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BC NO: S-144 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  5/13/2016 

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: May 11, 2016 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Legislative Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 
 

Governor’s May Revision—A Preview 

With the impending release of Governor Jerry Brown’s revised Budget to 

reflect updated revenue projections and policy proposals, speculation on 

intensive negotiations between he and the Legislature is earnestly ensuing. 

Recall that School Services of California, Inc., (SSC) highlighted what will be 

the fulcrum of the Budget debates in our Fiscal Report when we reported that 

April personal income tax revenue fell significantly short of Budget 

projections (see “State Controller Reports April Revenues Fell Short $1.2 

Billion” in the May 6, 2016, issue of the Fiscal Report). The revenue shortfall 

will certainly drive the conversations between now and June 15—the date by 

which the Legislature is obligated to send a Budget to the Governor. A May 

Revise surprise like 2015, with significant increased ongoing spending, is not 

in the cards this year. 

While we do not yet know how the lower revenues will impact the  

May Revision, we do know that Governor Brown— proven fiscal hawk—will 

reduce his spending plan both in terms of one time and ongoing state 

investments and attempt to constrain the spending impulses of the Legislature. 

The Legislature, in the meantime and despite less-than-expected revenue, still 

sees a Budget surplus and thus an opportunity to fund critical state priorities 

such as affordable housing, transportation, and higher education opportunities 

for California’s lower and middle class. 

How the state’s chief executive officer and legislative representatives 

reconcile their differences is yet to be seen. In the past, the Legislative 

Analyst’s Office has provided the Legislature with slightly higher revenue 

numbers than those adopted by the Administration from which lawmakers 

draw their spending priorities. However, Governor Brown has been adept and 

successful at reigning in spending compulsions that he believes will impair the 

state’s ability to cope with an out year economic downturn or recession. 

http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=20936
http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=20936
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Show Me the Money 

That said, the Legislature is equally adept at finding the resources to fund, at least in part, its major social 

priorities. And this year, on the non-education (non-Proposition 98) side of the Budget, Governor Brown 

provided a negotiating margin when in January he proposed to over-appropriate a deposit into the state’s 

Rainy Day fund by $2 billion. Thus, even with the shortfall in revenue, lawmakers are no doubt eyeing  

that pot of dollars. Similarly, on the education (Proposition 98) side of the Budget, Governor Brown made 

only two investments: (1) $1.2 billion in one-time discretionary funds to local educational agencies and  

(2) $2.8 billion in ongoing Proposition 98 funding toward full implementation of the Local Control 

Funding Formula. Moreover, with the 2016-17 cost-of-living-adjustment (COLA) expected to be 0.0%, 

(see “The ‘Un-COLA’ for 2016-17” in the May 6, 2016, issue of the Fiscal Report), the un-COLA reduces 

spending pressures within Proposition 98.  

As far as the education budget is concerned, the Legislature—particularly the Assembly—is responding to 

a growing push to use a portion of Proposition 98 revenue for one time and ongoing investments in 

preschool to develop the skills of early educators, provide slots to eligible children who do not have access 

to a preschool program, and increase provider per child reimbursement rates. On the Senate side, Senate 

President pro Tempore Kevin de León has authored a bill (Senate Bill 1050) to provide one-time funding to 

K-12 districts to prepare high school pupils, particularly those traditionally underrepresented at the 

University of California and the California State University, for admission into a postsecondary education 

institution. 

We expect the Governor’s May Revision to be released on Friday, after which we will provide a 

comprehensive update on his spending plan. 

 
Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 

  

http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=20927
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Note: The State Board of Education expects several hours of discussion and public comment of this item, 

and the outcome is uncertain with some advocacy groups concerned that certain metrics are not being 

included.  
 

State Board To Choose School Improvement Metrics 
 

By John Fensterwald 

EdSource 

May 8, 2016 

 

The State Board of Education on Wednesday is planning to choose a handful of statewide metrics to 

measure student performance as part of its creation of a new school accountability system. 

The board will approve the new system in September and begin using it in the fall of 2017. It will replace 

the Academic Performance Index, the single-number score, based solely on standardized test scores, that 

the board suspended two years ago. The board is also designing the new system to satisfy federal 

accountability requirements of the Every Student Succeeds Act. 

