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Oxnard Union High School District Appeal from the Decision of the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization Approving the Proposed Formation of a Camarillo Unified School District.
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	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) affirm the action of the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization (County Committee) to approve the proposed formation of a Camarillo Unified School District (CUSD).
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


The SBE has not heard this particular appeal previously. However, another appeal of the County Committee actions regarding the proposed formation of a CUSD is on the agenda of the March 2008 SBE meeting. 
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


The County Committee was granted authority to approve the creation of a unified school district under Assembly Bill 780 (Chapter 652, Statutes of 2004). On December 18, 2006, the County Committee approved a proposal to create a CUSD. This specific proposal would remove the Pleasant Valley School District (PVSD) and the Somis Union School District (SUSD) from the OUHSD and create the new school district from that territory. Before approving the proposed CUSD, the County Committee determined that all nine conditions listed in EC Section 35812(a) were substantially met. The County Committee approval resulted in an order to the Ventura County Superintendent of Schools (County Superintendent) to call an election for the proposed unification. The County Committee determined that only the voters in PVSD and SUSD would vote in this election.
EC Section 35807 allows an affected school district to appeal the decision of the County Committee to the SBE. The OUHSD, as an affected district, submitted such an appeal to the County Superintendent on January 17, 2007. The County Superintendent subsequently transmitted the appeal, along with the complete administrative record of the County Committee action, to the SBE.

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (CONT.)


The OUHSD appeal (Attachment 3) is based on the following issues:
· The limitation of the vote to the voters in the PVSD and SUSD unconstitutionally deprives the voters in the remainder of OUHSD of their right to vote on the unification issue.

· The petition adopted by the County Committee does not meet the requirements for unification of a high school district when a component elementary school district is excluded (EC sections 35542 and 35801) and should be remanded to the County Committee for further action consistent with the law.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(2), which requires that districts be organized on the basis of substantial community identity.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(4), which requires that the unification not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(6), which requires that the unification not significantly disrupt the educational programs in affected districts and continue to promote sound education performance in the districts.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(7), which requires that there be no significant increase in school housing costs.
· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(9), which requires that the unification not cause a substantial negative effect on the fiscal management or fiscal status of any existing district.

Regarding the above issues, the CDE finds the following:
· The County Committee determination of election area is not an issue that may be appealed to the SBE under EC Section 35807. However, this is a point of no practical significance since the SBE, if it approves the proposal, must determine the election area. The creation of a new CUSD, in the opinion of CDE, does not provide any rational reason to expand the election area beyond the area proposed for reorganization. As a result, the CDE recommends that the voters of the PVSD and the SUSD be designated to vote in any election to approve formation of a proposed CUSD should the SBE decide to approve the proposed unification. 
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (CONT.)


· The OUHSD concern that the petition does not meet the requirements for unification of a high school district when a component elementary school district is excluded (EC sections 35542 and 35801) is not an issue that may be appealed to the SBE pursuant to EC Section 35807. Moreover, EC Section 35704 gives authority for determination of the validity of a unification proposal to the County Superintendent.

· The proposed unification substantially meets the EC 35812 conditions that districts be organized on the basis of substantial community identity; that the unification not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation; that the unification not significantly disrupt the educational programs in affected districts and continue to promote sound education performance in the districts; that there be no significant increase in school housing costs; and that the unification not cause a substantial negative effect on the fiscal management or fiscal status of any existing district.
Based on the findings that the proposed unification substantially meets all of the appealed EC Section 35812(a) conditions, the CDE recommends that the SBE deny the appeal and affirm the decision of the County Committee to approve formation of the CUSD. A resolution detailing this recommendation is included as Attachment 2. 
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


Based on information provided by the County Office, the blended revenue limit for the new unified school district, including enhancements due to salary and benefit differentials, is estimated to be approximately 10 percent above the blended, or weighted average, revenue limit of the districts comprising the new unified school district. The blended revenue limit is revenue neutral and does not result in an increase in state costs. Increases in Proposition 98 revenue limit funding due to reorganization are not considered as increased costs to the state for purposes of this analysis since these funding increases are provided for in statute and are capped.

	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: 
Analysis of Statement of Reasons and Factual Evidence (23 pages).

Attachment 2: 
Proposed Resolution (2 pages).

Attachment 3:
Oxnard Union High School District Notice of Appeal to the State Board of Education and Argument in Support of Appeal (23 pages). (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the SBE Office.)
	ATTACHMENT(S) (CONT.)


Attachment 4:
Position of the Governing Boards in the Affected School Districts Regarding the Proposed Formation of a Camarillo Unified School District (6 pages). (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the SBE Office.)
Attachment 5:
A Report on the Study of Feasibility of Formation of the Camarillo Unified School District (20 pages). (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the SBE Office.)
Attachment 6: 
Response of the Pleasant Valley School District to Legal Issues in the Appeal Statement of Oxnard Union High School District with References to the Record on Appeal (34 pages). (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the SBE Office.)

Attachment 7: 
Racial/Ethnic Report on Formation of a New Unified School District from the Pleasant Valley and Somis Union Component Elementary School Districts of Oxnard Union High School District in Ventura County (14 pages).
Attachment 8:
Evaluation of Condition 6 in Relation to the Formation of the Proposed Camarillo Unified School District (20 pages).
Attachment 9:
California Department of Education Memorandum from Kathleen Moore, Director, School Facilities Planning Department, to Scott Hannan, Director, School Fiscal Services Division (3 pages).
Attachment 10:
California Department of Education Memorandum from Bill Fong, Consultant, Financial Accountability and Information Services, to Larry Shirey, Field Representative, Charter Apportionments and District Reorganization (3 pages).
Analysis of Statement of Reasons and Factual Evidence

OXNARD UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT APPEAL FROM A DECISION OF THE VENTURA COUNTY COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL DISTRICT ORGANIZATION APPROVING THE PROPOSED FORMATION OF A 
CAMARILLO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT


1.0 RECOMMENDATION

The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) affirm the action of the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization (County Committee) to approve the proposed formation of a Camarillo Unified School District (CUSD).

2.0 BACKGROUND
The County Committee was granted authority to approve the creation of a unified school district under Assembly Bill (AB) 780 (Chapter 652, Statutes of 2004). On March 9, 2005, the Camarillo City Council, pursuant to EC Section 35721, adopted a resolution requesting that the County Committee consider unification of the Pleasant Valley School District (PVSD). On March 15, 2005, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors adopted a similar resolution. The Ventura County Board of Education subsequently took action to support these two resolutions. Note that a petition for unification of PVSD, signed by at least 25 percent of the voters in that district, had been recommended for approval by the County Committee prior to enactment of AB 780. This recommendation for approval had been transmitted to the SBE. However, it was withdrawn at the request of the chief petitioners in favor of the unification proposals filed under AB 780.

On December 18, 2006, the County Committee approved a proposal to create a CUSD. This specific proposal would remove the PVSD and the Somis Union School District (SUSD) from the Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD) and create the new school district from that territory. To assist in its analysis of the proposal, the County Committee contracted with a consultant who prepared A Report on the Study of Feasibility of Formation of the Camarillo Unified School District (County Committee Study). The portions of the County Committee Study that relate to the CDE analysis of the appeal are included as Attachment 5. 

Before approving the proposed CUSD, the County Committee determined that all nine conditions listed in EC Section 35812(a) were substantially met. This County Committee approval results in an order to the Ventura County Superintendent of Schools (County Superintendent) to call an election for the proposed unification. The County Committee determined that only the voters in PVSD and SUSD would vote in this election.
EC Section 35807 allows an affected school district to appeal the decision of the County Committee to the SBE. The OUHSD, as an affected district, submitted such an appeal to the County Superintendent on January 17, 2007. The County Superintendent subsequently transmitted the appeal, along with the complete administrative record of the County Committee action, to the SBE.

3.0 POSITIONS OF AFFECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS

3.1 OUHSD
The OUHSD adopted a resolution (Attachment 4) in opposition to the unification, stating that the unification will:

· Have a significant adverse effect on minority enrollment of Rio Mesa High School (RMHS).

· Reduce OUHSD revenue by 19.6 percent due to withdrawal of 19.6 percent of the district’s students.

· Have a negative effect on the OUHSD ability to meet future school housing needs due to withdrawal of 37.3 percent of the district’s assessed valuation.

· Jeopardize the fiscal solvency of both OUHSD and the new unified district.
3.2 PVSD

The PVSD issued the following statement regarding the support of the district for the unification of PVSD and SUSD:

“It has consistently been the position of the Board of Trustees for the Pleasant Valley School District to support the will of the community by endorsing those actions which will lead to a vote on the issue of unification.” (Attachment 4)
3.3 SUSD

The governing board of the SUSD unanimously adopted a resolution (Attachment 4) stating that it does not object to any reorganization plan that leaves intact the boundaries and kindergarten through eighth grade governance structure of the district. 
4.0 REASONS FOR THE APPEAL
The OUHSD appeal (Attachment 3) is based on the following issues:

· The limitation of the vote to the voters in the PVSD and SUSD unconstitutionally deprives the voters in the remainder of OUHSD of their right to vote on the unification issue.

· The petition adopted by the County Committee does not meet the requirements for unification of a high school district when a component elementary school district is excluded (EC sections 35542 and 35801) and should be remanded to the County Committee for further action consistent with the law.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(2), which requires that districts be organized on the basis of substantial community identity.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(4), which requires that the unification not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(6), which requires that the unification not significantly disrupt the educational programs in affected districts and continues to promote sound education performance in the districts.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(7), which requires that there be no significant increase in school housing costs.

· The unification proposal does not meet the condition of EC Section 35812(a)(9), which requires that the unification not cause a substantial negative effect on the fiscal management or fiscal status of any existing district.

5.0 EC SECTION 35710.5 CONDITIONS OF APPEAL
Under AB 780, chief petitioners or affected school districts may appeal a County Committee decision on unification for issues of noncompliance with the provisions of EC sections 35705, 35802, 35803, 35806, and 35812(a). 

EC Section 35812(a) is permissive, providing minimum standards, and does not preclude the SBE or the County Committee from rejecting proposals even when all the conditions of EC Section 35812(a) are substantially met. The SBE and the County Committee have the option of considering other local issues or concerns when exercising their discretionary authority. Conversely, EC Section 35812(b) allows both the SBE and the County Committee to approve unification proposals even if all conditions of EC Section 35812(a) are not substantially met. To do so, there must be a finding that it is “not practical or possible to apply the criteria of this section literally, and that the circumstances with respect to the petition provide an exceptional situation sufficient to justify approval of the proposals.”
Using the conditions set forth in EC sections 35807 and 35812(a), and 5 CCR 18573, the CDE reviewed the full administrative record provided by the County Superintendent and related information in evaluating the appeal. Following are the CDE findings and conclusions.
5.1 The limitation of the vote to the voters in the PVSD and SUSD unconstitutionally deprives the voters in the remainder of OUHSD of their right to vote on the unification issue.
Although this is not an issue that may be appealed to the SBE, the SBE must determine the election area should it approve the unification proposal. As such, information from the County Committee, the OUHSD, and the PVSD are presented in this section.
County Committee Evaluation/Vote
The County Committee was presented with the following four sample election area options:

1. Within the boundaries of the PVSD and the SUSD.

2. Within the boundaries of the PVSD, SUSD, and the Mesa Union School District (MUSD).

3. Within the boundaries of the PVSD, SUSD, the MUSD, and the Rio Elementary School District (RESD).

4. Within the boundaries of the OUHSD.

Note: The MUSD and RESD were included as options since the proposed unification would pull a significant number of students from RMHS (which also educates high school students from MUSD and RESD). The County Committee considered these options because of some local concerns that removing the proposed unification area high school students from RMHS could affect enrollment and racial balance at that school. Thus, voters in MUSD and RESD could be affected since students from these districts would continue at attend Rio Mesa High School.

The County Committee discussed the following arguments to support expanding the election area (previously listed options 2 through 4):
· A large number of students from the MUSD and the RESD attend RMHS and enrollment at that high school will be affected by the proposed unification.
· The remaining OUHSD will have to find housing for the students in the Frontier High School (a continuation school) and the adult education programs because current facilities housing those students would transfer to the new unified district.
· All voters in OUHSD voted in favor of the bond to build a new high school in the Camarillo area and these same voters should be allowed to vote on the unification issue.

· The Camarillo area makes up 34 percent of the assessed valuation of OUHSD and only 20 percent of the students. This could affect the financial status of the remaining high school district.

The County Committee considered the following arguments to support limiting the election area to PVSD and SUSD:

· New development projected in the remaining OUHSD will offset any concerns about the larger percentage of assessed valuation removed from OUHSD as a result of the unification

· Voters in PVSD and SUSD would be most affected by the unification and will have to support (fiscally and otherwise) the new district.

· There could be an outside chance that, if all of OUHSD voted, the PVSD and SUSD voters could disapprove the unification while the rest of OUHSD approved it. Thus, PVSD and SUSD would be forced out of OUHSD against the wishes of the voters in those two districts.

· There has been a precedent set for limiting the election area to PVSD and SUSD because most other unified districts in the immediate area were formed by approval of voters within the area proposed to be unified. 

