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JOINT LEGISLATIVE BUDGET COMMITTEE
Thursday, July 19, 2007
9:30 a.m.
House Hearing Room 4

MEETING NOTICE
-

Call to Order

-

Approval of Minutes of June 19, 2007.

-

DIRECTOR'S REPORT (if necessary).

-

EXECUTIVE SESSION - Arizona Department of Administration - Review for Committee the
Planned Contribution Strategy for State Employee and Retiree Health Plans as required under
A.R.S. § 38-658A.

1.

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY - Review of Expenditure Plan for Incentive
Funding from the Workforce Investment Act.

2.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY - Review of Microwave Communication System
Upgrade Expenditures and Progress.

3.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION - Review of Research Based Models of Structured English
Immersion for English Language Learners.

The Chairman reserves the right to set the order of the agenda.
7/12/07
People with disabilities may request accommodations such as interpreters, alternative formats, or assistance with physical accessibility.
Requests for accommodations must be made with 72 hours prior notice. If you require accommodations, please contact the JLBC Office
at (602) 926-5491.
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DATE:

July 12, 2007

TO:

Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman
Members, Joint Legislative Budget Committee

THRU:

Richard Stavneak, Director

FROM:

Jay Chilton, Fiscal Analyst

SUBJECT:

Department of Economic Security – Review of Expenditure Plan for Incentive Funding
from the Workforce Investment Act

Request
A footnote in the FY 2008 General Appropriation Act allows the expenditure of federal Workforce
Investment Act (WIA) monies in excess of the appropriated amount with Committee review.
Accordingly, the Department of Economic Security (DES) is submitting an FY 2008 expenditure plan for
$1,478,972 of WIA incentive funds received by the state. Unlike most Federal Funds, WIA monies are
subject to legislative appropriation under federal requirements.
Recommendations
The JLBC Staff recommends that the Committee give a favorable review of DES’s expenditure plan. The
plan is a continuation of the plan implemented in FY 2007 and seeks to increase the number of qualified
healthcare workers. The amount of funding available is roughly double the amount available in FY 2007.
The expenditure plan seems reasonable and reflects a collaboration of the parties earning the incentive
funds. The JLBC Staff also recommends that performance measures be reported to the Committee in the
statewide workforce development annual report required by A.R.S. § 41-1542.
Analysis
The DES Workforce Development Administration is the state’s grant recipient for federal WIA funds
from the U.S. Department of Labor. Each year the state receives a portion of the federal WIA grant for
workforce development in the state. In Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2005, the state met the performance
requirements to be eligible for incentive funds above the normal grant for the first time. DES received
and expended $709,618 in incentive funds in state FY 2007. In FFY 2006, the state again met the
performance requirements to be eligible for incentive funds, and will receive $1,478,972 to be expended
in state FY 2008. A footnote in the FY 2008 General Appropriation Act allows DES to expend monies
above the appropriated amount with prior Committee review.
(Continued)

-2The funds must be used to provide services authorized by the Workforce Investment Act, the Carl Perkins
Education Act, or the Higher Education Act. DES, the Governor’s Council on Workforce Policy
(GCWP), and the Department of Education (ADE) developed a plan to use these monies to improve
workforce development and training activities in healthcare related fields. The new monies to be received
in FY 2008 will be used to continue and expand the program begun with the monies received in FY 2007.
The grant is to be split evenly between Adult Education Services (AES), Career and Technical Education
(CTE), and DES/Local Workforce Investment Areas (LWIAs).
ADE’s Adult Education Services serves individuals needing Adult Basic or Secondary Education or
English Language Acquisition for Adults by providing courses in cooperation with local One-Stop centers
to provide essential skills for individuals wanting to enter a healthcare profession. AES also provides
referrals to Career and Technical Education and WIA programs for additional services. The expenditure
plan includes $492,991 for AES.
ADE’s Career and Technical Education Program serves secondary and post-secondary students by
identifying major occupation needs in healthcare careers in Arizona, as well as specific skills and
requirements of healthcare employers. CTE will also provide assessments to identify job seekers with the
necessary skills or potential for a healthcare career. Exiting students will be referred to further education
toward higher degrees and certificates and other training needed for healthcare professions. CTE will also
provide coordination of the stakeholder group for the project. The expenditure plan includes $492,991 for
CTE.
LWIAs and the local One-Stop Centers serve low-income individuals in need of employment assistance.
They provide the initial identification and assessment of individual candidates, including WIA eligibility,
and mentoring and career preparation training specific to the healthcare industry. The One-Stops also
refer job-seekers to AES and CTE or other WIA partners for additional courses, assessments, counseling,
training, and job search services. The expenditure plan includes $492,990 for the LWIAs.
The Department of Commerce will also be involved to provide overall coordination of the project and
marketing through the GCWP.
The plan for FY 2008 identifies the following 3 performance goals:
•

