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Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  José L. Banda, Superintendent 
 

Contact Email: 

Superintendent@scusd.edu 

Subject:  School Services of California’s Sacramento Weekly Update  

 

Attached is the weekly update from School Services of California for your review. 

 

 



DATE: December 4, 2015 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Legislative Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 
 

Federal “Every Student Succeeds Act” to Replace NCLB 

As the California political scene remains relatively quiet during the perennial 

legislative inter-session, educators across the nation are feeling temblors from 

the significant seismic activity along the education fault line with the 

epicenter in Washington, D.C. 

A week before Thanksgiving, news broke that a bi-partisan and bi-cameral 

agreement had been reached to re-authorize—and rename—the Elementary  

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) with fundamental policy shifts, as  

well as to shift greater authority, responsibility, and accountability from the 

federal U.S. Department of Education (USDE) to states. On Wednesday, 

December 2, 2015, the House of Representatives passed the measure on a  

359-64 vote. It is expected that the Senate will follow suit, after which the 

measure will be presented to President Barack Obama, who too is expected to 

support it. 

The following is a brief summary and analysis of key components of the over 

1,000-page bill. 

Fiscal Provisions 

The federal compromise, now known as the “Every Student Succeeds Act” 
(ESSA), represents a four-year authorization and an initial appropriation in 

2017 that maintains current budget caps. Funding for the ESSA will increase 

by approximately 2% each year through 2020. At the end of the four-year 

authorization, funding for ESSA will be approximately 10% below the  

2007 funding for the No Child Left Behind Act. 

Policy Provisions 

Outside of the fiscal provisions of the ESSA, there are significant policy shifts 

encapsulated in the compromise. Chiefly, the act will provide states greater 

flexibility to design and implement a multiple measures accountability system 

that promotes continuous improvement in instructional practices and delivery 
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to improve student learning and achievement. Below, we summarize the ESSA policies that decentralize 

authority, responsibility, and accountability from the USDE to states. 

Maintains Minimum—and Supports Reductions in—Testing. The ESSA maintains annual student 

assessments in grades 3 through 8 and once in high school for math and English language arts, and three 

science assessments between grades 3 and 12. The act, however, authorizes states to pursue participating in 

a pilot program to use nationally recognized assessments, which are the American College Testing (ACT) 

or Standard Achievement Test (SAT), in lieu of the standardized high school text (11th grade Smarter 

Balance Assessment Consortium [SBAC]). This latter provision is intended to reduce testing for students 

who can demonstrate academic proficiency through alternative tests that they would otherwise take for 

purposes of fulfilling postsecondary requisites. 

Accountability System. The ESSA makes significant changes in federal accountability by allowing states 

to develop and implement accountability systems that meet minimum federal requirements and provide for 

technical assistance, support, and intervention when needed. California has embarked upon the task of 

developing a statewide accountability system with a conceptual framework similar to that required by 

ESSA. Given the enhanced discretion of states to develop state-tailored accountability systems that meet 

minimum federal requirements, the current dialogue and debate about the future of the state accountability 

system is of utmost importance. Many of the components of our evolving Local Control and Accountability 

Plans and our to-be-developed Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) Evaluation Rubrics will likely be 

central drivers in the state and federal accountability requirements. 

 The ESSA eliminates federal adequate yearly progress (AYP) and instead requires states to 

develop an accountability system that meaningfully differentiates performance of schools and pupil 

subgroups. 

 States must develop and adopt an accountability system that uses multiple measures to assess 

learning and school-level success in addition to student outcomes on standardized tests. These 

measures can include, but are not limited to, student engagement, student access to rigorous and 

advanced coursework, and school climate. The ESSA maintains the requirement to disaggregate 

data by pupil subgroup. 

 The ESSA requires the design of state accountability systems to be able to identify persistently 

underperforming schools, as well as the lowest-performing schools in the state. States must 

oversee, evaluate and provide for continuous improvement in every school. While the ESSA 

authorizes school districts to determine intervention strategies for underperforming schools within a 

locally determined number of years, it does require states to identify schools in need of 

comprehensive support when they have subgroups who perform as poorly as the lowest-performing 

schools in the state within a state-determined number of years. As presented in a summary from the 

federal Committee on Education & The Workforce, the following table describes the system of 

support and improvement in ESSA. 

