2013.

12 California Department of Finance (2012). Monthly Bulletin: Message from the Commissioner. Retrieved from http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-
letins/2012/december12.pdf on February 13, 2013.

13 Walters, D. (2012). California’s black population shrinking proportionately. 7he Sacramento Bee. Retrieved from http://blogs.sacbee.com/capitolalertlat-
est/2011/09/californias-black-population-shrinkjng-proportionately.html on February 13, 2013.

14U.S. Census Bureau (2012). 2010 U.S. Census Briefs: The Asian Population 2010. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-
11.pdf o n February 12, 2013.

15 U.S. Census Bureau. (2007). Minority Population Tops 100 Million. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/population/cb07-
70.html on February 13, 2013.

16

U.S. Census Bureau. (2007). Minority Population Tops 100 Million. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/population/cb07-
70.html on February 13, 2013.

'” Hendricks, T.

18 U.S. Census Bureau (2012). Selected Social Characteristics in the United States. 2011 American Community Survey. Retrieved from
heep://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jst/ pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR_DP02&prodType=table on February 13, 2013.

19 Capps, R. & Fortuny, K. (2007). The Characteristics of Unauthorized Immigrants in California, Los Angeles County, and the United States.

The Urban Institute. Retrieved from http://www.urban.org/publications/411425.html on February 13, 2013.

2 Capps, R. & Fortuny, K. (2007). The Characteristics of Unauthorized Immigrants in California, Los Angeles County, and the United States.

The Urban Institute. Retrieved from http://www.urban.org/publications/411425.html on February 13, 2013.

2! Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/agency.html

2 Ibid.

> Ibid.

2 Tbid.

» Department of Health Care Services. (January 2013). 2013-2014 Governor’s Budger Highlights. Retrieved from http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-
nor’s%20Budget%20Highlights%20(Final%203).pdfhttp://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Governor's Budget Highlights (Final 3).pdf

26 Percent change = (159,382,000 (FY13-14) -155,128,000 (FY12-13)/155,128,000) x100

% Figure includes federal dollars allocated to the program.

2 Governor’s Budget 2013-14. Proposed Budget Detail. 4260 Department of Health Care Services. 3-Yr Expenditures ¢& Positions. Retrieved from http://www.ebud-
get.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.heml

¥ Governor’s Budget 2013-14. Proposed Budget Detail. 4280 Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board. 3-Yr Expenditures & Positions. Retrieved from
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.hemlhtep://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.html

3 Percent change = (89,371,000 (FY13-14) — 887,591,000 (FY12-13)/887,591,000) x100

3! Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

32 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 63. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

3 Department of Health Care Services. (January 2013). 2013-2014 Governor’s Budget Highlights, p. 12. Retrieved from http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-
nor’s%20Budget%20Highlights%20(Final%203).pdf

3 Lucile Packard Foundation for Children’s Health. (January 2013). Issue Brief. Children with Special Health Care Needs and California’s healthy Families Transition
to Medi-Cal, p.1. Retrieved from http://Ipfch-cshen.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/Healthy-Families-Issue-Brief-1-16-132.pdf

¥ Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.html

3 HFP participants of color = 46.7 Latino + 9.3 API +1.8 Black + 0.3 Alaska Native

% California Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board. (December 2012). Healthy Families Program. December 2012 Summary. Retrieved from
http://mrmib.ca.gov/MRMIB/HFP/Dec_12/HFPRptSum.pdf

3% California Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board. (December 2012). Healthy Families Program. December 2012 Summary. Retrieved from
heep://mrmib.ca.gov/MRMIB/HFP/Dec_12/HFPRptSum.pdthttp://mrmib.ca.gov/MRMIB/HFP/Dec_12/HFPRptSum.pdf

¥ Non-English languages spoken = 37.6% Spanish + 5.9% Cantonese/ Chinese/Korean/Mandarin/Vietnamese

4 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 60. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf

41 Tbid.

42 Department of Health Care Services. (December 2012). CMS STANDARD FUNDING QUESTIONS. Healthy Families Program Transition to Medi-Cal Waiver
Amendment. Retrieved from http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/ CMS%20Standard%20Funding%20Questions%2011-19-12%20DHCS%20Re-
sponses%2012-4-12.pdthtep://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/ CMS Standard Funding Questions 11-19-12 DHCS Responses 12-4-12.pdf

4 Governor’s Budget 2013-14. Proposed Budget Detail. 4280 Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board. 3-Yr Expenditures & Positions. Retrieved from
htep://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.html

Analysis of the Governor’s Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 wm  page 38