State board staff are recommending that the board initially choose five metrics to identify which schools 

and districts need assistance and which demand more intensive intervention. They are: 

 Student test scores on Common Core tests in math and English language arts; 

 Progress of English learners toward English language proficiency; 

 High school graduation rates; 

 An added weight for two markers of a student’s progress through school: test scores in Grade 3 reading 

and Grade 8 math; 

 Student suspension rates at various grade levels. 

Not included on the initial list are three measures that student and parent advocacy groups have pressed the 

board either to adopt now or commit to using in the future: rates of chronic student absenteeism, which is 

an indicator of school climate and a predictor of a student’s underperformance; as-yet-to-be developed tests 

on the new state science standards, and indicators or an index of college and career readiness. Board 

members have expressed interest in eventually incorporating these measures, and at its meeting this week, 

the state board is expected to adopt an annual timetable for researching and approving new metrics. 

In a letter sent Friday to the state board, a collection of nonprofit organizations expressed disappointment 

that college and career indicators weren’t chosen. 

“A decision to include graduation as a key indicator, but not also college and career readiness, would send 

the wrong message: that simply graduating students, regardless of the skills and knowledge they possess, is 

the goal of our education system,” read the letter signed by a half-dozen groups, including Children Now, 

Education Trust-West, the College Board and Fight Crime: Invest in Kids. 
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The organizations are still hoping to convince the board to add an additional metric: the percentage of a 

school’s and district’s students who successfully meet the course requirements, called A-G, for admission 

to the University of California and California State University. In subsequent years, the organizations 

argue, with better data and more information, the board could include a composite of several metrics, such 

as the percentage of students who complete high-quality career and technical programs and who pass 

Advanced Placement exams. 

In a separate letter, most of these groups joined other organizations in the LCFF Equity Coalition to call on 

the board to commit to a timetable to add these other factors. 

MEASURED APPROACH 

As part of the Local Control Funding Formula, the Legislature required districts to compile nearly two 

dozen metrics of student progress and other school factors as part of their Local Control and Accountability 

Plans for district improvement. However, the board has set a high bar in choosing a subset of those as key 

statewide metrics. The board is requiring that the metrics: 

 Be available for statewide use; 

 Use a consistent definition; 

 Be measurable at the school and student subgroup level; 

 Be supported by research as valid. 

In narrowing the list, the board determined that some metrics currently don’t meet all of the criteria. For 

example, the state Department of Education won’t begin collecting chronic absenteeism rates until next 

fall, and there currently is no uniform set of survey questions that all districts use to measure school 

climate. On their own, six California districts, known as CORE, do include rates of chronic absenteeism 

and results of student and parent surveys of school climate in an innovative multi-dimensional school 

improvement index that they established under a federal waiver from the No Child Left Behind Act. 

Both CORE and the state also plan to add growth in test scores in math and English language arts as a 

separate metric, but CORE is further along. It will introduce growth in test scores this fall, after districts 

receive the results of the second-year scores on the tests, called the Smarter Balanced assessments. The 

state will adopt growth as an indicator at least a year after that. 

NEXT STEP: DEFINE EACH METRIC 

After the board picks key metrics, staff will spend the next two months analyzing district and school data to 

propose the measurement details for each metric. At its next meeting in July, the state board will approve 

bands of performance for each metric that will enable the state to rate schools’ and districts’ performance 

as very high, high, intermediate, fair and poor (the board may choose different labels). The board will also 

decide how quickly it expects schools and districts to improve. 

The combination of data on achievement and improvement will create one ranking for each metric. So a 

district with an 80 percent high school graduation rate that has been flat over the five years may not get as 

high a ranking as a school with a 75 percent rate that has risen sharply over the same period. 
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Alberta, Canada, establishes five ranges with which to classify a school’s or district’s performance, or outcome, (very high, 

high, intermediate, low and very low) and improvement (improved significantly, improved, maintained, declined and declined 

significantly). The combination of the two produces a color-coded rating: excellent, good, emerging, issue or concern. 

The state board has been eyeing Alberta, Canada’s improvement system as its model. Alberta uses color 

coding, from blue, signifying a school with a high ranking, to red – greatly needing help – to depict the 

results (see graphic). After doing surveys, the board may choose another way to illustrate the data, but 

Alberta’s graphics explain the state board’s conceptual framework. 

STATE AND FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Both the Legislature, in the Local Control Funding Formula, and Congress, in the Every Student Succeeds 

Act, mandated that school progress should be measured by more than just test scores. However, they 

defined differently how the multiple measures should be used to determine the need for school 

intervention. 