After consideration of the issues, the County Committee approved a motion to limit the election area to the PVSD and SUSD on a 7 to 3 vote.
Appellants’ Statement (Attachment 3)
The OUHSD claims that racial, financial, and environmental effects of the unification require the election to be expanded to the entire high school district.

Regarding racial effects, the OUHSD states that the proposed unification will increase the Hispanic student population of OUHSD from 68.9 percent to 79.4 percent and will reduce the White student population from 18 percent to 8.7 percent. Additionally, the unification will increase the Hispanic student population of RMHS from 59.4 percent to 78.2 percent and will reduce the White student population from 27.2 percent to 11.5 percent.

According to the OUHSD, the financial effects on the district include:

· The removal of over 37 percent of the assessed valuation and only 20 percent of the students will make it more difficult for the OUHSD to build new facilities and repair or modernize existing facilities. 
· The unification will require the OUHSD to build a new continuation school and adult education facilities.
· Surveys by the Oxnard Federation of Teachers show that most teachers at Adolfo Camarillo High School (ACHS) will elect to remain with the OUHSD if the high school transfers to CUSD. This relocation of teachers will force a displacement of less senior teachers (and less expensive teachers) thus raising the overall cost of teacher salaries.
According to the OUHSD, environmental effects on the high school district will be due to (1) construction of a new continuation school and adult education facilities; and (2) altered school attendance areas (to replace Camarillo area students removed from RMHS) that will require changes in transportation patterns.
PVSD Response to the Appeal (Attachment 6)
PVSD argues that there is an assumption in statute that the election should be held only in the area to be reorganized unless the County Committee or the SBE finds a legitimate public purpose to expand the election area. PVSD further contends that the County Committee determined that the reorganization would bring no harm to the OUHSD. Thus, the interests of the voters in the remainder of OUHSD are substantially different than the PVSD and SUSD voters who will assume direct responsibility for the new unified school district.
Findings/Conclusion

This is not an issue that may be appealed. The CDE election area recommendation (which is that the election area should be limited to the PVSD and the SUSD, as determined by the County Committee) is discussed in Section 6.2.
5.2 The petition adopted by the County Committee does not meet the requirements for unification of a high school district when a component elementary school district is excluded (EC sections 35542 and 35801) and should be remanded to the County Committee for further action consistent with the law.
Issues related to EC sections 35542 and 35801 cannot be appealed to the SBE. Moreover, EC Section 35704 gives authority for determination of the validity of a unification proposal to the County Superintendent. Issues related to EC Section 35704 also cannot be appealed to the SBE. Therefore, the CDE conducted no evaluation of this appeal point.
5.3 The unification proposal does not meet the EC Section 35812(a)(2) condition, which requires that districts be organized on the basis of substantial community identity.
County Committee Evaluation/Vote
The County Committee Study (Attachment 5) recommended that the County Committee find that this community identity condition is substantially met. The recommendation was based on the following points:
· The residents of the City of Camarillo use common city services, shopping centers, restaurants, and churches.

· There is a clear delineation between the two cities of Oxnard and Camarillo since the two cities are primarily separated by “green belts” and agricultural lands.

· The proposed unified district would form a geographically compact school district in the heart of the Camarillo area.

· The proposed new district is located in a valley along the eastern portion of OUHSD. Sparsely populated hills and rugged terrain form the north and south borders of this area.

· Most high school students in the area attend Adolfo Camarillo High School, which is located within the Camarillo area. The next nearest high school is nine miles away.
The County Committee Study also noted that the community identity of OUHSD would, for a period of time, be disrupted by the removal of Adolfo Camarillo High School.

The County Committee, without discussion, voted 10 to 0 that this community identity condition is substantially met.

Appellants’ Statement (Attachment 3)
The appellants contend that the community identity condition is not substantially met primarily based on the following issues:
· Although the PVSD and the SUSD each have a community identity based on educational community, there is no similar educational community identity for the combined PVSD and SUSD.

· Although there is community identity for the City of Camarillo, there are sections of the city that will not be included in the new unified school district.

PVSD Response to the Appeal (Attachment 6)
PVSD states that the community identity condition is substantially met for the following reasons:

· The Somis Township and school district are geographically adjacent to the City of Camarillo and PVSD.

· The closest high school for SUSD secondary students is ACHS, which is the school these students traditionally attend.

· The social and community ties between Somis and Camarillo are recognized locally.

Findings/Conclusion

The CDE agrees with the County Committee Study and the County Committee that the community identity condition is substantially met primarily for the following reasons:

· CUSD would be a geographically compact district in the heart of the Camarillo area.
· Residents of the City of Camarillo primarily use common city and public school services, shopping centers and restaurants, and places of worship.
· Adolfo Camarillo High School (the high school in the proposed CUSD) is relatively isolated from other comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD.
5.4 The unification proposal does not meet the EC Section 35812(a)(4) condition, which requires that the unification not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation.
County Committee Evaluation/Vote
The County Committee Study (Attachment 5) recommended that the County Committee find that this racial/ethnic segregation condition is not substantially met. The recommendation was based on the following points:

· Formation of CUSD would cause the percentage of Hispanic student enrollment in the remaining OUHSD to increase almost 10 percentage points (to 78 percent). The Hispanic student population of the new CUSD would be 25.1 percent. The difference between the Hispanic and White student populations at these two districts would be significant.
· Approval of the unification would eliminate the opportunity for OUHSD to take steps to alleviate segregation because an insufficient number of non-minority students would be present in the remaining OUHSD.

The County Committee discussed the following issues in support of the recommendation in the County Committee Study:
· While de facto segregation may already exist at the high schools, voting to approve the unification will promote de jour segregation.

· RMHS will become further racially isolated.

The County Committee discussed the following issues in opposition to the recommendation in the County Committee Study:

· New residential development near RMHS will generate new students who will attend this school. Students in this new development probably will be comprised of all ethnic groups.
· While the unification will change the ethnic makeup of RMHS it will not significantly change the ethnic makeup of OUHSD.

· The new unified district would replicate boundaries and conditions that already exist at the elementary school level (in PVSD and SUSD).

· The OUHSD has not taken any steps for the past 25-30 years to address segregation in the high schools. Those steps will not occur in the foreseeable future, especially since they would require busing students—a practice that most educators have determined is not very efficacious.

· There already are an insufficient number of non-minority students in OUHSD to change the ethnic makeup of the existing high schools. Thus, steps to alleviate segregation are not possible.

· The unification would not promote segregation. It would simply continue practices that already exist.

After discussion, the County Committee voted 8 to 2 that the condition was substantially met.

Appellants’ Statement (Attachment 3)
The appellants contend that the formation of a CUSD will significantly contribute to the ethnic segregation in OUHSD and RMHS by:

· Increasing Hispanic student enrollment at OUHSD from 68.9 percent to 79.4 percent, while reducing OUHSD White student enrollment from almost 18 percent to 8.7 percent.

· Increasing Hispanic student enrollment at RMHS from 59.4 percent to 78.2 percent, and reducing White student enrollment from 27.2 percent to 11.5 percent.
· Contributing significantly to “White flight.”

PVSD Response to the Appeal (Attachment 6)
PVSD claims that the reorganization substantially meets this condition by making many of the same arguments contained in the CDE report for this condition (Attachment 7), including:  
· The minority student populations in OUHSD and RMHS already are “disproportionate.”
· Since OUHSD and RMHS already are segregated, the reorganization cannot cause segregation.

· Meaningful integration of the current OUHSD schools is not possible and not feasible.

Additionally, PVSD states that the demographics of RMHS may not substantially change as a result of the reorganization because OUHSD has made a commitment to allow students from the new unified school district to continue attending RMHS. 
Findings/Conclusion

The CDE finds that both the OUHSD and the RMHS may be defined as already segregated under relevant guidelines. Additionally, because of the limited number of non-minority students currently in the OUHSD, there appear to be no reasonably feasible steps to alleviate this existing segregation. The complete analysis for this condition is provided as Attachment 7.
The CDE concludes that this condition is substantially met.

5.5 The unification proposal does not meet the EC Section 35812(a)(6) condition, which requires that the unification not significantly disrupt the educational programs in affected districts and continues to promote sound education performance in the districts.
County Committee Evaluation/Vote
The County Committee Study (Attachment 5) recommended that the County Committee find that this educational program condition is not substantially met. The recommendation was based on the finding that there would be a disproportionate distribution of OUHSD’s English Language Learner (ELL) students between the remaining OUHSD and the proposed unified district. A higher concentration of ELL students, who are at-risk for achieving Annual Measureable Objectives under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), probably would remain in OUHSD schools. This condition could cause currently “adequately performing” schools to become Program Improvement (PI) schools under NCLB. Such a change would require the OUHSD to comply with provisions for PI, thereby changing the educational focus and disrupting existing educational programs. 
In addition to this recommendation, the County Committee discussed the following issues:

· The PVSD, in all the years of support for unification, has not effectively planned for a high school program.

· The reorganization will allow for better articulation of the kindergarten through twelfth grade educational program.

· Enhanced local control, improved communication with the community, and better accountability will result from the reorganization.

· PVSD has proven itself in terms of delivering quality education to kindergarten through eighth grade students. Unification will extend that quality education through the high school years.
· The parents in the community supporting the unification have not worked with OUHSD in the past to improve the high school educational program.

· There are no high schools in PI status currently.

· RMHS is the only school affected by the concentration of ELL students. Students from the new residential development who will attend the RMHS probably will be diverse enough to ameliorate that situation.

After discussion, the County Committee voted 7 to 3 that the educational program condition was substantially met.

Appellants’ Statement (Attachment 3)
The OUHSD claims that the reorganization will have adverse effects on the education programs of the remaining high school district for the following reasons:

· The unification would remove 19.9 percent of the OUHSD student population but only 4.9 percent of its ELL population and 11 percent of the students eligible for the Free and Reduced Price Lunch program.
· The reorganization would remove the only non-Title I school, and the highest performing school, in the OUHSD. Under NCLB, this will reduce parental choices when leaving underperforming schools.
· The reorganization would remove a disproportionate percentage of “Advanced” or “Proficient” students from OUHSD, as measured by the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program. 
· Unification will remove 31.9 percent of the Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) population.

· Current law allows teachers at ACHS to choose whether to be employees of the new unified school district or remain as employees of the OUHSD. A survey by the Oxnard Federation of Teachers finds that an overwhelming majority of the teachers will elect to remain with OUHSD. If this is the case, the OUHSD will have to lay-off excess teachers by seniority status. Such an action will result in (1) a teaching staff that is more senior, and thus more expensive; and (2) disruption in educational program as less senior teachers are replaced throughout the remaining high school district.
PVSD Response to the Appeal (Attachment 6)
PVSD counters the claims of the appellants by making the following points: 
· OUHSD argues that educational programs in the remaining district will be different because of changing proportions of significant subgroups of students. However, differences in program are not the same as significant adverse effects on program. OUHSD has not demonstrated any disruptions to educational program.

· RMHS is the only high school that could possibly see any change subsequent to unification, and that change would be gradual since OUHSD has made a commitment to allow students from the new unified school district to continue attending that high school.

· RMHS already is overcrowded (15.5 percent over capacity). Unification will mitigate overcrowding, which is an educational benefit.
· RMHS has an effective program for ELL students, evidenced by the fact that 62 percent of these students achieved at Early Advanced and Advanced competency levels on the California English Language Development Test (compared to 32 percent state-wide).

· It is speculation that a majority of teachers at ACHS will remain with the OUHSD. Even if they do, the resultant increase in teacher experience at OUHSD will be beneficial to educational programs.
· Parents still will have choices if leaving underperforming schools. No high schools in OUHSD are currently in PI.
Findings/Conclusion

The CDE analysis of this condition (Attachment 8) makes the following findings:

· While the unification probably would lower the aggregate achievement of OUHSD, the decrease would be relatively small.

· There is no merit to the claim that the reorganization would plunge the OUHSD into PI. 
· There would be few impacts on the educational programs offered by the affected districts as a result of the proposed formation of CUSD.
The CDE finds that this condition is substantially met.
5.6 The unification proposal does not meet the EC Section 35812(a)(7) condition, which requires that there be no significant increase in school housing costs.
County Committee Evaluation/Vote
The County Committee Study (Attachment 5) finds, by using Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) standards for a “critically overcrowded school,” that ACHS could accommodate all the high school students residing within the new unified school district. However, if CDE standards for high schools are used, a new high school would be required. This new high school, by CDE estimates, would cost about $42 million—a significant increase in school housing costs. Using the OPSC standards, the County Committee Study recommended that the County Committee find this school housing cost condition is substantially met. 
Discussion by the County Committee indicated concerns that new school housing for high school students would be required at some point because of the unification. However, there also was discussion that the voters in the new district would have to be the ones to determine how to address school housing issues. These voters would be aware of the resultant school housing concerns when they vote on the unification proposal. Neither the County Committee Study nor the County Committee addressed any concerns that housing costs in OUHSD would substantially increase.

The County Committee voted 10 to 0 that this condition is substantially met.