http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_chartpack.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/region9/childhealth/asthma-california.html
http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-letins/2012/december12.pdf
http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-letins/2012/december12.pdf
http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-letins/2012/december12.pdf
http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-letins/2012/december12.pdf
http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-letins/2012/december12.pdf
http://www.dfi.ca.gov/publications/bul-letins/2012/december12.pdf
http://blogs.sacbee.com/capitolalertlat-est/2011/09/californias-black-population-shrinkjng-proportionately.html
http://blogs.sacbee.com/capitolalertlat-est/2011/09/californias-black-population-shrinkjng-proportionately.html
http://blogs.sacbee.com/capitolalertlat-est/2011/09/californias-black-population-shrinkjng-proportionately.html
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-11.pdf
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-11.pdf
http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/population/cb07-70.html
http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/population/cb07-70.html
http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/population/cb07-70.html
http://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/population/cb07-70.html
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR_DP02&prodType=table
http://www.urban.org/publications/411425.html
http://www.urban.org/publications/411425.html
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/agency.html
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%20Budget%20Highlights%20
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%20Budget%20Highlights%20
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%20Budget%20Highlights%20
pdfhttp://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Governor's
http://www.ebud-get.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html
http://www.ebud-get.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html
http://www.ebud-get.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.htmlhttp://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.html
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%20Budget%20Highlights%20
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%20Budget%20Highlights%20
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%20Budget%20Highlights%20
http://lpfch-cshcn.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/Healthy-Families-Issue-Brief-1-16-132.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.html
http://mrmib.ca.gov/MRMIB/HFP/Dec_12/HFPRptSum.pdf
http://mrmib.ca.gov/MRMIB/HFP/Dec_12/HFPRptSum
pdfhttp://mrmib.ca.gov/MRMIB/HFP/Dec_12/HFPRptSum.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/CMS%20Standard%20Funding%20Questions%2011-19-12%20DHCS%20Re-sponses%2012-4-12
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/CMS%20Standard%20Funding%20Questions%2011-19-12%20DHCS%20Re-sponses%2012-4-12
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/CMS%20Standard%20Funding%20Questions%2011-19-12%20DHCS%20Re-sponses%2012-4-12
pdfhttp://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/Documents/CMS
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4280/spr.html

“ Governor’s Budget 2013-14. Proposed Budget Detail. 4260 Department of Health Care Services. 3-Yr Expenditures & Positions. Retrieved from http://www.ebud-
get.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.heml#Positions

4 DHCS staff, percent change = (3,475.2 (FY13-14) - 3,258.7 (FY12-13)/3,258.7) x100; DHCS administration staff, percent change = (355.7 (FY13-14) — 279
(FY12-13)/279) x100

4 Gorn D. (January 2013). Managed Care Tax Key in Healthy Families Shortfall. Capitol Desk. California Healthline. Retrieved from http://www.californiahealth-
line.org/capitol-desk/2013/1/healthy-families-funding-running-short.aspx

47 Lucile Packard Foundation for Children’s Health. (January 2013). Issue Brief. Children with Special Health Care Needs and California’s healthy Families Transition
to Medi-Cal. Retrieved from http://Ipfch-cshen.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/Healthy-Families-Issue-Brief-1-16-132.pdthttp://Ipfch-cshen.org/wp-content/up-
loads/2013/01/Healthy-Families-Issue-Brief-1-16-132.pdf

“ Gorn D. (January 2013). Packard Issue Brief Analyzes HF Transition. Capitol Desk. California Healthline. Retrieved from
http://www.californiahealthline.org/capitol-desk/2013/1/issue-brief-warns-of-hazards-in-transition.aspx

# The Child and Adolescent Health Measure Initiative. (January 2013). Children with Special Health Care Needs in California. A Profile of Key Issues. Lucile Packard
Foundation for Children’s Health. Retrieved from http://Ipfch-cshen.org/publications/research-reports/children-with-special-health-care-needs-in-california-a-pro-
file-of-key-issues/

>0 Tbid.

>! Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 61. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

>2 Ibid.

>3 Tbid.

>4 heep://www.dhes.ca.gov/provgovpart/Pages/ HQAF.aspx

> http://www.statehealthfacts.org/comparetable.jsp?ind=184&cat=4

>¢ Department of Health Care Services. (January 2013). 2013-2014 Governor’s Budget Highlights, p.15. Retrieved from http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-
nor’s%20Budget%20Highlights%20(Final%203).pdf

°7 http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_0301-0350/sb_335_bill_20110916_chaptered.html

>8 Tbid.

> Tbid.

0 2013-14 Governor’s Budget Summary. Retrieved from http://www.cbudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf

°1 SB 1041. Retrieved from http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1001-1050/sb_1041_bill_20120627_chaptered.html.

©2 California Budget Project. (2012). Governor Proposes Balanced Budget Highlighted by New Revenues, Investments in Education, and Expanded Health
Coverage, p. 3. Retrieved from http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf

5 SB 1041. Retrieved from http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1001-1050/sb_1041_bill_20120627_chaptered.html.

¢4 California Budget Project. (2012). Governor Proposes Balanced Budget Highlighted by New Revenues, Investments in Education, and Expanded Health
Coverage, p. 3. Retrieved from http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf

% California Budget Project. (2012). Governor Proposes Balanced Budget Highlighted by New Revenues, Investments in Education, and Expanded Health
Coverage, p. 3. Retrieved from http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf

6 Tbid.

¢ Ibid.

6 Bureau of Labor Statistics. http://www.bls.gov/lau/table14full11.pdf

% Ibid.

70U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey.

7! California State Budget 2012-13, p. 9. http://2012-13.archives.cbudget.ca.gov/pdf/Enacted/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf

722013-14 Governor’s Budget Summary, p. 30. http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf

73 Ibid.

74 California Department of Social Services. http://www.cdss.ca.gov/cdssweb/PG78.htm. Retrieved on January 29, 2013.

7> California Department of Social Services. http://www.cdss.ca.gov/cdssweb/PG78.htm. Retrieved on January 29, 2013.

76 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 71. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

77 Ibid.

7% California State Budget 2012-13. http://2012-13.archives.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/Enacted/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf

7 Ibid., p. 20.

8 Smith, Amy, et al. California Subsidized Childcare Characteristic Study Executive Summary., p. 2. Davis: U of California, 2011. Retrieved from
heep://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/documents/carecharstudy2011.pdf

81 Tbid.

82 Tbid.

% California Department of Education. Child Care and Development Programs. http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/op/cdprograms.asp. Retrieved on January 31, 2013.
8 Smith, Amy, et al. California Subsidized Childcare Characteristic Study Executive Summary. Davis: U of California, 2011. Retrieved from
heep://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/documents/carecharstudy2011.pdf

% Ibid., p. 6.

