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BILL ANALYSIS                                                                             
 
 
 
                                                          AB 116 
                                                          Page  1 
 
Date of Hearing:   April 7, 1999 
 
                ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION  
                      Kerry Mazzoni, Chair 
          AB 116 (Mazzoni) - As Amended: March 18, 1999 
   
SUBJECT  :    Content of instructional materials. 
 
  SUMMARY  :   Restricts the use of commercial brand names and logos   
in basic instructional materials e.g., school textbooks.    
Specifically,  this bill  :  
 
1)Provides that the governing board of a local school district   
  may not adopt basic instructional materials, including   
  illustrations, that contain a commercial brand name, product,   
  or corporate or company logo unless the board makes a specific   
  finding pursuant to specified criteria that the use of the   
  commercial brand name, product, or corporate or company logo   
  in the instructional materials is appropriate. 
 
2)Provides that in reviewing and adopting or recommending for   
  adoption submitted basic instructional materials, the State   
  Board of Education (SBE) shall see that they do not contain   
  materials, including illustrations, that provide unnecessary   
  exposure to a commercial brand name, product, or corporate or   
  company logo. 
 
3)Allows that such brand names and logos can be used in basic   
  instructional materials if the SBE makes one of the following   
  specific findings:  
 
   a)    The use of the commercial brand name, product, or   
     corporate or company logo in the text of the instructional   
     materials is necessary for an educational purpose that   
     cannot be achieved without using the commercial brand name,   
     product, or corporate or company logo. 
 
   b)   The appearance of a commercial brand name, product, or   
     corporate or company logo in an illustration in   
     instructional materials is incidental to the general nature   
     of the illustration. 
 
  EXISTING LAW 
 
  The SBE has the constitutional authority to adopt instructional   
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materials for grades one through eight.  The Education Code   
describes the process for the adoption and mandates that the   
submitted materials be evaluated for consistency with the   
criteria and standards in the SBE's curriculum frameworks.  The   
Curriculum Commission serves as an advisory body to the board in   
the adoption process. 
 
The adoption process involves three steps: 
 
1)Legal Compliance.  This is conducted to ensure that all   
  resources used in the public schools are in compliance with   
  the Education Code as well as SBE guidelines in the board's   
  Standards for Evaluation of Instructional Materials document. 
 
2)Public Review and Comment.  This provides a period of public   
  review of the materials and involves three public hearings. 
 
3)Education Content Review. The Curriculum Commission recommends   
  and the SBE appoints a panel of people to conduct an in-depth   
  content review.  The review examines the degree of alignment   
  of the materials with the criteria contained in the SBE   
  adopted frameworks. 
 
Currently the SBE has published Standards for Evaluation of   
Instructional Materials with Respect to Social Content which   
include a section on Brand Names and Corporate Logos.  This   
section suggests omission, whenever possible and feasible, of   
illustrations of, or references to, such private producers or   
their products. 
 
For grades nine through twelve, local school boards adopt their   
own instructional materials. 
 
  FISCAL EFFECT  : Unknown. 
 
  COMMENTS  :    
 
  Current SBE Policy  .  As mentioned, the board's Standards for   
Evaluation of Instructional Materials document contains a   
section on "Brand Names and Corporate Logos" which was adopted   
in 1977.  The purpose is to prevent unfair exposure for any   
privately produced product.  The Standards do allow some for   
some logo depictions, however, they must serve an educational   
purpose. 
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  Compliance with current SBE policy  .  While there is evidence   
that the SDE tries to enforce the board's Standards, there is   
additional evidence that such enforcement can be improved.    
Specifically, a sixth grade mathematics book adopted in 1995 and   
currently being used in California contains numerous   
illustrations of, and references to, corporate logos and brand   
names.  In fact, one sixth grade math book currently in use in   
the public schools contains references to a wide array of   
brand-name consumer products including M&Ms, Pop Secret, Nike,   
Gatorade, Topps baseball cards, and Disney-MGM Studios many of   
which appear with illustrations as well. 
 
  What are basic instructional materials?  As defined in the   
Education Code, "basic instructional materials" means   
instructional materials that are designed for use by pupils as a   
principal learning resource and that meet in organization and   
content the basic requirements of the intended course.  As such,   
this bill is directed solely at these tax payer funded materials   
and would not effect a myriad of other supplemental   
instructional materials such as corporate-sponsored educational   
materials including multimedia teaching kits, videos, software,   
books, posters or workbooks, etc.  While some schools have   
policies for reviewing these materials to see that they are not   
biased and commercial, it is more often left to the classroom      
                   teacher to detect bias or determine accuracy.   
 
 
  Arguments in support  .  According to the author, pupils are   
required to attend public schools for twelve years during which   
time they should not be forced to be overly exposed to   
commercial logos and produces intertwined into tax payer funded   
instructional materials which the state requires them to use.    
Evidence indicates that the SDEs enforcement of their Standards   
in this area appears to be lax.  A review of one textbook shows   
that it has written reference to and/or illustrations of logos   
and brand names of tennis shoes, candy, soda drinks, popcorn,   
chewing gum and an amusement park.  Inclusion of commercial   
logos and brand names in required instructional materials is not   
justified unless there is a clear instructional purpose and the   
State Board of Education must be diligent in its enforcement. 
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  REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION  :   (as of 4/2/99) 
 
  Support   
 
California Teachers Association 
Center for Commercial-Free Public Education 
Hundreds of citizen letters 
 
  Opposition   
 
None on file. 
   
Analysis Prepared by  : Hal Geiogue / ED. / (916) 319-2087  
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                           BILL ANALYSIS                                                                                                  

                                                                  SB 4 X3
                                                                  Page  1

          (  Without Reference to File  )

          SENATE THIRD READING
          SB 4 X3 (Ducheny)
          As Amended  February 14, 2009
          2/3 vote.  Urgency 

           SENATE VOTE  :Vote not relevant  
           
           SUMMARY  :  Reduces the Proposition 98 guarantee in the current  
          year by $7.3 billion through a mix of program reductions,  
          deferrals and redesignation of funds and makes various statutory  
          changes to implement these reductions for the Budget Act of 2008  
          and the Budget Act of 2009.  

          1)Implements the administration's categorical flexibility  
            proposal which allows school districts to use funding from 43  
            categorical programs, totaling $5.9 billion, for any  
            educational purpose.  Programs exempted from this flexibility  
            include: Economic Impact Aid (EIA), special education, K-3  
            Class Size Reduction, child nutrition, Adults in Correctional  
            Facilities, Apprenticeship programs, English Learner Student  
            Assistance, Foster Youth Services, K-12 High Speed Network,  
            Partnership Academies, Student Assessments, Agricultural  
            Vocational Education, Charter Schools Facility Grants and Year  
            Round Schools.

          2)Makes across the board reductions totaling $944 million to 53  
            categorical programs.  This results in approximately a 15%  
            reduction to each program.

          3)Defers a total of $3.24 billion in K-14 funds from FY 2008-09  
            to 2009-10 as follows:

             a)   Defers $2 billion of school district apportionment  
               payments and $570 million in K-3 Class Size Reduction  
               funding from February (FY 2008-09) to July (FY 2009-10);

             b)   Increases the existing June-to-July deferral of school  
               district principal apportionments by $340 million;

             c)   Defers an additional $340 million of community college  
               apportionment payments from January through April to July  
               for FY 2009-10; and,

                                                                  SB 4 X3
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             d)   Defers $2.7 billion in K-14 funds within the 2009-10  
               fiscal year as follows:

               i)     $1.2 billion of K-14 apportionment payments from  
                 July 2009 to October 2009; and,

               ii)     $1.5 billion of school district apportionment  
                 payments from August 2009 to October 2009.

          4)Reappropriates unspent prior year one-time K-14 Proposition 98  
            funds totaling approximately $46 million to the K-3 Class Size  
            Reduction Program (K-3 CSR) and reduces ongoing funds for that  
            program by the same amount. This is a technical change; K-3  
            CSR is simply the vehicle through which past-year unspent  
            funds would be used to achieve current-year savings.

          5)Reduces 2008-09 Proposition 98 appropriations for a variety of  
            categorical programs by $59.8 million to capture natural  
            savings.  

          6)Specifies that $1.1 billion of the over appropriation of the  
            Proposition 98 guarantee in FY 2008-09 shall be scored in  
            satisfaction of "settle-up", displacing the $150 million  
            annual payments that would otherwise be made in FY 2008-09 and  
            future years.

8/7/2012 SBX3 4 Senate Bill, 3rd Ext. Session - …
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          7)Repeals, for FY 2008-09, the General Fund appropriation for  
            home-to-school transportation and funds it instead with Public  
            Transportation Account and Mass Transportation Fund monies,  
            which results in General Fund savings of about $619 million.

          8)Increases the 2008-09 county office of education (COE) revenue  
            limit deficit factor from 4.396% to 7.839% and the school  
            district deficit factor from 4.713% to 7.844% to reflect  
            withdrawal of the K-12 COLA ($244 million) and a $945 million  
            reduction to the COE and school district revenue limit.

          9)Creates, for FY 2009-10, a COE deficit factor of 13.360% and a  
            school district deficit factor of 13.094%, which represents  
            foregone estimated COLA in those years and an additional $268  
            million reduction to the revenue limits in FY 2009-10.

          10)^^^Declares that the budgeted COLA rate of zero percent for  

                                                                  SB 4 X3
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            various K-12 categorical programs in 2009-10 is in-lieu of the  
            COLA that would be applied pursuant to any other law.

          11)^^^Suspends statutory requirements that local educational  
            agencies (LEAs) buy newly-adopted instructional materials in  
            FY 2008-09 and 2009-10, and relieves county offices of  
            education of the responsibility to confirm the purchase of  
            such materials during site visits.  Additionally, this bill  
            ensures that if school districts do purchase instructional  
            materials with any state funds, they are subject to the  
            specified state law surrounding the purchase of such  
            materials. 

          12)^^^Reduces, for FY  2008-09  through 2012-13  , the amount that  
            school districts are required to set aside in "routine  
            restricted maintenance accounts" from 3% to 1% of their  
            General Fund budgets  .

          13)^^^Suspends, for FY 2008-09 through 2012-13, reporting  
            requirements for school districts which fail to set at least a  
            half percent of their "current-year revenue limit average  
            daily attendance" funding for maintenance of facilities.
          
           14)^^^  Suspends, f  or  FY  2009-10  ,  the requirement that funds be  
            transferred from the Proposition 98 Reversion Account to the  
            School Facilities Emergency Repair Account   (  created by the  
             Williams  lawsuit  ).   Additionally, p  rohibits school districts  
            from using School Facilities Emergency Repair Account funds to  
            supplant state funds provided for deferred maintenance, and  
            from depositing  those funds  into district deferred maintenance  
            funds.   Emergency repair f  unds  can be used only for  emergency  
            repairs  .

          15)Authorizes, for FY 2008-09 and 2009-10, LEAs to use  
            restricted ending fund balances (as of June 30, 2008) for any  
            purpose.  All ending balances can be accessed except balances  
            from the following programs: Economic Impact Aid, Targeted  
            Instructional Improvement Grants, Instructional Materials,  
            Special Education, Quality Education Investment Act, CAHSEE  
            Supplemental Instruction, and Home-to-School Transportation.   
            Requires LEAs who elect to use this authority to submit a  
            related report to the Superintendent of Public Instruction  
            (SPI), and requires the SPI to compile those reports and  
            submit the information to the Legislature by October 31, 2009.

                                                                  SB 4 X3
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          16)Changes the penalty structure for the K-3 CSR program for FY  
            2008-09 through FY 2011-12 for schools exceeding the maximum  
            class sizes under the class size reduction incentive program  
            as follows: 20.5-21.5 students: 5% penalty; 21.5-22.5: 10%  
            penalty, 22.5-23: 15% penalty; 23-25: 20% penalty; over 25  
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            students: 30% penalty. Specifies that districts are only  
            eligible to receive funding under the relaxed requirements if  
            they were participating in the K-3 Class Size Reduction  
            program as of December 10, 2008.

          17)Establishes for FY 2011-12, a "post-SB 727" equalization  
            formula. This formula is meant to ensure that at least 90  
            percent of average daily attendance (according to size and  
            type of district) would receive the same level of base revenue  
            limit funding.

           18)Clarifies that the charter school categorical block grant  ,  
            teacher dismissal apportionment, and the Year Round Schools  
            program  will not receive a cost-of-living increase in 2008-09,  
            which is consistent with the treatment of other K-12  
            categorical programs.   

