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Budget Update 

Last week, we reported that the Legislature sent the 2019-20 State Budget bill 

(Assembly Bill [AB] 74) to Governor Gavin Newsom two days before the  

June 15 constitutional deadline. The Budget bill was officially presented to 

Governor Newsom on Saturday, June 15, 2019, meaning he will have until 

Thursday, June 27, to approve the Budget bill as is, approve with specific  

line-item reductions, or veto the bill and send it back to the Legislature. With 

the Governor and legislative leadership having announced a Budget agreement 

on June 9, significant line-item vetoes are not expected. 

This week, the Budget Committees considered and approved a number of 

budget trailer bills, the implementing language of the State Budget. The  

2019-20 Education Omnibus Trailer Bill (AB and Senate Bill [SB] 75) was 

made public late last week and is awaiting approval by the Legislature. Once 

the trailer bills are approved by the Legislature, they will be sent to Governor 

Newsom for his consideration. Budget trailer bill provisions go into effect 

immediately upon signature by the Governor.  

In next week’s Sacramento Update we will apprise you of any action that 

Governor Newsom takes on the main Budget bill, as well as an update on the 

Budget trailer bills.  

Education Policy Committees 

Both the Senate and Assembly Education Committees met on Wednesday, June 

19, to consider a combined 34 measures (21 in the Senate and 13 in the 

Assembly). Due to the high volume of bills that passed out of the Assembly at 

the house-of-origin deadline, the Senate Education Committee has been forced 

to pack its agendas over the past few weeks in order to meet upcoming 

legislative deadlines, while the Assembly, which has a lower volume of Senate 

bills to consider, held their first committee hearing in over a month. Some of  
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the more significant education measures that passed out of the committees this week include:  

 AB 48 (O’Donnell, D-Long Beach), which would authorize a $13 billion bond to be placed on the 2020 

primary election ballot for the construction and modernization of K-14 facilities and would also put a 

bond (unspecified amount) on the 2022 general election ballot 

 AB 197 (Weber, D-San Diego), which would, commencing with the 2022-23 school year, require schools 

in districts offering kindergarten and charter schools serving pupils in early primary grades to implement 

at least one full-day kindergarten program that would have to be the same number of minutes that is 

offered to pupils in 1st grade 

 AB 751 (O’Donnell), which would, commencing with the 2021-22 school year, require the State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction to approve one or more nationally recognized high school 

assessments that a local educational agency may, at its own discretion, administer in lieu of the grade 11 

Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment 

 AB 967 (Smith, D-Santa Clarita), which would apply various Local Control and Accountability Plan 

(LCAP) requirements that currently apply to school districts and county offices of education to charter 

schools, and requires charter school LCAPs to be reviewed and approved by charter school authorizers 

 SB 223 (Hill, D-San Mateo), which would authorize the governing board of a school district, a county 

board of education, and the governing body of a charter school to adopt a policy that allows a parent or 

guardian to possess and administer nonsmokeable and nonvapeable medicinal cannabis to an authorized 

pupil at a school site 

 SB 541 (Bates, R-Laguna Niguel), which would require every public school, including charter schools, 

and every private school that has an enrollment of 50 or more pupils or more than one classroom, to 

conduct an age-appropriate lockdown drill or multi-option response drill at least once per school year 

Policy committees will need to ramp up their work over the next several weeks in order to make their 

deadlines of passing fiscal bills before July 10, 2019, and nonfiscal bills before July 12, 2019; after which 

the Legislature takes a month off for Summer Recess.  

SB 276 Passes Out of the Assembly Health Committee 

On Thursday afternoon, the controversial SB 276 by Senator Richard Pan (D-Sacramento) passed out of the 

Assembly Health Committee with nine “aye” votes.  

SB 276 would require the Department Public Health (DPH) to annually review immunization reports from 

all schools and institutions to identify medical exemptions subject to review. The bill would require a 

clinically trained DPH staff member to review exemptions from schools or institutions with an immunization 

rate of less than 95% or physicians and surgeons who submit five or more medical exemptions in a calendar 

year. The bill would establish an appeals process for medical exemptions that are denied or revoked and 

create an independent review panel made up of three physicians for purposes of appeals. The bill would also 

require the DPH to create a standardized statewide form for the purpose of obtaining a medical exemption 

or medical exemptions for immunization requirements.  
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The bill was amended this past week after negotiations with the Newsom Administration. Newsom expressed 

some concerns with the bill earlier this month but, after the amendments, the Governor has signaled that he 

will formally support the bill, meaning the bill will likely become law should it reach the Governor’s desk. 