 Comprehensive Support and 

Improvement 

Targeted Support and 

Improvement 

How are schools 

identified? 

Using the state’s system of meaningful 

differentiation 

Using the state’s system of 

meaningful differentiation 
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How often? At least once every three years Annually 

What happens?  Lowest-performing 5% of Title I 

schools based on the state’s 

accountability system; and 

 All high schools with a graduation 

rate at or below 67%; and 

 After a state-determined number of 

years, lowest performing subgroup 

schools that fail to improve student 

outcomes 

 Schools with any consistently 

underperforming subgroup; 

 Schools with any subgroup 

performing as poorly as lowest-

performing schools in the state 

Who approves and 

monitors school 

improvement? 

Local educational agency (LEA) 

develops and implements 

comprehensive support and 

improvement plan that includes 

evidence-based interventions and 

addresses resource inequities 

School develops and implements 

targeted support and improvement 

plan that includes evidence-based 

interventions; lowest-performing 

subgroup schools must also address 

resource inequities in their plan 

What happens if 

schools don’t 

improve? 

State must take more rigorous action in 

schools that don’t improve within four 

years 

Consistently low-performing 

subgroup schools must take 

additional action after a locally 

determined number of years; lowest 

performing subgroup schools are 

identified by the state for 

comprehensive support and 

improvement 

 

 The ESSA requires states to report new information about actual per-pupil spending, student 

discipline rates, postsecondary enrollment, and equity indicators, such as access to preschool and 

advanced coursework. 

 The ESSA shifts the accountability of student outcomes for English learners (EL) from Title III to 

Title I to enhance transparency of instruction and services to ELs. The ESSA requires states to set 

goals for the percentage of ELs making progress toward full English proficiency within a state-

determined number of years. Furthermore, states will be required to develop “entrance and exit 

procedures” for EL programs to ensure students are properly reclassified when they can prosper 

without language and content scaffolding. The incorporation of ELs into Title I accountability does not 

impact funding for instruction and services to this subgroup.  

Targeted Funding for At-Risk Students. The ESSA maintains the federal maintenance of effort and 

supplement not supplant requirements of Title I as well as the 40% poverty threshold to employ a 

schoolwide program. Notably, the compromise includes an application-based program for school districts 
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seeking flexibility when they can demonstrate—and obtain federal approval for—equitable funding 

distributions through a weighted student formula that accounts for student characteristics such as low-

income or EL status. This flexibility would be accompanied by rigorous fiscal and reporting requirements. 

Professional Development. Significantly, the ESSA changes the allocation of Title II funds over a period 

of time to allocate professional development resources. The new formula seeks to provide funding to states 

with higher number of impoverished students that is reflective of their student population. Nationally, 

California educates a relatively high number of students in poverty; consequently, this allocation formula 

may benefit the state. 

As with any compromise, the ESSA constituents along the spectrum are not fully satisfied with the 

bipartisan agreement. However, most believe that the new shift toward local innovations and accountability 

is the right direction for student learning and achievement. 

Friedrichs v. CTA 

Also on the federal front is the Friedrichs v. CTA case that the U.S. Supreme Court will hear early next 

year with a decision expected next summer. In general terms. Friedrichs raises the constitutionality of 

union “agency fees” for nonunion members, as well as questions the constitutionality of the default “opt-

out” of union membership. Concern about the Supreme Court’s impending action and its consequent 

effects on public unions’ ability to raise revenue, some of which fund their political activities, is creating a 

different temblor in Sacramento. 