8 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 52. http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/HealthCareReform.pdf

8 CalSIM. Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (March 22, 2012). Health Insurance Coverage in California under the Affordable Care Act. UC Berkeley Center for
Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf

8 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 52. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

8 Taylor M. (January 2013). The 2013-14 Budget: Overview of the Governor’s Budget. Legislative Analyst’s Office, p. 7. Retrieved from http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-
ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf

% California Budget Project. (January 2013). Governor Proposes Balanced Budget Highlighted by New Revenues, Investments in Education, and Expanded Health
Coverage. Retrieved from http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf

! Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 53. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

%2 Lucia L, Jacobs K, Watson G, et al. (January 2013). Medi-Cal Expansion under the Affordable Care Act: Significant Increase in Coverage with Minimal Cost to the
State, p. 16. UCLA Center for Health Policy Research & UC Berkeley Labor Center. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-
sion13.pdf

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 =  page 39



http://www.ebud-get.45
http://www.ebud-get.45
http://www.ebud-get.45
http://www.californiahealth-line.47
http://www.californiahealth-line.47
http://www.californiahealth-line.47
http://lpfch-cshcn.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/Healthy-Families-Issue-Brief-1-16-132
pdfhttp://lpfch-cshcn.org/wp-content/up-loads/48
pdfhttp://lpfch-cshcn.org/wp-content/up-loads/48
pdfhttp://lpfch-cshcn.org/wp-content/up-loads/48
http://www.californiahealthline.org/capitol-desk/2013/1/issue-brief-warns-of-hazards-in-transition.aspx
http://lpfch-cshcn.org/publications/research-reports/children-with-special-health-care-needs-in-california-a-pro-file-Factors
http://lpfch-cshcn.org/publications/research-reports/children-with-special-health-care-needs-in-california-a-pro-file-Factors
http://lpfch-cshcn.org/publications/research-reports/children-with-special-health-care-needs-in-california-a-pro-file-Factors
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/provgovpart/Pages/HQAF.aspx
http://www.statehealthfacts.org/comparetable.jsp?ind=184&cat=4
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%25
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%25
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%25
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_0301-0350/sb_335_bill_20110916_chaptered.html
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.insurance
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.insurance
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1001-1050/sb_1041_bill_20120627_chaptered.html
http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1001-1050/sb_1041_bill_20120627_The
http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf
http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf
http://www.bls.gov/lau/table14full11.pdf
http://2012-13.archives.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/Enacted/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/cdssweb/PG78.htm
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/cdssweb/PG78.htm
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://2012-13.archives.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/Enacted/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/documents/carecharstudy2011.pdf
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/op/cdprograms.asp
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/re/documents/carecharstudy2011.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/HealthCareReform.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html#Positions
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html#Positions
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html#Positions
http://www.cbp.org/pdfs/2013/130110_Gov_Budget_Release.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf

% Ibid.

% Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 71. Retrieved from htep://www.ebudget.ca.gov

» Lucia L, Jacobs K, Watson G, et al. (January 2013). Medi-Cal Expansion under the Affordable Care Act: Significant Increase in Coverage with Minimal Cost to the
State, p. 15-16. UCLA Center for Health Policy Research & UC Berkeley Labor Center. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-
sion13.pdf

% Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

7 Ibid.

% CalSIM. Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will
Remain Uninsured? UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berke-
ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf)

? Lucia L, Jacobs K, Watson G, et al. (January 2013). Medi-Cal Expansion under the Affordable Care Act: Significant Increase in Coverage with Minimal Cost to the
State, p. 15-16. UCLA Center for Health Policy Research & UC Berkeley Labor Center. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-
sion13.pdf

100 Tbid.

101 Kaiser Family Foundation (Kff) State Health Facts Total Medicaid Enrollment, FY2009, Retrieved from
www.statehealthfacts.org/comparemaptable.jsp?ind=1988&cat=4

102 Kaiser Family Foundation (Kff) State Health Facts Total Medicaid Enrollment, FY2009, Retrieved from
www.statehealthfacts.org/comparemaptable.jsp?ind=1988&cat=4 .

105 Kominski, G, Jacobs K, Roby D, et al. (March 2012). Health Insurance Coverage in California under the Affordable Care Act. UC Berkeley Center for Labor
Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from htep://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_chartpack.pdf.

104 CalSIM. Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will
Remain Uninsured? UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berke-
ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf) For the purposes of this analysis, we use data from the “base scenario” of CalSIM version 1.8(3,710,000 / Total
(5,790,000)) x 100 = Latinos, (620,000/Total ) x 100= Asians, (210,000/Total) x 100 = African Americans, (100,000/Total) x 100= Other, Multi-racial, not Latino
10> Kominski, G, Jacobs K, Roby D, et al. (March 2012). Health Insurance Coverage in California under the Affordable Care Act. UC Berkeley Center for Labor
Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from htep://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_chartpack.pdf.

