Addendum to Public Comments Summary Chart
Section 12011
Proposed Section 12011(a)(2)
Comment: Doesn’t this contradict limiting the size to 10?
CDE Response: Proposed section 12011(a)(2) is stating that operating agencies with the most students will have a seat on the RPAC. Some regions work with dozens of districts with varying student population size. For example, some districts could have 10 students while others have 800. This proposed section will ensure those districts with the most students will have a parent representative on the RPAC.
Section 12012
Proposed Section 12012(b)
Comment: Why is it necessary to prescribe the nomination process?
CDE Response: Through monitoring visits the CDE has found that most operating agencies are out of compliance with nominating requirements currently in Education Code Section 54444.2(a)(2), therefore, the nominations process is delineated to avoid further non-compliance and confusion about the nomination process.
Section 12014
Proposed Section 12014(b)
Comment: If RPAC community members are only elected once a year how does that provide the RPAC more opportunity to select community members?
CDE Response: Annual elections provide the RPAC the opportunity to select new members every year. By electing new members every year, many more people from the community will have the opportunity to sit on the RPAC. 
Proposed Section 12014(d)
Comment: If new elections are in March, then why is there a need to allow parent members to sit “until the school year ends.”
Response: This section refers to parent members that lose eligibility at any time during the year. If, for example, a parent member loses eligibility in September of year one of their two-year term, they may stay on the council until the end of that year.
Section 12017
Proposed Section 12017(a)
Comment: Why will the roundtable include 5 officers? Shouldn’t three be sufficient? The rotation seems to decrease the ability to develop leadership skills. Leadership skills should be developed locally. 
CDE Response: The roundtable format will facilitate the development of leadership skills among many RPAC members. Each of the five will help develop the agenda and lead the meetings. By providing more members the opportunity to lead meetings more members will have the opportunity for leadership experiences. The CDE concurs with the statement that leadership should be developed locally and this would be one of those local opportunities. In current practice, one or two members that are officials tend to dominate governance of the council and thereby limit other members opportunity to participate and lead. 
Proposed Section 12017(f)
Comment: The president presides at the meeting. Not sure how that means the president “has authority over meetings without much input from the rest of the council.”
CDE Response: Proposed Section 12017(f) is added to clarify that there will not be a president. The officers of the council will form a roundtable and each member will have the same level of authority. At each meeting, a different member will be selected to lead the meeting. Each roundtable member will have the opportunity to lead a meeting and this task will no longer reside with a president, as in the past. 
Proposed Section 12017(h)
Comment: This need [to preside over meetings] is met if district PAC officers have priority to be RPAC members [locally, at their districts of origin]. 
CDE Response: There is a need to provide RPAC members leadership opportunities at the regional level. This section provides such an opportunity.
General Comments
Jorgina Perez Comment: Commenter is unable to read English and requested a website where she can read the information provided in Spanish. The link provided goes to the web page of the State Parent Advisory Council (SPAC) and not the regulations. 
CDE Response: As a courtesy, the CDE provided an unofficial translation of the regulations text in Spanish. The Spanish copy was posted to the CDE Migrant Web Page for the SPAC. On the SPAC web page, below the photograph of the SPAC members, there is a tab for the Spanish translation of the regulations. 
Migrant Education Region V Comment: Requests to have RPAC membership comprised of members from each district with a service agreement. 
CDE Response: The CDE provides grants to 20 local education agencies that have applied to the State Board of Education to either be regions (comprised of counties) or to be directly-funded districts. The CDE currently funds 15 regions and 5 direct-funded districts. Regions subgrant funds out to multiple local districts through what is called a “district-service agreement (DSA).” The CDE requires a region to have a DSA for each district with more than 200 migrant students. Therefore, those regions with DSA districts will likely have a parent member from each one of their DSA districts on the RPAC, because the currently proposed regulations require members to be from districts with the largest migrant student populations.  The number of members was increased from 10 to 15 based on comments received from the field requesting additional members. 
Migrant Education Region III Comment: Section 12013(c) is unnecessary.
CE Response: The necessity for section 12013(c) was provided in the Initial Statement of Reasons. 
CRLA Letter, February 25, 2019
Comment: All of the documents related to the RPAC regulations should be translated into the top three languages spoken by migrant parents and the regulations should be suspended until such time as the translations are available, with a new extended 45-day comment period…In addition, we are concerned that only a single public hearing was scheduled in Sacramento. 
CDE Response: The CDE followed the posting requirements as set forth by the Office of Administrative law and provided the documents in English, as required. As a courtesy, the CDE provided an unofficial translation of the regulations text in Spanish. As translation of legal text in Spanish is not readily available from contracted translators, nor are biliterate Spanish language attorneys, the CDE took additional time to review several versions of the translated regulations in Spanish before it was able to post it to the web page.  Due to the delay in posting the Spanish version of the regulations, the CDE extended the comment period from February 8, 2019 to March 1, 2019. 
Administrative procedures require a single public hearing and the CDE complied with these requirements. 
Comment from Daniel Luna: Members are being eliminated. 
CDE Response: Members are not being eliminated. On the contrary, more members are being provided the opportunity to participate in council membership. Through monitoring visits, the CDE has found many councils dominated by the same non-parents’ members across long periods of time. These regulations will provide more migrant parents the opportunity to participate in a meaningful way in the parent councils. In addition, many regions operate parent councils like large parent meetings without a presiding council. These proposed regulations clarify the structure of the proposed council. In addition, as council meetings are public meetings, all parents are welcome to attend. 
Comment from Dalia Padilla: Do not limit council membership to 10 members and allow 15-member with a regional alternate. 
CDE Response: Based on several comments, the CDE has agreed to increase the number of council members from 10 to 15. Alternatives will not be allowed as elected members in councils are not allowed to send an alternate and allowing alternates creates a great deal of confusion in council governance due to the need to train members on governance rules. 
CRLA Letter March 1, 2019
Comment: Definition of eligible community member inconsistent with Migrant Education Act. 
CDE Response: The proposed regulations to do not conflict with the requirements for the MEP in the Education Code. CDE may be more restrictive to provide clarity for process and procedure so long as it does not contradict the statute. The definition of community members mirrors the definition in the SPAC regulations. 
Comment: There is no necessity for the proposed modifications to the regulations and the changes to the regulations were not properly indicated. 
CDE Response: The CDE provided the necessity for the modifications in the 15-Day Notice and the Final Statement of Reasons in compliance with the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), and the CDE was properly identified all modifications to the regulations in conformance with APA requirements.
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