In late November, staff to Governor Jerry Brown hosted and facilitated multiple conversations with various 

public agencies, including school districts, cities, counties, and special districts to discuss concepts that 

could address the impact of the court’s decision. Such concepts include requiring public agencies to 

collectively bargain and provide new employee orientations, during which exclusive representatives would 

be granted  

30 minutes to address employees, as well as re-opening existing contracts to negotiate the provision of 

informational programs for current employees and access to them by exclusive representatives. Public 

agency advocates have raised multiple concerns about many, if not all, of the concepts discussed, citing 

increased costs, disruptions to operations, and in the case of schools potential disruptions to classroom 

instruction. 

At the end of the legislative session, we learned of an effort to pre-empt the Supreme Court decision and 

published a Fiscal Report article. While the Governor put a stay on the efforts in September, the political 

landscape has shifted significantly in the intervening months with his staff facilitating conversations in 

search of an agreeable solution. This development leaves many advocates believing that a Friedrichs “fix” 

is fait accompli. 

We will continue to monitor developments closely and will keep you apprised as necessary. 

Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 

  

http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=20488
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Note: After years of stalled negotiations to update the federal education act, a compromise emerged. 

 

No Child Left Behind rewrite works for California  
 

By John Fensterwald 

EdSource 

December 3, 2015 
 

By month’s end, Congress is expected to pass and President Obama is expected to sign the successor to the 

No Child Left Behind Act, giving all states the latitude to broadly define student achievement and shape 

school improvement in ways that California already has been doing. 

“NCLB was so discredited, and California has been in the lead in moving beyond it,” said David Plank, 

executive director of Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE). The bill, called the Every Student 

Succeeds Act, “adopts the approach that is similar to California’s emphasis on multiple measures (of 

gauging school progress) and reducing the punitive elements of accountability,” he said. 

In paring back the powers of the next U.S. secretary of education and reversing course on controversial 

reforms, the bill would end conflicts that Gov. Jerry Brown and Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom 

Torlakson have had with NCLB and U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan’s expansive interpretation 

of it. It would prohibit requiring states to use standardized test scores to evaluate teachers – a big area of 

friction. 

The House easily passed the bill Wednesday and the Senate could take it up next week. If it becomes law, 

it will permit each state to set its own goals for districts and schools, and to determine how to measure 

progress in meeting them and identify and fix the worst-performing schools. Gone will be the often-

criticized nationwide target of 100 percent student proficiency, uniform penalties for falling short of targets 

and federal dictates on how to turn failing schools around. 

Gone, too, at the end of the school year, will be the waivers with some flexibility from NCLB that Duncan 

granted to 42 states and Washington, D.C., in recent years to revise their accountability systems. California 

didn’t pursue a waiver because state officials disagreed with the preconditions that Duncan set. But 

California headed off in its own direction of school reform anyway with the passage of the Local Control 

Funding Formula, which shifted more money to low-income students and English language learners and 

more authority to districts to make decisions. Next year, the State Board of Education and the Legislature 

will flesh out a new school accountability and student testing system that the state funding law outlined. 

The Every Student Succeeds Act will formally grant all states the flexibility to do so.  

“Like every state, we want a federal policy that allows for the flexibility and alignment to meet our local 

student needs and current state policies,” Michael Kirst, president of the state board, said in a statement. 

“No Child Left Behind did not do this. We believe many of the provisions now being considered 

complement our state’s policies.” 

Some elements of NCLB’s mandates for accountability would continue, with some changes. States would 

have to: 

 Test students yearly in grades 3 through 8 and once in high school in math and English language arts 

and in grades 5, 8 and 10 in science. 
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 Track the data for racial, ethnic and other student subgroups and take action in those schools where 

subgroups are struggling. 

 Intervene in the worst-performing 5 percent of schools and in high schools with graduation rates below 

67 percent. 

 Compile not only scores on standardized tests, but also growth in scores over time, high school 

graduation rates and progress in reclassifying English learners to proficiency in English. Beyond these 

factors, which must be given substantial weight in an accountability system, states would have to 

incorporate  

non-academic factors, such as school climate, parent and teacher engagement or access to advanced 

coursework and other career and college readiness measures. 