SB 276 was the only bill heard by the committee on Thursday and after five hours of testimony, public 

comment, and questions from the members, the committee approved the bill. The measure will now be sent 

to the Assembly Appropriations Committee, which is chaired by Assembly Member Lorena Gonzalez  

(D-San Diego), who is a co-author of the bill.  

 If the bill passes out of the Appropriations Committee, it will go the Assembly floor for a vote and then 

back to the Senate for concurrence in Assembly amendments before being sent to the Governor for his 

consideration. 

 

Leilani Aguinaldo 
Robert Miyashiro 
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Note: SB 276 got past another hurdle on Thursday after being approved by the Assembly Health Committee 

and will now go the Appropriations Committee where its fiscal implication will be scrutinized. 

 

What Schools and Parents Need To Know About  
California’s Vaccination Law 

 

By Jane Meredith Adams 

EdSource 

June 20, 2019 

 

Proposed changes to California’s current vaccination law would make it more difficult for parents to use 

medical exemptions to avoid immunizing their children before enrolling them in school. The bill is making 

its way through the Legislature and is expected to be signed by the governor. 

Senate Bill 276 is meant to close loopholes in the 2015 vaccination law that eliminated so-called “personal 

belief” exemptions allowing parents to opt out of immunizing their children based solely on their personal 

beliefs. 

Hearings on the proposed changes have brought large crowds of opponents to the state Capitol over the past 

several months. This week Gov. Gavin Newsom negotiated amendments to the bill with its authors, easing 

proposed restrictions on medical exemptions. 

Sen. Richard Pan, D-Sacramento, who authored the 2015 law, proposed the new bill after a series of 

recent measles outbreaks across the country. Originally the bill would have required doctors to submit all 

medical exemption requests to the California Department of Public Health, which would have to approve 

them. 

The bill requires doctors to certify they examined the child and include in the request their name, their 

medical license number and the reason for the exemption. The public health department would be required 

to keep a database of the exemptions and it would have the authority to revoke exemptions if they’re later 

found to be fraudulent. 

The newly amended version of SB276 retains many of the same requirements, but would only require health 

department reviews of medical exemptions if a child’s school has an immunization rate of less than 95 percent 

or if the doctor who signed the request has written five or more medical exemptions that year. 

With the passing of the vaccination law, SB277, which amended the California Health and Safety Code and 

took effect July 1, 2016, the era of new “personal belief exemptions” to vaccinations ended in California. 

Parents who once declined to vaccinate their children attending school are making their choices: vaccinate, 

enroll in home-school/independent study, seek a medical exemption or qualify their children for special 

education services regardless of vaccination status. 

To recap: Parents do not have to immunize their children. But under the law, children must be immunized 

against 10 serious communicable diseases if they want to attend public or private schools and child care 

centers. Studies have linked clusters of unimmunized children to outbreaks of measles, pertussis and 

varicella. Diseases such as polio remain active in other countries. 
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Students are affected by immunization law only at certain grade-level checkpoints: upon entering child care, 

transitional kindergarten/kindergarten or 7th grade, or when transferring into schools or child care from out 

of state or out of the country. Otherwise, the immunization status of students is not an issue. 

Use this EdSource vaccination database to find out how many kindergarten students were vaccinated at any 

public, charter or private California elementary school in the 2017-18 school year. 

Here’s what is known about the law passed in 2015 and how it is being interpreted: 

What does the current law say? 

Private or public child care centers, preschools, elementary schools and secondary schools cannot admit 

children unless they are immunized against 10 diseases: diphtheria, Haemophilus influenzae type b (bacterial 

meningitis), measles, mumps, pertussis (whooping cough), polio, rubella, tetanus, hepatitis B and chicken 

pox. 

What did the law change? 

The law eliminated the personal belief exemption for required vaccinations. This exemption allowed parents 

to opt out of vaccinating their children by completing a form, signed by a health care practitioner, attesting 

that vaccinations were counter to their personal beliefs. 

The law also overrode an allowance for religious exemptions to vaccinations that former Gov. Jerry Brown 

had inserted into a California Department of Public Health form. The religious exemption was not part of 

state law. 

Are there exemptions to the law? 

Yes. 

Medical: If SB276 is signed into law medical exemptions will still be allowed, but will have added 

restrictions. Beginning Jan. 1, 2021 licensed physicians or surgeons will be required to write up medical 

exemption requests on a standardized electronic form that will be filed with the California Immunization 

Registry. The State Department of Public Health will monitor immunization levels at schools, as well as 

whether individual doctors have submitted unusually high numbers of exemptions. 