106(379,000 + 334,000 / total 1,461,000) x 100 = Latinos, (56,000 + 47,000 / total 1,461,000) x 100 = Asians, (54,000 + 56,000) /Total 1,461,000) x 100 =
Blacks, (217,000 + 272,000 / (1,461,000) x 100 = Whites (23,000 + 24,000 / Total 1,461,000) x 100 = Other

197 CalSIM. Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will
Remain Uninsured? UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berke-
ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf)

18 Tbid.

1 Original analysis using data from the 2011 American Community Survey. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/acs/www/

10 Jacobs K, Dexter D, Wu E, et al. (February 2012). Achieving Equity by Building a Bridge from Eligible to Enrolled. UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and
Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research, and California Pan-Ethnic Health Network. Retrieved from http://cpehn.org/pdfs/EligibletoEnrolled-
Brief.pdf.

""" Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 5. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

"2 Taylor M. (January 2013). The 2013-14 Budget: Overview of the Governor’s Budget. Legislative Analyst’s Office, p. 7. Retrieved from http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-
ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf

'3 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14., p. 5. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov

141bid, p. 54.

> Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will Remain
Uninsured?, p. 4. UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from
htep://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf

116 Population not exempt from ACA tax penalties = 4,000,000 uninsured — (999,000 + 820,000 + 1,070,000)

17 Ibid.

"8 Johnson H and Hill L. (2011). Az Issue. lllegal Immigration, p. 2. Public Policy Institute of California. Retrieved from http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/atis-
sue/Al_711HJAILpdf

19 (“Statewide rate” is defined as the statewide rate for California’s non-elderly population) Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of
Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will Remain Uninsured?, p. 5. UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education &
UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdfhttp://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/health-
care/aca_uninsured12.pdf

120 Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will Remain
Uninsured?, p. 5. UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from
htep://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf

2! Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will Remain
Uninsured?, p. 5. UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from
heep://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf, p. 12.

122 GLI original analysis using 2011 ACS data. The estimate for people of color below the poverty level is a conservative estimate as it does not include ACS cate-
gories for “American Indian and Alaska Native” and “Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander” because of the sample sizes, even if ACS did not indicate it as
insignificant. Racial groups that did not have a statistically significant sample size were excluded.

125 Communities of color below the poverty level = 949 Imperial Black + 40,249 Imperial Hispanic + 197,261 LA Black + 175,364 LA Asian + 1,118,555 LA
Hispanic + 7,518 OC Black + 67,622 OC Asian + 210,032 OC Hispanic + 26,823 Riverside Black + 9,204 Riverside Asian + 235,374 Riverside Hispanic +
46,869 San Bernardino Black + 24,182 San Bernardino Asian + 220,491 San Bernardino Hispanic + 34,820 SD Black + 45,157 SD Asian + 211,450 SD Hispanic
124 Lucia L, Jacobs K, Dietz M, et al. (September 2012). After Millions of Californians Gain health Coverage Under the Affordable Care Act, Who Will Remain
Uninsured? P. 13. UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education & UCLA Center for Health Policy Research. Retrieved from
htep://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdfhttp://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 wm  page 40



http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.pdf
http://www.statehealthfacts.org/comparemaptable.jsp?ind=198&cat=4
http://www.statehealthfacts.org/comparemaptable.jsp?ind=198&cat=4
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_chartpack.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_chartpack.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berke-ley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://cpehn.org/pdfs/EligibletoEnrolled-Brief.pdf
http://cpehn.org/pdfs/EligibletoEnrolled-Brief.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/atis-sue/AI_711HJAI.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/atis-sue/AI_711HJAI.pdf
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/atis-sue/AI_711HJAI.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12
pdfhttp://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/health-care/aca_uninsured12.pdf
pdfhttp://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/health-care/aca_uninsured12.pdf
pdfhttp://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/health-care/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12
pdfhttp://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/aca_uninsured12.pdf

12 Original analysis using data from the 2011 American Community Survey. Primary safety net user population defined as the population between 0 and 200
percent FPL. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/acs/www/

126 Original analysis using data from 2009 CHIS. Primary safety net user population defined as the population between 0 and 200 percent FPL, and Stata outputs
were summed from the child, adolescent, and adult CHIS datasets. Retrieved from http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx

127 Original analysis using data from the 2011 American Community Survey. Primary safety net user population defined as the population between 0 and 200
percent FPL. Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/acs/www/

128 Original analysis using data from 2009 CHIS. Primary safety net user population defined as the population between 0 and 200 percent FPL, and Stata outputs
were summed from the child, adolescent, and adult CHIS datasets. Retrieved from http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx

12 Original analysis using data from the 2011 American Community Survey. Racial groups that did not have a statistically significant sample size were excluded.
Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/acs/www/; (942,039/13,852,047) x 100= Black; (3,465,072/Total) x100= White; (7,637,528/Total) x100= Hispanic;
(1,369,230/Total) x100= Asian; 301,554/ Total) x100= 2 or more. Total Population = 13,852,047 = 6,214,519 Non-Hispanic + 7,637,528 Hispanic

130 Original analysis using data from the 2011 American Community Survey. Racial groups that did not have a statistically significant sample size were excluded.
Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/acs/www/http:/[www.census.gov/acs/www/; Key: (0-200% of that race/Total population of that race) x100.
(3,465,072/14,625,052) x100= White; (7,637,528/14,108,903) x100= Hispanic; (942,039/2,046,337) x100= Black; (1,369,230/4,849,558) x100= Asian;
(301,554/965,028)x100=2 or more.

131 Ibid.

132 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14. P 52. Retrieved from http://www.cbudget.ca.gov

133 Tbid.

13 Governor’s Budget 2013-14. Proposed Budget Detail. 4260 Department of Health Care Services. 3-Yr Expenditures & Positions. Retrieved from htep://www.ebud-
get.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.htmlhtep://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.heml

13 Percent change = ((233,311,000-503,975,000)/503,975,000) x100

13 Department of Health Care Services. (January 2013). 2013-2014 Governor’s Budget Highlights. P. 6. Retrieved from http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-
nor’s%20Budget%20Highlights%20(Final%203).pdf.