          19)R  epeals  Control Section  12.40 of the  2008 Budget Act  
            (Mega-item), which allows LEAs to move funds between certain  
            categorical programs.  That limited flexibility will be  
            replaced by the broader flexibility provided in the bill.   

          20)Authorizes the Department of Education to reduce principal  
            apportionment payments to LEAs to the extent necessary to  
            recapture payments made before mid-year cuts were implemented.  
             

          21)Allows an additional month for the encumbrance of various  
            categorical funds that are being deferred from 2009-10 to  
            2010-11. 

          22)^^^Suspends existing statute that specifies the division of  
            Proposition 98 funding among K-12 Local Educational Agencies  
            (LEAs), community colleges, and other state agencies, and  
            reflects a division of funding that conforms to that of the  
            2008-09 Budget.  

          Higher Education:

                                                                  SB 4 X3
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          23)Declares legislative intent that no new General Fund  
            augmentation be used for contributions to the UC Retirement  
            Plan. 

           24)Eliminates the 2008-09 Community College COLA of 0.68%  which  
            is approximately  $39.8 million  .  

          25)D  ecreases funding for CCC  reimbursable state  mandates from $4   
            million t  o $3  ,000, in an effort to defer payments to a future  
            year. 

          26)Reduces, for FY 2008-09, Proposition 98 appropriations for  
            child care by $97 million.  Included in this amount is a  
            savings of $15 million which is attributable to the delay in  
            implementing new Regional Market Rates for child care  
            providers, which were previously slated to go into effect  
            March 1, 2009.

          27)Reappropriates $108 million in prior-year child development  
            savings for the purpose of meeting a current year CalWORKS  
            Stage 2 child care shortfall.

          28)States that this measure addresses the fiscal emergency  
            declared by the Governor on December 19, 2008, and a  dds an  
            urgency clause to the bill.   
           
          FISCAL EFFECT  :  Reduces overall Proposition 98 funding by $7.3  
          billion in FY 2008-09, of which, $2.3 billion are actual program  
          reductions.  Provides a total of $50.7 billion to K-14  
          education.  This funding level meets the Proposition 98 minimum  
          funding guarantee.  

          The 2009-10 Budget Act provides $55.3 billion for Proposition 98  
          which meets the minimum funding guarantee. 

           Analysis Prepared by  :    Misty Feusahrens and Sara Bachez /  
          BUDGET / (916) 319-2099 
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Instructional Materials FAQ
Instructional Materials Funding Realignment Program (IMFRP) and Williams Case FAQ and Answers.

Important Notice:

In 2009, the IMFRP was significantly affected by the passage of the education trailer bill Senate Bill 4 of the 2009-10
Third Extraordinary Session (SBX3 4) (Chapter 12, Statutes of 2009) and Assembly Bill 2 of the 2009-10 Fourth
Extraordinary Session (ABX4 2). The California Department of Education has provided guidance on the flexibility
provisions and Frequently Asked Questions. The FAQ for the IMFRP are included below as questions numbered 1
through 17.

In 2011, education trailer bill, Senate Bill 70 (SB 70), signed into law March 24, 2011, further affected the IMFRP by
extending the "flexibility" timelines. Please see details within the FAQ below. 

SBX3 4 and ABX4 2

Instructional Materials
FAQ page on how Instructional Materials Funding Realignment was affected by education trailer Senate Bill 4 of the
2009-10 Third Extraordinary Session (SBX3 4) and Assembly Bill 2 of the 2009-10 Fourth Extraordinary Session (ABX4
2), and education trailer bill, Senate Bill 70 (Statutes of 2011).

Note: Please refer to the Fiscal Issues Relating to Budget Reductions and Flexibility Provisions guidance letter for
information on provisions that apply to all programs. The letter covers such matters as the public hearing requirement,
base year funding provisions, and how funding reductions will be calculated.

In addition, local educational agencies (LEAs) that are in Year 3 or beyond of Program Improvement should review the
Program Improvement frequently asked questions (available later). Certain flexibility provisions will have a different
impact on those LEAs. 

1. Are funds from the Instructional Materials Funding Realignment Program (IMFRP) included in the new flexibility
provisions of California Education Code (EC) 42605?

2. From what fiscal years may a local educational agency (LEA) use IMFRP funds pursuant to the flexibility
provisions?

3. We have carryover IMFRP funds from fiscal year 2007-08; can we transfer these funds into our general fund
pursuant to the flexibility provisions?

4. Can we use IMFRP for “any educational purpose”?
5. What instructional materials may an LEA purchase if using funds from any of the 39 categorical programs

included in the flexibility provisions?
6. Have new laws affected the state’s adoption of instructional materials?
7. Have new laws affected LEAs’ requirement to provide students with instructional materials adopted by the SBE

within a certain period of time?
8. The SBE adopted new instructional materials in Mathematics in 2007 and Reading/Language Arts—English-

Language Development (RLA/ELD) in 2008. Do LEAs need to implement these new materials prior to July 1,
2015?

9. When must LEAs implement SBE-adopted instructional materials?
10. Are the Williams sufficiency requirements still in place?
11. May an LEA implement instructional materials from one adoption at one school and instructional materials from

another adoption at another school?
12. May an LEA use different textbooks or instructional materials from the same adoption in different classrooms

teaching the same course?
13. We understood the law to be that if the statewide revenue limit dropped below an annual one percent increase

that we do not have to hold an instructional materials sufficiency hearing. Has anything changed—do we have to
hold a public hearing regarding instructional materials sufficiency?

14. When will we have new curriculum frameworks?
15. Work had already begun on the update and revision of the history-social science, science, health and

mathematics frameworks. What’s happening to each of them?
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16. When will work on the frameworks begin again?
17. New standards have been adopted for health and world languages, but the frameworks have not been revised to

align to these standards. When will that occur?

Instructional Materials General Information

This includes questions regarding definitions and other general information on instructional materials and adoptions in
California.

18. What are "instructional materials?"
19. What are "technology-based materials"?
20. Does any kind of electronic hardware necessary for running technology-based materials qualify as a component

of technology-based materials?
21. May publishers offer instructional materials to LEAs for free?
22. Where do I find the state adopted textbooks for high school?
23. When do the current adoption lists expire? Can we purchase materials if there is no current adoption list?
24. What are standards maps? Do you have them for grades nine through twelve?
25. Each local school board needs to do some type of board resolution as it relates to the adoption of instructional

materials. What does this mean?

Instructional Materials Funding

Questions about the Instructional Materials Funding Realignment Program (IMFRP) which was reauthorized by SB 733
(Torlakson), Chapter 304 of the Statutes of 2008, and other sources of funding.

26. How much IMFRP funding will my district or county office get in 2009-10?
27. When will local education agencies receive IMFRP funding allocations?
28. Do charter schools receive IMFRP funding?
29. What Kindergarten through grade eight materials can we buy with IMFRP funds?
30. What high school (grades nine through twelve) materials can we buy with IMFRP funds?
31. What are the "Other Approved Purposes" for IMFRP?
32. What does the 24 month rule in IMFRP mean?
33. What does it mean in the IMFRP that "each pupil is provided with" instructional materials?
34. What is required to purchase classroom library materials for Kindergarten through grade four?
35. Are the requirements for the IMFRP and the Williams settlement the same?
36. Are there funds available to purchase supplementary materials for English Learners to support the core

curriculum?
37. Did the state set aside funds solely for the schools to purchase textbooks for compliance with the Williams

settlement?

Public Hearing and Sufficiency of Instructional Materials

Questions relating to the annual public hearing and resolution on the sufficiency of instructional materials required under
the Williams settlement.

38. What are the Hearing and Resolution of Education Code Section 60119?
39. Do the instructional materials provisions of Education Code Section 60119 apply to all school districts?
40. Do the provisions of Education Code Section 60119 apply to charter schools?
41. What does a local governing board need to do to comply with the Williams settlement related to instructional

materials?
42. When does the public hearing need to be held?
43. What does "sufficiency of instructional materials" mean?
44. Do the requirements regarding instructional materials sufficiency apply to technology-based materials?
45. If the district has insufficient instructional materials, what does the district need to do?
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46. If we have insufficient instructional materials, what sources of funds can we use in addition to our IMFRP funds to
purchase additional instructional materials?

47. When does the district need to remedy any insufficiency in instructional materials?
48. If we do not provide sufficient health or foreign language instructional materials or science laboratory equipment

will our funding for instructional materials be affected?
49. What about Special Education students and English Learners? Are there any exceptions?
50. What materials should be provided to our English learners?
51. Schools believed that the state-adopted kindergarten through grade six reading/language arts materials met the

science and history-social science standards, so therefore they did not have to buy kindergarten through grade
six science or history-social science textbooks. Is this true?

52. May a district purchase the Big Books for use in class and a Student Practice Book for every student and be
compliant with the requirements of the Williams settlement?

53. Do Web-based or electronic textbooks count as instructional materials?
54. How much of the kindergarten through grade eight adopted materials for each of the core academic areas must

each student have to meet the Williams Legislation requirement?
55. If a local governing board approves a series of novels and a grammar book for high school English courses, is

this acceptable?
56. What documentation or evidence of adequate materials purchased do we need to present or have ready?
57. How should a district document that it has sufficient materials in grades kindergarten through grade eight as

defined in the instructional materials survey form?
58. What do we do if we did not hold the public hearing as required by Education Code Section 60119?

Williams Settlement Monitoring

Questions regarding the monitoring of instructional materials sufficiency.

59. What monitoring is required under the Williams settlement for API Decile 1- 3 schools?
60. What about the students who don't bring their textbooks when the school visit occurs? Will this count against

us?
61. What happens if a district doesn't have sufficient instructional materials for Decile 1 and 2 schools and doesn't

have sufficient funding to provide a standards-aligned textbook for each student in the four core areas?
62. If a school is on a multi-track schedule, does the county have to conduct site visits for all tracks?
63. What if we have not received all of our textbooks from the publisher by the first four weeks of school and/or time

of the school visit?

Question 1:

Are funds from the Instructional Materials Funding Realignment Program (IMFRP) included in the new
flexibility provisions of California Education Code (EC) 42605?

Answer:

Yes. Education Code (EC) Section 42605 stipulates that item 6110-189-0001 (IMFRP) of the Budget Act is included in
the new flexibility provisions.

Top of Page

Question 2:

From what fiscal years may a local educational agency (LEA) use IMFRP funds pursuant to the flexibility
provisions?

Answer:

Pursuant to EC Section 42605 the flexibility provisions apply to fiscal years 2008-09 through 2014-15.

Top of Page
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Question 3:

We have carryover IMFRP funds from fiscal year 2007-08; can we transfer these funds into our general fund
pursuant to the flexibility provisions?

Answer:

Yes. LEAs may transfer any remaining instructional materials fund balances existing as of June 30, 2008.
While Senate Bill 4 of the 2009-10 Third Extraordinary Session (SBX3 4) specifically excluded instructional materials
fund balances existing as of June 30, 2008, from being included in any flexibility provisions, Assembly Bill 2 of the
2009-10 Fourth Extraordinary Session (ABX4 2) subsequently removed the exclusion for instructional materials.
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Question 4:

Can we use IMFRP for “any educational purpose”?

Answer:

Yes, under EC Section 42605(a) IMFRP funds may be used “for any educational purpose.” However, it is important to
note that EC Section 42605(e)(2) references certain restrictions on the use of funds if an LEA chooses to use IMFRP or
other flexible funds to purchase instructional materials (please see question #5 below).
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Question 5:

What instructional materials may an LEA purchase if using funds from any of the 39 categorical programs
included in the flexibility provisions?