The new bill states that children who may have been exposed to one of the 10 diseases and who don’t have 

proof they have been immunized for that illness may be temporarily excluded from school. They would 

remain out of school until the local health officer determines they are no longer at risk of developing the 

disease or transmitting it. 

Homeschooling or independent study without classroom instruction: As of July 1, 2016, students who 

attend a home-based private school or an independent study program without classroom-based instruction 

are not subject to immunization requirements for entry. Home schools and independent study programs are 

obligated to maintain records of students’ immunization status. Students in independent study programs that 

include classroom-based instruction must be vaccinated according to state laws. 

Special Education: Are special education students explicitly exempt from vaccination requirements because 

of their federal right to services? Several school district lawyers said the matter was unclear. But in its 

https://edsource.org/2019/vaccination-rates-by-school-in-california-2017-18/610790
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kindergarten summary report for 2016-17, the California Department of Public Health stated: “Students who 

have an individualized education program (IEP) may continue to receive all necessary services identified in 

their IEP regardless of their immunization status.” I could not find a more recent report. 

Database of kindergarten vaccination rates from 2008-09 to 2015-16 

Database of kindergarten vaccination rates from 2016-17 to 2017-18 

Is there an appeal process if a medical exemption is denied? 

Parents or guardians can appeal the denial of a medical exemption to the Secretary of California Health and 

Human Services. The secretary will appoint an independent expert review panel, consisting of three licensed 

primary care physicians or immunization experts, to evaluate and rule on appeals. 

Are kindergartners allowed to enroll “conditionally” if they have not yet completed  
all of the required vaccinations? 

Yes, if they meet certain requirements. Kindergartners must have a mumps and a rubella vaccination before 

enrolling — there is no conditional enrollment involving the mumps and rubella vaccinations. Kindergartners 

also must be as current as possible with other immunizations, given the need to space out certain vaccine 

doses. 

Kindergartners may be conditionally admitted with at least one dose of the following vaccines: polio; 

diphtheria, tetanus and pertussis; measles; hepatitis B and varicella (chicken pox.) 

School districts already have their own systems for tracking and following up with kindergartners who are 

not fully immunized. Whatever systems districts are currently using remain in place. 

If students are entering the public school system as transitional kindergartners, these conditional 

immunization rules apply to them as well. 

What about children who currently have personal belief exemptions on file? 

Children who before Jan. 1, 2016 held personal belief exemptions to vaccinations are not subject to the new 

law until they reach their next vaccination checkpoint. 

The law defines these checkpoints as “grade spans,” as follows: 

 Birth to preschool; 

 Kindergarten and grades 1 to 6, inclusive, including transitional kindergarten; 

 Grades 7 to 12, inclusive. 

For example, a 6th grade student with a personal belief exemption in December 2015 will still have to comply 

with vaccination requirements upon entering 7th grade, which is a vaccination checkpoint. 

If a child has been exposed to one of the 10 diseases named in the immunization requirements and does not 

have proof of immunization, the child temporarily may be kept out of school. 

https://edsource.org/2017/measles-at-disneyland-a-vulnerable-child-and-a-new-law-prompted-higher-vaccination-rates/580786
https://edsource.org/2016/database-of-kindergarten-vaccine-rates-from-2008-09-to-2015-16/561985
https://edsource.org/2019/vaccination-rates-by-school-in-california-2017-18/610790
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Do unvaccinated children with personal belief exemptions who move from  
one California school or district to another have to meet the vaccination  

requirements of new students? 

Not unless the student is entering a vaccination checkpoint grade span: a child care facility or preschool, a 

transitional kindergarten/kindergarten or 7th grade. Personal belief exemptions can be transferred between 

child care facilities and schools in California both within and across school districts, according to the 

state. Personal belief exemptions from another state or country are not valid. 

What vaccinations are required of unvaccinated students before entering 7th grade? 

As of July 1, 2016, all previously unvaccinated students entering 7th grade must provide documentation  

of the vaccines needed for school entry based on age. These include the polio series, the 

diphtheria/tetanus/pertussis series, the varicella (chicken pox) vaccine and two doses of MMR, according to 

the California Department of Public Health. 

But while immunization against hepatitis B is required for entry to lower grades, the law states that it is not 

required for entry to 7th grade. 

What are the options for parents who do not want to have their children vaccinated but 
want to enroll them in school? 

Parents who do not want to vaccinate their children attending school have three options: obtain a medical 

exemption to vaccinations, enroll in homeschooling or independent study without classroom instruction, or 

have their children evaluated and enrolled in special education services. 

What is homeschooling and independent study? 

According to the California Homeschool Network, parents who wish to homeschool have four options: 

 Establish their own private home school by filing a private school affidavit. Parents are free to collaborate 

with other homeschools. Homeschools are required to teach California mandated subject areas, but have 

latitude as to when and how such subjects are taught. 

