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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  2/5/2016 

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: February 4, 2016 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Legislative Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 
 

Department of Finance Releases Details on Governor’s Budget 

On Monday, February 1, 2016, the Department of Finance released the details 

relating to various aspects of the Governor’s 2016-17 Budget. These details, 

referred commonly as “trailer bill language,” often contain answers to 

questions that arise from the general proposals proffered by the Governor 

when he unveils his budget in early January. 

As we noted, Governor Jerry Brown’s 2016-17 education spending plan is 

relatively simple compared to recent years when his budget contained  

multiple and significant policy proposals such as the Local Control Funding 

Formula (LCFF), the Adult Education Block Grant, and the Career Technical 

Education Incentive Grant Program, prompting multiyear debates before 

reaching agreement for full enactment. This year, Governor Brown’s 

education budget contains a single spending priority and one significant policy  

proposal: (1) further closing the LCFF gap with a $2.8 billion investment, and 

(2) reforming early education through the consolidation of historic state 

appropriations for State Preschool, Transitional Kindergarten, and a recent 

investment known as the Quality Rating and Improvement System to create an 

Early Education Block Grant program (the latter was the focus of last week’s 

Update). 

Below are some of the key details of the Governor’s Budget released through 

the trailer bill language: 

 Child Nutrition Reimbursement Rates. Increases the per-meal rate for 

school districts, charter schools, and county offices of education to  

$0.2282 and to $0.1699 for child care centers and homes.   

 Independent Study. Specifies that signed written agreements, along with 

supplemental agreements, assignment records, work sample, and 

attendance records assessing time value of work or evidence that 

instructional activity occurred may be kept electronically (including, but 

not limited to, stored images, PDFs, or other image file types). 

 Academic Performance Index (API). Suspends the API for the 2015-16 

school year.
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 Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Program. Authorizes the State Superintendent of 

Public Instruction in collaboration with the executive director of the State Board of Education to adjust 

the statutory set asides for small, medium, and large local educational agencies (currently four, eight, 

and 88% of the total funding, respectively). 

 Charter Schools. Specifies that the $20 million for charter school start-up grants shall not exceed  

$575,000 per applicant, with priority for applicants in counties with few or no charter schools and in 

communities with high percentages of English learners, foster youth, or low-income students. 

Authorizes recipients to use grant funds for specified one-time start-up costs until June 30, 2019, that 

can include supplies, materials, professional development, and facilities. 

 Adult Education Block Grant. Requires each regional consortium to consider input from students, 

teachers, community college faculty, administrators, classified staff and bargaining units of consortium 

members before approving an adult education plan. 

 Mathematics Readiness Challenge. Authorizes the California Department of Education to award 

$34,000 grants to 11 specified geographic regions throughout the state to incentivize the development 

and provision of a mathematics course in grade 12, and further authorizes a $900,000 grant to three 

recipients to develop a course that is: (1) A-G approved, (2) California State University (CSU)-

approved as a course to satisfy a student’s “Conditionally Exempt” status from the entry level 

mathematics exam, (3) exempts a student who completes the course along with three prior years of 

mathematics in high school from the entry level mathematics exam, and (4) maintains its course 

materials as open educational resources. 

We will continue to monitor emerging details of the Governor’s Budget and report key changes when 

warranted. 

 
Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 
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California Wins Flexibility from No Child Left Behind Rules 

 

By Sharon Noguchi 

San Jose Mercury News 

February 2, 2016 

 

Signaling a further easing of its control over public education, the U.S. government will no longer require 

California and other states to provide outside tutoring for struggling students. 

The U.S. Department of Education on Friday gave California flexibility in how to spend about $233 

million in federal funds intended to aid low-income students who are below grade level. State education 

officials announced the decision on Monday. 

Federal law requires schools to provide tutoring for academically lagging students in low-income schools. 

The law specifies that out-of-district agencies provide those services, but state officials complained about 

ineffectiveness, marketing and inaccuracy in documentation from those providers. 

The decision allows California school districts to design their own tutoring and support programs and offer 

them on their own campuses. Those affected will include schools that have high proportions of low-income 

students and that have failed to meet federal benchmarks in achievement. 