Those requirements are compatible with the direction California has taken. It has gone beyond NCLB’s  

one-dimensional focus on test scores to sanction schools. Tests scores are but one element of eight 

priorities – school climate and parent and student engagement among them – that the Legislature spelled 

out in the Local Control Funding Formula. The Local Control and Accountability Plans, which districts 

must complete annually, include two dozen performance metrics, including student suspension, attendance, 

and dropout and expulsion rates. The 2013 funding formula addresses achievement gaps in redistributing 

funding and in requiring that county offices work with – and eventually intervene in – districts where 

student subgroups continue to lag behind. 

POTENTIAL SOURCE OF CONFLICT 

Where California could have a run-in with federal officials is in determining the 5 percent of schools that 

are lowest-performing and need a plan for corrective action. Compiling that list could require a way to rank 

schools – something like the Academic Performance Index, the three-digit number calculated from 

weighted factors like graduation rates and test scores. The state board suspended the API two years ago and 

Kirst and other board members have made it clear they don’t want to re-establish it. They favor a collection 

of performance data, not a single ranking. Theirs would be a data dashboard with a mix of school or district 

metrics, some highlighting performance and others pointing to underlying conditions, such as suspension 

rates, that could signal trouble. 

“That’s the rub; they don’t want to do another API,” Plank said. 

The state board’s challenge will be to marry the federal requirement for a state-produced list of schools 

with a more decentralized school improvement system that features a different approach to measuring 

performance. 

“The language of the bill suggests multiple measures of school quality will need to be combined into a 

single summary measure to identify the lowest performing schools,” said Rob Manwaring, an authority on 

school finance and accountability who is working with the nonprofit advocacy organization Children 

Now.  Also, “the Legislature may need to pass legislation aligning the Local Control Funding Formula with 

the new world of Every Student Succeeds Act.” 

Until the state board chooses how to proceed and the federal government signs off on the state’s new 

system, California will be stuck with NCLB’s accountability requirements – so the board will feel pressure 

to move ahead. 
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The state board hasn’t made a final decision about abolishing the API, and the Legislature will have final 

say. Passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act will strengthen the arguments of the state PTA and 

children’s advocacy groups, which prefer a simple index comparing schools’ performance. 

Civil rights groups, with some reluctance, are backing the Every Student Succeeds Act. John Affeldt, 

managing attorney for Public Advocates, a nonprofit law firm and advocacy organization, expressed the 

ambivalence. “It’s not a good thing in general to give states this much authority; the bill marks a significant 

abdication of the federal role in education, relying on good-faith efforts of the states. But California is 

headed in the right direction with the still unanswered question of whether in the end it will get it right.”  

 

 

Note: A compromise Proposition 30 extension initiative from the California Teachers Association and the 

Hospitals Association has yet to emerge, and time is running out to get an initiative qualified for 2016. 
 

California Voters Not Yet Jazzed About Tax Extensions,  
Recreational Marijuana 

 

By Christopher Cadelago 

The Sacramento Bee 

December 2, 2015 

 

With Californians staring down the prospect of a crowded ballot next fall, a new poll finds that 61 percent 

of likely voters believe there are too many propositions. 

At the same time, about the same percentage say they are satisfied with the way the initiative process is 

working, according to Public Policy Institute of California survey released late Tuesday. 

PPIC asked about the importance of four ballot measures that all could go before voters. Some 55 percent 

of likely voters view a state bond measure to pay for school and community college facilities as very 

important, and 49 percent consider a statewide initiative raising the minimum wage as critical. 

Less important are bids to extend Proposition 30 tax increases and legalize recreational marijuana, 

according to the poll. Just 37 percent of likely voters see renewing the tax hike as very important while 30 

percent view legitimizing cannabis as crucial. 

Well-funded ballot efforts are pursuing minimum wage increases while the latter two issues –increasing 

income taxes on higher earners and legalizing marijuana – are already attracting major institutional and 

individual supporters with millions of dollars to spend on campaigns. 

PPIC did not ask likely voters how they planned to vote on the four possible measures, though its survey 

out in late September found nearly half of likely voters favored temporarily extending Proposition 30’s 

sales and income tax hikes. 