 Join another private home school and become a “satellite” home school. 

 Enroll in a district or charter public school that offers independent study. The student receives 

assignments from a teacher but fulfills most of the work independently. 

 Homeschool a child by hiring a credentialed tutor. 

Are schools required to track immunizations? 

Schools are required to document each student’s immunization history. The immunization record of each 

student enrolled conditionally must be reviewed regularly to ensure they receive their immunizations by the 

required time. Those who fail to get their immunizations by the designated date will be prohibited from 

attending school. 
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Each district school board is being asked to file an annual report on the immunization status of all new 

students to the California Department of Public Health or its local health department. The local health 

department will have access to the immunization record of every student in school. 

 

Note: AB 1505 and AB 1507 are bills that would make significant changes to the California charter school 

laws and will both need to be heard by the Senate Education Committee before July 10. 

 

Legislation Would Ratchet Down On Charter Schools 
 

By Lisa Renner 

Capitol Weekly 

June 17, 2019 

 

California’s charter schools could face tighter restrictions if a pair of bills making their way through the 

Legislature is approved. 

Assembly Bill 1505 would give school districts the right to deny charter schools if they believe they would 

negatively impact neighborhood schools’ finances, academics or facilities. It would also effectively eliminate 

the appeal process, allowing charter schools to appeal a denial only if there was a procedural violation. 

Assembly Bill 1507 would prohibit school districts from approving a charter school outside their boundaries. 

The bills are necessary because charter school growth is out of control, said Julian Vasquez Heiling, chairman 

of the California National Association for the Advancement of Colored People Education and a professor at 

Sacramento State University. 

There are now more than 1,300 charter schools in the state, enrolling about 630,000 students or about  

10 percent of California’s public school student population. 

“Just in the last decade, the number of charter schools has increased dramatically,” Heiling said. “It’s not a 

small boutique thing anymore. Charter schools are threatening district finances.” 

But the California Charter Schools Association says the bills will ultimately hurt students. 

“These bills as they stand will absolutely rip opportunities and public school options from students,” said 

Brittany Parmley, a spokesperson for the association. “At the end of the day, charter schools are serving 

California’s most vulnerable students. We cannot take quality school options away from these students.” 

Currently, school districts are required to approve charter school applications unless the school doesn’t 

adequately address the required elements. 

In a report released earlier this month, the Governor’s Charter School Policy Task Force unanimously 

recommended that school districts should also be able to consider saturation (the number of schools and 

enrollment in the schools), academic outcomes and offerings and a statement of need (based on academic 

outcomes and offerings). 

https://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/in/documents/charterstaskforcereport.pdf
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However, the task force also unanimously agreed that because the districts will be getting broader discretion, 

their power should be balanced with appeal rights. “Therefore, no changes were recommended to the appeal 

process,” the task force report said. 

Nonetheless, a majority of the task force recommended that the state Board of Education be removed from 

the appeal process and that county appeals only be allowed if there was an error by the district governing 

board. 

“By only allowing school districts and limited appeals to the county offices to authorize, this proposal allows 

the local community to make a determination on whether the charter school meets the needs of their 

students,” the report said. 

A majority of the task force also agreed that those who authorize charter schools should consider fiscal impact 

to the district. The task force heard presentations from Oakland, L.A. and San Diego school districts showing 

that charter schools cause loss of average daily attendance funding and create costs for special education and 

marketing to compete for students, among other expenses. 

Finally, a majority of the task force agreed that districts should not be allowed to authorize charter schools 

outside their boundaries. 

In 2016-17, 165 charter schools operated 495 locations outside their authorizing district’s boundaries. This 

would allow greater local control and oversight of charter schools and would stop districts from using 

oversight fees as a revenue stream, the task force report said. 

“Is there a need for charter school perform?” Probably. Is it through these particular bills? I don’t think so” 

— Tecoy Porter 

Carlos Marquez, senior vice president of government affairs for the California Charter School Association, 

said charter schools need to have their due process rights preserved in the approval process. He also said 

there is no evidence that charter schools are the most significant factor in school district financial insolvency. 

The Rev. Tecoy Porter Sr., president of the Sacramento chapter of the National Action Network, opposes  

AB 1505 and AB 1507 because he believes they are overreach. 

“Is there a need for charter school perform?” he said. “Probably. Is it through these particular bills? I don’t 

think so. You’re throwing the baby out with the bath water.” 

He believes charter schools are unfairly becoming the scapegoat for California’s financial troubles. He points 

out that traditional schools also lose students to other factors including demographic change, people moving 

and home schools. 