Last year, the federal government had denied a similar state request for a waiver from terms of the federal 

No Child Left Behind law. In Friday’s letter, U.S. education officials granted California and seven other 

states flexibility that all other states had won earlier. 

The decision “will improve learning and teaching by allowing districts to more easily set up tutoring and 

academic intervention programs that are more effective and more accessible,” state Superintendent of 

Schools Tom Torlakson wrote in a statement. 

Even though a new federal education law will replace No Child Left Behind next summer, it’s unclear 

whether some of its provisions will continue. 

The state has not yet decided whether it will seek a waiver from NCLB’s grading system -- known as 

Adequate Yearly Progress -- based on students’ performance on state standardized tests. 

 

 

 

New Federal Law Puts Spotlight on English Learners 

 

By John Fensterwald 

EdSource 

February 1, 2016 

 

In passing the Every Student Succeeds Act, Congress rolled back the federal government’s overall reach 

into testing requirements for K-12 education. But there is a significant exception: English learners. 
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The successor law to the No Child Left Behind Act significantly expands states’ obligations to measure the 

progress of students who don’t yet communicate fluently or learn effectively in English. The law also 

compels them to act when schools consistently fail to help those students become proficient. 

The new provisions are an acknowledgment that multilingual America must do more to meet the language 

needs of a student subgroup – comprising 10 percent of school children nationwide and 22 percent, about 

1.4 million students, in California – that has trailed in graduation rates, college admission and other key 

academic indicators. 

The Every Student Succeeds Act makes tracking the progress of English learners a top priority in each 

state’s school accountability system. It requires states to standardize statewide criteria for designating 

students English learners and for reclassifying them as no longer needing extra language instruction. Once 

they’re reclassified, the law requires states to monitor former English learners for four years – two years 

longer than currently done. 

California, which adopted new English language development standards in 2012 and a curriculum 

framework for teaching English learners in 2014, is further along than most states in meeting the 

accountability requirements of the law, said Robert Linquanti, one of the nation’s foremost experts on 

English learner policy and systems and the project director for English Learner Evaluation and 

Accountability Support at the research agency WestEd. Many states view California’s new standards, 

which describe the language knowledge and skills English learners need to perform at grade level, and its 

curriculum framework as models, Linquanti said. 

“The Every Student Succeeds Act won’t sidetrack California; it should provide a tailwind so that it can 

continue its approach,” he said. 

BIG FOCUS ON ENGLISH LEARNERS 

Under the new federal law, English learners become more than just one of many student subgroups whose 

academic achievements must be tracked by schools receiving federal Title I dollars for low-income 

children. Their progress toward English proficiency becomes a priority in a state’s school accountability 

system. Others include high school graduation rates, and test scores – along with multi-year growth on 

those scores – of all students and subgroups, including English learners, on the state’s academic standards. 

In California, that includes Common Core standards for math and English language arts and, soon, the 

Next Generation Science Standards. 

Consistent with its shift of power from Washington to the states, the new law will continue the No Child 

Left Behind Act’s requirement that states write their own standards for English language development that 

correspond to a state’s science, math and English language arts standards for all students. States must 

create their own English language proficiency test, identify schools with the lowest-performing English 

learners and then oversee plans for school improvement. They must report the progress of long-term 

English learners, those still not proficient after receiving language support for five years. 

California is well positioned for the transition. It is developing a new English language proficiency test, 

English Language Proficiency Assessments for California, which will be aligned to its new English 

language development standards. The test is scheduled to be introduced in 2018 as a replacement for the 

current test, the California English Language Development Test, which is aligned to the previous 

standards. 
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As part of their Local Control and Accountability Plans, districts are already required to annually 

calculate the percentage of English learners who become proficient on the state language test and the rate at 

which English learners subsequently are designated fluent-English proficient. 

The State Board of Education is currently designing a statewide set of performance goals for these and 

other academic metrics. The Every Student Succeeds Act requires that states include performance on the 

new proficiency test for English learners as a key metric and, at a minimum, identify and work with the 5 

percent of schools with the lowest-scoring English learners. 