Answer:

EC Section 42605(e)(2) states the following:
"(A) Any instructional materials purchased by a local education agency shall be the materials adopted by the state
board for kindergarten and grades 1 to 8, inclusive, and for grades 9 to 12, inclusive, the materials purchased shall be
aligned with state standards as defined by Section 60605, and shall also meet the reporting and sufficiency
requirements contained in Section 60119.
"(B) For purposes of this section, 'sufficiency' means that each pupil has sufficient textbooks and instructional materials
in the four core areas as defined by Section 60119, and that all pupils within the local education agency who are
enrolled in the same course shall have identical textbooks and instructional materials, as specified in Section 1240.3."
When using funds from any of the 39 categorical programs included in the flexibility provisions of EC Section 42605 to
purchase instructional materials for grades K–8, LEAs may only purchase State Board of Education (SBE) adopted
instructional materials from the following adoption lists:

Foreign Language 2003 and 2005 follow-up
Health 2004
History-Social Science 2005
Science 2006
Visual and Performing Arts 2006
Mathematics 2007
Reading/Language Arts—English-Language Development 2008

When using funds from any of the 39 categorical programs included in the flexibility provisions of EC Section 42605 to
purchase instructional materials for grades 9–12, LEAs may only purchase standards-aligned, locally adopted
instructional materials in the following subject areas:

History-Social Science
Science
Mathematics
Reading/Language Arts—English-Language Development

8/7/2012 Instructional Materials FAQ - Curriculu…

www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/imfrpfaq1.asp 4/21

452



Materials from previous standards-aligned SBE adoption lists may be used to meet the requirements for instructional
materials sufficiency. LEAs may utilize general funds or Proposition 20 lottery funds to purchase any instructional
materials.
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Question 6:

Have new laws affected the state’s adoption of instructional materials?

Answer:

Yes. EC Section 60200.7, states the following:
"Notwithstanding sections 60200 and 60200.1, the state board shall not adopt instructional materials or follow the
procedures adopted pursuant to sections 60200 and 60200.1 until the 2015-16 school year."

Top of Page

Question 7:

Have new laws affected LEAs’ requirement to provide students with instructional materials adopted by the
SBE within a certain period of time?

Answer:

Yes. EC Section 60422.1, states the following: 
"(a) Notwithstanding subdivision (i) of Section 60200, Section 60422, or any other provision of law, for the 2008-09 to the
2014-15 fiscal years, inclusive, the governing board of a school district is not required to provide pupils with instructional
materials by a specified period of time following adoption of those materials by the state board. 
"(b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), this section does not relieve school districts of their obligations to provide every
pupil with textbooks or instructional materials, as provided in Section 1240.3.…
"(d) This section shall become inoperative on July 1, 2015, and, as of January 1, 2016, is repealed, unless a later
enacted statute, that becomes operative on or before January 1, 2014, deletes or extends the dates on which it
becomes inoperative and is repealed."
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Question 8:

The SBE adopted new instructional materials in Mathematics in 2007 and Reading/Language Arts—English-
Language Development (RLA/ELD) in 2008. Do LEAs need to implement these new materials prior to July 1,
2015?

Answer:

No.
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Question 9:

When must LEAs implement SBE-adopted instructional materials?

Answer:

The law is unclear on this issue. At present, it is sufficient to say that it is not before July 1, 2015.

Top of Page

Question 10:

Are the Williams sufficiency requirements still in place?
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Answer:

Yes. Please reference EC Section 60422.1 (b) above. 
Districts must still insure that every student has standards-aligned instructional materials in the four core subjects
(state-adopted in grades K–8 and locally adopted for grades 9–12). Additionally, compliance visits for Williams will
continue as usual.
EC Section 60422.1 reiterates that nothing relieves the local board from conducting the annual public hearing required
by EC Section 60119. For comprehensive FAQs on the public hearing requirements, please see additional related
questions below.
An important point is that textbooks or instructional materials from the prior SBE adoption lists meet the sufficiency
requirement; for example, mathematics textbooks or instructional materials from the 2001 SBE adoption list and
RLA/ELD textbooks or instructional materials from the 2002 SBE adoption list meet Williams sufficiency requirements.
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Question 11:

May an LEA implement instructional materials from one adoption at one school and instructional materials
from another adoption at another school?

Answer:

All students in the same grade level or course within an LEA must use instructional materials from the same adoption
(SBE-adopted for grades K–8; locally adopted for grades 9–12). For example, if a high school district adopts new
biology textbooks, all students in the district taking the same course must have books from the same local adoption. 
EC Section 42605(e)(2)(B) states the following:
“…all pupils within the local education agency who are enrolled in the same course shall have identical textbooks and
instructional materials, as specified in Section 1240.3.”
EC Section 1240.3 states the following:
"1240.3.  (a) For the purposes of Section 1240, for the 2008-09 to 2014-15 fiscal years, inclusive, sufficient textbooks or
instructional materials include standards-aligned textbooks or instructional materials, or both, that were adopted prior to
July 1, 2008, by the state board or local educational agency pursuant to statute, unless those local educational
agencies purchased or arranged to purchase textbooks or instructional materials adopted by the state board after that
date. It is the intent of the Legislature that each local educational agency provide each pupil with standards-aligned
textbooks or instructional materials from the same adoption, consistent with sections 60119 and 60422. This section
does not require a local educational agency to purchase all of the instructional materials included in an adoption if the
materials that are purchased are made available to all the pupils for whom they are intended in all of the schools within
the local educational agency."

However, Senate Bill 509 (2011-12), by Senator Price, authorized school districts to purchase instructional materials for
their neediest schools (Academic Performance Index ranked 1-3) without having to acquire new materials for the higher
performing schools. A copy of the letter sent by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) notifying school
districts of the passage of this bill is available at the California Department of Education (CDE) Web site
Instructional Materials Acquisitions For Neediest Schools.You may view the text of the bill on the California Legislative
Information Web page SB 509 Senate Bill - Chaptered. 
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Question 12:

May an LEA use different textbooks or instructional materials from the same adoption in different classrooms
teaching the same course?

Answer:

Yes. LEAs must use textbooks or instructional materials from the same adoption for an entire grade level or course, but
these instructional materials may be from different publishers; for example, two teachers within an LEA may choose to
use algebra 1 textbooks from different publishers, as long as both books are from the same adoption list. Please
reference EC Section 1240.3 above.

Top of Page
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Question 13:

We understood the law to be that if the statewide revenue limit dropped below an annual one percent
increase that we do not have to hold an instructional materials sufficiency hearing. Has anything changed—
do we have to hold a public hearing regarding instructional materials sufficiency?

Answer:

EC Section 60119 has been amended. Regardless of the revenue limit, the governing board of a school district must
hold an annual public hearing in order to determine whether every student has sufficient and appropriate textbooks or
instructional materials in mathematics, science, history-social science, and RLA/ELD. Additional information, including
FAQs regarding these public hearings, is available in additional related questions below.
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Question 14:

When will we have new curriculum frameworks?

Answer:

Curriculum frameworks development is suspended by law until the 2015-16 school year.

EC Section 60200.7 states: "Notwithstanding Sections 60200 and 60200.1, the state board shall not adopt instructional
materials or follow the procedures adopted pursuant to Sections 60200 and 60200.1 until the 2015-16 school year." EC
Sections 60200 and 60200.1 include the process for curriculum frameworks development.
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Question 15:

Work had already begun on the update and revision of the history-social science, science, health and
mathematics frameworks. What’s happening to each of them?

Answer:

All development work on the frameworks for history-social science, science, health, and mathematics has been
suspended. On July 17, 2009, the Curriculum Development and Supplemental Materials Commission (Curriculum
Commission) approved the draft update of the History-Social Science Framework for California Public Schools for field
review. The draft framework is posted on the CDE Standards, Curriculum Frameworks & Instructional Resources
Division Web page, but the actual field review and online survey will not occur at this time. The State Board of
Education’s appointment of members to the Curriculum Framework and Evaluation Criteria Committees (CFCCs) for the
health and mathematics frameworks has been suspended. The previously scheduled meetings of the science, health,
and mathematics CFCCs have been cancelled.
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Question 16:

When will work on the frameworks begin again?

Answer:

The current law provides for resumption of work on the frameworks to begin in the 2015-16 school year.

Top of Page

Question 17:

New standards have been adopted for health and world languages, but the frameworks have not been
revised to align to these standards. When will that occur?

Answer:
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Though the current law provides for resumption of work on the frameworks in the 2015-16 school year, no schedule has
been established for the revision of specific frameworks.
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Question 18:

What are "instructional materials?"

Answer:

The definition of instructional materials is in Education Code Section 60010 (h). It states "instructional materials means
all materials that are designed for use by pupils and their teachers as a learning resource and help pupils acquire facts,
skills, or opinions or develop cognitive processes. Instructional materials may be printed or nonprinted, and may include
textbooks, technology-based materials, other educational materials, and tests". This includes Web-based and
electronic textbooks.

Top of Page 

Question 19:

What are “technology-based materials”?

Answer:

The definition of technology-based materials is in Education Code Section 60010(m)(1). It states “Technology-based
materials" means basic or supplemental instructional materials that are designed for use by pupils and teachers as
learning resources and that require the availability of electronic equipment in order to be used as a learning resource.
Technology-based materials include, but are not limited to, software programs, video disks, compact disks, optical
disks, video and audio tapes, lesson plans, and data bases.

Please also refer to Question #52 below.
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Question 20 :

Does any kind of electronic hardware necessary for running technology-based materials qualify as a
component of technology-based materials?

Answer:

Education Code Section 60010(m)(2) addresses this question as follows: “Technology-based materials do not include
the electronic equipment required to make use of those materials, unless that equipment is to be used by pupils and
teachers as a learning resource. However, this shall not be construed to authorize a school district to replace
computers or related equipment in an existing computer lab or allow a school district to establish a new computer lab.”
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Question 21:

May publishers offer instructional materials to LEAs for free?

Answer:

Yes. EC 60061 stipulates that a publisher must "Provide any instructional materials free of charge in this state to the
same extent as that received by any state or school district in the United States." Links to lists of free instructional
materials are available by subject matter and publisher on the Price List of Adopted Instructional Materials Web page.
Please note, however, EC 60071 forbids publishers from offering "valuable thing(s)" to a school official for the purpose of
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influencing the purchase of instructional materials.

Additionally, the definition of "instructional materials" (EC 60010[h]) was changed in 2009 (AB 1398) to include
"technology-based materials" which in turn are defined as including the "electronic equipment" necessary to make use
of those materials so long as such "electronic equipment" are utilized by pupils and teachers as a "learning resource"
(EC 60010[m]). As the use of electronic media has become more popular in recent years, California modified EC to
accommodate its increased use. However, this does not authorize a school district to replace computers or related
equipment in an existing computer lab or allow a school district to establish a new computer lab. Please also see Q&A
18-20 and 53.

Question 22:

Where do I find the state adopted textbooks for high school?

Answer:

There are no state adoptions in grades nine through twelve. The State Board of Education only adopts instructional
materials for kindergarten through grade eight. Local school district governing boards have the authority and
responsibility under Education Code Section 60400 to adopt instructional materials for use in their high schools for
grades nine through twelve.
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Question 23:

When do the current adoption lists expire? Can we purchase materials if there is no current adoption list?

Answer:

The issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action [http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp].

The statutes now provide that each adoption list continues until the State Board of Education adopts a new list of
instructional materials in that subject. For example, the 2001 mathematics adoption list expired in November 2007 and
IMFRP funds could have been used to purchase instructional materials on that list until the November expiration date.

Once an adoption list expires, you may not use IMFRP funds to purchase materials from that list. However, if you need
to purchase replacement texts after an adoption list has expired, you may use other funds to purchase these materials,
such as Proposition 20 restricted lottery funds, general funds, or other funds that are allowed to be used to remedy
insufficiencies. (See Price Lists of K-8 Adopted Instructional Materials for currently adopted materials)
[http://www3.cde.ca.gov/impricelist/implsearch.aspx]. 
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Question 24:

What are standards maps? Do you have them for grades nine through twelve?

Answer:

The grade level content standards maps were developed so that the districts could determine the extent to which basic
instructional materials in history-social science, mathematics, reading/language arts and science are aligned to the
content standards adopted by the State Board of Education.

Publishers of instructional materials submitted for state adoption in kindergarten through grade eight complete
standards maps for their programs by including citations that show where in their program each standard is taught.
Copies of the standards map templates are on our Web site – see links below. The completed standards maps are
available from the publisher.

Standards map templates for grades nine through twelve have also been developed. Publishers may provide completed
standards maps to assist districts in their selection of instructional materials for high school, but they are not required
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to do so. Districts are encouraged to use these standards maps, either by completing a standards map by entering
their own citations, or by verifying the publisher’s citations, to determine if the instructional materials are aligned to
state content standards.