Appellants’ Statement (Attachment 3)
The appellants argue that the school housing condition is not substantially met for the following reasons:

· Costs to the new unified district to house excess students will be approximately $30.5 million dollars.

· The OUHSD would need a new continuation school at a cost of $9.8 million.

· The OUHSD would need a new adult education school at a cost of $8.5 million

PVSD Response to the Appeal (Attachment 6)
The PVSD countered the appellants’ claims with the following points:

· There are a number of options to house excess high school students in addition to new construction, including placing more students at ACHS and using existing facilities within the new unified school district.
· The OUHSD already had planned to replace the existing continuation school, even before the unification proposal.

· The OUHSD has not previously discussed the loss of the adult education school, a dilapidated building that has already been abandoned. Adult education classes in OUHSD currently are held at numerous facilities throughout the district.

Findings/Conclusion

The CDE analysis of this condition (Attachment 9) finds that neither the new CUSD nor the State School Building Program would incur significant costs to house non-continuation school students as a result of the proposed reorganization. Although OUHSD will need to replace its continuation school because the current Frontier High School will transfer to CUSD as a result of the unification, voters in the OUHSD already have approved a $135,000,000 million General Obligation bond (Measure H in 2004). Construction of a continuation school was included in Measure H and, as stated previously, was approved by the voters of the district. No Measure H bonds have been issued yet, so OUHSD still has the full amount available.
The CDE concludes that this school housing cost condition is substantially met.

5.7 The unification proposal does not meet the EC Section 35812(a)(9) condition, which requires that the unification not cause a substantial negative effect of the fiscal management or fiscal status of any existing district.
County Committee Evaluation/Vote
The County Committee Study (Attachment 5) recommends that this fiscal condition is not met, primarily based on the following four factors:

· The OUHSD has a significant unfunded retiree health benefit liability. The proposed CUSD will acquire almost 20 percent of this liability after unification. This financial liability could result in both districts facing significant fiscal difficulties subsequent to reorganization. 

· The ability of teachers at ACHS to choose to remain with the OUHSD could result in an increased cost for salaries and benefits in the OUHSD. Under this scenario, the revenue loss due to the reduction in enrollment due to the unification, combined with an increased number of high cost employees, could result in difficulties for OUHSD to cover salaries and benefits of employees.
· If the proposed CUSD were to offer its employees a salary and benefit package comparable to the UHSD, it could risk fiscal instability.
· If schools in the remaining OUHSD were to slip into PI status due to effects of the reorganization (see Section 5.5), associated costs (e.g., costs to transport students to other schools, potential loss of revenue) could cause a negative fiscal effect on OUHSD.

County Committee members made the following points during discussion:

· The evidence is that both districts will be adequately funded after reorganization.

· Whether or not the districts reorganize, they will have to address the issue of the cost of retiree benefits.

· The reorganization should not have any negative effect on funding for educational programs.

· There will be costs to the OUHSD as a result of isolating ELL students in the district.

· There eventually will be some difficult issues with teacher salaries.
· If the new CUSD builds a high school, the community will have to pass a bond issue to fund it.

After discussion, the County Committee voted 8 to 2 that the fiscal condition is substantially met. 
Appellants’ Statement (Attachment 3)
The OUHSD contends that the fiscal condition is not substantially met due to the following issues:
· The new CUSD will face fiscal difficulties due to efforts to raise employee salaries and attempts to keep promises made to the community to expand the elementary school educational program. 

· A 20 percent reduction in revenue (due to the loss of 20 percent of its students due to the unification) and the influx of more highly paid teachers will put the OUHSD in a severe financial bind.
· Both the proposed CUSD and the remaining OUHSD could be forced into bankruptcy due to the existing large unfunded liability for retiree health benefits.

· According the County Committee Study, both the proposed CUSD and the remaining OUHSD could begin with negative General Fund balances on the effective date of the reorganization.

· Because ELL programs encroach on the General Fund, the disproportionate percentage of ELL students left in the remaining OUHSD reduces the district’s ability to serve all students.

PVSD Response to the Appeal (Attachment 6)
The PVSD makes the following responses to the claims of the appellants:
· The Assistant Superintendent for Business Services of OUHSD is on record that the remaining OUHSD will not be adversely affected as to its financial management or fiscal status.

· The County Committee Study finds that the proposed CUSD will have sufficient annual operating revenue.
· The unfunded retiree health benefit liability is a liability whether or not the unification occurs. This liability is not an adverse effect of the reorganization.

· The issue of the districts starting with negative General Fund balances on the effective date of the reorganization is due to the existence of the unfunded retiree health benefit liability. Again, the unification has nothing to do with that issue.

· The number of ELL students served by the OUHSD after unification will change very slightly. 

Findings/Conclusion

The CDE’s analysis for this condition is included as Attachment 10. The following findings are made in this analysis:
· Both OUHSD and PVSD currently are fiscally solvent and have exceeded the recommended level of reserves for economic uncertainties.

· The increase in revenue limit for the proposed CUSD would be approximately 99 percent of the cost to raise salaries and benefits to the OUHSD level.

· The existing unfunded liability for retiree benefits remains the same whether the districts remain as currently structured or reorganize as proposed.

· School districts receive additional funding for ELL students primarily through the Economic Impact Aid (EIA). There is no evidence of encroachment on the General Fund by the EIA program in OUHSD. 
The CDE concludes that the fiscal condition is substantially met.

6.0 STAFF RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO THE PETITION
The SBE has authority to amend or add certain provisions to any petition for reorganization. This section contains CDE staff recommendations for such amendments.

6.1 Article 3 Amendments

Petitioners may include, and the county committee or SBE may add or amend, any of the appropriate provisions specified in Article 3 of the EC (commencing with Section 35730). These provisions include:

Membership of Governing Board/Trustee Areas

The County Committee recommended that the governing board of the new unified school district shall have five members elected at-large from the voters of the entire district. The CDE recommends no change to this County Committee recommendation.
Election of the First Governing Board

A proposal for unification may include a provision specifying that the election for the first governing board be held at the same time as the election on the unification of the school district. The petition contained no such plans or recommendations and the CDE does not recommend that the SBE add such a provision. Thus, pursuant to EC Section 35737, the election for the governing board will take place on the first regular election following passage of the reorganization proposal.

Computation of Base Revenue Limit

A proposal for reorganization of school districts must include a computation of the base revenue limit per average daily attendance for each reorganized district. The County Superintendent estimates the base revenue limit of the new unified district will be approximately 9 percent above the blended revenue limit of PVSD, SUSD, and OUHSD. Should the proposed unified district become effective for all purposes, the actual revenue limit will be calculated by staff in the CDE's Principal Apportionment Unit using information submitted by the County Office based on second prior fiscal year data (2007-08 for a July 1, 2009, effective date), including any adjustments for which the proposed district may be eligible.
Division of Property and Obligations

A proposal may include provisions for the division of property (other than real property) and obligations of any district whose territory is being divided among other districts. The County Committee Study has proposed dividing property and obligations based on a either enrollment or assessed valuation, depending on the source of the property, fund, or obligation. The County Committee, on a unanimous vote, found that the proposal will result in an equitable division of the property and facilities of the OUHSD.
Method of Dividing Bonded Indebtedness

The proposal for reorganization contains no method for the division of the bonded indebtedness of the high school district. Therefore, the provisions of EC Section 35570 et seq. will apply. 
6.2 Area of Election
Determination of the area in which the election for a reorganization proposal will be held is one of the provisions under EC Article 3 (see 6.1 above) that the SBE may add or amend. EC Section 35807(c) also indicates that, should the SBE approve the proposal, the SBE must determine the area of election.

The plans and recommendations of a unification proposal may specify an area of election, but specification of an election area is not required (EC Section 35732). If a plan does not specify the area of election, the statute specifies that “the election shall be held only in the territory proposed for reorganization.” Thus, the area proposed for reorganization is the “default” election area. In this case, the County Committee determined the area of election to be PVSD and SUSD. The SBE may alter this area, but the alterations must comply with the following “Area of Election Legal Principles.”

Area of Election Legal Principles
In establishing the area of election, CDE and SBE follow the legal precedent set by the California Supreme Court in Board of Supervisors of Sacramento County, et al. v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1992) 3 Cal, 4th 903 (the “LAFCO” decision). LAFCO holds that elections may be confined to within the boundaries of the proposed new unified district (the “default” area), provided there is a rational basis for doing so. LAFCO requires we examine (1) the public policy reasons for holding a reorganization election within the boundaries specified; and (2) whether there is a genuine difference in the relevant interests of the groups that the election plan creates (in this situation, the analysis examines the interests of voters in the proposed new unified district and those that will remain in the OUHSD).

The reduced voting area has a fair relationship to a legitimate public purpose. State policy favors the unification of California’s school districts and these procedures promote orderly school district reorganization statewide in a manner that allows for planned, orderly community-based school systems that adequately address transportation, curriculum, faculty, and administration.
Voters in the proposed new unified district and the remaining OUHSD have genuinely different interests in the unification as to warrant limiting the election area to the PVSD and SUSD areas. If the proposed unification is approved, voters in these areas will assume new responsibilities for the K-12 students in their area. The CDE finds that the proposed unification would have no substantial effects on the remaining OUHSD or on the voters in the remaining OUHSD.
Finally, discussion of other judicial activity in this area is warranted. In a case that preceded LAFCO, the California Supreme Court invalidated an SBE reorganization decision that approved an area of election that was limited to the newly unified district. As a result, electors in the entire high school district were entitled to vote (Fullerton Joint Union High School District v. State Board of Education (1982) 32 Cal.3d 779 [Fullerton]). The Fullerton court applied strict scrutiny and required demonstration of a compelling state interest to justify the exclusion of those portions of the district from which the newly unified district would be formed.

The Fullerton case does not require that SBE conduct a different analysis than that described above. The LAFCO decision disapproved the Fullerton case, and held that absent invidious discrimination, the rational basis approach to defining the election area applied. In this matter, CDE finds that the proposed unification substantially complies with EC 35812(a)(4) [the unification of the districts will not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation]. Accordingly, the LAFCO standard and analysis applies.
Recommended Area of Election

The CDE finds that the proposed unification would have no substantial effects on the remaining OUHSD or on the voters in the remaining OUHSD. Therefore, if the SBE affirms the action of the County Committee to approve the unification, the CDE recommends the SBE establish the PVSD and the SUSD as the area of election.
7.0 STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OPTIONS


The SBE has three general options:
· Find that the unification proposal substantially meets all nine conditions of EC Section 35812(a), deny the appeal, and affirm the County Committee’s decision to approve the unification. Under this option, the SBE also must determine the election area for the proposal.
· Find that the unification proposal fails to substantially meet all nine conditions of EC Section 35812(a), approve the appeal, and reverse the County Committee’s decision to approve the unification—thus disapproving the unification proposal.
· Find that the unification proposal fails to substantially meet all nine conditions of EC Section 35812(a), approve the appeal, reverse the County Committee’s decision to approve the unification, and determine that “it is not practical or possible to apply the criteria of this section literally, and that the circumstances with respect to the petition provide an exceptional situation sufficient to justify approval” of the proposal to form a CUSD. Under this option, the SBE also must determine the election area for the proposal.
8.0
RECOMMENDED ACTION

The CDE recommends that the SBE deny the appeal and affirm the decision of the County Committee to approve formation of the CUSD. The CDE further recommends that the SBE establish the election area for the proposal as the PVSD and the SUSD. A resolution detailing this recommendation is included as Attachment 2.

CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

March 2008

PROPOSED RESOLUTION

Petition to Form a Unified School District from the 
Geographic Portion of the Oxnard Union High School District Containing 

the Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District
in Ventura County
WHEREAS, California Education Code Section 35805 gives the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization authority to approve proposals for the unification of school districts in Ventura County; and
WHEREAS, the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization on or about December 16, 2006, approved a proposal to remove the Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District from the Oxnard Union High School District and create a new unified school district from that territory; and

WHEREAS, California Education Code Section 35807 gives school districts affected by an action of the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization to approve a unification proposal the authority to appeal said action to the California State Board of Education; and 
WHEREAS, the Oxnard Union High School District has appealed the action of the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization to approve unification of the Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District to the California State Board of Education; therefore be it

RESOLVED, that the appeal of the Oxnard Union High School District from the action of the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization to approve unification of the Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District is denied; and be it

RESOLVED further, that the proposal for unification of the Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District is approved; and be it
RESOLVED further, that the election area for said proposal is established as the territories of the current Pleasant Valley School District and Somis Union School District; and be it

RESOLVED further, that, should the unification proposal be approved by the electorate, the election for the new governing board of the unified school district will take place on the first regular election following passage of said proposal and that the governing board of the new unified school district shall have five members elected at-large from the voters of the entire district; and be it 
RESOLVED further, that the Secretary of the California State Board of Education shall notify, on behalf of said Board, the Ventura County Superintendent of Schools, the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization, and the affected school districts of the action taken by the California State Board of Education.