The new federal law will require that states intervene in schools performing in the bottom 5 percent, 

including those with the biggest achievement gaps, as determined by scores on the key statewide metrics. 

High schools where fewer than two-thirds of students graduate will also get help. 

The Local Control Funding Formula laid out eight priorities for district improvement, including student 

achievement, parent involvement, access to courses and implementation of the state standards. The law said 

state intervention would be required when, in three out of four years, scores lag in more than one priority 

area for multiple student subgroups. 

The proposed five key statewide metrics would apply to only three of the eight LCFF priority areas: 

student achievement (math and language arts test scores and English learners’ rate of reaching proficiency 

in English), student engagement (high school graduation rates) and school climate (student suspension 

rates). However, staff will recommend performance levels for metrics for the remaining five priority areas 

to the state board in July. Districts must use the data to base decisions for their Local Control and 

Accountability Plans. 

State Board of Education President Michael Kirst has said he is confident that the board will be able to 

create one accountability system that meets federal and state requirements. How complicated that will be 

will become apparent in July, when staff present a final draft of the new system.  
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Note: The next articles reflect the anticipated revenue slowdown to be revealed on Friday. Governor 

Brown will not have the luxury of additional revenues, as he has had in years past, to satisfy legislative 

spending requests.  
 

California Tax Revenues Fall Below Estimates As Budget Talks  
Get Under Way 

 

By Ben Adler 

Capital Public Radio 

May 10, 2016 

 

California’s economy is still growing – but at a slower pace than it has been. And that’s having a similar 

effect on state budget revenues, leaving Gov. Jerry Brown with less money to work with when he releases 

his updated spending proposal Friday. 

Income taxes for the crucial month of April came in $1 billion below projections. That puts the state nearly 

$900 million short of Brown’s estimates this past January – just as the governor puts the finishing touches 

on his updated budget plan due out later this week. 

But Jason Sisney with the non-partisan Legislative Analyst’s Office says that doesn’t mean California’s 

budget is back in deficit-land. 

“Fundamentally, the state enters this new budget much healthier than it has been,” Sisney says, pointing to 

billions of dollars stashed away in reserve thanks to recent state budgets and the “rainy day fund” voters 

approved two years ago. 

“So revenues would have to drop a lot in order to put the state in a situation where its fiscal condition was 

dire, and where you would expect to have broad-based cuts,” he adds. 

Nevertheless, Brown and state lawmakers may need to curtail their plans this year to prepare for the next 

recession. 

“The trick is, you can’t predict when that will occur,” Sisney says, “so you have to plan ahead.” 

The governor has called for placing extra money in reserve and for one-time spending on infrastructure 

projects. Democratic legislative leaders are expected to seek new funding for programs such as early care 

and affordable housing. 

Brown will release his updated spending proposal (known as the “May Revise”) on Friday morning, 

marking the traditional start of state budget negotations ahead of the Legislature's June 15th constitutional 

deadline. 

Brown has called for placing more money in reserve and for one-time spending on infrastructure projects. 

Democratic legislative leaders are expected to seek new funding for programs such as early care and 

affordable housing. 
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Brown Preps California Budget Revision Amid Tighter Revenue 
 

By Jonathan J. Cooper 

The Sacramento Bee 

May 9, 2016 

 

As Gov. Jerry Brown prepares to release his revised state budget this week, he’s hearing a chorus of calls 

from Democratic lawmakers, liberal interest groups and even some Republicans urging him to significantly 

boost spending to help California’s poorest residents. 

Brown’s budget comes after tax collections in April, the state’s biggest revenue month, fell $1 billion short 

of expectations and cast uncertainty on what the state can afford. 

The governor is required to release his budget by Saturday. He then hands the process over to lawmakers 

who have a month to mold their own spending plan by June 15. 

In January, Brown proposed a $122.6 billion spending plan that avoided sweeping new initiatives or 

substantial increases in ongoing programs, even as the state saw a revenue spike thanks to an improving 

economy. 

Instead, warning that a recession may be imminent, Brown urged spending the surplus revenue to rehab 

state buildings and pre-fund employee retirement benefits — costs that can more easily be curtailed if 

revenue plummets. He also wanted to set aside an extra $2 billion in a rainy-day fund. 

“It would be short-sighted in the extreme to now embark upon a host of new spending only to see massive 

cuts when the next recession hits,” Brown told lawmakers then. 