137 Taylor M. (January 2013). The 2013-14 Budget: Overview of the Governor’s Budget. P. 32. Legislative Analyst’s Office. Retrieved from http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-
ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf.

13 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14., p. 54. Retrieved from http://www.cbudget.ca.gov.

9 Ibid, p. 52.

190 Lucia L, Jacobs K, Watson G, et al. (January 2013). Medi-Cal Expansion under the Affordable Care Act: Significant Increase in Coverage with Minimal Cost to the
State., p. 4. UCLA Center for Health Policy Research & UC Berkeley Labor Center. Retrieved from http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-
sion13.pdf.

141 Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14., p. 52. Retrieved from http://www.ebudget.ca.gov.

142 GLI original analysis using 2011 ACS data. The estimate for people of color below the poverty level is a conservative estimate as it does not include ACS cate-
gories of “American Indian and Alaska Native” and “Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander” because of the sample sizes, even if ACS did not indicate it as
insignificant. Racial groups that did not have a statistically significant sample size were excluded. Communities of Color below the poverty level = 4,253 Merced
Black + 4,461 Merced Asian + 47,597 Merced Hispanic + 2,680 San Luis Obispo Asian + 12,337 San Luis Obispo Hispanic + 17,153 Fresno Black + 22,691
Fresno Asian + 152,337 Hispanic.

143 Taylor M. (January 2013). The 2013-14 Budget: Overview of the Governor’s Budget, p. 32. Legislative Analyst’s Office. Retrieved from http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-
ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf

14 Low-income families with children and persons with disabilities represent the pre-ACA Medi-Cal population.

145 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, Introduction, p. 4.

1% Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 16-19.

147 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24 and Governor’s Budget, Education § 6110, p. Edu 2.

14 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, Introduction, p. 4.

14 EdSource, Revenue Limits. Retrieved from www.edsource.org/iss_fin_sys_revlimits.html on Jan. 21, 2013.

150 EdSource, Revenue Limits. Retrieved from http://www.edsource.org/iss_fin_sys_revlimits.html on Jan. 21, 2013.

1! California Department of Education, Estimated Cash Flow-Categorical Programs. Retrieved from www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aal/ca/estcashflow.asp on Jan. 15, 2013.
152 EdSource, Categorical Funding for 2007-08 and 2009-10 (2010). Retrieved from www.edsource.org/data_09-10_categoricals on Jan. 20, 2013.

153 EdSource, Revenue Limits. Retrieved from http://www.edsource.org/iss_fin_sys_revlimits.html on Jan. 21, 2013.

154 Tbid.

15> Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, Introduction, p. 16-18.

156 According to the US Census definition, an English learner is a student who is not yet proficient in English. In previous years these students were referred to as
Limited English Proficient (LEP). The 2010-11 statewide English learner enrollment does not include 405,018 students from 413 districts and independently
reporting charters that did not certify their EL data. The actual number of EL students in California remains approximately a quarter of all students.

157 According to the CalWORKs Report, a free/reduced price meal recipient is a student who is enrolled in the program for free/reduced price meals. County social
service offices for the whole attendance area report the students. Since some may attend private schools or have dropped out of school, the CalWORKs count may
be slightly inflated.

158 Ed-Data, Fiscal, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s K-12 Schools retrieved from www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-
woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp? Tab=18&level=04&reportNumber=16#englishlearners on Jan. 20, 2013.

159 Ed-West, (http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fs TwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp? Tab=1&level=04&report-
Number=16).

1¢0 Ed-Data, Fiscal, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s K-12 Schools retrieved from www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-
woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp? Tab=18&level=04&reportNumber=16 on Jan. 20, 2013.

19! The four-year graduation rate is the number of students who graduate in four years with a regular high school diploma divided by the number of students who
form the adjusted cohort for the graduating class. Ed-Data, Fiscal, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s K-12 Schools retrieved from www.ed-
data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=18&level=04
&tab=3#cohortgraduationrate on Jan. 20, 2013.

Analysis of the Governor's Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 =  page 41



http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.ebud-get.Factors
http://www.ebud-get.Factors
http://www.ebud-get.Factors
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.htmlhttp://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.htmlhttp://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html
http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/Documents/Gover-nor%E2%80%99s%ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.htmlhttp://www.ebudget.ca.gov/StateAgencyBudgets/4000/4260/spr.html
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/138
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/138
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/138
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.The
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.The
http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/healthcare/medi-cal_expan-sion13.The
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/re-ports/2013/bud/budget-overview/budget-overview-011413.pdf
http://www.edsource.org/iss_fin_sys_revlimits.html
http://www.edsource.org/iss_fin_sys_revlimits.html
http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/ca/estcashflow.asp
http://www.edsource.org/data_09-10_categoricals
http://www.edsource.org/iss_fin_sys_revlimits.html
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&reportNumber=16#englishlearners
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&reportNumber=16#englishlearners
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&reportNumber=16#englishlearners
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&report-Number=16
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&report-Number=16
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&reportNumber=16
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&reportNumber=16
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp?Tab=1&level=04&reportNumber=16
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=1&level=04
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=1&level=04
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsTwoPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=1&level=04

162 Ed-Data, Fiscal, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s K-12 Schools retrieved from www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-
woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=18&level=04&tab=3#cohortgraduationrate on Jan. 20,
2013.