Racial/Ethnic Report on Formation of a New Unified School District from the Pleasant Valley and Somis Union Component Elementary School Districts of Oxnard Union High School District in Ventura County

California Department of Education

Background
The Ventura County Committee on School District Organization (County Committee) was granted authority to approve the creation of a unified school district under Assembly Bill 780 (Chapter 652, Statutes of 2004). On December 16, 2006, the County Committee approved a proposal to create a Camarillo Unified School District (CUSD). This specific proposal would remove the Pleasant Valley School District (PVSD) and the Somis Union School District (SUSD) from the Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD) and create the new unified school district from that territory. All students residing within the PVSD would be part of the new unified school district. However, only ninth through twelfth grade students residing in the SUSD would be part of the new district. Kindergarten through eighth grade (K-8) students would remain in the SUSD.
Before approving the proposed CUSD, the County Committee was required to determine if the proposal substantially met a number of conditions including the following:

The reorganization of the districts will preserve each affected district's ability to educate students in an integrated environment and will not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation. (Education Code [EC] Section 35812[a][4])
A study commissioned by the County Committee to analyze the effects of the proposed unification included a recommendation regarding the above condition. Portions of this recommendation follow (the complete recommendation for this condition is included as Attachment 5):

“Although racial and ethnic segregation in school district organization has been measured by change in the percent of minority students as a result of a proposed reorganization, increasing the already minority population of a predominantly minority school district by nearly 10 percent, as with the proposed reorganization, further promotes ethnic segregation and exacerbates the isolation of Hispanic students.”
“This study finds that the proposed reorganization would not make a significant change in racial and ethnic composition of the current attendance patterns of students within the existing Oxnard UHSD as it is separated into the proposed Camarillo USD and the remaining Oxnard UHSD. However, approval of this reorganization would eliminate the opportunity for the Oxnard UHSD to “take steps, insofar as reasonably feasible, to alleviate segregation of minority pupils in schools regardless of its cause” (5CCR §18573 (E)) because an insufficient number of non-minority students would be present in the remaining Oxnard UHSD to comply with this regulation.”
Despite the above recommendation, the County Committee voted 8 to 2 that the proposed formation of CUSD substantially met the EC Section 35812(a)(4) condition.

Following is a racial/ethnic report regarding the proposal to form a new CUSD from the PVSD and SUSD, component elementary school districts of OUHSD, prepared by the California Department of Education (CDE). 

Criteria by which the unification proposal was evaluated 
Pursuant to EC Section 35812(a)(4), a proposal to reorganize a school district may be approved if it is substantially determined that it would not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation. Section 18573 of Title 5, California Code of Regulations requires five factors to be considered in determining whether school district reorganization would promote racial or ethnic discrimination:

· The current number and percentage of pupils in each racial and ethnic group in the affected districts and schools in the affected districts, compared with the number and percentage of pupils in each racial and ethnic group in the affected districts and schools in the affected districts if the proposal or petition were approved.

· The trends and rates of present and possible future growth or change in the total population in the districts affected, in each racial and ethnic group within the total district, and in each school, of the affected districts.
· The school board policies regarding methods of preventing racial and ethnic segregation in the affected districts and the effect of the proposal or petition on any desegregation plan or program of the affected districts, whether voluntary or court ordered, designed to prevent or to alleviate racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation.

· The effect of factors such as distance between schools and attendance centers, terrain, and geographic features that may involve safety hazards to pupils, capacity of schools, and related conditions or circumstances that may have an effect on the feasibility of integration of the affected schools.
· The effect of the proposal on the duty of the governing board of each of the affected districts to take steps, insofar as reasonably feasible, to alleviate segregation of minority pupils in schools regardless of its cause.

Each of these factors will be evaluated in light of available information, including information derived from the California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS).

Discussion and Analysis

1. Current Racial/Ethnic Enrollment: District Level Analysis

Tables 1a and 1b depict current racial/ethnic enrollment and percentages in the OUHSD, the PVSD, and the SUSD. 

Table 1a.  Racial/ethnic enrollment within the existing districts

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other*
	White
	Total**

	PVSD
	228
	536
	308
	2,175
	101
	4,113
	7,461

	SUSD
	16
	4
	3
	241
	3
	280
	547

	OUHSD
	522
	403
	713
	11,270
	204
	2,975
	16,087


Source: CBEDS, 2006-07.

* “Other” includes American Indian or Alaska Native, and Pacific Islander. This will

 be the case for the entire report.

** Students making no response or selecting more than one racial/ethnic category are not
 included in the totals. This will be the case for all tables using CBEDS as source data.
As indicated in Table 1a, the existing OUHSD enrolls 16,087 ninth through twelfth grade students, while the component districts enroll a total of 8,008 K-8 students. As noted previously, the 547 K-8 students of the SUSD will not be part of the new unified school district. 

Table 1b.  Percent racial/ethnic enrollment within the existing districts

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	PVSD
	3.1%
	7.2%
	4.1%
	29.2%
	1.4%
	55.1%
	100.0%

	SUSD
	2.9%
	0.7%
	0.5%
	44.1%
	0.5%
	51.2%
	100.0%

	OUHSD
	3.2%
	2.5%
	4.4%
	70.1%
	1.3%
	18.5%
	100.0%


Source: CBEDS, 2006-07.

Table 1b shows that the largest minority group in all three districts is the Hispanic group. OUHSD is 70.1 percent Hispanic and 11.4 percent other minority groups. The total combined minority enrollment in the OUHSD is 81.5 percent compared to a 18.5 percent White enrollment.

2. Minority Enrollment in Proposed Unification: District Level Analysis

Table 2 depicts racial ethnic percentages of the proposed new unified school district and the remaining OUHSD. 
Table 2. Minority student enrollment

	
	Minority
	White

	Proposed district
	44.5%
	55.5%

	Remaining OUHSD
	91.3%
	8.7%


Source: OUHSD, 2007.

Percentages in the above table are taken from materials submitted by the OUHSD in its 2007 appeal of the decision of the County Committee to approve the proposed unification. Information considered by the County Committee during its deliberations was based on 2004-05 data, which showed that (if the unification were successful) OUHSD would have a minority student population of 88.6 percent and the new unified school district would have a minority student population of 39.3 percent.

3. Racial and Ethnic Enrollment: Trends and Rates of Change 

The following tables depict five-year trends and rates of change in racial/ethnic enrollment for the OUHSD and the component elementary districts proposed to become part of the new unified school district.

Table 3a. OUHSD historical enrollment 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	2002-03
	553
	358
	729
	9,609
	337
	3,681
	15,267

	2003-04
	554
	356
	740
	10,108
	270
	3,614
	15,642

	2004-05
	595
	383
	773
	10,600
	216
	3,338
	15,905

	2005-06
	548
	401
	730
	10,934
	201
	3,108
	15,922

	2006-07
	522
	403
	713
	11,270
	204
	2,975
	16,087

	Percent Change
	-5.6%
	12.6%
	-2.2%
	17.3%
	-39.5%
	-19.2%
	5.4%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3b. PVSD historical enrollment 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	2002-03
	193
	454
	285
	1,826
	97
	4,534
	7,389

	2003-04
	220
	480
	280
	1,838
	88
	4,549
	7,455

	2004-05
	301
	512
	311
	1,906
	90
	4,337
	7,457

	2005-06
	220
	525
	296
	2,087
	96
	4,249
	7,473

	2006-07
	228
	536
	308
	2,175
	101
	4,113
	7,461

	Percent Change
	18.1%
	18.1%
	8.1%
	19.1%
	4.1%
	-9.3%
	1.0%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3c. SUSD historical enrollment 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	2002-03
	14
	2
	1
	198
	1
	275
	491

	2003-04
	11
	4
	0
	231
	3
	322
	571

	2004-05
	11
	5
	2
	238
	2
	274
	532

	2005-06
	25
	6
	3
	235
	2
	321
	592

	2006-07
	16
	4
	3
	241
	3
	280
	547

	Percent Change
	14.3%
	100.0%
	200.0%
	21.7%
	200.0%
	1.8%
	11.4%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3d. Combined PVSD and SUSD historical enrollment 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	2002-03
	207
	456
	286
	2024
	98
	4809
	7,880

	2003-04
	231
	484
	280
	2069
	91
	4871
	8,026

	2004-05
	312
	517
	313
	2144
	92
	4611
	7,989

	2005-06
	245
	531
	299
	2322
	98
	4570
	8,065

	2006-07
	244
	540
	311
	2416
	104
	4393
	8,008

	Percent Change
	17.9%
	18.4%
	8.7%
	19.4%
	6.1%
	-8.7%
	1.6%


Source: CBEDS.

Over the past five years, the OUHSD has had a 5.4 percent increase in student population, with the most significant changes a 17.3 percent increase in the Hispanic population and a 19.2 percent decline in the White student population. With the exception of the Asian student population, all other ethnic groups in OUHSD have declined in numbers over this time period. 

For the combined PVSD and SUSD, each ethnic group displayed in the table has increased substantially, while the White student population has declined almost nine percent. The largest increase for these districts is with the Hispanic student populations (19.4 percent). For the elementary component districts, the trends show an overall increase in total enrollment of 1.6 percent. 

Tables 3e through 3g provide a historical look at ethnic student population as a percentage of total student enrollment for OUHSD and each component elementary school district. Table 3h shows the percentages of each of the ethnic groups aggregated for the two affected component districts.

Table 3e. OUHSD historical enrollment percentages 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Percent Minority

	2002-03
	3.6%
	2.3%
	4.8%
	62.9%
	2.2%
	24.1%
	75.9%

	2003-04
	3.5%
	2.3%
	4.7%
	64.6%
	1.7%
	23.1%
	76.9%

	2004-05
	3.7%
	2.4%
	4.9%
	66.6%
	1.4%
	21.0%
	79.0%

	2005-06
	3.4%
	2.5%
	4.6%
	68.7%
	1.3%
	19.5%
	80.5%

	2006-07
	3.2%
	2.5%
	4.4%
	70.1%
	1.3%
	18.5%
	81.5%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3f. PVSD historical enrollment percentages 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Percent Minority

	2002-03
	2.6%
	6.1%
	3.9%
	24.7%
	1.3%
	61.4%
	38.6%

	2003-04
	3.0%
	6.4%
	3.8%
	24.7%
	1.2%
	61.0%
	39.0%

	2004-05
	4.0%
	6.9%
	4.2%
	25.6%
	1.2%
	58.2%
	41.8%

	2005-06
	2.9%
	7.0%
	4.0%
	27.9%
	1.3%
	56.9%
	43.1%

	2006-07
	3.1%
	7.2%
	4.1%
	29.2%
	1.4%
	55.1%
	44.9%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3g. SUSD historical enrollment percentages 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Percent Minority

	2002-03
	2.9%
	0.4%
	0.2%
	40.3%
	0.2%
	56.0%
	44.0%

	2003-04
	1.9%
	0.7%
	0.0%
	40.5%
	0.5%
	56.4%
	43.6%

	2004-05
	2.1%
	0.9%
	0.4%
	44.7%
	0.4%
	51.5%
	48.5%

	2005-06
	4.2%
	1.0%
	0.5%
	39.7%
	0.3%
	54.2%
	45.8%

	2006-07
	2.9%
	0.7%
	0.5%
	44.1%
	0.5%
	51.2%
	48.8%


Source: CBEDS.

The percent of minority students increased from 75.9 percent to 81.5 percent in the OUHSD. The primary changes within the ethnic groups are: (1) an increased percentage of Hispanic students and (2) reductions in the percentages of the White student population. 

Table 3h. Combined component district historical enrollment percentages 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Percent Minority 

	2002-03
	2.6%
	5.8%
	3.6%
	25.7%
	1.2%
	61.0%
	39.0%

	2003-04
	2.9%
	6.0%
	3.5%
	25.8%
	1.1%
	60.7%
	39.3%

	2004-05
	3.9%
	6.5%
	3.9%
	26.8%
	1.2%
	57.7%
	42.3%

	2005-06
	3.0%
	6.6%
	3.7%
	28.8%
	1.2%
	56.7%
	43.3%

	2006-07
	3.0%
	6.7%
	3.9%
	30.2%
	1.3%
	54.9%
	45.1%


Source: CBEDS.

Trends for both the PVSD and the SUSD are (1) an increase for all groups comprising the minority category and a decline in the percentage of White students.

As with the OUHSD, the increase in percent minority for the combined elementary component districts primarily is due to an increase in the Hispanic student population and a corresponding decrease in the White student population.

The proposed formation of CUSD would remove one comprehensive high school from the OUHSD (Adolfo Camarillo High School) and, according to 2007 OUHSD information, 819 students from the Rio Mesa High School. Tables 3i through 3l show historical racial/ethnic enrollments and percentages for both high schools.