By law, about half the state’s spending goes to K-12 education and higher education. One of every $5 in 

Brown’s January budget went to health care, and 9 percent was for prisons. 

The state has already committed to about $1 billion in new spending since January. Much of it was part of 

an agreement to modify health insurance taxes to fund Medi-Cal, the publicly funded health plan for the 

poor. The agreement included promises to boost funding for developmental disability services and save 

money for future health care costs for retired state workers. 

Other new costs include raising the minimum wage by 50 cents Jan. 1 on its way to $15 by 2022, which 

will cost $3.6 billion annually once fully implemented. New state-worker contracts also will cost more than 

planned after the administration made labor concessions to corrections officers that it’s likely to match for 

other union bargaining units. 

Despite the governor’s reluctance to bless new ongoing costs, legislative Democrats are pushing several 

initiatives to help people they say continue to struggle through the economic recovery. 

“We’re very focused on assuring that people get access to food, people get access to shelter, and much of 

the devastation that was done in 2008 gets slowly repaired,” said Assemblyman Phil Ting, D-San 

Francisco, who heads the Assembly Budget Committee. 
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The Senate wants $2 billion to build more than 10,000 permanent housing units for the homeless. The 

money would come from Proposition 63, a 2004 ballot measure that increased taxes on the wealthy to pay 

for mental health treatment. 

Democrats are also pushing to repeal the maximum family grant in CalWorks, which prevents families 

from getting additional welfare benefits if they have another child while receiving state assistance. 

The legislative women’s caucus is seeking $800 million to increase childcare provider rates and offer care 

to more families. Advocacy group Parent Voices says 194,000 children are waiting for child care. 

“California is one of the most expensive states in the country, so I want to be able to provide for them,” 

said Vaea Sanft, 31, a father of two from East Palo Alto who joined hundreds of parents rallying for 

childcare funding last week in Sacramento. 

Republicans have their own budget ideas, though they face long odds in a Legislature dominated by 

Democrats. 

The top legislative Republicans sent Brown a letter asking him to prioritize funding for Denti-Cal, a dental 

program for people with low incomes. State watchdogs have said the program pays so little that many 

dentists won’t participate. 

GOP lawmakers also have proposed a variety of tax breaks they say would make California more 

affordable. 

“We’re trying to put the money where it’s going to be used efficiently and effectively,” said Sen. Mike 

Morrell, R-Rancho Cucamonga.  
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  5/13/2016 

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 May 16  

 

Monday, May 16 

 Meeting with City of Rancho Cordova Academic Partners 

 Executive Cabinet Meeting 

 Parent Information Exchange (PIE Meeting) 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 
 

Tuesday, May 17 

 Meeting with John Shirey 

 Meeting with Labor Partner (UPE) 

 SCOE Superintendents’ Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Project Green Awards 

 

Wednesday, May 18 

 Principals’ Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with Leaders of BPSB 

 Meeting with Paula Hanzel 

 

Thursday, May 19 

 Board Meeting Day 

 

Friday, May 20 

 Meeting with Member Rodriguez 

 Board Meeting Debrief 

 Meeting with Member Woo 

 Meeting with Cabinet Members 

 

Saturday, May 21 

 Hollywood Park Elementary Golf Tournament 
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SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
 

 

BC NO: CAO-50 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  5/13/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by: Iris Taylor, Interim Chief Academic Officer 
Contact Email: 

Iris-taylor@scusd.edu 

Subject: SCUSD Instructional Materials Review, Selection and Adoption Process 

 

This Board Communication is to inform the Board of the process for instructional materials review, 

selection and adoption for SCUSD which are guided by Board Policy (BP 6161.1 and BP 6161.11) 

and its Education Code referents. It provides some historical context outlining changes that have 

occurred with this process in recent years due to state legislation.  

 

Background 

Historically, California had established cycles of instructional materials adoption with a provision of 

funding in district budget allocations strictly targeted to the purchase of instructional materials. This 

was funded through the Instructional Materials Fund Realignment Project (IMFRP). These adoptions 

occurred in eight year cycles for core content areas - math, science, social science and English 

language arts (ELA).  