Assist WIA partners in improving performance levels in youth numeracy and literacy gains,
youth/adult/dislocated worker credential attainments, and employment and retention rates.

•

Assist AES partners in increasing the number of participants who enter, retain, and/or improve
employment or placement into post-secondary education or other training.

•

Assist CTE partners in increasing the percentage of client access to industry-based assessments,
participants meeting industry standards, and individuals entering employment in the allied and
healthcare occupations and other high demand occupations in Arizona.

These performance goals are similar to those outlined by DES in June 2006 in the expenditure plan for the
FY 2007 WIA incentive funds. Regarding progress in FY 2007, DES reports that through the first 3
quarters of FY 2007, nearly 100 youth, adults, and dislocated workers had been assisted with training and
support services for health and allied health careers. LWIAs have also increased their roles in supporting
local healthcare agencies in searching for qualified workers. AES has entered into contracts with Cochise
College, Northland Pioneer College, and Yavapai College to expand available adult education services in
those rural areas. CTE has issued a contract with a vendor to develop a uniform statewide assessment
system for career and technical education.
(Continued)

-3Specific information regarding FY 2007 performance according to the above measures has not been
provided by DES, nor has information regarding how performance expectations will change given the
increase in funding. When the FY 2007 expenditure plan was favorably reviewed in July 2006, the
committee requested that the FY 2007 performance goals be included in the statewide workforce
development annual report required by A.R.S. § 41-1542. Because of the timing of the report, these
measures were not included in the most recent report, which was published in September 2006. The first
report to include these measures is expected in September 2007. The JLBC Staff recommends that the
performance measures contained in the expenditure plan again be included in the statewide workforce
development report.
RS/JCh:ss
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DATE:

July 12, 2007

TO:

Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman
Members, Joint Legislative Budget Committee

THRU:

Richard Stavneak, Director

FROM:

Kimberly Cordes-Sween, Fiscal Analyst

SUBJECT:

Department of Public Safety – Review of the Microwave Communication System
Upgrade Expenditures and Progress

Request
Pursuant to the FY 2007 Capital Outlay Bill (Laws 2006, Chapter 345), the Department of Public Safety
(DPS) has submitted for review the expenditures and progress of the upgrade to its microwave
communications system. Besides annually appropriating $2.5 million in state funds from FY 2007
through FY 2009, Chapter 345 included a legislative intent statement that this project annually receive
$1.6 million in federal Homeland Security funds from FY 2007 through FY 2009. Federal monies were
not received by DPS in FY 2007 and, as a result, the department has also included a revised expenditure
plan and project timeline in the case that no Homeland Security funding is received by DPS.
In FY 2007, DPS expended or encumbered $338,500. At its February meeting, the Committee requested
that DPS provide cost updates for the total project and for the southern loop of the microwave system, as
well as an updated expenditure plan and project timeline addressing the lack of Homeland Security
monies. The updated cost estimate for the system is $46.4 million, including $11.3 million for the
southern loop. The project was originally expected to cost $61 million.
Recommendation
The Committee has at least the following 2 options:
1) A favorable review of the request.
2) A favorable review of the request with the condition that the state Department of Homeland Security
(SDHS) comply with legislative intent to use $1.6 million of federal Homeland Security monies for
the microwave communications project, as identified in Laws 2006, Chapter 345. Upon publication
of its FY 2008 allocation of federal Homeland Security funding, SDHS would be requested to notify
the Committee of its funding level for the microwave project. If the department chooses to fund the
(Continued)