67%—percentage of Californians who say the state is divided between haves and have-nots 

For the latest survey, PPIC gauged support for various other issues, discovering: 
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 On income inequality, 67 percent say the state is divided into two economic groups, the “haves” and 

“have-nots.” 

 As for which of the two groups they view themselves in, 40 percent say the haves and 44 percent 

identify with the have-nots. 

 54 percent favor extending health care coverage to unauthorized immigrants and 42 percent are 

opposed. But among likely voters, 42 percent are in favor and 55 percent are opposed. 

 Most residents believe climate change is a very serious problem (57 percent), or a somewhat serious 

problem (23 percent). The finding comes as Gov. Jerry Brown leads a California delegation to the 

United Nations’ conference on climate change in Paris. 

 79 percent of Democrats say climate change is a very serious problem. Just 21 percent of Republicans 

agree. 

 27 percent identified water/drought as the most important issue facing the state, followed by jobs and 

the economy at 24 percent. 

 

 

Note: A new study shows the benefits of transitional kindergarten for eligible children. 
 

Study: Transitional Kindergarten Students Are Better Prepared for School 
 

By Sarah Tully 

EdSource 

December 1, 2015 

 

Children who attended transitional kindergarten performed better on language, literacy and math skills 

when they started kindergarten, compared to their peers who weren’t in the program, according to a new 

report. 

The American Institutes for Research on Tuesday released its first report that examines the impact of 

California’s transitional kindergarten program, which was created through the California Kindergarten 

Readiness Act in 2010. 

Transitional kindergarten is a unique, state-funded program that allows children to get an extra year of 

schooling before kindergarten if their 5
th

 birthdays fall between Sept. 2 and Dec. 2. Lawmakers added the 

new grade after they changed the cutoff birthdate for kindergarten, which required children to turn 5 by  

Sept. 1 in order to enroll. About 83,000 children attended transitional kindergarten, also known as TK, in 

2014-15. 

“This study finds that transitional kindergarten does appear to provide students with an advantage in terms 

of their kindergarten readiness,” said Heather Quick, one of the study’s authors and the principal 

investigator. 

http://www.air.org/resource/impact-transitional-kindergarten-kindergarten-readiness
http://www.air.org/resource/impact-transitional-kindergarten-kindergarten-readiness
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When they started kindergarten, children who attended transitional kindergarten were academically as 

much as five months ahead of their peers, who were a similar age, the report shows. Researchers found that 

transitional kindergarten students had higher literacy skills, such as identifying letters and sounds, and 

more advanced math skills, such as counting objects and completing word problems, than those who did 

not go to transitional kindergarten. 

The study also found that transitional kindergarten students had “greater executive function” – skills, such 

as remembering the rules and controlling impulses. However, the study found no major differences 

between the two groups in social and emotional skills. 

The study examined assessments and teacher surveys from two groups of kindergartners: 

 1,562 children who attended transitional kindergarten and whose birthdays were between Oct. 1 and  

Dec. 2. 

 1,302 children who were ineligible for transitional kindergarten because their birthdays were between 

Dec. 3 and Feb. 2. 

 All children in the study attended kindergarten in 2013-14 at 164 elementary schools in 20 districts. 

Quick said researchers wanted to compare children who were close in age. More than 80 percent of the 

comparison children attended some type of center-based preschool, such as private campuses or Head Start. 

“We’re not trying to pit TK against preschool,” Quick said. “What we can say is that TK appears to have 

an impact on student learning compared with the business-as-usual scenario. That is, what kids would have 

received had they not gone to TK.” 

The report highlighted a few major differences between transitional kindergarten and preschool. 

Transitional kindergarten teachers must hold bachelor’s degrees and teaching credentials, while preschool 

teachers often don’t have degrees. The California State Preschool Program, for example, requires only a 

permit that is obtained after completing 40 college units. 

“Many of the TK teachers taught kindergarten so they are very familiar with the curriculum,” Quick said. 

Also, transitional kindergarten is part of the K-12 school system, which means that classes are run largely 

by public school districts on elementary campuses. 