Table 3i. Camarillo High School historical enrollment 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	2002-03
	32
	147
	55
	516
	52
	1705
	2,507

	2003-04
	40
	141
	61
	554
	28
	1619
	2,443

	2004-05
	43
	159
	67
	596
	21
	1475
	2,361

	2005-06
	42
	143
	77
	608
	21
	1411
	2,302

	2006-07
	47
	161
	85
	637
	24
	1381
	2,335

	Percent Change
	46.9%
	9.5%
	54.5%
	23.4%
	-53.8%
	-19.0%
	-6.9%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3j. Rio Mesa historical enrollment 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Total

	2002-03
	77
	53
	58
	1,282
	45
	680
	2,195

	2003-04
	61
	63
	48
	1,158
	34
	697
	2,061

	2004-05
	77
	70
	57
	1,211
	37
	643
	2,095

	2005-06
	82
	73
	61
	1,298
	35
	632
	2,181

	2006-07
	79
	73
	60
	1,362
	36
	627
	2,237

	Percent Change
	2.6%
	37.7%
	3.4%
	6.2%
	-20.0%
	-7.8%
	1.9%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3k. Camarillo High School historical enrollment percentages 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Percent Minority

	2002-03
	1.3%
	5.9%
	2.2%
	20.6%
	2.1%
	68.0%
	32.0%

	2003-04
	1.6%
	5.8%
	2.5%
	22.7%
	1.1%
	66.3%
	33.7%

	2004-05
	1.8%
	6.7%
	2.8%
	25.2%
	0.9%
	62.5%
	37.5%

	2005-06
	1.8%
	6.2%
	3.3%
	26.4%
	0.9%
	61.3%
	38.7%

	2006-07
	2.0%
	6.9%
	3.6%
	27.3%
	1.0%
	59.1%
	40.9%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 3l. Rio Mesa High School historical enrollment percentages 

	
	African American
	Asian
	Filipino
	Hispanic
	Other
	White
	Percent Minority

	2002-03
	3.5%
	2.4%
	2.6%
	58.4%
	2.1%
	31.0%
	69.0%

	2003-04
	3.0%
	3.1%
	2.3%
	56.2%
	1.6%
	33.8%
	66.2%

	2004-05
	3.7%
	3.3%
	2.7%
	57.8%
	1.8%
	30.7%
	69.3%

	2005-06
	3.8%
	3.3%
	2.8%
	59.5%
	1.6%
	29.0%
	71.0%

	2006-07
	3.5%
	3.3%
	2.7%
	60.9%
	1.6%
	28.0%
	72.0%


Source: CBEDS.

The above tables demonstrate that the high schools reflect the pattern of increasing minority student enrollment evident in the OUHSD. 

4. Minority Student Enrollment: Projections

This section projects the percentage of minority student enrollment in the OUHSD and the combined PVSD and SUSD assuming the proposed unification does not occur. The tables in Section 3 provide the percentage growth for the racial/ethnic groups in each of the affected districts. These percentages are aggregated in the following table to obtain a combined percentage growth of the minority student population in the affected districts. The percentages are based on growth over the previous five-year period.

Table 4a. District student enrollment percentage growth

	
	Minority
	White

	Combined PVSD and SUSD
	17.7%
	-8.7%

	OUHSD
	13.2%
	-19.2%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 4b depicts the projected percentages of minority students in each of the affected districts five years in the future. Percentages are calculated by multiplying the current enrollment figures by the percentage growth values from the previous five-year period. 

Table 4b. Projected district student enrollment percentages

	
	Minority
	White

	Combined PVSD and SUSD
	51.5%
	48.5%

	OUHSD
	86.1%
	13.9%


Source: CBEDS, 2006-07, and OUHSD, 2007.

Projections in the above table show that the OUHSD will be a 86.1 percent minority district in five years if the proposed unification does not occur. Similar projections are calculated for the Camarillo and Rio Mesa high schools. Results of those calculations are displayed in Tables 4c and 4d.

Table 4c. High school student enrollment percentage growth

	
	Minority
	White

	Camarillo High School
	19.0%
	-19.0%

	Rio Mesa High School
	6.3%
	-7.8%


Source: CBEDS.

Table 4d. Projected Rio Mesa High School student enrollment percentages

	
	Minority
	White

	Camarillo High School
	44.3%
	55.7%

	Rio Mesa High School
	74.8%
	25.2%


Source: CBEDS, 2006-07, and OUHSD, 2007.

Projections indicate that Rio Mesa High School would be almost 75 percent minority in five years, assuming the proposed formation of CUSD does not occur.

5. Effects of Unification on Minority Student Enrollment

As was shown in Table 2b, the proposed reorganization would create a new unified school district with substantially different percentage of minority students than would be in the remaining OUHSD. Table 5a summarizes the effects of unification due to the proposed unification.
Table 5a. Effects of unification on district minority student enrollment 
	
	% Minority before Unification
	% Minority after Unification

	Proposed new unified school district
	N/A


	44.5%



	OUHSD
	81.5%
	91.3%


Source: CBEDS, 2006-07 and OUHSD, 2007.

As can be seen in the above table, the proposed new CUSD would have a minority student population of 44.5 percent, while the percentage of minority students in the remaining OUHSD would be 91.3 percent.

Table 5b. Effects of unification on Rio Mesa minority student enrollment 
	
	% Minority before Unification
	% Minority after Unification

	Rio Mesa High School
	72.0%


	88.5%




Source: CBEDS, 2006-07 and OUHSD, 2007.

According to data provided by the OUHSD, removal of the 819 students residing in the attendance areas of the PVSD and the SUSD would increase the percentage of minority students from 72.0 percent to 88.5 percent in the Rio Mesa High School. Since almost all of the students currently attending the Camarillo High School (over 98 percent according to OUHSD information) reside within the PVSD and the SUSD, no substantial changes due to the proposed unification are expected in the enrollment patterns of this high school. 

6.
School Board Policies: Desegregation Plans and Programs  

OUHSD has an adopted integration plan (McKinney v. Bd. of Trustees [1982] 31 Cal.3d 79) which implemented attendance area adjustments for certain areas of OUHSD. However, the attendance area of Camarillo High School was not included in this plan. Furthermore, according to the report prepared for the County Committee, “enforcement of these programs has not been rigorously monitored and implemented.” Correspondence from a former superintendent of OUHSD to the Office of the Ventura County Superintendent of Schools indicates that the proximity of students to a high school and not student ethnicity is used by the district to create high school attendance boundaries. Additionally, this letter indicates that the OUHSD “does not spend any of the district’s budget on desegregation efforts.”

7.
Factors Affecting Feasibility of Integration

Proponents of the unification proposal have provided information to support their contention that high schools already are segregated within the boundaries of OUHSD. Additionally, proponents indicate that attempts to mitigate the existing segregation in OUHSD schools is not possible due to the distances between schools and the limited number of non-minority students currently in the OUHSD.  

Currently, in the six comprehensive high schools in OUHSD, there are 2,925 White students and 15,535 total students. Table 7a depicts these numbers for the six schools along with percentages of White and minority students.

Table 7a. OUHSD enrollment in comprehensive high schools 

	School
	Total enrollment
	White enrollment
	Minority enrollment
	Percent minority

	Adolfo Camarillo
	2,335
	1,381
	954
	40.9%

	Channel Islands
	2,559
	117
	2,442
	95.4%

	Hueneme
	2,252
	153
	2,099
	93.2%

	Oxnard
	2,940
	495
	2,445
	83.2%

	Pacifica
	3,212
	152
	3,060
	95.3%

	Rio Mesa
	2,237
	627
	1,610
	72.0%

	
	15,535
	2,925
	12,610
	81.2%


Source: CBEDS, 2006-07.

Obviously, with an overall percentage of 81.2 percent minority students, a completely equitable division of students can only result in six comprehensive high schools each with 81.2 percent minority students. Table 7b displays the results of this statistical exercise. 

Table 7b. OUHSD enrollment balancing minority student percentages

	School
	Total enrollment
	White enrollment
	Minority enrollment
	Percent minority

	Adolfo Camarillo
	2,370
	446
	1,924
	81.2%

	Channel Islands
	2,524
	475
	2,049
	81.2%

	Hueneme
	2,227
	419
	1,808
	81.2%

	Oxnard
	2,983
	562
	2,421
	81.2%

	Pacifica
	3,187
	600
	2,587
	81.2%

	Rio Mesa
	2,244
	423
	1,822
	81.2%

	
	15,535
	2,925
	12,610
	81.2%


Guidelines provided in the Handbook for Conducting Racial and Ethnic Studies in School Districts define a segregated school as a school with a disproportionate minority student enrollment. These guidelines further state that a minority student enrollment of approximately 75 percent may be considered disproportionate.  

8.
Duty of School to Alleviate Segregation

The governing boards of each district involved in the reorganization have a duty to alleviate segregation, regardless of the cause. If the proposal were approved, this duty would be part of the policies established by the new governing board elected for the CUSD and the existing governing board of the OUHSD. 
Summary Statement: Findings of Fact

Currently, the OUHSD is 81.5 percent minority. The combined PVSD and SUSD is 45.1 percent minority. All three districts show historical five-year trends of increasing minority student population. The proposal to remove the PVSD and the SUSD from OUHSD to form a new unified school district would result in two separate districts that are significantly different in minority student composition. The proposed unified district would be 44.5 percent minority while the remaining OUHSD would be 91.3 percent minority. If the unification proposal did not exist, the OUHSD is projected to be 86.1 percent minority in five years, based on its historical five-year trend.

Two comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD would be affected by the proposed unification. The first, the Adolfo Camarillo High School, would be removed from the OUHSD and become part of the new unified school district. Over 98 percent of the current students attending Adolfo Camarillo High School reside within the territory that would form the new unified school district. As a result, the proposal would have a minimal effect on the minority student population of this high school. 

The second school affected is the Rio Mesa High School. If the proposed unification is approved, this high school would remain physically within the OUHSD but 819 students who reside within the area of the new unified school district could be removed from the Rio Mesa High School. If these students were removed from the high school due to formation of the new unified school district, the minority student population of the school would change from 72.0 percent to 88.5 percent. Absent the unification proposal, the high school is projected to be 74.8 percent minority in five years, based on its historical five-year trend.

Conclusion

OUHSD currently is a segregated school district based on guidelines Handbook for Conducting Racial and Ethnic Studies in School Districts (Attachment 2 to the agenda item). The proposed unification does not promote segregation since segregation already exists. Although the percentage of minority students will increase in the remainder of the OUHSD should the unification be successful, it is change without difference.

The County Committee study (Attachment 4 to the agenda item) stated that the unification “would eliminate the opportunity for the Oxnard UHSD to ‘take steps, insofar as reasonably feasible, to alleviate segregation of minority pupils in schools regardless of its cause.’” However, because of the limited number of non-minority students currently in the OUHSD, there appear to be no reasonably feasible steps to alleviate segregation. The best that can be attained is six comprehensive high schools that, at 81.2 percent minority each, are segregated under SBE guidelines.
Similarly, the Rio Mesa High School may be defined as already segregated under guidelines in the Handbook for Conducting Racial and Ethnic Studies in School Districts (Attachment 2). The high school currently is 72.0 percent minority and is projected to become almost 75 percent minority in five years.
Given the above findings of fact, the CDE recommends that the proposal to form a CUSD substantially complies with EC Section 35812(a)(4).
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Context

The Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District have jointly proposed, under the processes defined by California Education Code (EC) Section 35753, to create a new Camarillo Unified School District. The new Camarillo Unified School District would unify Pleasant Valley School District and the Somis Union School District and would reorganize the existing Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD) by separating Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD. 

The Policy and Evaluation Division has been asked to evaluate the impacts of separating Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD in terms of the requirements of Condition 6 of the enabling statute.
Legal Requirements

EC Section 35753 (a) permits the California State Board of Education (SBE) to approve proposals for the reorganization of districts if the SBE has determined that nine conditions are “substantially” met. More specifically, EC Section 35753 (a) (6) states:

“(6) The proposed reorganization will continue to promote sound educational performance and will not significantly disrupt the educational programs in the districts affected by the proposed reorganization.”

Issues of Disagreement Among the Parties

In its initial February 18, 2004 Feasibility Report submitted to the Ventura County Committee on School Reorganization, the firm Caldwell Flores Winters, Inc. (CFW) argued:

“The [current] educational programs in the existing Oxnard UHSD are implemented in each of their nine [high] schools. The educational programs of the elementary feeder school districts will be relatively unaffected.” (page 27)

However, “Eight of the nine Oxnard UHSD’s schools are [federally funded] Title I schools, with Adolfo Camarillo High School as the exception. . . These maps [included in report as Maps VI 1 and 2] indicate that the proposed Camarillo USD would have the highest performing schools within the total territory. Under the regulations of No Child Left Behind, penalties for continued low performance could accrue to a school and district that could force a shift in student attendance patterns.” (page 27)

In their later revised November 2005 feasibility report, CFW extended the argument:

“This study finds that the proposed reorganization would not make a significant change in [the] racial and ethnic composition of the current attendance patterns of students within the existing Oxnard UHSD as it is separated into the proposed Camarillo USD and the remaining Oxnard UHSD.” (page 24–emphasis added)

In the same November 2005 report, the CFW firm continues:

“However, approval of this reorganization would eliminate the opportunity for the Oxnard UHSD to ‘take steps, insofar as reasonably feasible, to alleviate segregation of minority pupils in schools regardless of its cause’ (5CCR § 18573 (E)) because an insufficient number of non-minority students would be present in the remaining Oxnard UHSD to comply with this regulation.” (page 24)

Later, CFW particularizes its arguments in reference to English learner (EL) students.