163 The Base Grant will be equal to the fully repaid revenue limit, which is currently about $5,500. The target is an average of $6,800 for seven years, according to
Nicolas Schweizer of the California Department of Finance. A grade span adjustment is also made for each grade level to address class size. The Supplemental
Grant will provide 35 percent of the base grant to districts with students who are ELs or eligible for the FRPM program. Districts with students who are both EL
and FRPM recipients will only be counted once. Thus, they will receive 35 percent of the base grant rather than 75 percent, despite their dual status. The Concen-
trated Grant will be given to districts whose economically disadvantaged population equals more than 50 percent of total enrollment. Every student above the 50
percent threshold will receive an extra 35 percent of the base grant in addition to the other grants. For example, if a district has one student above the 50 percent
threshold, that district will receive both the supplemental and concentrated grant for that one student and all other students above the 50 percent threshold. Ed-
Source. Retrieved from http://www.edsource.org/today/2013/with-more-money-to-spend-brown-launches-k-12-funding-refor/25317#.UQljZm_AdIA on Jan. 15,
2013.

164 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2012-14, School District and County Office of Education Finance, p. 17-18.

19 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, School District and County Office of Education Finance, p. 17-18.

1% Governor’s Budget Summary — 2012-14, School District and County Office of Education Finance, p. 17-18.

167 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2012-14, School District and County Office of Education Finance, p. 17-18.

198 According to the Compensatory Education Consolidated Application, students enrolled in this program are those that participate in the federal Title I and/or
the state Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education (EIA/SCE) program. Title I is a federal program that provides supplementary services to low-
achieving students from low-income families, and EIA/SCE is a state program that provides funds to low-achieving schools with high proportions of transient,
low-income or English learner students. The goal of both is to improve student achievement in reading and mathematics. According to the Title I Application
File, Title I is a federal program that provides supplementary services to low-achieving students from low-income families. Title I schools with more than 50
percent of their students from low-income families are eligible to become SWP schools. Title I SWP schools have the flexibility to serve all students at the school
and are relieved of requirements to account for time and expenditures by services provided. Ed-Data, Fiscal, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s
K-12 Schools retrieved from www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Definitions.aspx on Jan. 25, 2013.

1 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, School District and County Office of Education Finance, p. 17.

170 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, School District and County Office of Education Finance, p. 17.

171 Under Title I, FRPM is limited to children ages 5 to 17. Cal. Dept. of Ed. Retrieved from http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp on Jan. 31, 2013.

172 Green, P. (2003). The Undocumented: Educating the Children of Migrant Workers in America. Bilingual Research Journal, 27(1) 51-71.

173 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 20-21

174 Proposition 98, approved by the voters in 1988, provides a constitutionally guaranteed minimum level of funding to K~12 schools and community colleges
(K~14 education). In years of “normal” state revenue growth, K-14 education is guaranteed a level of state and local funding at least equal to the funding level
received in the prior year, adjusted for changes in enrollment and per capita personal income. In years of extraordinarily good or bad revenue growth, K-14
education participates in the state’s gains or losses according to specified “fair share” formulas. Proposition 98 may be suspended in a statute passed with a
two-thirds vote, enacted separately from the budget. Following a “fair share” reduction in the level of the Proposition 98 funding guarantee or a suspension of the
guarantee, the state eventually must restore K—14 education funding to the level that would have been provided had no reduction occurred. The pace of this
restoration is tied to the pace of the state’s economic recovery. California Department of Education, Proposition 98 Basic Principles (March 2012).

17> Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 16

176 Proposition 39 was passed into law in November 2012. It established the California Clean Energy Jobs Act which requires multistate businesses to pay income
taxes based on percentage of their sales in California. The Act dedicates revenues for five years to clean/efficient energy projects. It is expected to increase state
revenues by $1 billion annually, with half of the revenues over the next five years spent on energy efficiency projects. Of the remaining revenues, a significant
portion likely would be spent on schools. Official Voter Information Guide, retrieved from http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov/propositions/39/ on Jan. 12, 2013.

Pub. Resources Code, § 26205.

177 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24 and Governor’s Budget, Education § 6110, p. Edu 2.

178 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24.

17 Proposition 98, approved by the voters in 1988, provides a constitutionally guaranteed minimum level of funding to K-12 schools and community colleges
(K~14 education). In years of “normal” state revenue growth, K—14 education is guaranteed a level of state and local funding at least equal to the funding level
received in the prior year, adjusted for changes in enrollment and per capita personal income. In years of extraordinarily good or bad revenue growth, K-14
education participates in the state’s gains or losses according to specified “fair share” formulas. Proposition 98 may be suspended in a statute passed with a
two-thirds vote, enacted separately from the budget. Following a “fair share” reduction in the level of the Proposition 98 funding guarantee or a suspension of the
guarantee, the state eventually must restore K—14 education funding to the level that would have been provided had no reduction occurred. The pace of this
restoration is tied to the pace of the state’s economic recovery. California Department of Education, Proposition 98 Basic Principles (March 2012).

180 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 15 and Legislative Analyst Office (LAO), The 2013-14 Budget: California’s Fiscal Outlook,
p. 31

181 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 16 and Governor’s Budget, Education § 6110, p. Edu 2.

!82 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 15-16.

183 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 15-16.

18% Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 15.

'8 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 15.

18 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24.

187 Pub. Resources Code, § 26205.

'8 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24.

1% Governor’s Budget, Education § 6110, pp. Edu 2 and Edu 99.