-2microwave project at less than $1.6 million, SDHS would be requested to provide a written
explanation as to why other projects were of higher importance.
Under either option, JLBC Staff recommends that DPS report back to the Committee by October 31, 2008
on the status of the microwave communications project and federal Homeland Security grant funding.
Analysis
Background
DPS currently operates and maintains an analog microwave communications system. A microwave
communications system is a series of towers and communications equipment that transports voice and
data from one location to the next, enabling dispatch control and long distance communication for
portable radios in remote areas. The system provides dispatch control of radio base stations and connects
53 remote radio communication sites and 20 state office locations. In addition, data from the Arizona
Criminal Justice System is sent over the microwave system to criminal justice agencies around the state.
The current analog microwave radio system is comprised of 3 independent but integrated loops located in
the southern, northern, and western parts of the state. The current analog microwave system consists of
equipment that is no longer manufactured and infrastructure in need of repair. The FY 2007 monies were
used to begin upgrading the southern loop, in addition to repairing 3 damaged sites in the northern and
western segments. The upgrade of the microwave radio backbone is an integral part of the long-term
interoperability solution currently under development by the Public Safety Communication Commission
(PSCC).
The FY 2007 Capital Outlay Bill (Laws 2006, Chapter 345) appropriated a total of $2.5 million in each of
the 3 years from FY 2007 through FY 2009 to DPS for the design, construction, and implementation of a
digital upgrade of its microwave communications system. The appropriation included up to $295,600 and
4 FTE Positions for project management. In addition, the bill specified that it was the intent of the
Legislature that federal Department of Homeland Security funding in the amount $4.8 million over the 3year period ($1.6 million annually) be distributed for this project. Along with the state appropriation,
DPS is required to submit a semiannual progress report to Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) for
review through FY 2007. This is the last report required by Chapter 345.
DPS had originally planned to spend $12.4 million ($4.1 million annually) from FY 2007 to FY 2009 for
the southern loop projects, including federal Homeland Security funding. The Committee learned at the
February JLBC meeting that DPS did not receive the FY 2007 Homeland Security funding, as intended
by the Legislature. (Attachment A is a list of funded projects, which was originally distributed at the
February meeting.) As a result of questions raised by the Committee, a letter was sent to the state
Department of Homeland Security asking for clarification of FY 2007, FY 2008 and FY 2009 federal
Homeland Security allocations. (Attachment B)
In a letter dated March 28, 2007, SDHS did not respond as to why funds were not allocated in FY 2007
for this project. In response to whether DPS will receive FY 2008 and FY 2009 microwave project
funding, SDHS stated that Federal Funds allocated to Arizona have declined significantly since FY 2003
and “as long as Arizona receives sufficient Federal Funds, [the state Department of Homeland Security]
will fulfill the statutory mandate” (Attachment C). DPS will still expend the $2.5 million state
appropriation in all 3 years, although the lack of the Homeland Security monies has created the need for a
revised expenditure plan and will affect the timeline for the completion of the project.

(Continued)

-3Funding and Revised Expenditure Plan
The department has submitted a revised 3-year expenditure plan that reflects projected expenditures if
DPS receives no federal Homeland Security monies. Current state funding, as appropriated by Laws
2006, Chapter 345, includes $7.6 million for this project. DPS originally estimated the cost to complete
the southern segment at $12.4 million, which has since been reduced to $11.3 million. The revised plan
includes construction of 5 new sites in the southern loop, refurbishing 7 existing sites (originally 19 were
to be refurbished including 3 in the southern loop), and digital equipment would be installed on 15
southern sites. Table 1 indicates DPS’ anticipated expenditures, in the case that Homeland Security
Funding is not received for any of the 3 project years.
Table 1