Shelly Spiegel-Coleman, executive director of Californians Together, a coalition of organizations that 

advocate for English learners, expressed optimism about the changes. “Having EL students be included as 

part of the mainstream accountability system makes their progress or lack of progress more visible,” she 

wrote in an email. “If this new attention causes districts and schools to develop a comprehensive approach 

to services and programs and informs the district LCAPs, there could be a direct effect on outcomes.” 

But, she added, “Just the inclusion of these scores does not create high quality programs and services for 

English learners.” 

UNIFORM ENTRY AND EXIT CRITERIA 

Each state will have to develop and apply uniform criteria and procedures for identifying English learners 

and for reclassifying them as English-language proficient, ensuring statewide consistency. 

That will be a significant change in California. Most states use only test scores on their English language 

proficiency test for reclassification. California has identified English learners based on how well they do on 

the language development test but has left it up to districts and students’ teachers to also weigh a mix of 

factors, including teacher judgment, scores on other standardized academic tests and parent consultations. 

As a result, the reclassification process has been subjective and inconsistent, with some students 

reclassified perhaps too soon and others retained too long as English learners, which often limits their 

access to rigorous courses, Linquanti said. 

A report that Linquanti co-authored for the Council of Chief State School Officers concludes that states 

should use at least two measures for reclassification, including observations of how students use language 

in classroom settings. However, teachers should be trained in using common evaluation criteria, the report 

says. 

Other changes in federal law include: 

 Counting English learners differently when calculating funding. The federal government had calculated 

the number of English learners based on a Census survey of how parents perceived their child’s English 

fluency, which has led to an undercount in California. The federal government will be able to partly use 

states’ own counts, which would raise the total number of English learners in the state and lead to about 

$20 million more annually in federal funding, Linquanti said. 

 Grouping the test scores of students newly classified as English-proficient with current English learners. 

This was a controversial change. Proponents said monitoring former English learners for four years 

instead of the current two years will provide important information about how well they perform in 

middle and high school and about how accurate the exit criteria are. “However, by including former 

http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/EL%20Reclassification%20Working%20Paper_11%2005%2015%20Final.pdf
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English learners, overall scores for the subgroup will rise and may mask the performance of current 

English learners,” Delia Pompa, senior fellow for education policy at the Migration Policy Institute in 

Washington, D.C., wrote in a commentary for EdSource. 

 Requiring states to distinguish between English learners with a learning disability and English learners 

in general. This will provide a better picture of both groups. Experts say that some English learners are 

being identified as having a cognitive disability when what they need is more language acquisition help. 

Other English learners do have a learning disability but aren’t receiving specialized support. 

 

 

California AG’s Opinion Targets School Bond Practices 

 

By Kyle Glazier 

The Bond Buyer 

January 26, 2016 

 

PHOENIX - School and community college districts violate California law if they hire outside firms to 

campaign for bond ballot measures or purposely incentivize municipal finance professionals to advocate 

for passage of a bond measure, the state’s attorney general said in a formal legal opinion. 

Attorney General Kamala Harris released the opinion Tuesday in response to a request from Treasurer John 

Chiang. 

California law prohibits using public funds to influence the outcome of an election, including campaigning 

for the passage of a bond measure. Voter-approved bonds backed by property taxes are the primary method 

of new school construction in the state, and Chiang sought a clarification on whether some common 

industry practices might be violating the law. 

“A practice has developed within the municipal financing industry whereby investment bankers, financial 

consultants, and bond attorneys offer to contract with a school district to provide the pre-election services 

that the district seeks,” the opinion said. “Under such an arrangement, the firm agrees to provide the pre-

election services at no, or reduced, charge to the district in exchange for the district’s promise to select the 

firm as its contractor to provide postelection services, if the bonds are approved by the voters. Naturally, it 

is within the firm’s financial interest to be awarded the contract to provide post-election bond services.” 

Such California attorney general’s opinions are advisory, and not legally binding on courts, but are 

generally considered authoritative by the officers and agencies who have requested them and given respect 

by judges. 

Robert Doty, a lawyer and former financial advisor who now runs his own litigation consulting firm AGFS 

in Annapolis, Md., said the opinion is a significant development. 