Porter said charter schools are a great option for parents. 

“Parents want to get the best education for their children to give them a way out – charter schools could be 

that way,” he said. 
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Public Employees’ Retirement Trailer Bill Language Released 
 

By Kyle Hyland 

School Services of California, Inc.’s Fiscal Report 

June 19, 2019 

 

Last Thursday, June 13, 2019, the Legislature officially approved the 2019-20 State Budget Bill (Assembly 

Bill [AB] 74) and sent the measure to Governor Gavin Newsom for his consideration (see “ 

 

2019-20 State Budget Approved by the Legislature,” in the June 14, 2019, Fiscal Report). AB 74 was 

officially presented to the Governor on Saturday, June 15, 2019, and he has until June 27, 2019, to approve 

the budget bill as is, approve with specific line-item reductions, or veto the bill and send it back to the 

Legislature. 

This week, the Assembly and Senate Budget Committees will be considering budget trailer bills, the 

implementing language of the 2019-20 State Budget. The committees are expected to approve a number of 

the budget trailer bills early this week with the full Legislature taking action later in the week. 

One of the trailer bills expected to be considered this week is the Public Employees’ Retirement trailer bill 

(AB 90 and Senate Bill 90), which includes the language for the compromise reached between legislative 

leadership and the Newsom Administration for providing school employer pension rate relief (see “Budget 

Conference Committee Acts on 2019-20 State Budget,” in the June 14, 2019, Fiscal Report). 

Background 

As a reminder, Governor Newsom proposed providing $3.15 billion in one-time non-Proposition 98 funds 

for the employer share of the California State Teachers’ Retirement System (CalSTRS) in his May Revision 

budget, but did not put forward any relief for school employers on the California Public Employees’ 

Retirement System (CalPERS) side. The Legislature, on the other hand, provided at least the same level of 

relief (the Senate provided more) to the employer share of CalSTRS as the Governor, but also included 

proposals to provide fiscal relief to school employers for CalPERS. The compromise reached between the 

Administration and the Legislature is to divide the original $3.15 billion proposed in Governor Newsom’s 

May Revision between the two pension systems, with $850 million to provide short-term rate relief for the 

2019-20 and 2020-21 fiscal years and $2.3 billion to reduce the amount of the unfunded employer liability 

long term. 

CalSTRS Language 

The recently released trailer bill language confirms this compromise by providing nearly $2.25 billion in 

one-time non-Proposition 98 funds for a two-pronged approach related to the CalSTRS employer share. First, 

approximately $606 million ($356 million for 2019-20 and $250 million for 2020-21) will go to directly 

offset a portion of the employer contribution rate increases that are specified in statute for the next two fiscal 

years. Based on current assumptions, the rates would be impacted as follows: 

 2019-20 contribution rate of 18.13% is reduced by 1.03% to 17.10% 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB74
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB74
http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=23147
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB90
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB90
http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=23138
http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=23138
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 2020-21 contribution rate of 19.10% is reduced by 0.70% to 18.40% 

Secondly, the trailer bill specifies that the approximately $1.64 billion remaining will go to reduce the 

employers’ share of the CalSTRS unfunded liability long term. Reducing the unfunded liability in this way, 

with all other things being equal, will have the effect of reducing employer contribution rates by 

approximately 0.3% in the years 2021-22 through 2045-46, after the $606 million previously discussed is 

applied, resulting in approximately $5 billion in total savings for school employers through 2046 (see 

“CalSTRS Estimated Employer Contribution Rates,” in the June 14, 2019, Fiscal Report). 

CalPERS Language 

The CalPERS school employer language allocates $904 million in one-time non-Proposition 98 funds for a 

similar two-pronged approach. First, $244 million ($144 million in 2019-20 and $100 million in 2020-21) 

will go to reduce the school employer contribution rates for the 2019-20 and 2020-21 fiscal years. However, 

unlike the CalSTRS proposal, the language does not stipulate what the rate reduction percentage will be for 

those two fiscal years (see “Ask SSC . . . When Will We Know the Reduced CalPERS Contribution Rates?” 

in the current Fiscal Report). Secondly, the remaining $660 million will go to address the CalPERS school 

pool unfunded liability long term. 

Next Steps 

Since the language of the Public Employees’ Retirement trailer bill is a result of the compromise reached 

between the Legislature and the Administration, it is fully expected that Governor Newsom signs this trailer 

bill into law once it reaches his desk. We will be sure to keep you apprised of any action that the Legislature 

and Governor Gavin Newsom takes on this trailer bill as well as all other relevant budget trailer bills. 

 

http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=23140
http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=23159