Microwave Communications System Upgrade Expenditure Plan
Without Homeland Security Funding

FTE Positions
Personal Services
Employee Related Expenditures
Professional & Outside Services
Travel - In State
Travel - Out of State
Other Operating Expenditures
New Sites
Refurbished Sites
Miscellaneous
Microwave Equipment
Contingency (10.5%)
Total Operating Expenditures

FY 2007
2
$ 63,000
19,200
10,000
1,000,000
1,375,000
2,000
63,800
$2,533,000

1/

FY 2008
2
$ 130,000
37,700
12,000
-

FY 2009
3
$ 178,300
53,500
22,000
-

Total
3
$ 371,300
110,400
44,000
-

655,000

1,100,000

2,755,000

565,000
3,100
1,055,000
75,200
$2,533,000

80,000
4,100
1,020,000
75,100
$2,533,000

2,020,000
9,200
2,075,000
214,100
$7,599,000

____________
1/ Includes $1,235,000 to refurbish 3 sites located outside of the southern microwave loop.

DPS has indicated that with only $7.6 million available to spend on the southern loop rather than the full
$11.3 million, some communications sites will not be upgraded, sites may not provide future
infrastructure for connectivity such as the new PSCC interoperability system or other government shared
equipment, and the overall statewide microwave project may experience delays while attempting to
periodically provide upgrades for the southern loop. Completion of upgrades to the entire microwave
system was originally scheduled for FY 2013 and would be delayed until 2017 if no Homeland Security
funding is received.
Activities
Current activities are focused on staffing, damaged tower replacement, and site development in the
southern segment. The Wireless Systems Bureau has also installed a new AC power feed, emergency
power generator, and power transfer switch equipment, which are all operational.
Since the February 2007 JLBC meeting, DPS purchased and received 2 new towers at DPS microwave
construction sites outside the southern loop. These towers had structural damage and needed to be
replaced to ensure continued DPS microwave communications. One of these towers is in the construction
phase and is expected to be completed by July 2007, while DPS is still attempting to procure a
construction contractor for the other site. In addition, the department is waiting for revised approval from
(Continued)

-4the U.S. Forest Service due to a new placement, tower design, and soil analysis for a site that would
provide digital microwave connectivity between Phoenix and Flagstaff.
The department has reached an agreement to establish 1 southern loop location and is still working to
acquire the necessary agreements to establish 4 additional southern segment microwave sites, which will
be necessary to improve the quality of communication on the new digital microwave system.
Expenditures
As of July 2007, DPS had expended or encumbered $338,500 for the digital microwave system including
tower studies, soil analysis, microwave frequency coordination, system support equipment and supplies,
and the Phoenix generator. Due to continued research, the estimated total cost to upgrade all 3 segments
has been revised from $61 million to $46.4 million. The estimated cost for the southern segment is $11.3
million; projected costs for the northern segment are $19.9 million; and projected costs for the western
segment are $15.2 million. Actual tower and building costs still need to be determined on a per-site basis
determined by location, available space, system needs, and difficulty to construct.
RS/KCS:ss
Attachments
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DATE:

July 11, 2007

TO:

Representative Russell Pearce, Chairman
Members, Joint Legislative Budget Committee

THRU:

Richard Stavneak, Director

FROM:

Steve Schimpp, Assistant Director

SUBJECT:

Department of Education – Review of Research Based Models of Structured English
Immersion for English Language Learners