“There is likely to be more alignment between TK and the school’s K-3 experience than between other 

early education programs and the K-3 experience,” the report states. “This close alignment may help TK be 

more successful in increasing students’ kindergarten readiness.” 

The report says that school district leaders may look at the results of the study when deciding whether to 

expand transitional kindergarten for younger 4-year-olds. A state law change earlier this year allows school 

districts to use their own money to pay for transitional kindergarten for more 4-year-olds – those who turn  

5 after Dec. 2. 

Leaders from Early Edge, a group that advocates for early education, praised the report for showing how 

transitional kindergarten can work. 
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“Children in transitional kindergarten are getting a significant boost in kindergarten readiness,” Deborah 

Kong, president of Early Edge California, said in a statement. “AIR’s research confirms that California 

made a smart investment in TK. Now with new clarity in law about funding for expanded TK, districts are 

encouraged to offer an additional option to young learners and their families to build a strong foundation 

for success in school.” 

Erin Gabel, the deputy director of First 5 California, said the report “validates the investment California has 

made in that cohort of children.” She said she hopes it will encourage legislators and others “to think more 

broadly about early learning as a strategy to close the achievement gap.” 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  12/4/2015 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  José L. Banda, Superintendent 
 

Contact Email: 

superintendent@scusd.edu  

Subject:   Highlights of Calendar for the Week of December 7  

 

Monday, December 7 

 Attending CASEL CDI Superintendent’s 

Roundtable 

 

Tuesday, December 8 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Meeting with Member Pritchett 

 

Wednesday, December 9 

 Meeting with Scott Syphax 

 School Visits 

 Meeting with Member Arroyo 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with SCTA 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 NCERT Holiday Dinner 

 

Thursday, December 10 

 Board Meeting Day 

 Attending Event for Graduating Student 

Teachers 

 

Friday, December 11 

 Meeting with Member Rodriguez 

 Board Debrief Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Special Board Workshop on Strategic 

Plan 

Saturday, December 12 

 Grand Opening Ceremony of the 

Hmongstory 40 Exhibit 

 SEIU Chapter Winter Event 
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Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Mary Hardin Young, Area Assistant Superintendent 
 

Contact Email: mary-

hardinyoung@scusd.edu  

Subject:  Street Striping of 20
th

 & K Streets  

 

A request was made at the November Board Meeting to gather information about the striping at the 

intersection of 20
th

 & K Streets. The following information is from Hector Barron, Traffic Engineer 

for the City of Sacramento: 

 

- The rainbow striping that exists at 20
th

 & K was requested, and paid for, by the Midtown 

Business Association.  

- The striping was considered outside of the standard protocols for crosswalks, so the City had to 

ensure that the request complied with National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devises, 

uniform standards for local agencies and CALTRANS. 

- The request was also reviewed at great length for any possible risk factors, and rainbow striping 

in other cities were researched and studied. 

- Because the request was beyond what staff could approve, the request was taken to the City 

Council for approval. 

- The City Council approved a Revocable Encroachment Permit, which:  

o Required the Midtown Business Association to pay for the striping, 

o Requires that any maintenance and/or removal be paid for by the Midtown Business 

Association 

o Holds the City of Sacramento harmless, and 

o Is bonded. 

 

Hector Barron also offered to answer any additional Board Member questions. He can be reached at 

916-808-2669.  
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  12/4/2015 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by: Elliot Lopez, Chief Information Officer 
Contact Email: 

elliot-lopez@scusd.edu 

Subject: CAHSEE Update 

 

The district is now finalizing the request and review process for former students who may be eligible 

to receive a diploma retroactively under SB 172, which takes effect January 1. The new law allows 

former students who completed all graduation requirements except passage of the California High 

School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) to receive a diploma retroactively. CAHSEE became a graduation 

requirement with the Class of 2006. 

 

We have created a form on the district’s website for former students who believe they are eligible 

under SB 172 and wish to request a diploma. Information from the form is sent to the Student 

Hearing and Placement Office. Staff there will research the student’s transcripts and the graduation 

requirements at the time the student was in high school. If the student is eligible for a retroactive 

diploma, one will be issued. If not, they will receive a letter from the district explaining why not. 