“Of particular concern, however, is the disproportionate distribution of ELL students in the remaining Oxnard UHSD schools as the result of the proposed reorganization. This disproportionate distribution, coupled with the isolation of Hispanic students in the remaining Oxnard UHSD schools, would likely place these higher concentrations of ELL students at risk for achievement of their Annual Measureable Objectives on state proficiency examinations, which could cause currently ‘adequately performing’ schools to become Program Improvement schools under [No Child Left Behind] NCLB…. Thereby changing the district’s existing educational focus for these schools and significantly disrupting the district’s educational programs.” (page 30)

Conversely, in a letter dated November 22, 2005, the law firm Nielsen, Merksamer, Parrinello, Mueller & Naylor, LLP (representing the Pleasant Valley School District) states:

“After nearly two years studying this issue, in a surprise change of position based on no new facts, the Final Report [prepared by CFW] recommends that this criterion be deemed not met because the disproportionate distribution the ELL student population after unification could cause this NCLB subgroup to fail to achieve Annual Measurable Objectives under NCLB, increasing the likelihood of Program Improvement status for the remaining Oxnard UHSD schools….Also, the Final Report [prepared by CFW] concludes that the unification would cause ‘few impacts on traditional educational programs offered by the affected districts.’ (P. 30) [sic] NCLB is the only issue, but there is another reality check to be had on that question. No OUHSD [Oxnard Union High School District] school is currently in PI status. After unification, virtually no students will be changing schools. Hence, if any of these schools fall back into PI status, it has nothing to do with this unification. It would be the challenge of increasing federal targets that might cause slippage in the future, if it were to occur at all. But the NCLB bar rises so dramatically over the next several years that all school districts will face a significant challenge, not just the OUHSD.” (page 4–emphasis added)

Data Analyses Prepared by the Policy and Evaluation Division
Analysis 1: PI Status of OUHSD

Based on data downloaded on October 1, 2007, the OUHSD has no schools currently in Program Improvement. Neither is the district in Program Improvement. One of the district’s continuation schools, Frontier High School, made only 5 of 6 of its federal accountability criteria for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Otherwise, every school made every AYP target. Particularly relevant to the issues raised by the parties is the percent of students achieving the federally designated ‘percent proficient’ in English-language arts and in mathematics. In 2007, every percent proficient target was met by the district’s schools.

The original reorganization proposal was based primarily on data from the 2002-03 and the 2003-04 academic years. Since that time, the federal AYP targets for ‘percent proficient’ have risen substantially. Yet, in every year from 2002-03 to 2006-07, every OUHSD school made all of these ever-increasing targets. 

Analysis 2: OUHSD API Growth Over Time
The Academic Performance Index (API) is computed to represent the sum of a school or district’s achievement in all of the content areas currently assessed in the California Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program. Whereas the AYP is reflective of student achievement in only in English-language arts and mathematics, the API represents achievement in a wider range of content areas. During the past few years, the API has been modified to include additional assessment areas, including history-social science and the sciences.

Since the original reorganization proposal was based on 2003-04 API data, it is pertinent to seek more recent performance data. The following table displays the API growth for the OUHSD from the 2003 Base API to the 2007 Growth API.

Table 1: OUHSD API Growth Over Time
	Year
	Base API
	Growth

	2003
	609
	

	2004
	622
	+21

	2005
	658
	+36

	2006
	669
	+12

	2007
	673
	+4

	Total Growth  
	+73


The OUHSD has shown a consistent, positive growth in its district API since 2003 to 2007. Even as the API added new End-of-Course assessments in history-social science and the sciences and the number of Hispanic and English learner students increased in the district, the district has maintained a positive growth track.

Of some concern, the magnitude of the district’s API growth has decreased in the last two years, suggesting a possible plateau effect.

Analysis 3: 2007 District vs. State API Analyses 
The 2007 API of the OUHSD was 673, 2.3 percent below the 2007 California state median API of 689 for all high school districts. 

This result is surprisingly positive as the population data in Table 2 (following) shows. In 2007, 69.9 percent of the high school students tested in the OUHSD were designated as Hispanic or Latino and 41.6 percent of the students were designated as English learners. This compares to the entire State of California where 44.7 percent of the state’s high school students were designated as Hispanic or Latino and 28.3 percent were designated as English learners.

The differences in student achievement as measured by the API are of a magnitude smaller than the differences expected from the large differences in population.

Table 2: Percent of Tested High School Students Designated as Hispanic or Latino and English Learners: California vs. OUHSD
	California
	
	Oxnard UHSD

	Hispanic or Latino Students
	
	Hispanic or Latino Students

	number
	percent
	
	number
	percent

	641,344
	44.7%
	
	7,899
	69.9%

	English Learners
	
	English Learners

	number
	percent
	
	number
	percent

	406,003
	28.3
	
	4,696
	41.6%


Seven of the eight significantly sized subgroups in the OUHSD had positive API growth from the 2006 Base to the 2007 Growth API calculation. Table 3 (following) displays these results.

Table 3: 2007 Subgroup API Scores for OUHSD
	Subgroups
	Number of Students
	Significant Size
	2006 Base API
	2007 Growth API
	Growth

	African American (not of Hispanic origin)
	387
	Yes
	660
	669
	+9

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	63
	No
	
	
	

	Asian
	291
	Yes
	830
	844
	+14

	Filipino
	519
	Yes
	795
	794
	-1

	Hispanic or Latino
	7,899
	Yes
	620
	628
	+8

	Pacific Islander
	69
	No
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	2,034
	Yes
	789
	794
	+5

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	5,618
	Yes
	606
	617
	+11

	English Learners
	4,696
	Yes
	584
	596
	+12

	Students with Disabilities
	957
	Yes
	450
	456
	+6


Table 4 (following) displays the 2007 API for designated subgroups, comparing California with the OUHSD. The OUHSD outperforms the state in every subgroup except “Students with Disabilities.”

Table 4: Comparison of 2007 API for Subgroups – OUHSD vs. California 
	Subgroups
	OUHSD 

API
	California API
	Difference

	African American (not of Hispanic origin)
	669
	596
	+73

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	
	664
	

	Asian
	830
	814
	+16

	Filipino
	794
	768
	+26

	Hispanic or Latino
	628
	621
	+7

	Pacific Islander
	
	669
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	794
	765
	+29

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	617
	616
	+1

	English Learners
	596
	590
	+6

	Students with Disabilities
	456
	464
	-8


Analysis 4: 2007 School-level API Growth in OUHSD
While the overall district API continued to show a pattern of positive growth, the 2007 school level performance declined at three of the district’s six comprehensive high schools. Table 5 (following) displays those disappointing results.

Table 5: 2007 API Growth for Comprehensive High Schools in OUHSD
	School
	2007 API
	Growth

	Adolfo Camarillo High
	794
	-5

	Channel Islands High
	666
	+20

	Hueneme High
	629
	+3

	Oxnard High
	676
	-3

	Pacifica High
	650
	+8

	Rio Mesa High
	681
	-16


Analysis 5: Comparison of OHUSD Comprehensive High Schools to their Median API for Similar Schools
In order to compare the performance of schools to a group of schools very similar in population, socioeconomic status, and educational challenge, CDE identifies a group of 100 similar schools for each school and the median API of these 100 similar schools is computed. The Similar Schools metric is an efficient indicator of how a school is performing relative to schools with very similar characteristics.

Table 6 (following) compares the 2007 schoolwide API for the six comprehensive high schools currently in the Oxnard Union High School District to the median API for their respective Similar Schools comparison group. 

Table 6:  2007 API of OUHSD Comprehensive High Schools Compared to the 

2007 API Median of their Similar Schools 
	2007 API
	Adolfo Camarillo High
	Channel Islands High
	Hueneme High
	Oxnard High
	Pacifica High
	Rio Mesa High

	School API
	789
	666
	629
	676
	650
	681

	Similar Schools - Median API
	794
	655
	653
	690
	658
	705

	Differences
	-5
	11
	-24
	-14
	-8
	-24

	
	-0.63%
	1.65%
	-3.82%
	-2.07%
	-1.23%
	-3.52%


Only one comprehensive high school in the Oxnard Union High School District scored higher than the median of their Similar Schools comparison group. These results indicate a district-wide pattern of lower-than-expected achievement. Other California high schools with a similar population and facing a very similar level of educational challenges, score higher than the comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD.

On average, the six comprehensive high schools scored 1.60 percent lower than their most similar high schools. When Adolfo Camarillo High School is removed from the analysis, the five remaining schools averaged 1.80 percent lower than their most similar schools.

Analysis 6: Effects of Separating Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD on the Percent “Proficient” or “Advanced” on the California Standards Tests (CST) Assessments
A detailed analysis of student performance on the full set of CST assessments was conducted to gauge the impact of separating Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD.

Table 7 (following page) displays an analysis of the percent of students scoring at the “proficient” or “advanced” level on each of the individual CST assessments administered within the OUHSD in 2007, aggregated by grade level. Table 7 also displays the percent of students scoring “proficient” or “advanced” on each CST assessment at Adolfo Camarillo High School. It then displays the number and percent of test-takers remaining in the OUHSD if Camarillo students are removed as proposed in the reorganization plan. Finally, it displays an average effect -- across all test-takers, CST assessments, and grade levels.

It is estimated that the proposed district reorganization would lower the district’s projected percent “Proficient” or “Advanced” by an average net of -3.5 percent.
Analysis 7: Effects of Removing Adolfo Camarillo High School on Subgroups 
Analysis 7 repeats Analysis 6 but looks at twelve subgroups of students: African American (not of Hispanic origin), American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Chinese, Filipino, Hispanic or Latino, Korean, Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, White (not of Hispanic origin), Socioeconomically Disadvantaged, and English Learners. Detailed results are appended to this report. Table 8 (page 9) summarizes these analyses.
The net effects of removing Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD on these twelve subgroups are quite small. On average, these twelve subgroups would lose only -0.68 percent of the test-takers scoring at the “proficient” or “advanced” level. For the three subgroups of the most concern in CFW’s earlier Feasibility Report, the Hispanic or  Latino students, the Socioeconomically Disadvantaged students, and the English Learners, the net effects would be -0.8 percent, -0.3 percent, and -1.0 percent respectively.
Table 8: Summary of Projected Net Effects After Proposed Reorganization on Percent of Students Scoring “Proficient” or “Advanced” within Designated Subgroups.
NOTE: Table 8 summarizes the subgroup analyses of the 2007 CST data detailed in the Appendices.
	Subgroups
	Net Total –Remaining

OUHSD Enrollment in Subgroup*
	Net Average – Percent of Students at “Proficient” or “Advanced”

	African American (not of Hispanic origin)
	384
	+0.5%

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	68
	+3.3%

	Asian 
	184
	-5.2%

	Chinese
	17
	+1.8%

	Filipino
	476
	-0.8%

	Hispanic or Latino
	7,587
	-0.8%

	Korean
	25
	0.0%

	Pacific Islander
	70
	+0.7%

	Vietnamese
	43
	-1.3%

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	1,154
	-5.0%

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	5,750
	-0.3%

	English Learners
	3,048
	-1.0%

	Average Projected NET LOSS / GAIN for All Subgroups
	-0.68%

	* Includes only students in grades 9 to 11 assessed with a 2007 CST test


Analysis 8: Effects of Separating Adolfo Camarillo High School on OUHSD Rates of Graduation
Analysis 8 gathered information published on the Oxnard Union High School District Web site and highlighted in each schools School Accountability Report Card (SARC) in order to determine what effects removing Adolfo Camarillo High School might have on rates of graduation within the remaining district. Table 9 displays graduation rate data from the 2004-05 academic year for the six comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD.

Table 9: 2004-05 Comparative Rates of Graduation for the OUHSD Comprehensive High Schools
	Adolfo

Camarillo High
	Channel Islands High
	Hueneme High


	Oxnard High


	Pacifica High


	Rio Mesa High
	Averages

	92.8%
	84.4%
	85.9%
	82.4%
	81.1%
	92.9%
	All six high schools  
	Five schools (No Camarillo)

	
	86.6%
	85.3%


Separating Adolfo Camarillo High from the OUHSD would lower the aggregate graduation rate of the district’s comprehensive high schools by a factor of -1.44 percent.
Analysis 9: Effects of Separating Adolfo Camarillo High School on Percent of Students Attempting and Completing College-Readiness (a-to-g) Courses in OUHSD
Analysis 9 sought to quantify the effects of removing Adolfo Camarillo High School from the Oxnard Union High School District on the percentage of students enrolled in college readiness (a-to-g) courses required for admission to the University of California (UC) and the California State University (CSU) systems. Table 10 presents enrollment and course completion data gathered in 2005 and downloaded from the California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) Web site on September 28, 2007.