1% Governor’s Budget, Education § 6110, p. Edu 2; Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst Office (hereafter LAO), The 2013-14 Budget Overview of the Governor’s
Budget (January 2013), p. 21.

1 For K-12 schools, funding levels will increase by almost $2,700 per student through 2016 17, including an increase of more than $1,100 per student in
2013-14 over 2011-12 levels.

192 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, Introduction, p. 4.

Analysis of the Governor’s Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 m  page 42



http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=1&level=04&tab=3#cohortgraduationrate
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=1&level=04&tab=3#cohortgraduationrate
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/Accountability/PerformanceReports.asp?reportNumber=1&level=04&tab=3#cohortgraduationrate
http://www.edsource.org/today/2013/with-more-money-to-spend-brown-launches-k-12-funding-refor/25317#.UQljZm_AdlA
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Definitions.aspx
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp
http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov/propositions/39/

1% Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14, K Thru 12 Education, p. 24.

194 Pyb. Resources Code, § 26206(c).

19 California Department of Education, School Facilities Fingertip Facts (http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/facts.asp).

19 Revathy Kumar, Patrick M. O’Malley, and Lloyd D. Johnston, “Association Between Physical Environment of Secondary Schools and Student Problem
Behavior,” Environment and Behavior 40, no. 4 (2008): 455—86.

197 Stephen Boese and John Shaw, New York State School Facilities and Student Health, Achievement, and Attendance: A Data Analysis Report (Albany, NY:
Healthy Schools Network, Inc., 2005).

198 Jack Buckley, Mark Schneider, and Yi Shang, Los Angeles Unified School District School Facilities and Academic Performance (Washington, DC: National
Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities, 2004).

1% American Public Health Association (hereafter APHA). Retrieved from https://apha.confex.com/apha/140am/webprogram/Paper262091.html on Jan. 26, 2013.
According to the 2001 California Health Interview Survey (CHIS), about 136,000 adolescents who experience asthma symptoms missed one or more days of
school per month. Students with asthma who experience symptoms more than once a month tend to have higher rates of absenteeism. Retrieved from
www.epa.gov/region9/childhealth/asthma-california.html on Jan. 25, 2013.

200 APHA, (https://apha.confex.com/apha/140am/webprogram/Paper262091.heml).

21 NIAID, 2001 (http://www.epa.gov/region9/childhealth/asthma-california.heml).

202 Ed-Data, Fiscal, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s K-12 Schools retrieved from www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-
woPanel.aspx?#!bottom=/_layouts/EdDataClassic/profile.asp? Tab=18&level=04&reportNumber=16#englishlearners on Jan, 20, 2013.

23 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14. California Department of Finance. Retrieved from: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-
mary.pdf on January 11, 2013

204 Tbid.

25 Taylor, M (2012) California’s Fiscal Outlook. Legislative Analyst’s Office. Retrieved from: http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/bud/fiscal-outlook/fiscal-out-
look-2012.pdf on January 23, 2013

206 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14. California Department of Finance. Retrieved from: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-
mary.pdf on January 11, 2013

27 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14. California Department of Finance. Retrieved from: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-
mary.pdf on January 11, 2013

28 University of California (2010). Fall Headcount Enrollment by Student Level, Fall 1999 to Fall 2010. Retrieved from:
http://data.universityofcalifornia.edu/student/admissions/data-tables/ UC-Fall-Headcount-Enrollment-by-Student-Level-1999- 2010.pdf on February 5, 2013

29 California State University (2011). CSU Fall Systemwide Enrollment by Ethnic Group, Number and Ratio to Total, from Fall 2002. Retrieved from:
heeps://www.calstate.edu/as/stat_reports/2011-2012/feth01.htm on February 5, 2013

219 University of California (2011). Undergraduate Fall Headcount Enrollment by Campus and Ethnicity (2000-2011). Retrieved from: http://data.universityofcal-
ifornia.edu/student/stu-admissions-enrollment.html on February 5, 2013

21 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14. California Department of Finance. Retrieved from: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-
mary.pdf on January 11, 2013

212 Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14. California Department of Finance. Retrieved from: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-
mary.pdf on January 11, 2013

213 Ibid.

214 University of California (2012). 2012 Accountability Report. Retrieved from: http://accountability.universityofcalifornia.edu/index/3.7 on February 5, 2013

25 California State University (2012) Systemwide Information: The CSU’s Value to Students. Retrieved from:

htep://www.calstate.edu/value/systemwide/ on February 6, 2013

216 Skinner, E. (2012). Basic Skills Accountability, Supplement to the ARCC Report. Calfornia Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office. Retrieved from http://ex-
tranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/TRIS/Research/Accountability/Basic%20Skills/BasicSkills2011.pdf on January 25, 2013

27 How Much Does College Cost? CaliforniaColleges.edu. Retrieved from

hteps://secure.californiacolleges.edu/finance/how-much-does-college-cost.asp on January 28, 2013

28 Impact of Budget Cuts on the California Community Colleges & Value of the System to California. California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office,
Office of Communication. Retrieved from: http://californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/PolicylnAction/KeyFacts.aspx on January 29, 2013

219 Complete College America (2012). Remediation, Higher Education’s Bridge to Nowhere. Retrieved from :

heep://www.completecollege.org/docs/ CCA-Remediation-final.pdf on February 6, 2013

220 Skinner, E. (2012). Basic Skills Accountability, Supplement to the ARCC Report. Calfornia Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office. Retrieved from
http://extranet.cccco.edu/Portals/ 1/ TRIS/Research/Accountability/Basic%20Skills/BasicSkills2011.pdf on January 25, 2013