Reading/Language Arts Standards Maps

Program 1: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaeldmapbasic1-2.asp] Reading/Language Arts Basic Program,
Kindergarten Through Grade Eight
Program 2: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaeldmapbasic1-2.asp] Reading/Language Arts Basic Program,
Kindergarten Through Grade Eight
Program 3: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/basicprog3instr.asp] Primary Language/English-Language
Development Basic Program, Kindergarten Through Grade Eight
Program 4: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlamapsintintprg4.asp] Intensive Intervention Program in
Reading/Language Arts, Grades Four Through Eight
Program 5: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaeldmapsintprg5.asp] Intensive Intervention Program for English
Learners, Grades Four Through Eight

Mathematics, K-8 Standards Maps

Basic program [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ma/im/mathstandmaps.asp]
Intervention Program [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ma/im/mathintprog.asp]
Algebra Readiness [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ma/im/stanmapalgebreadns.asp]

Science Standards Maps

Science, K-8 Standards Maps [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/sc/im/scstanmaps.asp]

History-Social Science Standards Maps

History-Social Science, K-8 Standards Maps [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/im/hsstanmaps.asp]

Grades 9-12 Standards Maps for the Core Content Areas

9-12 Standards Maps [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/gr912stmap.asp] 
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Question 25:

Each local school board needs to do some type of board resolution as it relates to the adoption of
instructional materials. What does this mean?

Answer:

An annual public hearing and resolution on sufficiency is required by Education Code Section 60119. See following
FAQ's related to this requirement. A sample resolution (DOC; 35KB; 3pp.) is available on our Web site. Districts are not
required to use this resolution.

The Statement of Assurance for instructional materials funds that was previously distributed to districts at the end of
each fiscal year is not required for fiscal years 2008-09 through 2014-15.

Instructional Materials Funding.
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Question 26:
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How much IMFRP funding will my district or county office get in 2009-10?

Answer:

The state budget for 2009-10 is 333.7 million in total funding for the IMFRP. Funding
[http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/index.asp] information year is available . This issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility
provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please the Summary of Budget Action
[http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp]
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Question 27:

When will local education agencies receive IMFRP funding allocations?

Answer:

This issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action [http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp]
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Question 28:

Do charter schools receive IMFRP funding?

Answer:

Charter schools receive their IMFRP funds as part of their categorical block grant. “Categorical block grant funding may
be used for any purpose determined by the governing body of the charter school.” (Education Code Section 47634.1(f))
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Question 29:

What Kindergarten through grade eight materials can we buy with IMFRP funds?

This issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action [http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp].
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Question 30:

What high school (grades nine through twelve) materials can we buy with IMFRP funds?

This issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action [http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp].
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Question 31:

What are the "Other Approved Purposes" for IMFRP?
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This issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action [http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp].
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Question 32:

What does the 24 month rule in IMFRP mean?

The issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action [http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fr/eb/yr09budgetacts.asp].
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Question 33:

What does it mean in the IMFRP that "each pupil is provided with" instructional materials?

Answer:

Education Code Section 1240.3(c)(2)(B), states the following: "For the purposes of this section, "sufficiency" means
that each pupil has sufficient textbooks and instructional materials in the four core areas as defined by Section
60119..."

There is no specific definition of the phrase "provided with." The local governing board will determine how it will provide
these textbooks or basic instructional materials to students. However, Education Code Section 60119 now defines
sufficient textbooks or instructional materials to mean that, “each pupil, including English learners, has a textbook, or
instructional materials, or both, to use in class and to take home."
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Question 34:

What is required to purchase classroom library materials for Kindergarten through grade four?

The issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action.
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Question 35:

Are the requirements for the IMFRP and the Williams settlement the same?

Answer:

Though the requirements are similar and in some cases overlap, there are a few differences. School districts are
required to meet the Williams requirements for sufficient instructional materials and, in order to continue to receive
IMFRP funding, the district must meet the IMFRP requirements.

Both Williams and IMFRP require that each pupil be provided with standards-aligned textbooks or instructional
materials in the four core curriculum areas of reading/language arts, mathematics, science and history-social science.
The IMFRP requires that for students in kindergarten through grade eight these be state adopted standards-aligned
textbooks or basic instructional materials, while the Williams settlement does not specifically require that the textbooks
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be state adopted.

Williams requires that each pupil in kindergarten through grade twelve be provided with the appropriate standards-
aligned instructional materials by the end of the second month of each school year.
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Question 36:

Are there funds available to purchase supplementary materials for English Learners to support the core
curriculum? 

Answer:

In the 2006-07 state budget a total of $30 million was set aside for districts to purchase supplemental instructional
materials for English Learners. These supplemental materials were to be used in addition to the adopted standards-
aligned materials. All funds were to have been fully obligated by June 30, 2009. 
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Question 37:

Did the state set aside funds solely for the schools to purchase textbooks for compliance with the Williams
settlement?

Answer:

A total of $138 million was allocated in 2004-05 to districts based on enrollment in schools in API Decile 1 and 2. These
funds were restricted to the purchase of standards-aligned adopted textbooks, state-adopted for grades kindergarten
through grade eight and locally adopted for grades nine through twelve, in reading/language arts, mathematics, science
and history-social science for students in Decile 1 and 2 schools. This was a one-time appropriation.
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Public Hearing and Sufficiency of Instructional Materials

Question 38:

What are the Hearing and Resolution of Education Code Section 60119?

Answer:

Education Code Section 60119 requires that local governing boards hold an annual public hearing and adopt a
resolution (DOC; 35KB; 3pp.) stating whether each pupil in the district has sufficient textbooks or instructional materials
in reading/language arts, mathematics, science, and history-social science aligned to content standards and consistent
with the content and cycles of the curriculum framework adopted by the State Board of Education.

The governing board must also make a written determination as to whether each pupil enrolled in health and foreign
language classes has sufficient textbooks or instructional materials.

The governing board must also determine the availability of science laboratory equipment for high school science
laboratory classes. 

There must be at least ten calendar days notice of the public hearing posted in at least three public places within the
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district. The notice must state the time, place, and purpose of the hearing. The hearing must not be held during or
immediately after school hours.

Governing boards are to encourage participation by parents, teachers, members of the community, and bargaining unit
leaders in the hearing. 

If the local governing board finds that there are insufficient materials it must do the following:

Give the percentage of students in each school and subject that lack sufficient instructional materials
Provide information to classroom teachers and to the public that sets forth the reasons why each pupil does not
have sufficient textbooks or instructional materials
Take action to insure that each pupil has sufficient instructional materials within two months of the start of the
school year

This public hearing and resolution are required annually. Districts should keep the resolution on file for the district’s
annual audit.

Top of Page

Question 39:

Do the instructional materials provisions of Education Code Section 60119 apply to all school districts?

Answer:

Yes, the provisions of Education Code Section 60119 requiring an annual public hearing and adoption of a resolution on
the sufficiency of instructional materials apply to all public school districts and county offices of education. Note that
even with the IMFRP flexibility established by SBX3 4, ABX4 2, and SB 70, districts must continue provide students
with sufficient instructional materials and hold annual public hearings during which a resolution regarding instructional
materials sufficiency is made.

Top of Page

Question 40:

Do the provisions of Education Code Section 60119 apply to charter schools?

Answer:

A charter school will only be required to comply with Education Code Section 60119 if it "opts in" to the Williams
settlement or if it receives IMFRP funding as a separate allocation. Charter schools generally receive their IMFRP funds
in the Charter School Categorical Block Grant. Therefore, they do not come under the Section 60119 requirements
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Question 41: 

What does a local governing board need to do to comply with the Williams settlement related to
instructional materials?

Answer:

All districts must hold an annual public hearing and make a determination through a resolution (DOC; 35KB; 3pp.) that
every pupil has sufficient textbooks or instructional materials in the four core areas of reading/language arts,
mathematics, science, and history-social science. If there are insufficient instructional materials in these areas the
governing board must take action to correct the insufficiency. The governing board must also make a written
determination as to whether there are sufficient health and foreign language textbooks for every pupil enrolled in those
classes and on the availability of science laboratory equipment for grades nine through twelve.
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Question 42:

When does the public hearing need to be held?

Answer:

The public hearing must be held between the first day that pupils attend school and the end of the eighth week of the
school year. For multi-track year-round districts, the clock starts with the first day pupils attend school in any track that
begins in August or September. The public hearing may not take place during or immediately following school hours.
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Question 43:

What does "sufficiency of instructional materials" mean?

Answer:

Education Code Section 1240.3(c)(2)(B), states the following: "For the purposes of this section, "sufficiency" means
that each pupil has sufficient textbooks and instructional materials in the four core areas as defined by Section
60119..."

Education Code Section 60119(c)(1) states that sufficient textbooks or instructional materials means, "each pupil,
including English Learners, has a standards-aligned textbook or instructional materials, or both, to use in class and to
take home. This paragraph does not require two sets of textbooks or instructional materials for each pupil." This
specifically applies to four subject areas: reading/language arts, mathematics, science, and history-social science.

Top of Page

Question 44:

Do the requirements regarding instructional materials sufficiency apply to technology-based materials?

Answer:

Yes. The Williams Settlement instructional materials sufficiency requirements apply equally to technology-based
materials. Please also refer to Question #52 below.
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Question 45:

If the district has insufficient instructional materials, what does the district need to do?

Answer:

The district must provide information to classroom teachers and the public setting forth, for each school in which there
is an insufficiency:

The percentage of pupils who lack sufficient standards-aligned textbooks or instructional materials in each
subject area
The reasons that each pupil does not have sufficient instructional materials.

The district must then take action to ensure that each pupil has sufficient instructional materials within two months of
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the beginning of the school year. 

Top of Page

Question 46:

If we have insufficient instructional materials, what sources of funds can we use in addition to our IMFRP
funds to purchase additional instructional materials?

The issue is affected by the budgetary flexibility provisions extended by SB 70. For more information please see the
Summary of Budget Action.

Answer:

Education Code Section 60119 (a)(2)(B) permits districts to use any of the following funds to remedy an insufficiency:

1. Any funds available for textbooks or instructional materials, or both, from categorical programs, including any
funds allocated to school districts that have been appropriated in the annual Budget Act.

2. Any funds of the district that are in excess of the amount available for each pupil during the prior fiscal year to
purchase textbooks or instructional materials, or both.

3. Any other funds available to the school district for textbooks or instructional materials, or both.

Examples of funds that may be used to remedy the insufficiency include, but are not limited to, lottery funds,
Proposition 20 restricted lottery funds, school improvement funds, and general funds.
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Question 47:

When does the district need to remedy any insufficiency in instructional materials?

Answer:

The district will be expected to remediate any insufficiency of instructional materials within two months of the beginning
of the school year. If a district has submitted purchase orders to the publisher to purchase instructional materials to
remedy the insufficiency, these materials should be received and in students’ hands by the end of the second month of
the school year.
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Question 48:

If we do not provide sufficient health or foreign language instructional materials or science laboratory
equipment will our funding for instructional materials be affected? 

Answer:

The provision of textbooks for health and foreign language or science equipment in high schools is not a condition of
receipt of funds.

Top of Page

Question 49:
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What about Special Education students and English Learners? Are there any exceptions?

Answer:

Special education resource students should be enrolled in mainstream core classes and should have textbooks or
basic instructional materials in the four core subject areas. Students in special day classes or other types of special
education programs that are segregated from the mainstream classroom should have sufficient quantities of the
instructional materials required in that student's Individualized Education Program (IEP), which has been established
and agreed to by the teachers and parents of that student. Special day students' IEPs may require modified
instructional materials instead of, or in addition to, the adopted instructional materials or may require adopted
instructional materials that are aligned to the content standards at a different grade level. The Williams settlement
legislation does not circumvent IEPs.

Instructional materials for students not in mainstreamed special education classes should be based on the student's
IEP.

English Learners are explicitly mentioned in the law and must have adopted textbooks in the four core subject areas,
including the English language development component of an adopted program.
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Question 50:

What materials should be provided to our English learners?

Answer:

English learners must be provided standards-aligned instructional materials. For grades kindergarten through grade
eight these may be state-adopted instructional materials in mathematics, science, reading/language arts, and history-
social science that are consistent with the content and cycles of the curriculum frameworks and include universal
access features that address the needs of English learners. For grades nine through twelve local governing boards
should adopt standards-aligned materials for all students that include universal access features.
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Question 51:

Schools believed that the state-adopted kindergarten through grade six reading/language arts materials met
the science and history-social science standards, so therefore they did not have to buy kindergarten through
grade six science or history-social science textbooks. Is this true?

Answer:

No. The programs mentioned were adopted as reading/language arts/English language development programs.
Kindergarten through grade six students must have science and history-social science instructional materials in
addition to reading/language arts.