Table 10: Percent of Students Enrolled in and Completing a-to-g Courses – 2005

Percent of Students Enrolled in a-to-g Courses
	California
	OUHSD
	Adolfo

Camarillo High
	Channel Islands High
	Hueneme High


	Oxnard High


	Pacifica High


	Rio Mesa High

	
	46.7%
	59.0%
	49.2%
	42.1%
	41.4%
	43.7%
	44.7%

	
	Average (No Camarillo High): 44.2%

	

	Percent of Graduates Completing ALL Required a-to-g Courses

	California
	OUHSD
	Adolfo

Camarillo High
	Channel Islands High
	Hueneme High


	Oxnard High


	Pacifica High


	Rio Mesa High

	35.9%
	21.6%
	27.9%
	21.5%
	21.9%
	14.1%
	14.1%
	30.2%

	
	Average (No Camarillo High): 20.4%


The proposed district reorganization would reduce the percent of OUHSD students completing the full sequence of a-to-g courses from 21.6 percent to 20.4 percent. The percentage of district students attempting some a-to-g courses would decrease from 46.7 percent to 44.2 percent. In the current OUHSD, less than half of the students attempt college preparatory (a-to-g) courses and only about one student in five completes the full a-to-g course sequence. In comparison, California has a state rate 35.9 course for a-to-g course completion. In this regard, the magnitude associated with the proposed reorganization would be quite small. 

Conclusions from Data Analyses
1. No school in the OUHSD is currently in Program Improvement. Every comprehensive high school met all of their 2007 AYP targets. Only one continuation school missed one AYP target. Otherwise, the district would have a perfect score and would have made all of its 2007 targets. 
2. With a current student population that is 70 percent Hispanic/Latino and which has 41 percent of its high school students still learning English, the OUHSD has already reached the “disproportionate” levels projected by CFW in their original Feasibility Report. Adolfo Camarillo High School is a moderately performing high school that scored below the median for its 2007 Similar Schools comparison group. Nor did it meet its 2007 API schoolwide target. Adolfo Camarillo High School currently only represents 14.6 percent of the high school enrollment of the OUHSD. Camarillo’s population of White students (the focus of many of CFW’s analyses) represents only 8.3 percent of the current enrollment in the OUHSD. Adolfo Camarillo’s White student subgroup produced 971 test-takers who scored “Proficient” or “Advanced” during the 2007 STAR Program assessment cycle. When compared to the 12,438 test-takers in the OUHSD during the same cycle, this represents only 7.8 percent of the district’s test-takers. This small number is not sufficient to significantly impact the district’s overall level of achievement. Whether Adolfo Camarillo High School remains in the OUHSD (or not) will not significantly impact the overall future student achievement of the district.
3. Tables 3 and 4 in Analysis 3 (page 5) presented data on the performance of Students with Disabilities in the OUHSD. It is pertinent to note that 957 students were designated as Students with Disabilities and the district aggregate API for this group of students was only 456. Even more pertinent, four of the six comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD had an aggregate API below the district’s API for this group. Since the aggregate API for the OUHSD is 8 points below the state median (464), this represents a very significant, negative factor impacting the future performance of the district. Whether or not the district and its schools continue to make their AYP targets and thus avoid entering Program Improvement will depend largely on the progress of the district’s Students with Disabilities. The most serious danger facing the district for potentially falling into Program Improvement lies with the lack of sufficient progress of the Students with Disabilities subgroup.
4. In spite of a growing English learner population and an increasing Hispanic/Latino enrollment, the OUHSD’s students have consistently shown API improvement, growing +73 points since 2003. No school is currently in Program Improvement. While the district’s current API (673) is below the 2007 California state median API (689) for high school districts, the OUHSD is at no greater risk for Program Improvement than is any other similar district. Every district in California must continue to increase its levels of student achievement to avoid the risk of not meeting their designated Annual Measurable Objectives.

5. It is very worrisome that in 2007, five of the six comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD (including Adolfo Camarillo High School) scored below the median API score for their Similar Schools comparison group. This means that when compared to schools with similar demographics and similar levels of educational challenge, the comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD performed below expectation. Since two of the comprehensive high schools were some 24 points (-3.82 percent and -3.52 percent) below their comparison group median, it is appropriate to infer that the quality of the educational program offered in the OHUSD may be lower than what is offered in comparable schools. On average, the six comprehensive high schools currently in the OUHSD scored -1.60 percent below their comparison group median API. When Adolfo Camarillo is removed from the computation, the five remaining high schools score -1.80 percent below their comparison group median API.

6. Analysis 6 presented the results of a detailed study of the effects of removing Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD on the percent of students scoring at the “Proficient” or “Advanced” level remaining within the district, it was estimated that the proposed district reorganization would lower the district’s projected percent “Proficient” or “Advanced” by an average net of      -3.5 percent.
7. Analysis 7 examined the impacts of the proposed reorganization on specific student subgroups in the OUHSD in relation to the percent of test-takers scoring at the “Proficient” or “Advanced” levels on the CST assessments. It was estimated that each individual subgroup remaining in the district will experience on average a loss of -.068 percent students scoring at the “Proficient” or “Advanced” levels as a result of the proposed reorganization.

8. In a separate analysis of rates of graduation, it was determined that the proposed reorganization would reduce the aggregate graduation rate of the comprehensive high schools in the OUHSD by -1.44 percent.
9. In a final analysis of the percent of OUHSD graduates who had completed all of the courses required for UC-CSU admission (the so-called “a-to-g” courses), it was determined that the proposed reorganization would reduce the percent of OUHSD students completing the full sequence of a-to-g courses from 21.6 percent to 20.4 percent. Since both of these figures are well below the California state rate of completion (35.9 percent), the proposed reorganization seems much less substantive than other factors that may be impacting student aspirations within the district.

Final Determinations

While the proposed district reorganization would probably lower the aggregate achievement of the Oxnard Union High School District, the magnitude of such loss would be relatively small. This loss could be halved if the remaining comprehensive high schools achieved at a level equal to the median of their Similar Schools comparison group. The most serious threat to the district’s progress in meeting its Annual Measurable Objectives lies in the extremely low performance of Students with Disabilities. Removing Adolfo Camarillo High School from the OUHSD will not (in and of itself) precipitate a plunge into Program Improvement for either the district or any of its remaining schools.

The current evaluation concurs with the conclusions reached by Nielsen, Merksamer, Parrinello, Mueller & Naylor, LLP in their November 22, 2005 letter: “After unification, virtually no students will be changing schools. Hence, if any of these schools fall back into PI status, it has nothing to do with this unification. It would be the challenge of increasing federal targets that might cause slippage in the future, if it were to occur at all. But the NCLB bar rises so dramatically over the next several years that all school districts will face a significant challenge, not just the OUHSD.” (page 4–emphasis added)

The present evaluation also concurs with the principal finding of the Feasibility Report (November 2005) as submitted to the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization by the firm Caldwell Flores and Winters, Inc.: “There would be few impacts on traditional educational programs offered by the affected districts as a result of the proposed formation.” (page 30)

For these reasons, the Policy and Evaluation Division concludes that the requirements of Condition 6 of EC Section 35753 (a) (6) were substantially met, and “The proposed reorganization will continue to promote sound educational performance and will not significantly disrupt the educational programs in the districts affected by the proposed reorganization.”

References

A Report on the Study of Feasibility of Formation of the Camarillo Unified School 
District. Prepared by Caldwell Flores Winters, Inc. Submitted to the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization, February 18, 2004.

A Report on the Study of Feasibility of Formation of the Camarillo Unified School 
District. Prepared by Caldwell Flores Winters, Inc. Submitted to the Ventura County Committee on School District Organization, November 2005. 

Dunlap, Judy. Letter to Stan Mantooth, Secretary, Ventura County Committee on 

School District Reorganization, November 4, 2005.

Nielsen, Merksamer, Parrinello, Mueller & Naylor, LLP. Letter to Stan Mantooth, 

Secretary, Ventura County Committee on School District Reorganization, November 22, 2005.

Addendum to Previously Prepared Analyses

Potential Reorganization Effects on Rio Mesa High School

In a letter dated September 25, 2007, Thomas Griffin, from the legal firm Thomas M. Griffin Law Offices, argues:

“What is the effect of the unification proposal on the students of Rio Mesa [High School] left behind? The answer is obvious to everyone except the proponents: THE UNIFICATION WILL LOWER THE API SCORE, INCREASE THE PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS, WILL INCREASE THE PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I ELIGIBLE STUDENTS AND WILL MAKE IT MORE DIFFICULT FOR THE SCHO0L TO REACH ITS REQUIRED PROFICIENCY LEVELS.” (page 2 – emphasis in original)

Unfortunately, Mr. Griffin does not seem to understand the criteria that California uses to determine whether a comprehensive high school has made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for the purposes of accountability under No Child Left Behind (NCLB).

California measures AYP by computing the percent of tenth grade students scoring “proficient” or “adequate” on the most current year’s California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) in mathematics and English-language arts. This computation is made for the school as a whole and for each subgroup of students representing a numerically significant portion of the school’s enrollment. 

A numerically significant subgroup is defined as either a group of students with 100 or more valid CAHSEE scores or (if the school is smaller) a group of 50 valid scores representing at least 15 percent of the school’s enrollment. For Rio Mesa High School, a 2007 AYP was computed schoolwide and for each of the following subgroups:

· Hispanic or Latino

· White (not of Hispanic origin)

· Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

· English Learners

In order for a high school to meet its 2007 “percent proficient” AYP criteria, 22.3 percent of the students tested must score at the “proficient” or the “adequate” level in English-language arts and 20.9 percent of the students must reach the same level in mathematics.

The following table was drawn directly from the CDE Web site and displays Rio Mesa High School’s 2007 percent proficient AYP criteria.

Rio Mesa High School: 2007 Percent Proficient AYP Criteria 
	
	
	English–Language Arts
	Mathematics

	
	Valid Scores
	Number At or Above Proficient
	Percent At or Above Proficient
	Met 2007 AYP Criteria
	
	Valid Scores
	Number At or Above Proficient
	Percent At or Above Proficient
	Met 2007 AYP Criteria

	Schoolwide
	569 
	293 
	51.5 
	Yes 
	
	568 
	300 
	52.8 
	Yes 

	Hispanic or Latino
	334 
	123 
	36.8 
	Yes 
	
	333 
	132 
	39.6 
	Yes 

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	167 
	128 
	76.6 
	Yes 
	
	166 
	127 
	76.5 
	Yes 

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	221 
	76 
	34.4 
	Yes 
	
	222 
	81 
	36.5 
	Yes 

	English Learners
	172 
	53 
	30.8 
	Yes 
	
	172 
	55 
	32.0 
	Yes 


Mr. Griffin posits that the proposed district reorganization will reduce the number of White (not of Hispanic origin) students at Rio Mesa High School. As a result, this will increase the percentage of students that are Hispanic or Latino and the percentage of English Learners. This situation, he suggests, would make it more difficult for the school to meet its AYP percent proficient targets in coming years.

However, even if the number of White (not of Hispanic origin) students drops to zero, there would be practically no impact on Rio Mesa High School making its future percent proficient AYP targets. Each and every numerically significant subgroup must meet the established minimum criterion independently of the performance of any other subgroup. The performance of the White (not of Hispanic origin) subgroup cannot directly influence the performance of any other numerically significant subgroup. Thus, it will be no harder or easier for Rio Mesa High School to reach either its future schoolwide AYP targets or to reach AYP targets for the remaining subgroups. 

Mr. Griffin makes an additional claim that the Academic Performance Index (API) at Rio Mesa High School will drop because of the proposed district reorganization. While Mr. Griffin may not understand that in California, the API is not currently used as the principal basis for NCLB accountability, he perceives a potential drop in Rio Mesa’s APIs as troubling.

This is a difficult claim to validate from available state-level databases since data is aggregated only at the school level. To determine its veracity, individual student data for those remaining at the school would have to be compared to those students who might move to the proposed district. No source for that level of data is currently available.

However, it is possible to examine the available 2007 API data to discern achievement patterns. The following table represents the 2007 API data for Rio Mesa High School. All data were downloaded from the CDE Web site on October 24, 2007.

Rio Mesa High School: 2007 API Data

	2007 API
	Number of Students
	Significant Size
	2006 Base API
	2007 Growth API
	Growth/ Difference

	Schoolwide
	1,625
	
	697
	681
	-16

	Subgroups
	
	
	
	
	

	African American (not of Hispanic origin)
	62
	No
	 
	 
	 

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	10
	No
	
	
	

	Asian
	51
	No
	 
	 
	 

	Filipino
	53
	No
	 
	 
	 

	Hispanic or Latino
	987
	Yes
	632
	613
	-19

	Pacific Islander
	16
	No
	
	
	

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	432
	Yes
	792
	797
	+5

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	616
	Yes
	600
	598
	+2

	English Learners
	547
	Yes
	606
	597
	-9

	Students with Disabilities
	155
	Yes
	475
	467
	-8

	Similar Schools API
	
	705
	-24

(-3.52%)


These data show that Rio Mesa High School has a declining schoolwide API (-16) and large (and persistent) differences across subgroups (330 API points). Achievement is falling in three of the five significantly-sized subgroups (Hispanic or Latino, English Learners, and Students with Disabilities). In comparison to other schools with very similar populations and facing very similar levels of educational challenges, Rio Mesa was substantially below (-3.52 percent) the median API for its Similar Schools. 

Taken together, the 2007 API data point to a comprehensive high school in a declining pattern of achievement and scoring well below what is expected from it. 

The following table displays percent of Rio Mesa students scoring at the “proficient” or “advanced” levels on selected 2007 CST tests.