“This is a very important analysis for finance,” Doty said. “It is not a general attempt to say that 

contributions are good or bad, except when they are tied to getting business.” 
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A previous Bond Buyer investigation found a nearly perfect correlation between broker-dealer 

contributions to California school bond efforts in 2010 and their underwriting of subsequent bond sales, 

and financial advisors have similarly been accused of using “pay-to-play” tactics. 

Former California Treasurer Bill Lockyer questioned the legality of the practices, and in 2013 twelve 

dealer firms asked the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board to adopt further restrictions on bond ballot 

contributions by broker-dealers, which they are required to disclose to the board. 

Harris’ opinion points to a 1976 California Supreme Court case, Stanson v. Mott, in which the court ruled 

that public money could be used only to provide “a fair presentation of relevant information” related to a 

bond question. Chiang’s request covered several questions, which the opinion dealt with in turn. 

First, Harris concluded, school districts violate the law if they hire a firm for services that could be 

construed as campaigning for the bond measure. Second, they also violate the law if they receive services 

from a firm in return for bond business when the campaign is successful if the district “enters into the 

agreement for the sole or partial purpose of inducing the firm to contribute to the bond-election campaign” 

or when “the firm’s fee for its post-election bond-sale services is inflated to account for its campaign 

contributions and the district fails to take reasonable steps to ensure the fee was not inflated.” 

The opinion notes that districts may legally select an underwriter beforehand and essentially guarantee 

them the business if the campaign is successful, but the motivation of the district would determine the 

legality. 

“In the absence of evidence to the contrary, of course, it is to be assumed that a district’s actions are 

proper,” the opinion said. “We therefore would not conclude that the existence of a contingent-

compensation contract, standing alone, violates the law.” 

The attorney general also concluded that a district runs afoul of the law if it reimburses a municipal finance 

firm for providing the pre-election services as an itemized component of the fee that the district pays to the 

firm in connection with the bond sale, as well as if it uses bond proceeds to reimburse the firm. 

Finally, Harris’ office found, an entity that provides campaign services to a bond measure campaign in 

exchange for an exclusive agreement with the district to sell the bonds incurs an obligation to report the 

cost of such services as a contribution to the bond measure campaign in accordance with state and local 

campaign disclosure laws. 

Lori Raineri, president of independent financial advisory firm Government Financial Strategies in 

Sacramento, said she was pleased by the opinion and that the attorney general deserved a lot of credit for 

taking an “important step.” Raineri said there are some subtleties and loopholes that will likely to continue 

being exploited despite the opinion, but that many of the most blatant conflicts of interest have stopped due 

to increased focus on this issue in recent years. She said she will show the opinion to prospective clients so 

they are fully informed about the law. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  2/5/2016 

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 February 8  

 

Sunday, February 7 – Tuesday, February 9 

 Attending Educational Research and Development Institute (ERDI) 

 

Tuesday, February 9 

 Board’s Executive Committee Meeting (Lisa Allen will attend this meeting.) 

 

Wednesday, February 10 

 Meeting with Labor Partner (SCTA) 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Meeting with Lee Yang 

 

Thursday, February 11 

 Meeting of ALAS Board 

 Meeting with Emeka Nti, Lisa Allen and Stacey Bell 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Friday, February 12 

 Meeting with Board Member Ryan 

 School Visit (tentative:  Camellia Basic’s Lunar New Year Parade) 

 Meeting with Board Member Woo 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  2/5/2016 

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:   Google Apps for Education Pilot  

 

The District is currently piloting Google Apps for EDU, a suite of free tools and applications that 

will allow our teachers, students and staff to work collaboratively on documents and projects from 

any device. Google Apps for EDU also serves as a platform for access to instructional resources and 

content that enhance existing curriculum, tools that improve classroom engagement and activities 

that build 21st century skills. Currently, Google Apps for EDU is in use by 55 million students, 

teachers and staff in K-12 and higher education across the globe. 

 

Under the pilot, SCUSD is evaluating a strategy for the deployment of this platform to staff and 

students across the District. The project aims to determine a rollout methodology, define support 

resources and identify instructional uses for the array of services provided under the Google Apps 

for Education umbrella. 