While the Williams settlement did not specifically require that each pupil be provided with state adopted instructional
materials, districts must still meet the IMFRP requirement to provide each student in kindergarten through grade eight
with state adopted, standards-aligned instructional materials in history-social science and science by the start of the
school term that commences no later than 24 months from the date of adoption of the instructional materials by the
State Board of Education (Education Code Section 60422).
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Question 52:
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May a district purchase the Big Books for use in class and a Student Practice Book for every student and be
compliant with the requirements of the Williams settlement?

Answer:

Districts should determine and specify in their sufficiency resolutions those materials which meet the definition of
sufficiency. Education Code Section 60119 defines "sufficient textbooks or instructional materials" to mean that each
pupil, including English learners, has a standards-aligned textbook or instructional materials, or both, to use in class
and to take home.” If a district determines that the Practice Book covers all of the standards, and so indicates in its
sufficiency resolution, it may provide the practice books for each student to use in class and to take home. In this
circumstance, the district is not required to buy an individual textbook for each student.
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Question 53:

Do Web-based or electronic textbooks count as instructional materials?

Answer:

Yes, but in order to meet the definition of sufficient instructional materials students need to have access to the
materials both at school and at home. This presumes that students with Web-based materials have access to
computers and the Internet in school and at home and students with electronic textbooks have access to computers in
school and at home.

Top of Page

Question 54:

How much of the kindergarten through grade eight adopted materials for each of the core academic areas
must each student have to meet the Williams Legislation requirement?

Answer:

The CDE Web site Price Lists of K-8 Adopted Instructional Materials
[http://www.cde.ca.gov/impricelist/implsearch.aspx] has lists of the state-adopted kindergarten through grade eight
instructional materials. Each district determines which components to purchase based on its students' needs and to
insure that all of the state content standards in that subject and grade level are addressed.
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Question 55:

If a local governing board approves a series of novels and a grammar book for high school English courses,
is this acceptable?

Answer:

Yes, as long as the local board adopted that combination of materials as being standards-aligned. Districts will have to
determine whether each pupil has sufficient instructional materials for those courses, including sufficient numbers of
novels that can be reasonably rotated among pupils.

Top of Page

Question 56:
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What documentation or evidence of adequate materials purchased do we need to present or have ready?

Answer:

Education Code Section 60119 requires documentation of sufficiency of instructional materials to be presented at the
board meeting and public hearing. The CDE has developed survey forms
[http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/imsurveyfrms.asp] that may be used as a self-study and county office validation tool for
grades kindergarten through grade twelve. This includes a list of the state adopted standards-aligned programs for
kindergarten through grade eight. Districts with high schools, grades nine through twelve, will generate a list of their
locally adopted standards-aligned instructional materials information according to guidelines recommended by the CDE.
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Question 57:

How should a district document that it has sufficient materials in grades kindergarten through grade eight as
defined in the instructional materials survey form?

Answer:

Current law calls for a district to have sufficient materials that are consistent with the content and cycles of the
curriculum frameworks. In the standards-based areas of history-social science, reading/language arts, science, and
mathematics, a district may choose to provide a number of ways of documenting how its materials are consistent with
a current curriculum framework. The CDE does provide standards maps (a matrix of standards) at:

Reading/Language Arts Standards Maps

Program 1: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaeldmapbasic1-2.asp] Reading/Language Arts Basic Program,
Kindergarten Through Grade Eight
Program 2: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaeldmapbasic1-2.asp] Reading/Language Arts Basic Program,
Kindergarten Through Grade Eight
Program 3: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/basicprog3instr.asp] Primary Language/English-Language
Development Basic Program, Kindergarten Through Grade Eight
Program 4: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlamapsintintprg4.asp] Intensive Intervention Program in
Reading/Language Arts, Grades Four Through Eight
Program 5: [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/rl/im/rlaeldmapsintprg5.asp] Intensive Intervention Program for English
Learners, Grades Four Through Eight

Mathematics, K-8 Standards Maps

Basic program [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ma/im/mathstandmaps.asp]
Intervention Program [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ma/im/mathintprog.asp]
Algebra Readiness [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ma/im/stanmapalgebreadns.asp]

Science Standards Maps

Science, K-8 Standards Maps [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/sc/im/scstanmaps.asp]

History-Social Science Standards Maps

History-Social Science, K-8 Standards Maps [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/hs/im/hsstanmaps.asp]

Grades 9-12 Standards Maps for the Core Content Areas

9-12 Standards Maps [http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/gr912stmap.asp] 
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Question 58:

What do we do if we did not hold the public hearing as required by Education Code Section 60119?

Answer:

School district audits now include the reporting requirements for the sufficiency of textbooks and instructional materials
as defined by Education Code Section 60119. If a district receives an audit finding the district should contact the county
office of education regarding their ability to certify correction of the audit exception. More information can be found on
the Waiver Process Web page under 60119 Waiver Information after Williams Case Lawsuit Settlement
[http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/lr/wr/hottopics.asp#Districts].

Top of Page

Williams Settlement Monitoring

Question 59:

What monitoring is required under the Williams settlement for API Decile 1- 3 schools?

Answer:

The initial monitoring under Williams was based on the 2003 API, but commencing in 2007-08 for schools ranked in
Deciles 1- 3 on the 2006 API, an annual site visit will be conducted by the county office during the first four weeks of the
school year to determine sufficiency of instructional materials, facility conditions, and accuracy of the School
Accountability Report Card. However, a county superintendent of a school “under review” is not required to annually
conduct a site visit at that school (see Education Code Section 1240(i)(3) and 5 CCR Section 17101). Such schools
under review are not exempt from the Williams textbook sufficiency requirements of Education Code Section 60119.

In counties with more than 200 schools in Deciles 1-3, the county office may use a combination of visits and written
surveys of teachers. This may include paper, electronic or online surveys. If a survey is used, the county office must
visit the school within the same academic year to verify the accuracy of the information reported on the surveys.

In future years the cohort of schools in Deciles 1-3 requiring a visit by the county office will be adjusted every third year
based on the API at that time.

Top of Page

Question 60:

What about the students who don't bring their textbooks when the school visit occurs? Will this count against
us?

Answer:

Reviewers will use reasonable judgment to deal with situations like this. The visit will triangulate the data collected - the
self-study, district documentation, and observations from the visit - to determine whether the school has made good
faith attempts to fulfill the legal requirements. 

Top of Page
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California Department of Education
1430 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Question 61:

What happens if a district doesn't have sufficient instructional materials for Decile 1 and 2 schools and
doesn't have sufficient funding to provide a standards-aligned textbook for each student in the four core
areas?

Answer:

The county superintendent would prepare a report documenting the areas of noncompliance and share that report with
the district. The district would have an opportunity to remedy the deficiency. If the deficiency is not remedied by the
second month of the school term as required, the county superintendent would request that the California Department of
Education (CDE) purchase the textbooks or instructional materials necessary to comply with the sufficiency
requirement. The funds used to make this purchase of instructional materials would be considered a loan that the
district would need to repay to the CDE. The CDE would issue a public statement at the next State Board of Education
meeting indicating that the district superintendent and the governing board failed to provide students with sufficient
instructional materials.
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Question 62:

If a school is on a multi-track schedule, does the county have to conduct site visits for all tracks?

Answer:

Yes.
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Question 63:

What if we have not received all of our textbooks from the publisher by the first four weeks of school and/or
time of the school visit?

Answer:

Districts should ensure that textbooks and instructional materials are ordered and available for students before the
school year begins. School districts should make every attempt to prioritize the provision of instructional materials to
schools affected by the settlement. Issues such as this are exactly what the Williams settlement legislation attempts
to ameliorate. If the materials have been ordered, but have not arrived by the date of the county office visit, the county
office will monitor to insure that the insufficiency is corrected by the end of the second month of the school year.
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Questions: David Almquist | dalmquis@cde.ca.gov | 916-319-0444 
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May 2007

Reforming California’s Instructional Material
Adoption Process
The Supplemental Report of the 2006 Budget Act directed our office to examine instructional material costs
and assess California’s process for adopting kindergarten through eighth grade (K-8) instructional materials.
This report details our findings. Most importantly, we identify several shortcomings with California’s K-8
adoption process. To address these shortcomings, we recommend the Legislature adopt a package of six
reforms designed to lower instructional material costs, expand school district choice, and enhance program
effectiveness.

Executive Summary

In recent years, the Legislature has expressed growing concern with the rising cost of instructional materials
in California. In response, it directed our office to compare spending trends in California with other states.
Examining data from 1993 through 2003 (the most recent year for which consistent state data are available),
we found that inflation-adjusted kindergarten through twelfth grade (K-12) instructional material spending in
California increased more than $100 per pupil, or almost 80 percent, over this period. This was about double
the rate of growth of other states and about four times the rate of growth for “all other” K-12 support
spending. Despite such a sizeable increase, California at the end of this period still spent slightly less per pupil
on instructional materials than the national average.

In recent years, the Legislature also has expressed growing concern with the state’s process for adopting K-8
instructional materials. In response, it directed our office to explore the relationship between instructional
material review processes and state spending. We found that states with state-level adoption processes
consistently spend slightly more than states with local-level selection processes. However, after controlling
for such factors as state demographics, we found adoption states spend less than local-selection states. This
means adoption states might be spending more as a result of other factors. For example, adoption states tend
to serve larger percentages of low-income students and English learners (ELs), which, in turn, is linked to
higher per-pupil spending.

To gain a better understanding of California’s K-8 adoption process, we reviewed California law and
regulations, examined various other state and industry documents, and interviewed various individuals—
including state administrators, program experts, publishers, and representatives of state-level advocacy
groups, as well as staff at school districts and county offices of education. The state’s adoption process is a
complex maze of activities—involving four sets of evaluation criteria and various expert panels, two curriculum
committees, a Curriculum Commission, and two state agencies, as well as advocates and the general public.
Just about when the process is fully implemented at the local level, districts must begin the process anew.
We found this highly prescriptive process can be linked to less competition among publishers, more limited
district choice, higher cost, questionable quality, and little useful information.

To address these shortcomings, we recommend the Legislature adopt a package of six reforms designed to
lower cost, expand district choice, and enhance program effectiveness. Specifically, we recommend the
Legislature reform the existing system by: (1) using fewer sets of evaluation criteria, (2) streamlining the
review process, (3) offering districts voluntary extension of already adopted materials for up to two
consecutive cycles, (4) shifting focus back to core materials by requiring ancillary materials to be priced and
sold separately, (5) ensuring greater predictability by linking annual price increases to a specified inflationary
index, and (6) enhancing the quality and availability of information by collecting better information from expert
reviewers and making that information available to the public.

Introduction

In recent years, the Legislature has expressed concern with the rising cost of instructional materials as well
as the process the state has constructed to adopt these materials for use in elementary and middle schools.
Stemming from these concerns, the Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the 2006
Budget Act that directed our office to compare K-12 instructional material costs in California with other states
over time. In doing so, it asked us to explore how states’ instructional material review processes, academic
content standards, and student diversity might be affecting these costs. In addition, we were directed to
make recommendations for lowering the cost of instructional materials in California.

In the first half of this report, we explore trends in K-12 textbook costs and instructional material spending. In
the second half of the report, we focus specifically on California’s adoption process for K-8 instructional
materials—first identifying the shortcomings of this system and then offering a package of recommendations
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designed to reduce the cost of instructional materials, expand school district choice, and enhance program
effectiveness.

Spending Trends

This section identifies general trends in K-12 textbook costs and instructional material spending and then
explores how various factors might be affecting these trends.

General Trends

Below, we examine California textbook cost trends using data compiled by the California Department of
Education (CDE) as well as cross-state spending trends using data compiled by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES).

Costs of Textbooks in California Has Risen Sharply Since 1990. In a 2005 report, CDE tracked data on the
average cost of fourth grade reading/language arts textbooks from 1990 through 2005. In 1990, the average
cost of one of these fourth grade textbooks was $18. By 2005, the average cost was more than $50. Even
adjusting for inflation, the average cost almost doubled over this time period. A study conducted on behalf of
publishers also suggests that sizeable cost increases are likely to continue over the next several years. For
example, the study estimated that the average cost of a fourth grade textbook in the upcoming 2008
reading/language arts adoption cycle would be approximately $85.

Little Cross-State Data on Textbook Costs. Each year, NCES collects data on state expenditures for K-12
education. Unfortunately, NCES did not begin collecting data on state textbook expenditures until 2003-04
(with only 38 states then reporting data in that category). Given this limitation, we reviewed other
information sources, including a private firm that collects data for publishers. Unfortunately, the last year this
firm collected data separately for textbooks was in 2000-01. In short, we were unable to find consistent
cross-state data on textbook costs.