Request
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 15-756.01(F), the Arizona English Language Learners Task Force (“Task Force”)
requests a favorable review of the draft Research Based Models of Structured English Immersion
(“models”). The Task Force is required to submit the models to the Committee at least 30 days before
adopting them.
Summary
The Committee has at least the following 2 options regarding its review of the models:
1) A favorable review.
2) An unfavorable review.
At a subsequent meeting, the Committee also will review technical budgeting and accounting documents
developed by the Auditor General for 2 new funds created for this issue, which are the 1) Arizona
Structured English Immersion Fund and 2) Statewide Compensatory Instruction Fund. A review of those
documents by both the Task Force and Committee is required by A.R.S. §15-756.04(E) and 15-756.11(F).
The Task Force has not yet reviewed the documents. The Committee’s review will occur thereafter.
Statute does not require the Task Force to develop cost estimates for the models and information needed
to make reliable independent estimates of those costs is not available. As a result, cost estimates for the
models do not currently exist. On a related note, the FY 2008 budget does not appropriate monies to the
Structured English Immersion Fund to fund the models. It does, however, appropriate in FY 2008 $14.3
million for a conditional increase in the English Learner Group B weight, $10.0 million for the English
Learner Compensatory Instruction Fund, and approximately $5.0 million for other English Learner
program costs.
(Continued)

-2The process for establishing the proposed models was instituted by Laws 2006, Chapter 4. That law
seeks to address ongoing litigation in the “Flores” court case regarding English Learner funding.
Analysis
Laws 2006, Chapter 4 established the Arizona English Language Learners Task Force and required it to
develop and adopt research based models of “Structured English Immersion” (SEI) for use by school
districts and charter schools (A.R.S. § 15-756.01.C). By law, the models must conform to requirements
specified in Chapter 4 and to the statutory definition of SEI established by Proposition 203 from the
November 2000 General Election, which is as follows:
"Sheltered English immersion" or "structured English immersion" means an English language
acquisition process for young children in which nearly all classroom instruction is in English but
with the curriculum and presentation designed for children who are learning the language. Books
and instructional materials are in English and all reading, writing, and subject matter are taught in
English. Although teachers may use a minimal amount of the child's native language when
necessary, no subject matter shall be taught in any language other than English, and children in
this program learn to read and write solely in English. This educational methodology represents
the standard definition of "sheltered English" or "structured English" found in educational
literature. (A.R.S.§15-751)
The Task Force consists of 9 members, including 3 appointed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
and 2 each appointed by the Governor, President of the Senate, and Speaker of the House. In developing
the models, the Task Force held 22 open meetings that featured extensive testimony from teachers, school
administrators, stakeholder groups, consultants and Department of Education staff. Initial meetings of the
Task Force focused on a review and analysis of statutory requirements for the models. Thereafter, it
worked to develop principles and basic structures for them, and to fill in those structures through member
discussion, debate, and outside input.
Model Overview
The draft models are summarized in Attachment 1. That document shows that the models appear to be
more like “standards” than “models” in that they establish basic criteria for Structured English Immersion
programs instead of describing alternative prototypes for Structured English Immersion programs. The
draft models, however, do require the use of a highly detailed curriculum called the “Discrete Skills
Inventory,” which is currently being developed. That curriculum will help teachers teach existing state
standards for English Learners, such as the standard that an “advanced” student will be able to
“consistently read grade level text with at least 90% accuracy.”
As shown in Attachment 1, the models consist of 3 components: 1) policy, 2) structure, and 3) classroom
practices. Each of these components is discussed separately below.
Policy
The models incorporate the following 6 policies based on statutory requirements: 1) schools are to teach
English, 2) materials and instructions are to be in English, 3) English Language Learners (ELLs) are to be
grouped in a Structured English Immersion setting, 4) the goal is for students to become “fluent English
proficient” in 1 year, 5) a minimum of 4 hours of English language development is to be provided per day
during the student’s first year as an ELL, and 6) models must be cost efficient, research based and
compliant with all state and federal laws. These 6 policies all reflect statutory requirements for ELL
instruction that are prescribed in A.R.S. §§15-751, 15-752 and 15-756.01(C).
(Continued)