 

The pilot program includes a cross section of schools from across the District representing various 

age groups, demographics and instructional areas of focus: 

 

 California MS 

 Camelia Basic 

 Will C. Wood 

 Ethel Phillips 

 Oak Ridge 

 Fern Bacon 

 John Still 

 Rosa Parks (MS) 

 Luther Burbank Law and Social Justice Academy 

 

The pilot is scheduled to conclude in the late spring, after which point a broad deployment to all 

District staff and students will be considered. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  2/5/2016 

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:   Technology Services Update  

 

Technology Services supports a diverse project and operational pipeline with a current emphasis on 

long-term initiatives designed to establish a ubiquitous, robust and modern infrastructure suited to 

support the District’s instructional and operational objectives into the foreseeable future. Key 

projects include: 
 
 VOIP Communications Deployment: the district-wide transition from a legacy, analog PBX 

telephone system to a digital, unified-communications platform that integrates voice 

communications with text, video and other features that promote collaboration and streamline the 

way we work and interact. Target completion: Q4 of 2016. 

 

 Wireless Network Upgrades: installation of a new wireless network platform at all school sites to 

ensure the functionality and availability of instructional resources and other technology services 

dependent upon connectivity. Target completion: Q4 of 2016 

 

 Internet Bandwidth Improvements: upgrades to Internet connectivity services at all sites to 

increase capacity system-wide and align to benchmarks for student and teacher access set forth 

by the US Office of Educational Technology. Target completion: Q4 of 2016 

 

 Google Apps for Education: implementation of a core suite of 21
st
 century communication and 

collaboration tools for students, teachers and staff. Pilot completion: Q2 of 2016. 

 

 Online Registration: deployment of online and kiosk-based system for new student registration 

across the district, improving access, data accuracy and customer service. Target completion: Q3 

of 2016 

 

 Workday: deployment of a modern, cloud-based enterprise resource planning (ERP) software 

application replacing legacy applications, improving access to data, operational efficiency and 

customer service to District employees. Target completion: Q3 of 2016. 

 

Enclosed please find an informational document depicting key aspects of the District’s technology 

operations and environment.  

 



Microsoft computers
12,292

Apple computers
4,159

Mobile Phones
350

User Accounts
56,854

WiFi Access Points
1,242

Network Devices
605

Servers
126

Messages Sent
1.8 Million

42,000+
Students

81
Schools

~6,000 
Employees

24 
IT Staff

Folders
2.5 Million

Messages Received
1.1 Billion

Messages Blocked
635 Million

File Storage Space
15.5 Terabytes

Documents
19 Million

2014-2015 Technology Overview

VOIP Handsets
1,002
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  2/5/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Cathy Allen, Chief Operations Officer 
Contact Email:  Cathy-

allen@scusd.edu 

Subject:  Report on Measures E and I Expenditures by Trustee Area 

 

As requested by a Board member during the bond presentation on February 4, 2016, please see the 

attached report regarding Measures E and I Expenditures by trustee area.  There are two attachments; 

one with an overall ‘pie chart’ and another with more detail for each area.  Please call Cathy Allen 

should you have any questions - (916) 643-9233. 

 



 