Cross-State Data on Instructional Material Spending Send Mixed Messages. The NCES, however, has
collected data for many years on states’ instructional material spending (which includes spending for
textbooks, classroom teaching supplies, audiovisual supplies, and periodicals). We reviewed spending trends
from 1993-94 through 2003-04 (the most recent year for which NCES data are available). Over this period,
inflation-adjusted per-pupil spending on instructional materials in California grew from $133 to $237—an
increase of $104 or 78 percent (see Figure 1). The average annual rate of change in California was
5.9 percent. By comparison, average spending on instructional materials in other states grew from $171 to
$240 per pupil—an increase of $69 or 41 percent. The average annual rate of change in other states was
3.5 percent. Thus, spending in California grew at almost twice the rate of other states over this period.
Nonetheless, at the end of this period, California still was spending slightly less than the national average.

Whereas it was ranked 44th among the 50 states in per-pupil instructional spending in 1993-94, it ranked 25th
in 2003-04.

Spending on Instructional Materials Has Outpaced All Other Spending. To disentangle instructional
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material spending trends from any underlying trends in spending for K-12 education, we also examined all
other support spending (total K-12 support spending less instructional material spending). In both California
and other states, inflation-adjusted all other support spending grew by about 20 percent from 1993-94
through 2003-04, reflecting an average annual rate of increase of less than 2 percent. These increases are
substantially less than the increases in instructional material spending. This could mean that states felt they
were underspending on instructional materials in the early 1990s and made special efforts to increase
spending over the next ten years. Alternatively, it could mean that changes in state policies and/or publisher
practices were driving up instructional material costs much more sharply than other K-12 education costs.

Instructional Material Review Policies

In an effort to understand what might be causing such significant increases in instructional material spending,
we explored the relationship between states’ spending and their instructional material review policies.

Two Basic Processes Used to Select Instructional Materials. Every state has policies regarding the
selection and purchase of K-12 instructional materials. To select materials, 20 states use a state-level
process. Most states that use such a process formally adopt a list of approved instructional materials and
districts must purchase materials from this list. A few states, however, adopt lists of “suggested” or
“recommended” materials and/or grant districts some discretion to purchase materials not on the state lists.
In contrast to these adoption states, 30 states use a local-level selection process. In these states, districts
may purchase any instructional materials of their choosing. Figure 2 shows the instructional material review
process each state currently uses. California is unique among the 50 states in using both processes—it uses a
state-adoption process for K-8 materials and a local-selection process at the high school level.

 

Figure 2
Majority of States Use Local-Selection
Process
  Local Selection (30) State Adoption (20)

Alaska Alabama
Arizona Arkansas
Colorado Californiaa

Connecticut Florida
Delaware Georgia
Hawaii Idaho
Illinois Indiana
Iowa Kentucky
Kansas Louisiana
Maine Mississippi
Maryland New Mexico
Massachusetts North Carolina
Michigan Oklahoma
Minnesota Oregon
Missouri South Carolina
Montana Tennessee
Nebraska Texas
Nevada Utah
New Hampshire Virginia
New Jersey West Virginia
New York  
North Dakota  
Ohio  
Pennsylvania  
Rhode Island  
South Dakota  
Vermont  
Washington  
Wisconsin  
Wyoming  
 
a  Calif ornia has a state-adoption process f or K-8 materials and a

local-selection process f or high school materials.
Source: Education Commission of  the States.

 

Adoption States Spend Slightly More on Instructional Materials but Cause Unclear. Because many states
did not institutionalize their existing adoption processes until the late 1990s, we confined our analysis in this
section to the latter part of our data set (1998-99 through 2003-04). Over this period, adoption states
consistently spent, on average, slightly more per pupil on instructional materials than states with local-
selection processes. In 1998-99, for example, adoption states spent, on average, $227 per pupil on
instructional materials whereas local-selection states spent, on average, $215 per pupil. Similarly, in 2003-04,
adoption states spent $249 per pupil compared to $234 per pupil in local-selection states. Although adoption
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states spent more per pupil than local-selection states, the rate of spending increases over this period were
about the same for both groups (1.8 percent). Moreover, when controlling for other factors (such as state
demographics), we found adoption states spend less than local-selection states. This means adoption states
might appear to be spending more only because they are correlated with other “high-spending” factors, such
as being states that serve more low-income and EL students.

No Firm Findings Relating to Type of Adoption System. We also examined differences in the types of
adoption systems states use. Specifically, we classified adoption states as either “strict-adoption” states, in
which states formally adopt lists of approved instructional materials and districts must purchase materials from
those lists, or “flexible-adoption” states, in which states approve lists of suggested or recommended materials
and/or districts can purchase materials not on the state lists. Strict-adoption states, on average, spent more
per pupil on instructional materials than flexible-adoption states every year from 1998-99 through 2003-04.
The differences, however, are much larger during the first half of the period. In 1998-99, for example, strict-
adoption states spent, on average, $237 per pupil on instructional materials whereas flexible-adoption states
spent, on average, $213 per pupil. By comparison, in 2003-04, strict-adoption states spent $250 per pupil
compared to $246 per pupil in flexible-adoption states. Without additional years of data, the relationship
between the type of adoption system and instructional material spending remains inconclusive.

K-12 Content Standards

In addition to exploring the relationship between states’ spending and their instructional material review
policies, we compared spending trends in California with states that have similar K-12 content standards.
California commonly is recognized as having the most rigorous K-12 content standards in the country. The
Fordham Foundation, which periodically ranks all 50 states according to the quality of their academic
standards, ranked California second in 1998 and first in both 2000 and 2006. Only California, Arizona, Indiana,
Massachusetts, and Virginia ranked in the top ten in each of the three review cycles.

Relationship Appears Weak. We examined the 1998, 2000, and 2003 Fordham Foundation rankings. In 1998
and 2000, state rankings were based on the rigor of content standards in all core subjects whereas the 2003
rankings were based only on content standards in history. (We were unable to use the 2006 Fordham rankings
because NCES expenditure data were not available for that year). Although counterintuitive, the ten states
with the most rigorous standards spent, on average, somewhat less on instructional materials than other
states. The difference, however, has steadily narrowed over time. In 1998-99, states with the most rigorous
standards spent, on average, $48 per pupil less than other states whereas they spent $15 less per pupil in
2000-01 and $13 less per pupil in 2003-04. Conducting several other types of statistical analyses, the
relationship between states’ content standards and spending on instructional materials appears quite weak.
This means states likely could strengthen or weaken their content standards without a major or direct effect
on instructional materials costs.

K-12 Student Populations

As directed, we also compared California’s spending with states that serve similar students yet have higher
achievement. Given California’s diversity, no other state makes for a particularly good comparison.
Nonetheless, California commonly is compared to Texas, Florida, and New York. As Figure 3 shows, California
has a notably higher percentage of EL students and a slightly higher percentage of low-income students than
these three other states. It also has lower scores on national standardized tests for fourth and eighth graders
in reading and mathematics. Of the four states, only New York typically scores above the national average in
both subjects and both grades. Also shown in Figure 3, California spent more per pupil on instructional
materials than Florida but somewhat less than New York and significantly less than Texas. Over the decade,
however, California increased its spending at almost triple the rate of Texas as well as at a notably higher
rate than Florida and New York.

 

Figure 3
Comparing California With Other Large States
(2003)

State
English

Learners
Low-Income
Studentsa

Test
Scoresb

Per-Pupil
Spendingc

Average
Annual Rate
Of Changed

California 25% 47% 251 $237 5.9%
Florida 8 45 257 202 4.7
New York 13 43 264 260 4.6
Texas 16 45 259 322 2.0

 
a  Ref lects students eligible f or f ederal f ree and reduced-price meal programs.
b  Ref lects av erage score on the National Assessment of  Educational Progress f or eighth graders in

reading (scale of  0 to 500).
c  Ref lects per-pupil instructional material spending.
d  Ref lects changes in per-pupil spending between 1993-94 and 2003-04.
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K-12 Student Demographics Do Affect Spending. We also conducted a number of other statistical analyses
using data from all 50 states on instructional material spending, percentage of EL students, and percentage of
students who are eligible for free or reduced-price meals (a proxy for low-income students). Controlling for
various factors, we found that states with higher percentages of EL and low-income students typically spend
more per pupil on instructional materials than states with lower percentages of these students. Specifically,
for every 1 percent increase in a state’s EL population or 1 percent increase in its low-income student
population, we found per-pupil spending on instructional materials increased by a few dollars. This could mean
states with more diverse populations spend more on targeted supplemental materials.

A Closer Look at California’s Adoption Process

The available quantitative data do not tell a clear story. On the one hand, instructional material spending has
been increasing in California and across the nation far in excess of inflation and enrollment growth. Despite
such steep increases, spending in California still is slightly below the national average. Moreover, the data
suggest that state demographics affect spending but the rigor of state content standards seems to have
little, if any, effect on spending. Furthermore, if instructional material review processes matter, the available
data are too crude to suggest exactly how they matter.

To gain a better understanding of what might be happening in California, this section focuses specifically on
California’s K-8 adoption process and its potential impact on instructional material costs. We reviewed
California law and regulations, examined various other state and industry documents, and conducted more
than 20 interviews with state administrators, program experts, publishers, and leaders of professional
associations, as well as staff at school districts and county offices of education. These interviews helped us
uncover inefficiencies in California’s adoption process, identify factors likely to be driving up the cost of
instructional materials, and develop recommendations designed to lower these costs.

Below, we describe California’s existing K-8 adoption process. As shown in Figure 4, this process consists of a
complex maze of activities.
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Instructional Materials Evaluated Based on Four Sets of Criteria

Instructional materials in California are evaluated based on four sets of criteria: (1) alignment with academic
content standards, (2) consistency with subject-specific curriculum frameworks, (3) satisfaction of
instructional material evaluation criteria, and (4) portrayal of social content.

Evaluation Based on Academic Content Standards. Beginning in the mid-1990s, the State Board of
Education (SBE) began adopting content standards for every grade in English language arts, mathematics,
history/social science, and science, as well as visual and performing arts, physical education, foreign
language, and health education. The content standards delineate the specific knowledge and skills students
should acquire in each subject. For example, California has 53 standards for fourth grade English language arts
and 55 standards for fourth grade mathematics. A 21-member advisory committee made up of parents,
teachers, administrators, business leaders, and academics develops the standards and presents them to SBE
for approval. These content standards, coupled with performance standards, are designed to be the core of
the state’s accountability system. They also are designed to be the core of the instructional material
evaluation process.

Also Evaluated Based on Curriculum Frameworks. The objective of a curriculum framework is to provide
guidance on how to teach each content standard in a given subject. The frameworks are extensive
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documents that specify: the instructional approaches needed for students to master the standards,
appropriate student assessments, pedagogical strategies for working with all types of students, appropriate
professional development, and requirements for instructional materials. The current reading/language arts and
mathematics curriculum frameworks each contain almost 400 pages of discussion and specifications.
Publishers are required to base their instructional materials on these frameworks.

. . . And Program/Evaluation Criteria. In addition to addressing each academic content standard and the
associated state curriculum framework, instructional materials must meet certain program and evaluation
criteria to become adopted. The program criteria delineate the specific types of programs that publishers may
submit. For example, SBE is allowing three types of programs to be developed for the 2007 mathematics
adoption: (1) basic grade-level programs (K-8), (2) intervention programs for struggling students (grades 4-
7), and (3) an algebra readiness program for eighth grade students who are not yet ready for algebra. Each
type of program is associated with certain requirements. For example, a basic grade-level mathematics
program must consist of a comprehensive curriculum that provides instructional content for at least 50
minutes per day. Publishers may submit instructional materials for one or more of the above types of programs
in one or more of the specified grade levels. If a set of instructional materials (typically including a student
textbook, student workbooks, and teacher guide) meets all program requirements, it then is evaluated based
on five other criteria—alignment with standards, organization, student assessments, universal access
(including instructional strategies that address the full range of possible learning needs), and instructional
planning and support. These program and evaluation criteria form the core of the document the state provides
to publishers toward the beginning of each adoption cycle. These documents—typically running between 150
and 200 pages—also are filled with a myriad of minute specifications.

. . . And Social Content. In addition to meeting the requirements of the content standards, curriculum
frameworks, and evaluation criteria, state law requires instructional materials to portray certain social
content. For example, state law specifies that instructional materials must portray the contributions of both
men and women in professional, vocational, and executive roles; Native Americans, African Americans,
Mexican Americans, Asian Americans, and European Americans; and entrepreneurs and labor. The materials
also must encourage thrift, fire prevention, and the humane treatment of animals and people, and discuss
(when appropriate) the effects on the human system of the use of tobacco, alcohol, narcotics, restricted
dangerous drugs, and other dangerous substances.