	2007 CSTs
	9th grade
	10th grade
	11th grade

	All test-takers 
	n = 620
	n = 624
	n = 488

	CST English-Language Arts
	48%
	39%
	34%

	CST General Mathematics 
	13%
	
	

	CST Algebra I
	16%
	6%
	2%

	CST Geometry
	49%
	14%
	15%

	CST Summative Mathematics
	
	
	38%

	CST World History
	
	21%
	

	CST U.S. History
	
	
	29%

	
	
	
	

	2007 CSTs
	9th grade
	10th grade
	11th grade

	Hispanic or Latino test-takers
	n = 376
	n = 356
	n = 292

	CST English-Language Arts
	31%
	27%
	21%

	CST General Mathematics 
	9%
	
	

	CST Algebra I
	9%
	4%
	0%

	CST Geometry
	22%
	11%
	0%

	CST Summative Mathematics
	
	
	10%

	CST World History
	
	35%
	

	CST U.S. History
	
	
	20%

	
	
	
	

	White (not Hispanic) test-takers
	n = 161
	n = 170
	n = 115

	CST English-Language Arts
	75%
	60%
	54%

	CST General Mathematics 
	34%
	
	

	CST Algebra I
	26%
	8%
	5%

	CST Geometry
	68%
	23%
	5%

	CST Summative Mathematics
	
	
	32%

	CST World History
	
	44%
	

	CST U.S. History
	
	
	43%

	
	
	
	

	English Learner (EL) test-takers
	n = 174
	n = 167
	n = 96

	CST English-Language Arts
	25%
	20%
	3%

	CST General Mathematics 
	9%
	
	

	CST Algebra I
	14%
	5%
	0%

	CST Geometry
	33%
	15%
	0%

	CST Summative Mathematics
	
	
	n/a

	CST World History
	
	9%
	

	CST U.S. History
	
	
	5%


These data clearly show a pattern of decreasing achievement at increasing grade levels. Fewer eleventh grade students take the CST tests and even fewer test-takers achieve at the “proficient” or “advanced” level than Rio Mesa’s ninth grade students. These data also show that White (not of Hispanic origin) students outperform their Hispanic peers at every grade level. Finally, except for the six ninth grade students who scored “proficient” or “advanced” on the 2007 CST Geometry test, English Learners at Rio Mesa achieve at abysmally low levels.

More particularly, the following two tables display the percent of CST test-takers scoring “proficient” or “advanced” on the English-Language Arts tests for all test-takers and for the White (not of Hispanic origin) subgroup.

	2007 CSTs – English-Language Arts 

Test-takers
	Number

Tested
	Proficient or Advanced

	
	
	Projected

Number
	Percent

	All 9th grade 
	609
	292
	48%

	All 10th grade 
	602
	235
	39%

	All 11th grade
	471
	160
	34%

	Totals
	1,682
	687
	40.9%


	2007 CSTs – English-Language Arts

Test-takers
	Number

Tested
	Proficient or Advanced

	
	
	Projected

Number
	Percent

	9th grade White (not Hispanic)
	129
	97
	75%

	10th grade White (not Hispanic)
	136
	82
	60%

	11th grade White (not Hispanic)
	92
	50
	54%

	Totals
	357
	229
	64.1%


The 229 test-takers from the White (not of Hispanic origin) subgroup who scored “proficient” or “advanced” on one of the CSTs in English-Language Arts represent only 13.6 percent of Rio Mesa’s test-takers. Because of the relatively small size of this group, it plays only a limited role in the computation of Rio Mesa’s 2007 Schoolwide API. Other factors (and other subgroups) play a much more significant role. 

Which brings the final question — Will removing a group of White (not of Hispanic origin) students from Rio Mesa impact the school’s future API trajectory?

The answer is that there are too many unknowns to reliably plot a future trajectory for Rio Mesa’s API. To be sure, currently the White (not of Hispanic origin) subgroup is the highest achieving subgroup at the high school. But, it is important to remember that the White (not of Hispanic origin) subgroup is neither large nor particularly high scoring. This group is showing only a very modest API growth. Negative factors (like the performance of Hispanic or Latino students and Students with Disabilities) weigh far more heavily than do the relatively small positive effects of the White (not of Hispanic origin) subgroup. 

It seems likely that if the current pattern of achievement continues at Rio Mesa High School, the school will continue to see flat or dropping APIs. Removing some number of higher achieving students will also probably decrease the school’s API. How much of a drop and the rate of any potential drop are not currently determinable.
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School Facilities Planning Division

Subject:
School Facilities Analysis for Proposed Camarillo Unified School District

One of the nine conditions that must be “substantially met” for the State Board of Education to approve a proposal for a school district reorganization, pursuant to Education Code Section 35753(a)(7), is that “Any increase in school facilities costs as a result of the proposed reorganization will be insignificant and otherwise incidental to the reorganization.”
The School Facilities Planning Division has reviewed the Ventura County Office of Education’s analysis regarding the proposed school district reorganization involving the Pleasant Valley School District, the Somis School District, and a portion of the Oxnard Union High School District.  Our analysis concludes that any increase in school facilities costs due to the reorganization will not be significant.  The primary cost to the Oxnard Union High School District will be its need to replace its continuation high school, as the reorganization will convey the current Frontier Continuation High School to the Camarillo Unified School District.  The local bond money that might be used for this purpose has been approved by the district’s voters although it is losing value as time passes and inflationary pressures operate, particularly in the acceleration of construction costs and land prices.  The State School Construction Program would, with certainty, be asked to fund half the cost.

Disposition and Replacement of Frontier Continuation High School
Frontier Continuation High School, the Oxnard Union High School District’s only continuation high school, is located within the boundaries of the proposed Camarillo Unified School District.  Under the district reorganization, Frontier High, along with Camarillo High School, would be transferred to the new Camarillo Unified District.  Frontier is located on the property of Camarillo Airport and consists mostly of 20 relocatable classrooms; it lacks most common facilities, including a gym, cafeteria, and physical education fields.

If the Oxnard Union High School District constructs a new continuation high school for the some 300 Oxnard resident students attending the present facility but displaced by the reorganization, the state construction grant would be approximately $7.88 million, today, and the School District’s share would be $7.88 million, or more.

The Oxnard Union High School District has been planning to replace this school.  Passage of Measure H in November 2004 for $135,000,000 envisioned the construction of a new high school in Camarillo, the construction of a new high school in Oxnard, the possible relocation of Frontier High School, and other projects.  Thus, the voters of the high school district already have approved funding for the relocation of the continuation high school.  Although the entire $135,000,000 bond remains available to Oxnard Union High School District, as time goes on and construction costs escalate, the value of the $135,000,000 bond is effectively declining.  If the unification is approved, however, the high school district will no longer need to construct one the high schools (the Camarillo area school) envisioned in Measure H.

A short term alternative to building a new continuation high school might be the joint operation of the existing Frontier High; however, the two school districts would not be under any obligation to do this.  Thus, in the short term, it might be hypothetically possible to say that any increase in school facilities costs almost would be nonexistent.  However, Frontier still lacks the common facilities that it should have to be a complete school and this will eventually cost the owners of Frontier School several million dollars to provide.  Camarillo Unified would start with three closed schools, one of which might be converted to continuation high use.
Providing Facilities for High School Students Resident in Pleasant Valley and Somis Districts
Although much has been written and analyzed relative to providing facilities for high school students resident within the Pleasant Valley and Somis School Districts, it is apparent that neither the Camarillo Unified School District nor the State School Building Program would incur significant costs to house non-continuation high school students as a result of the proposed reorganization.  

Two viable options exist for a Camarillo Unified: conversion of the recently closed Los Altos Middle School to a magnet high school for up to 1000 students, and, in the longer term, construction of the new high school that the Oxnard Union High District has been planning for some time.  

In the first case, this former middle school on 19 acres enjoys a joint-use agreement with the adjacent city athletic fields and pool.  This effectively adds another 13 acres to the campus, for a total of 32 acres for the school.  State standard acreage for a high school of 1000 students is 31.5 - 34.1 acres, depending on the athletic facility requirements.  Also, Los Altos has 37 classrooms, which will accommodate 1000 students.  Science classrooms would need to be augmented for a high school program and power upgrades would be necessary, but costs, born by Camarillo Unified, one can say would be incidental.  With a 1000-student capacity at Los Altos, Camarillo Unified would be able to provide housing for the some 775 students resident in Pleasant Valley and Somis, but attending Rio Mesa High School in Oxnard and displaced by the reorganization. 
In the second case, the longer term, transfer of the Camarillo property purchased for the new high school would be effected by a reorganization.  If student enrollment projections hold, Camarillo Unified would likely need to build this school.  Enrollment projections in the coastal counties have been flattening or declining recently, so it is not an absolute certainty that a Camarillo Unified would need more than the existing Camarillo High and the converted Los Altos school.  If it is to be built, it should make little difference whether a Camarillo Unified or an Oxnard Union High School District builds this new high school in Camarillo: the costs to the responsible school district and to the state should be essentially the same.  

In the event that a Camarillo Unified finds that a converted Los Altos School provides sufficient additional high school capacity to augment Camarillo High, it might be possible to avoid the expense of constructing a new high school altogether, or at least for several years.  For the time that it is avoided, this would be a cost savings for both the Camarillo Unified School District and the State School Building Program.  The Pleasant Valley School District currently has two closed elementary campuses in addition to the closed Los Altos Middle School campus; whereas, the Oxnard Union High School District has no facilities it is not using fully.
Facilties for Elementary Students
A Camarillo Unified School District would at the outset have two closed elementary schools, Pleasant Valley and Valle Lindo Schools, and one closed middle school, Los Altos.  No increase in school facilities costs for grades K-8 would be caused as a result of the proposed reorganization.
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Financial Accountability and Information Services

Subject:
Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Formation of Camarillo Unified School District 

We have reviewed the unification proposal affecting the Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD) and the Pleasant Valley School District (PVSD), for compliance with Criterion #9 as provided in Education Code Section 35812(a). This unification proposal would form a new unified school district, Camarillo Unified School District (CUSD), from the total territory of the PVSD and a portion of territory from the OUHSD.

Criterion #9 requires that a proposed reorganization not have a substantial negative effect on the fiscal status of the proposed district or any existing district affected by the proposed reorganization. Based on our review, we conclude that the reorganization proposal complies with this criterion.

Current Fiscal Status

The affected school districts’ fiscal year 2006-07 annual audit reports and 2007-08 first interim reports indicate that both OUHSD and PVSD are currently fiscally solvent. Each of their annual audits had unqualified opinions, and their first interim reports, as prepared by the school districts and reviewed by the Ventura County Office of Education, had positive certifications, which indicate that the school districts will meet their financial obligations for the current fiscal year and two subsequent fiscal years. 

Additionally, according to the first interim reports, both school districts exceeded the reserves for economic uncertainties levels recommended by the criteria and standards, which are used by county offices of education and the California Department of Education (CDE) to evaluate fiscal solvency. 

Based on the size of these school districts, the criteria and standards recommend that they maintain reserves of at least three percent of their total general fund expenditures. The estimated reserves for economic uncertainties for OUHSD ranges from 8.4 percent in fiscal year 2007-08 to 6.3 percent in fiscal year 2009-2010. The estimated reserves for economic uncertainties for PVSD ranges from 5.1 percent in fiscal year 2007-08 to 11.7 percent in fiscal year 2009-2010. 

Estimated Additional Funding for CUSD

When school districts unify, Education Code Section 35735 provides for an increase in revenue limit funding in recognition of the need to have a common salary and benefit schedule for all of the employees of the new district. This could facilitate, but does not require, a leveling-up of the lower salary schedules. 

Based on the statutory calculations to blend the revenue limits of the existing school districts, and provide for an allowance to “level up” salaries in the new districts, the CDE estimates that the proposed Camarillo Unified School District will receive an estimated additional $5.437 million in revenue limit funding. The full amount that would be needed to level up all salaries is estimated to be $5.471 million. However, because the increase is capped at 10 percent of the calculated blended revenue limit, the new district would only receive 99 percent of that amount. The CDE does not believe this difference will have a significant impact on the fiscal viability of the proposed new school district.

Retiree Benefits
Both the OUHSD and PVSD have an existing unfunded liability for retiree benefits. Based on the districts’ 2006-07 audit reports, the total combined unfunded liability is $133.2 million; this liability amount remains the same whether they remain as currently structured or they reorganize as proposed. There is no requirement that this entire liability be either funded or recorded in the current fiscal year; rather, this liability should be amortized (recognized) over a period not to exceed thirty years. This liability exists regardless of whether or not these districts reorganize, and the CDE does not believe that the liability will cause a substantial negative effect for either OUHSD or the proposed CUSD.

Potential Loss of Revenue for ELL Students at OUHSD

School districts receive additional funding for ELL students, primarily through the Economic Impact Aid (EIA) program. To the extent that the ELL students remain with OUHSD, the EIA funding remains as well. Based on the year-end data submitted by OUHSD to the CDE, the CDE found no evidence of encroachment in the EIA program. Therefore, the CDE does not find that this will have a significant negative effect on OUHSD.

2/26/2008 3:05:26 PM
2/26/2008 3:05:26 PM