-3Structure
The models address the following 7 issues regarding how ELL programs are to be structured: 1)
classroom content, 2) entry and exit, 3) student grouping, 4) class size standards, 5) grouping process, 6)
scheduling and time allocations, and 7) teacher qualifications. Model parameters for these 7 areas are
summarized in Table 2 of Attachment 1 and, again, reflect statutory requirements in A.R.S. §§15-751, 15752 and 15-756.01(C).
In some cases, model structures differ for elementary versus high school students. For “scheduling and
time allocations,” for example, they refer to “discrete time blocks” for elementary students versus
“courses” for high school students. This is because high school students tend to change “courses”
throughout a school day, whereas elementary school students do not.
Classroom Practices
Finally, the models address the following 8 issues pertaining to classroom practices: 1) language use, 2)
classroom objective, 3) materials and testing, 4) instructional methods, 5) assessment, 6) implementation
training, 7) discrete skills inventory training, and 8) discrete skills inventory teaching methods training.
Model practices for each of these areas are summarized in Table 3 of Attachment 1. These practices also
reflect statutory requirements.
Implementation Costs
As noted above, the Task Force is not required to develop cost estimates for the models. It is required,
however, to 1) establish procedures for determining their incremental costs, and 2) develop a form for
schools to use in determining their maximum allowable budget request amounts from the Structured
English Immersion Fund. The Task Force is required to address those issues pursuant to A.R.S. §15756.01(H & I), but has not yet completed its work in those areas. By law, a school district or charter
school’s budget request from the Structured English Immersion Fund cannot exceed its incremental costs
for implementing a model minus certain federal and state monies, such as English Learner “Group B
weight” funding.
Although cost estimates for the models are not currently available, it appears that key “cost drivers” for
them will pertain to 1) teacher training, and 2) class size standards and student groupings, as described
below.
Teacher Training
As shown in Table 3 of Attachment 1, the models require 3 types of training: 1) teachers and
administrators who are responsible for administering ELL programs require training on policy, principles,
structures, and classroom practices within the SEI models; 2) teachers and personnel who supervise
instruction require training on the content of the Discrete Skills Inventory (DSI); and 3) teachers and
personnel who supervise instruction require training on methods and strategies for teaching content of the
DSI. The Task Force has not yet determined the total number of hours of training required or the training
method to be used, so it is not feasible to generate reliable estimates of model training costs at this time.
On a related note, the models require ELL teachers to be “high qualified” in English, as defined by the
federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. This means that a SEI teacher must have a Bachelor’s degree,
full state certification (except for charter school teachers) and demonstrates subject matter competency in
English. This requirement could substantially increase demand for highly qualified English teachers,
which might have budget implications. It also could disqualify some existing teachers from providing
SEI instruction, which could result in teacher reassignment issues.
(Continued)

-4Class Size Standards and Student Groupings
As shown under “Class Size Standards” in Table 2 of Attachment 1, the draft models set a target class size
of 20 and maximum class size of 23 for ELLs with the lowest levels of English language proficiency
(“preemergent” and “emergent” ELLs) and a target class size of 25 and maximum class size of 28 for
ELLs with “basic” or “intermediate” levels of English language proficiency. In addition, the Models state
that “class size [for ELLs] shall not exceed the class size for non-ELLs in the school district.” Statewide
data on average class sizes by district do not exist, so it is unclear how the prescribed class sizes would
compare with current class sizes.
The models, however, also require students with similar levels of English language proficiency to be
grouped together for instruction. This could increase instructional costs if situations arose under the
models whereby students had to be grouped into more individual classrooms than would occur currently.
In such cases, additional teachers and classrooms would be required, increasing instructional costs. The
models appear to mitigate this effect by allowing students in more than one grade to be grouped together,
as long as they have similar levels of English language proficiency. They also allow “emergent” and
“basic” ELLs, for example, to be grouped into the same classroom in order to provide some flexibility in
grouping students. The prescribed groupings, therefore, might have only a limited impact on instructional
costs for ELLs. Their actual impact would depend on how schools in fact grouped students under the
models, which would be a function of factors such as teacher and classroom availability and prescribed
budgeting practices under the models, both of which are unknown at this time.
RS/SSc:ym
Attachment