Each Adoption Cycle Involves Seemingly Countless Players

California’s existing adoption process involves a slew of parties—many of whom perform the same functions.
Specifically, the process involves various expert panels, two curriculum committees, a Curriculum Commission,
and two state agencies, as well as interested stakeholders and the general public.

Involves Expert Panels. The bulk of the actual review of instructional materials is undertaken by two expert
panels—the Instructional Materials Advisory Panel (IMAP) and the Content Review Panel (CRP). Most IMAP
members are K-12 teachers but the panel may include school administrators, curriculum experts, and parents.
Members of CRP are subject matter experts, often with doctoral degrees. All IMAP and CRP members receive
training on the adoption criteria prior to individually reviewing submitted materials. Whereas CRP members
focus almost solely on academic content, IMAP members focus on academic content as well as the other sets
of evaluation criteria. Members of the IMAP and CRP are selected separately for each adoption cycle and
volunteer their time. The SBE appoints the members upon recommendation of the Curriculum Commission.
Districts absorb costs for any of their teachers who serve on an expert panel.

Also Involves Two Committees. As part of the curriculum frameworks process, SBE appoints a Curriculum
Framework Criteria Committee (CFCC). The CFCC consists primarily of current K-8 teachers but may include
some noneducators. All CFCC members are to have subject matter expertise and professional experience with
effective educational programs. The CFCC’s primary task is to develop a draft framework and submit it to the
Curriculum Commission for consideration, after which a Subject Matter Committee (SMC) reviews the draft.
The SMC consists of commission members who have expertise or interest in the relevant subject. This
committee holds a public hearing to discuss the framework, makes revisions, and then submits it to the
commission.

. . . And the Curriculum Commission. The Curriculum Commission, established in state law, is an 18 member
advisory board to SBE. Commissioners tend to be recognized authorities in a specific subject matter,
professors, curriculum experts, K-12 teachers, or community members. The commission advises SBE on the K-
12 curriculum frameworks and K-8 instructional materials. In doing so, it serves as a kind of intermediary
between the field experts and SBE. The commission holds a public hearing on a framework after the SMC
hearing and before the SBE hearing on the framework. It also holds a public hearing on instructional materials
after the IMAP/CRP members develop their evaluation report and before SBE holds a hearing to adopt the
materials.

. . . And CDE. The department has a Curriculum Frameworks and Instructional Resources Division that
provides various support and administrative services. Its activities include developing the “Publishers
Invitation to Submit” document, contracting with county offices of education to assist with legal and social
compliance reviews, supporting the commission and SBE in their instructional material activities, and
administering the Instructional Materials Block Grant (the primary funding source for the purchase of K-12
materials).

. . . And SBE. The board approves finalized curriculum frameworks and makes final instructional materials
adoption decisions. State law requires SBE to adopt at least five sets of basic instructional materials at each
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grade level (K-8) in each of seven subjects (reading/language arts, mathematics, history/social science,
science, visual/performing arts, foreign language, and health education). Exceptions are made, however, if
fewer than five sets of materials are submitted or if SBE finds that fewer than five submittals meet the four
sets of evaluation criteria.

. . . And Advocates as Well as the General Public. In addition to involving interested parties through the
expert panels, committees, commission, and board, advocates have six other opportunities to be involved in
the framework and adoption processes. Stakeholders may present oral and written feedback before the SMC
as it develops the draft curriculum framework, before the whole commission as it finalizes recommendations on
the framework, and before SBE as it makes final decisions on the framework. Similarly, stakeholders may
present oral and written feedback before the commission as it finalizes its recommendations on instructional
materials and before SBE as it makes final adoption decisions. Between these hearings, any interested party
also may visit any of 21 Learning Resource Display Centers located throughout the state to view materials
proposed for adoption. Furthermore, publishers can appeal decisions made at various stages of the adoption
process.

Just When Fully Implemented, Process Starts All Over Again

California’s separate six-year adoption cycles for seven academic subjects requires the state to conduct
review activities every year and results in school districts having to buy new instructional materials in at least
one subject virtually every year.

State Engaged in Framework/Adoption Activities Every Year. As shown earlier in Figure 4, development
and release of a state curriculum framework takes approximately two years, recruiting experts to review
instructional materials takes about one year, and actually undertaking the instructional material evaluation
process takes another year. The state undergoes this process separately for each of seven subjects. As
shown in Figure 5, the state has structured the process such that it is engaged in some framework and/or
adoption activities every year.

 

Figure 5
Major State Activities by Year and Subject

     State Activities:

2005 •   Approved mathematics framework.
•   Adopted history/social science materials.

2006 •   Approved reading/language arts framework.

•   Adopted science materials.

•   Adopted visual/performing arts materials.
2007 •   To adopt mathematics materials.
2008 •   To approve physical education framework.

•   To adopt reading/language arts materials.
2009 •   To approve foreign language framework.

•   To approve history/social science framework.
2010 •   To approve health framework.

•   To approve science framework.
2011 •   To approve mathematics framework.

•   To adopt foreign language materials.

•   To adopt history/social science materials.
2012 •   To approve visual/performing arts framework.

•   To adopt health materials.

•   To adopt science materials.

 

School Districts Required to Purchase New Instructional Materials Virtually Every Year. After state
adoption decisions have been made for a particular subject, school districts must purchase K-8 materials
within 24 months. Given SBE adopts materials in some subject almost every year and, in some years, adopts
materials for more than one subject, school districts must purchase new K-8 instructional materials virtually
every year. Prior to purchasing new materials, school districts typically pilot materials for one year. After
purchasing new materials in a particular subject, districts invest substantial effort in training teachers on the
new materials while they are in use. Districts typically train only a portion of their teachers each year and
report taking up to three years to complete all associated teacher training. This means school districts have
only one or two years after fully implementing a set of instructional materials before the state requires them
to begin the process anew. Moreover, they too undergo this process separately for each of seven subjects.
In our interviews with district and county staff, representatives expressed frustration with such a process.
They were frustrated they had to purchase new instructional materials for some subjects every year. They
were frustrated they sometimes had to purchase new instructional materials for higher-cost core subjects in
consecutive years. (For example, school districts had to begin purchasing science materials in 2006 and will
have to begin purchasing mathematics materials in 2007 and reading/language arts materials in 2008.) They
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also were frustrated that the frequency of the process meant they had to purchase “new” materials just as
their professional development efforts seemed to be coming to fruition and teachers were becoming expert in
using the “old” materials.

Highly Prescriptive Process Linked With Poor Outcomes

Presumably, the intent of a state-level adoption process is to ensure high quality at low cost. Instead,
California’s highly prescriptive process can be linked to less competition among publishers, more limited district
choice, higher cost, questionable quality, and little useful information.

Less Competition. Over the last decade, many smaller publishers have either shut down or merged with
larger publishers, resulting in an oligopoly in the California textbook market. Today, four publishing companies
dominate the instructional materials market. Given California’s extensive set of instructional material evaluation
criteria, publishers claim they incur high upfront research and development costs. In our interviews,
representatives of the Association of American Publishers (AAP) stated that publishers also view California as
a high-risk market because large upfront investment is needed yet no guarantee of eventual state adoption is
provided. Given such high upfront costs and high risk, few small- and mid-sized publishers, to date, have been
able to develop California materials.

. . . And Fewer Local Choices. Over the last decade, this trend within the publishing industry has translated
into fewer choices for school districts. For example, in 1988, SBE approved 13 reading/language arts
instructional material packages. By comparison, in the 2002 reading/language arts adoption, only three
publishers even submitted K-3 materials, and SBE approved only two of them. In our interviews, district and
county staff as well as state-level education advocacy groups voiced concern with the limited number of
instructional material options available to them.

. . . And Very, Very Lengthy Student and Teacher Editions. Representatives of AAP provided us with data
for the only set of reading/language arts instructional materials adopted in both the 1988 and 2002 cycles. As
shown in Figure 6, the 2002 grade 1 student edition was more than 1,000 pages longer than the 1988 edition
—more than doubling in length. Even more dramatic, the 2002 teacher edition was more than 6,000 pages
longer than the 1988 edition—increasing more than sevenfold.

 

Figure 6
More Specifications, More Pages Grade 1
Reading/Language Arts

 1988 2002

Change

Number Percent

Program specifications (pages) 59 301 242 410%
Grade 1 student edition (pages) 792 1,808 1,016 128
Grade 1 teacher edition (pages) 848 6,913 6,065 715

 
Source: Strategic Education Serv ices.

 

. . . And Higher Cost. With so few publishers developing K-8 materials in California, coupled with a state law
that requires publishers to offer textbooks at a set price statewide, publishers have come to distinguish
themselves by offering special “gratis” items (items offered free of charge). Technically, a gratis item may be
virtually any product that has some instructional content. (Gratis items may not include equipment, such as
overhead projectors and laptops.) Given publishers presumably intend to cover their costs, core materials
likely are being overpriced in an effort to cover the cost of the ancillary materials that publishers are offering
free of charge. In addition to inflating the price of core instructional materials, some district representatives
believe publishers provide so many ancillary materials that teachers can not practically put them all to use. A
comparison of 1988 and 2002 price lists, which are maintained by CDE and include the name and price of each
textbook and ancillary product approved for use in the state, support these claims. In 1988, the price list for
the 13 adopted sets of instructional materials was 12 pages. In 2002, the price list for the 2 adopted sets of
materials was 44 pages.

Unconstrained Mid-Cycle Price Increases Exacerbate Matters. State law currently allows publishers to
increase the price of their instructional materials every two years within an adoption cycle. No limit is placed
on how much prices may be raised mid-cycle. These price increases affect the cost of lost and worn books as
well as the cost of annual workbooks. Given the initial investment in a set of instructional materials is
significant, districts essentially are captive to those materials throughout the six-year adoption cycle. This
implies they are virtually compelled to pay whatever mid-cycle price increases a publisher might impose.

All This and Not Necessarily Better Programs. In our interviews, several state-level advocacy groups also
believed the Curriculum Commission tended to base its recommendations on pedagogical preferences rather
than standards alignment. Some groups have expressed their concerns to SBE. For example, in a letter to
SBE, the California Science Teachers Association (CSTA) claimed it had witnessed “one or two Commissioners
convince the entire commission to ignore the months-long work of the IMAPs and CRPs and reject a particular
program for what appear to be personally based reasons . . . [T]he Commissioners pedagogical philosophy is

8/7/2012 Reforming California's Instructional Ma…

…ca.gov/…/instruct_material_052407.… 9/12

478



heavily skewed.” Similarly, in a letter to SBE, the Association of California School Administrators) stated, “the
Commission retains too much authority . . . and should focus more on its advisory role and less on the
mechanics and politics of the adoption process.” Furthermore, in our interviews with former IMAP and CRP
members, they too expressed frustration, believing some Commissioners based decisions on pedagogy rather
than alignment with content standards. In short, if these claims are true, California’s highly prescriptive
process might not be guaranteeing high-quality instructional materials.

. . . Nor Useful Information. The current system also produces little information about instructional material
evaluations. Despite spending up to 90 hours reviewing a set of instructional materials, the IMAP and CRP
members we interviewed thought their evaluation efforts did not result in good information about the quality
of those materials. They stated this was because the state’s evaluation matrix did not allow them to give
critical feedback—such as being able to cite the strengths and weaknesses of the materials they reviewed.
Instead, evaluators currently are asked only to check whether a set of materials meets each requirement.
They do not have an opportunity to share how well it covers a particular content standard, how well it is
organized, or how well it addresses the needs of EL students. In a letter to CDE, a former IMAP reviewer
complained that “cursory information was considered to be sufficient.” In short, under the state’s existing
evaluation process, valuable information on the quality of instructional materials is being lost.

School Districts Largely Duplicate the Review Process. As a result, districts are given virtually no
information they can use to compare adopted materials. As a result, school districts typically spend one
school year reevaluating and piloting state-adopted instructional materials. To do so, they often compensate
teachers for work outside of their normal work hours. In the end, districts have spent additional time and
resources to duplicate, at least in part, the efforts of the state’s expert panels.