 

To spread the word about this new law and our process for implementing it, we are working with the 

Communications Office to issue a press release about our CAHSEE efforts next week and post 

information on the district’s website, in the eConnection, in the Principal’s Bulletin Board and on 

our Facebook and Twitter pages. 
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Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Al Rogers, Chief Strategy Officer 
Contact Email: 

Al-Rogers@scusd.edu  

Subject:  LCAP Parent Advisory Committees Schedule and Workplan 

 

The year’s calendar for both LCAP Parent Advisory Committees is attached. Additionally, the 

workplan and responsibilities have been attached for your reference. 

 

Per the Board’s direction, we have aligned the work of the LCAP PAC and the EL PAC so that over 

the course of the year, both committees will receive the same information, participate in the same 

discussions, and have the opportunity to fully review and comment on the draft LCAP in early May. 

 

We recognize that this parity may force us to keep a tighter control on the agenda for these meetings, 

but we agree with the Board that this equity is of the utmost importance. 

 

There will be three Study Sessions held in the early part of 2016 for members of both committees to 

have the opportunity for a deeper look at the LCAP and the SCUSD budget. The third Study Session 

will remain without topic until the committees have had a chance to meet and lift up another topic of 

interest. Study sessions will be open to members of both committees, as well as the public. 

 

Regarding the responsibilities of the committee on the attached document, our goal is to get clear 

and defined roles/responsibilities so that there is no confusion among members. At the same time, 

we want to protect against unnecessary bureaucratic layers that historically have proven to be 

obstacles to participation of all parents. 

 

At the first meeting, the LCAP PAC will nominate two parents to join the Strategic Plan Design 

Team. 
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LCAP Advisory Committees 2015-16 Meeting Schedule 

 

Agenda Topic 
LCAP Parent 
Advisory 
Committee 

LCAP EL Parent 
Advisory 
Committee 

DELAC Meeting 
Dates 

Relevant 
Board Meeting 
Dates 

Study Session 
Dates 

Introductions/Norms;  
Committee Purpose; 
LCAP/Strategic Plan Alignment; 
SCUSD Needs Assessment 

6:00 p.m. 
December 7 

6:00 p.m.  
December 14 

   

Strategic Plan Draft Feedback 
Cycle 1 

November 17 – December 18 

Overview of 2015-16 LCAP;  
LEA Plan Services 

6:00 p.m.  
January 4 

6:00 p.m.  
January 11 

6:00 p.m. 
January 20 

  

Study Session:  
LCAP Deep Dive 

    6:00 p.m.  
January 12 

SCUSD Budget Overview 6:00 p.m. 
February 1 

6:00 p.m. 
February 9 

6:00 p.m. 
February 17 

  

Study Session: 
SCUSD Budget and LCFF 

    6:00 p.m. 
February 11 

LCAP Annual Update 6:00 p.m.  
March 7 

6:00 p.m.  
March 14 

6:00 p.m.  
March 16 

March 3  

First Draft LCAP / Strategic Plan 
and PEV training 

6:00 p.m. April 4 
(Joint Meeting) 

6:00 p.m.  
April 20 

April 7  

Study Session:  
TBA 

    6:00 p.m. 
March 8 

Draft LCAP / Strategic Plan 
Feedback Cycle 2 

April 7 – April 30 

LCAP Draft Comments 6:00 p.m.  
May 2 

6:00 p.m.  
May 9 

   

Finalize Comments (if needed) 
for completion May 15 

6:00 p.m.  
Date TBA 

6:00 p.m. 
Date TBA 

6:00 p.m.  
May 18 

  

LCAP Public Hearing    June 2  

LCAP Adoption    June 16  

 



 
 

LCAP Parent Advisory Committee 

2015-16 Purpose and Overview 

Name 

The name of the committee shall be the Local Control and Accountability Plan Parent Advisory 

Committee (LCAP PAC). 