$48,510,873 

$26,907,571 

$116,777,576 

$52,096,055 

$77,379,102 

$60,887,963 

$54,717,253 

Measure E and I Expenditures by Trustee Area 

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area 7



Trustee Area School  Measure E & I Expensed

1 Bret Harte 754,949.53$                     

1 California 2,662,474.51$                  

1 CK McClatchy 9,085,245.60$                  

1 Crocker / Riverside 3,683,040.58$                  

1 Health Professions 19,686,895.43$                

1 John Cabrillo 823,537.06$                     

1 Leataata Floyd 655,300.78$                     

1 Sam Brannan 3,139,888.50$                  

1 Sutterville 997,745.20$                     

1 The Met 5,347,889.97$                  

1 Washington 583,951.41$                     

1 William Land 1,089,954.11$                  48,510,872.68$    

2 AW McClaskey 13,129.57$                       

2 Caleb Greenwood 1,803,647.30$                  

2 David Lubin 889,628.74$                     

2 Hiram Johnson 12,560,419.08$                

2 Kit Carson 1,126,407.53$                  

2

Marian Anderson 

(Language Academy) 1,497,057.63$                  

2 Old Marshall 21,880.00$                       

2 Phoebe A Hearst 1,117,433.35$                  

2 Sutter 3,741,191.04$                  

2 Tahoe 1,670,980.97$                  

2 Theodore Judah 726,619.21$                     

2

Thomas Jefferson 

(California Montessori 

Project) 1,739,176.89$                  26,907,571.31$    

3 Abraham Lincoln 934,947.68$                     

3 Albert Einstein 7,783,333.29$                  

3 AM Winn 3,063,383.97$                  

3

George Washington 

Carver 37,901,014.85$                

3 Golden Empire 2,842,694.35$                  

3 Hubert H Bancroft 2,042,412.35$                  

3 Isador Cohen 3,111,217.52$                  

3 James Marshall 6,248,237.77$                  

3 OW Erlewine 1,613,998.04$                  

3 Rosemont 49,994,063.88$                

3 Sequoia 1,242,271.94$                  116,777,575.64$  

4 Bowling Green 3,397,269.22$                  

4 Camellia 1,551,534.43$                  

4 Charles A Jones Skills 4,962.18$                         

4 Clayton B Wire 638,694.99$                     

4 Earl Warren 2,501,515.11$                  

4 Elder Creek 4,970,919.75$                  

4 Fern Bacon 6,002,683.47$                  

4 Genesis 11,935,016.24$                

4 Joseph Bonnheim 1,960,640.29$                  



4 Mark Twain 2,189,809.01$                  

4 Nicholas 2,720,809.34$                  

4 Peter Burnett 2,729,358.28$                  

4 West Campus 6,207,485.93$                  

4 Will C Wood 5,285,357.13$                  52,096,055.37$    

5 Capital City 2,953,957.09$                  

5 Cesar Chavez 112,091.33$                     

5 Collis P Huntington 1,099,149.29$                  

5 Edward Kemble 1,707,198.40$                  

5 Florin Technology 59.20$                              

5

Freeport (Capitol 

Collegiate Academy) 2,563,356.07$                  

5 HW Harkness 478,214.51$                     

5 John Bidwell 2,022,819.82$                  

5 John D Sloat 1,867,163.22$                  

5 John Morse 4,544,727.40$                  

5 John Still Elementary 25,252,958.11$                

5 John Still Middle 3,717,894.56$                  

5 Luther Burbank 20,443,449.16$                

5 Mark Hopkins 698,845.79$                     

5 Parkway 1,352,293.08$                  

5 Rosa Parks 6,276,921.70$                  

5 Susan B Anthony 1,914,671.00$                  

5 Woodbine 373,332.66$                     77,379,102.39$    

6 Alice Birney 1,578,783.82$                  

6

Bear Flag (Sol Aureus 

College Prep) 1,591,038.25$                  

6 Caroline Wenzel 2,419,933.63$                  

6 Engineering & Science 22,934,597.53$                

6 Genevieve F Didion 5,511,780.09$                  

6 John F Kennedy 16,296,178.62$                

6 Lisbon (Yav Pem Suab) 51,865.17$                       

6 Martin Luther King Jr 86,545.64$                       

6 Matsuyama 126,839.80$                     

6 New Technology 8,729,661.55$                  

6 Pony Express 1,560,738.93$                  60,887,963.03$    

7 American Legion 774,937.87$                     

7 Ethel I Baker 705,897.31$                     

7 Ethel Phillips 718,738.33$                     

7 Fr Keith B Kenny 158,410.96$                     

7 Fruit Ridge 1,662,127.10$                  

7 Hollywood Park 1,172,211.52$                  

7 Leonardo da Vinci 4,178,940.13$                  

7 Maple 2,764,607.56$                  

7 Oak Ridge 1,687,415.58$                  

7 Pacific 569,845.64$                     

7 PS7 (St Hope) 7,754.07$                         

7 Sacramento (St Hope) 21,052,055.08$                

District Wide 19,264,311.49$                54,717,252.64$    



437,276,393.06$              

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5

$48,510,873 $26,907,571 $116,777,576 $52,096,055 $77,379,102

Area 6 Area 7

$60,887,963 $54,717,253
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