LAO Recommendations

We recommend the Legislature adopt a package of six reforms designed to expand district choice,
lower cost, and enhance program effectiveness. Specifically, we recommend the Legislature reform
the existing system by: (1) using fewer sets of evaluation criteria, (2) streamlining the review
process, (3) offering districts voluntary extension of already adopted materials, (4) shifting focus
back to core materials by eliminating gratis items, (5) ensuring greater predictability by capping mid-
cycle price increases, and (6) enhancing information gathering and sharing.

Below, we discuss each of these six recommendations. All would require statutory change. Together, they
could yield potentially big savings to both districts and the state, without undermining the publishing industry
or stifling input from advocates. These recommendations—along with the problems they are intended to
address and their likely effect on choice, cost, and quality—are summarized in Figure 7.

 

Figure 7
Summary of Recommended Reforms

Problem With Existing System Recommended Reform Likely Effect

  District 
Choice

Cost of
Materials

Program
Effectiveness

Based on four sets of evaluation
criteria, thereby increasing
requirements and inflating
instructional material costs

Eliminate use of
curriculum frameworks
as evaluation criteria

Increase
number and
types of
adopted
materials

Reduce for
school districts,
the state, and
publishers

Streamline process
—resulting in greater
efficiency

Involves many agencies and
groups, many of whom duplicate
functions, thereby inflating costs

Have expert panels
report directly to SBE

Increase
number of
adopted
materials

Reduce for
school districts
and the state

Streamline process
—resulting in greater
efficiency

Just when fully implemented,
process begins again, meaning
school districts need to
purchase "new" materials shortly
after they feel expert in using
"old" materials

Allow districts to
maintain program for up
to two consecutive
cycles

Increase
choice

Reduce for
school districts
and the state

No direct or major
effect

Reduced competition has
resulted in marketing strategies
that shift focus from quality of core
materials to "gratis" items

Eliminate gratis items,
require each
instructional material to
be priced and sold
separately

No direct or
major effect

Reduce for
school districts,
the state, and
publishers

Improve quality as
each instructional
material would be
evaluated on its own
merits

Significant initial investment in
instructional materials program
virtually compels school districts
to pay unconstrained mid-cycle
price increases

Limit annual price
increases to inflationary
index

None Make more
predictable for
school districts

None
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Use Fewer Sets of Evaluation Criteria. First, we recommend the state continue to assess instructional
materials based on academic content standards, social content standards, and other basic evaluation criteria
(such as program organization and instructional support), but eliminate curriculum frameworks (which are
designed to guide the teaching of standards) from the evaluation process. Under the new system, K-8
frameworks would continue to be developed and available as instructional guides for school districts, as is
currently the case with high school curriculum frameworks. Removing them from the instructional material
review process, however, would help retain focus on overarching content standards rather than specific
pedagogical preferences. It also likely would reduce the instructional material requirements. This, in turn, likely
would allow more publishers, potentially even small- and mid-sized publishers, to submit materials, thereby
increasing district choice and reducing cost.

Streamline Review Process. Second, we recommend the state continue to involve expert panels, CDE, SBE,
publishers, other advocates, and the general public in the framework development and adoption process but
eliminate the role of the Curriculum Commission. This would be consistent with the process used in most
adoption states, which either do not have such commissions or do not involve them in adoption decisions. As
with the frameworks themselves, the Curriculum Commission would continue to exist and provide state-level
guidance in developing effective instructional programs. Removing the commission from the adoption process,
however, would streamline the process significantly—eliminating virtually all of the existing redundancies.
Under the new process, expert panels would report directly to SBE, and publishers would appeal compliance
and adoption decisions directly to SBE. Eliminating the frameworks and commission from the process would cut
the length of the process almost in half. It also would constrain the state-level tendencies to override the
evaluation decisions of teachers and other experts. In so doing, it likely would increase the number of district
options and reduce instructional material costs.

Offer Districts Voluntary Extension of Already Adopted Materials. Third, we recommend the Legislature
allow school districts to use already adopted materials for up to two consecutive cycles. Under such a
system, the state would continue to adopt new materials every six years, but school districts would have the
choice whether to continue with existing materials or purchase new materials. School districts still would be
required to replace lost and worn materials and could purchase new instructional tools as they became
available, but they would not be required to purchase entirely new sets of materials every six years. This
could be particularly helpful in subjects such as mathematics, for which new developments affecting K-12
education are less frequent. Being able to extend materials for up to 12 years would allow school districts to
reduce both textbook and professional development costs significantly, with potential state savings. Voluntary
extension also would allow teachers to become more familiar with and adept at using adopted materials. Given
the longer time horizon and potential for more sustained payoffs, such a change also might entice small- and
mid-sized publishers to submit materials in California. This would further increase competition and drive down
costs.

Shift Focus Back to Core Program by Eliminating Gratis Items. Fourth, we recommend the Legislature
amend statute to eliminate gratis items and require publishers to sell each product separately. Eliminating
gratis items likely would reduce the cost of core instructional materials. This is because ancillary products
would need to be sold separately at their market value. As a result, school districts could experience a
significant decline in instructional material spending, with potential savings at the state level. In addition,
eliminating gratis items would create stronger incentives for publishers to compete solely on the quality of
their core materials, which, in turn, could improve the quality of those materials.

Cap Mid-Cycle Price Increases. Fifth, we recommend the Legislature link prices to an annual inflationary
index (such as the Consumer Price Index or state and local price deflator) during the life of an adoption cycle.
This would replace the state’s current practice of allowing unconstrained price increases every two years.
Linking price increases to an annual inflationary index would offer districts protection against unreasonable
mid-cycle increases as well as greater predictability in prices and greater certainty in budgeting.

Enhance Information Sharing. Lastly, we recommend the Legislature create a better instructional material
information system. We recommend the new system include both more and better information on each
submitted and adopted set of instructional materials. Specifically, we recommend replacing the state’s current
evaluation matrix with one that allows each expert to assess each set of instructional materials on about five
evaluation criteria, including alignment to each basic category of the content standards (for example, reading,
writing, listening, and speaking), program organization, student assessments, teacher support, and support for
EL students. We recommend displaying experts’ assessments on CDE’s public Web site for access by any
interested party, including school district administrators, teachers, parents, publishers, and policymakers. In
particular, school districts could use the new online information system to help them select programs to pilot,
potentially reducing their review costs and enhancing the likelihood those programs would meet their needs.

Conclusion

The problems identified in this report are not trivial and are not likely to disappear over time or go away of
their own volition. The shortcomings we identified largely were created by the state and can be addressed
only by state action. We think the shortcomings can be largely overcome, however, with a package of six
relatively modest reforms. Although the reforms we highlight could be enacted individually, they are likely to
be less effective if pursued separately. For example, allowing districts to maintain materials for up to two
consecutive cycles would reduce their overall costs, but, without other reforms, districts still would have
relatively little upfront choice. Similarly, linking price increases to an annual inflationary index is likely to
protect school districts against unreasonable mid-cycle increases, but, without other reforms, school districts’
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overall savings would be relatively modest. Taken together, the recommendations would have much greater
effect—adding up to more significant savings and more comprehensive reform.
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Legislative Analyst's Office

Analysis of the 2003-04
Budget Bill

Instructional Materials
We recommend that the Legislature enact legislation to allow materials adopted in the interim
adoptions required under Chapter 481, Statutes of 1998 (AB 2519, Poochigian), to be
recognized as standards-aligned materials for the purposes of eligibility for categorical
programs. In adopting this recommendation, the Legislature would: (1) recognize the
$1 billion investment in Schiff-Bustamante Standards-Based Instructional Materials funding,
much of which districts spent on these materials, and (2) relieve districts from the costs of
new materials.

The Governor's budget proposes to create a $5.1 billion categorical block grant composed of 58
individual K-12 programs. The block grant includes $204.5 million that was previously budgeted for the
Instructional Materials Funding Realignment Program (IMFRP). The Governor's block grant keeps the
instructional materials program's laws and regulations in place, requiring school districts to provide
each student with new standards-aligned materials within 24 months of a statewide adoption. Funding
for instructional materials to school districts is based on an equal amount per pupil enrolled in
elementary and high schools

Background. California began moving to a standards-based educational system in 1995 when
Chapter 975, Statutes of 1995 (AB 265, Alpert), required the creation of the Commission for the
Establishment of Academic Content and Performance Standards. The commission was required to
develop academically rigorous content and performance standards in the core curriculum subject areas
for grades K-12. In 1998, academic content standards were developed for English language arts,
mathematics, history-social science, and science. Recognizing the necessity of providing pupils with
standards-aligned materials, the Legislature passed legislation (Chapter 481, Statutes of 1998 [AB
2519, Poochigian]) directing the State Board of Education (SBE) to conduct a special interim adoption
of basic and partial programs in English language arts and mathematics prior to 2001. These materials
were required to cover a course of study, or a substantial portion of a course of study, essential to
meeting adopted academic content standards. These materials were adopted in 1999 and remain in
effect until June 30, 2005 for English language arts, and June 30, 2003 for mathematics. In addition,
the Legislature created the Schiff-Bustamante Standards-Based Instructional Materials program—
Chapter 312, Statutes of 1998 (AB 2041, Bustamante)—which appropriated $1 billion over a four-year
period for school districts to purchase instructional materials that were aligned with state content
standards. Between 1999 and 2001, many school districts purchased materials adopted during the
interim adoption with their share of the $1 billion in Schiff-Bustamante funds.

Creation of IMFRP. Chapter 802, Statutes of 2002 (AB 1781, Hertzberg), created IMFRP, which
consolidated three existing categorical programs—K-8 Instructional Materials Fund, 9-12 Instructional
Materials Fund, and the K-4 Classroom Library Materials Program—into a new block grant that took
effect January 1, 2003. The main purpose of the IMFRP is to provide a source of funding for the
purchase of standards-aligned materials in the core subject areas of English language arts,
mathematics, history-social science, and science. Districts are to use funding in the following manner:

First priority is the purchase of standards-aligned materials in (1) English language arts,
(2) mathematics, and (3) reading intervention programs for English language learners in grade 4
through 8 or students reading two or more years below grade level.
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Second priority is the purchase of standards-aligned materials in history/social science and
science.
Third priority is the purchase of other instructional materials for areas such as visual and
performing arts, foreign language, health materials, supplementary materials, tests, technology
based materials, and classroom library materials for grades K-4. However, before they may
purchase materials from the third category listed above, the governing board of a district is
statutorily required to certify that every pupil will be provided with standards-aligned materials
in the four core curriculum areas. 

SBE Excludes Chapter 481 Materials. In developing the IMFRP regulations, the SBE concluded that
the English language arts and mathematics materials adopted in the interim adoption under
Chapter 481, did not qualify as being standards-aligned because they were not adopted using the
existing standards-aligned "framework." Essentially, the English language arts content standards
designate what to teach at specific grade levels. The framework provides guidelines and selected
approaches for implementing instruction to help pupils in meeting the standards.

For districts that purchased interim adopted materials and who wished to access the IMFRP funding,
this decision in effect required them to reinvest in new English language arts and mathematics
instructional materials even though they are not significantly different from the interim materials. The
SBE also requires school districts to purchase the new materials if they want to participate in and
receive state funding for the following set of programs:

Reading First—A federal reading intervention program focused on ensuring that all children
learn how to read by the end of the third grade. Funding is also available for special education
pupils in K-12.
Mathematics and Reading Professional Development—A Governor's initiative to provide
funding for professional development in mathematics and reading language arts for teachers,
instructional aides, and paraprofessionals. Training focuses on standards-based instructional
materials.
Principal Training—Provides funding for principals and vice principals to receive instruction and
training in school financial and personnel management, core academic standards, and curriculum
frameworks and instructional materials aligned to the state academic standards.
High Priority Schools Grant Program—A state intervention program for the lowest performing
schools (schools in the first decile of the Academic Performance Index). 

Benefits of Recognizing Chapter 481 Materials

The Legislature has historically been committed to ensuring that pupils are provided with standards-
aligned instructional materials and providing school districts with funding to make the investment in
these materials. Consistent with this commitment, we recommend the Legislature pass legislation to
allow materials adopted in the interim adoptions required under Chapter 481 to be recognized as
standards-aligned materials. In adopting this recommendation, the Legislature would be: (1)
recognizing the $1 billion investment in Schiff-Bustamante Standards-Based Instructional Materials
funding that districts have made, (2) providing districts with greater flexibility in which to utilize IMFRP
funding to purchase other instructional materials that will best meet their district needs, and (3)
allowing districts using interim adopted materials to participate in new school reform programs.

Return to Education Table of Contents, 2003-04 Budget Analysis
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