 

Authority 

California Education Code 52063(a)(1-2) requires the establishment of a parent advisory committee 
(PAC), including parents or legal guardians of targeted disadvantaged pupils, to provide advice to the 
governing board of the school district and the superintendent of the school district. 
 

Function 

E.C. 52060 (g) requires that school districts consult with teachers, principals, administrators, other 
school personnel, local bargaining units, parents and pupils in developing a Local Control and 
Accountability Plan. E.C. 52062 (a)(1) states that the superintendent shall present the plan or annual 
update to the PAC for review and comment, and the superintendent shall respond in writing to 
comments received from the PAC. 
 

Membership 

The membership shall be established as follows: 

Annually, each SCUSD Trustee and the Superintendent will select two (2) members for the committee 
from a pool of applicants. The committee will include sixteen (16) members. Staff recommends that 
Trustees make every effort to appoint representatives from their Trustee Area. 
 
The LCAP PAC must include: 

 At least ten (10) parents 

 At least eleven (11) representatives that represent a Title 1 school (current parent, former 
parent, student, staff member, parent advocate, community partner or other qualified 
representative) 

 At least three (3) representatives that represent English-learners (current parent, former parent, 
student, or staff member) 

 At least two (2) representatives that represent special needs students (current parent, former 
parent, student, or staff member) 

 At least one (1) representative from the Homeless or Foster Youth community 

 No more than three (3) staff members 
 
All members are voting members. 
 
Term of Membership 
Members are appointed for a one year term to commence on October 1. Members may be reappointed 
for additional terms as long as it is mutually agreeable.  
 

  



 
 

Vacancies 
Staff will inform the Superintendent and the Board of a vacancy or resignation. The respective trustee 
shall then appoint a replacement member to the committee to complete the unfilled term. 
 
Operating Rules 
The PAC meetings are open to the public. Participation in the business of the PAC is limited to 
committee members. Public Comment (3 minutes per speaker) is a standing item at the end of the 
agenda. 
 
Facilitation  
The SCUSD LCAP Coordinator will serve as the non-voting facilitator of the PAC. 
 
Attendance 
Attendance is essential. Excessive absences may result in recommendation to the Superintendent that a 
committee member be replaced. 
 
Meetings 
Meetings shall be held regularly between November and June. Additional meetings may be held at the 
discretion of the Superintendent. 
 
Agenda Distribution 
Agendas will be prepared and posted at the Serna Center and on the district website 72 hours prior to 
the meeting, as well as emailed to each member of the committee. 
 
Notes 
Meeting notes will be recorded. The previous meeting notes will be distributed to the committee 
members by email with the agenda. Final notes will be distributed to the Superintendent and posted on 
the website. 
 
Rules of Order 
Roberts Rules of Order will be used as a guideline. Recommendations to the Superintendent and the 
Board of Education will be made via super-majority (75%) of committee members. Proxy-voting is not 
allowed. 
 
Responsibilities of the Committee 
This advisory group will be charged with a number of critical tasks and conversations to support the 
Board of Education’s LCAP decision-making process. 
 

 Synthesize other stakeholder input – Per statute, the district must consult with all stakeholders 
throughout the LCAP process. This group will review and understand the data so that it helps to 
inform their discussions on the LCAP, as well as the development of the district’s Strategic Plan. 

 Participate in outreach opportunities – Members will serve as Public Education Volunteers and 
gather input from the stakeholder community that they represent to support the Community 
Planning Process. 



 
 

 Review annual progress to completion of the Annual Update – This group will provide advisory 
input regarding completion of the Annual Update portion of the LCAP, helping to review metrics, 
and expenditures relative to stated goals and outcomes. 

 Provide input and feedback on draft district goals, metrics, actions, services and expenditures 
– This group will review the draft LCAP and Annual Update to provide comments regarding these 
aspects of the draft plan. As required by LCFF, the Superintendent will respond in writing to all 
comments and questions in advance of presentation of the LCAP to the Board. 

 
Governance 
This advisory committee is subject to SCUSD Administrative Regulation 1220 Community Relations: 
Citizen Advisory Committee, including Brown Act Requirements. 
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