2! California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office MIS Data Mart. Basic Skills Progress Tracker. Retrieved from: http://datamart.cccco.edu/Outcomes/Basic-
Skills_Cohort_Tracker.aspx on January 22, 2013

22 Taylor, M (2012). Restructuring California's Adult Education System. Legislative Analyst’s Office. Retrieved from
heep://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/edu/adult-education/restructuring-adult-education-120412.pdf on January 17, 2013

2% Governor’s Budget Summary — 2013-14. California Department of Finance. Retrieved from: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-
mary.pdf on January 11, 2013

24 Foundation for California Community Colleges. California Community Colleges Facts and Figures. Retrieved from: http://www.foundationccc.org/About-
theColleges/FactsandFigures/tabid/636/Default.aspx on February 5, 2013

25 Baldassare, M, Bonner, D, Petek, S & Shrestha, J (2012). California’s Digital Divide. Public Policy Institute of California. Retrieved from:
heep://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/jtf/J TF_DigitalDivide] TE pdf on February 5, 2013

226 American Association of Community Colleges. Community College Enrolment. Retrieved from: http://www.aacc.nche.edu/AboutCC/Trends/Pages/enroll-
ment.aspx on February 6, 2013

Analysis of the Governor’'s Proposed 2013-2014 Budget and its Effect on California’s Diverse Majority m  February 2013 m  page 43



http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/facts.asp
https://apha.confex.com/apha/140am/webprogram/Paper262091.html
http://www.epa.gov/region9/childhealth/asthma-california.html
https://apha.confex.com/apha/140am/webprogram/Paper262091.html
http://www.epa.gov/region9/childhealth/asthma-california.html
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.Factors
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.Factors
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/App_Resx/EdDataClassic/fsT-woPanel.Factors
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.204
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.204
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.204
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/bud/fiscal-outlook/fiscal-out-look-
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/bud/fiscal-outlook/fiscal-out-look-
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/bud/fiscal-outlook/fiscal-out-look-
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.207
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.207
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.207
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.208
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.208
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.208
http://data.universityofcalifornia.edu/student/admissions/data-tables/UC-Fall-Headcount-Enrollment-by-Student-Level-1999-2010.pdf
https://www.calstate.edu/as/stat_reports/2011-2012/feth01.htm
http://data.universityofcal-ifornia.The
http://data.universityofcal-ifornia.The
http://data.universityofcal-ifornia.The
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://accountability.universityofcalifornia.edu/index/3.7
http://www.calstate.edu/value/systemwide/
http://ex-tranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/TRIS/Research/Accountability/Basic%20Skills/BasicSkills2011.pdf
http://ex-tranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/TRIS/Research/Accountability/Basic%20Skills/BasicSkills2011.pdf
http://ex-tranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/TRIS/Research/Accountability/Basic%20Skills/BasicSkills2011.pdf
https://secure.californiacolleges.edu/finance/how-much-does-college-cost.asp
http://californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/PolicyInAction/KeyFacts.aspx
http://www.completecollege.org/docs/CCA-Remediation-final.pdf
http://extranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/TRIS/Research/Accountability/Basic%20Skills/BasicSkills2011.pdf
http://datamart.cccco.edu/Outcomes/Basic-Skills_Cohort_Tracker.aspx
http://datamart.cccco.edu/Outcomes/Basic-Skills_Cohort_Tracker.aspx
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2012/edu/adult-education/restructuring-adult-education-120412.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSum-mary.pdf
http://www.foundationccc.org/About-theColleges/FactsandFigures/tabid/636/Default.aspx
http://www.foundationccc.org/About-theColleges/FactsandFigures/tabid/636/Default.aspx
http://www.foundationccc.org/About-theColleges/FactsandFigures/tabid/636/Default.aspx
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/jtf/JTF_DigitalDivideJTF.pdf
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/AboutCC/Trends/Pages/enroll-ment.aspx
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/AboutCC/Trends/Pages/enroll-ment.aspx
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/AboutCC/Trends/Pages/enroll-ment.aspx

Executive Director

ORSON AGUILAR

General Counsel

SAMUEL KANG

Chief Operating Officer

PREETI VISSA

Directors:

DANIEL BYRD
STEPHANIE CHEN
JANINE MACBETH
BRUCE MIRKEN
BRAELAN MURRAY
CLAUDIA PAREDES
MICHELLE ROMERO
CARLA SAPORTA
VIEN TRUONG

Board of Directors

ROSARIO ANAYA
ROBERT J. APODACA
JESSIE BUENDIA
GEORGE DEAN
ALFRED FRAIJO
YUSEF FREEMAN
DAVID GLOVER
ORTENSIA LOPEZ
DARLENE MAR
MARK RUTLEDGE

OLGA TALAMANTE wm
TUNUA THRASH
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704
WWW.GREENLINING.ORG

T: 510.926.4001 | F: 510.926.4010

CONTACT: BRUCE MIRKEN, MEDIA RELATIONS DIRECTOR
T: 510.926.4022 | BRUCEM@GREENLINING.ORG

WWW.GREENLINING.ORG

Eunneclwilhusn (& , Download our free mabile app today |5

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE * A MULTI-ETHNIC PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH AND ADVOCACY INSTITUTE ®* WWW.GREENLINING.ORG



http://www.greenlining.Families
http://www.greenlining.Families
mailto:brucem@greenlining.org
http://www.greenlining.org
http://www.greenlining.org