 

In July 2009, during the economic downturn, Assembly Bill X4 2 suspended the process and 

procedures for adopting instructional materials, including framework revisions, until the 2013-14 

school year. In 2011, the Governor and State Legislature extended the suspension of State Board of 

Education (SBE) adoptions of instructional materials until the 2015-16 school year (EC Section 

60200.7). However, EC Section 60207 (enacted via AB 1246 (Brownley)) authorized the SBE to 

adopt new Common Core State Standards (CCSS)-aligned K-8 instructional materials for 

mathematics. The SBE adopted new mathematics instructional materials in January 2014. Similarly, 

EC Section 60211 (enacted via SB 201 (Liu)) authorized the SBE to adopt new CCSS-aligned K-8 

instructional materials for English language arts/English language development (ELA/ELD) no later 

than November 2015. 

 

During this period of time, the California Department of Education also suspended the funding of 

instructional materials previously allocated through the IMFRP and now requires that districts 

purchase instructional materials through the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) or lottery 

funds. 

 

SCUSD Instructional Materials Selection, Review and Adoption Process 

In 2013-14 the state allocated specific funding to districts to support the implementation of the 

Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The state specified three possible uses of the funds: a) 
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instructional materials, b) professional learning, or c) technology. That year (2013-14) SCUSD 

reviewed and purchased mathematics instructional materials for grades K-Math 3 and utilized the 

adoption process outlined in BP6161.1 and 6161.11 and their accompanying Administrative 

Regulations. This process requires that the district form a committee of teachers to review materials 

and specifies criteria to be used to inform material review and selection. In addition to these criteria, 

which pre-date the adoption of the CCSS, the district also utilized tools such as the Publisher’s 

Criteria developed by authors of the CCSS and the Instructional Materials Evaluation Tool (iMet) 

developed by Achieve. The policy also requires that the materials be available for public review and 

feedback.  

 

Subsequent to this adoption, the state implemented the LCFF and now all funding for instructional 

materials are encapsulated in these funds which includes no specific provision for purchasing 

instructional materials. During the economic downturn and with the suspension of funding for 

instructional materials, the district has used funding from the lottery (approximately $1,000,000 

annually) to address the need for replacing lost, damaged or stolen instructional materials, to 

purchase consumable materials, and to purchase some new materials at the high school level for 

titles that are no longer available or are out of print. The district is in a process of reassessing how it 

can begin to adopt new instructional materials and has prioritized this to now align with the order of 

the adoption of new standards. The prioritized order is English Language Arts (ELA) for which 

standards were adopted in 2010, science due to the adoption of the Next Generation Science 

Standards (NGSS) in 2013 and lastly, history which currently has not adopted new standards, but a 

new framework is under development.  
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  5/13/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Gerardo Castillo, CPA, Chief Business Officer  
Contact Email:  Gerardo-

castillo@scusd.edu 

Subject:  May Revision 

 

Governor Brown released his revised budget proposal on Friday, May 13. Staff will learn more 

information at a budget workshop on Thursday, May 19, in order to provide the Board a full briefing 

at our meeting on June 2.  

 

Based on Friday’s news, here are some general takeaways from the Governor’s announcement: 

 There are not significant increases compared to the January Budget Proposal 

 Statewide revenue estimates are at $1.9 billion below January projections 

 The Child Development Block Grant will be implemented in 2017-18, as opposed to 2016-

17 

 The May Revision came with a few new spending proposals, including one-time $2.5 

million Proposition 98 spending for the California Center on Teaching Careers, a program 

designed to strengthen statewide recruitment of qualified and capable individuals into the 

teaching profession 

 The Governor is proposing no COLA for 2016-17, just as anticipated 

  

The Governor has made it clear that he believes additional spending should be left to voters. The 

Governor’s press release stated, “Until the voters decide in November whether temporary taxes 

should be extended, the May Revision reflects the principle that no significant new ongoing 

spending commitments should be made.” 

 

When asked by reporters about his stance on the Proposition 30 extension, Governor Brown said, 

“I’m leaving that to the people of California.” When asked about the school bond ballot initiative, he 

was noncommittal, but said he could “write a lot of no arguments” for initiatives on the November 

ballot. He also said that, if the school bond did pass, he could “delay it,” alluding to his power to not 

offer the bonds for sale. 

 

Staff will provide more information to the Board at the June 2 Board meeting. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  5/13/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Gabe Ross, Chief Communications Officer   
Contact Email:  gabe-

ross@scusd.edu 

Subject:  Media Inquiries Regarding President’s Announcement on Transgender Students 

 

Multiple local media outlets are reporting on President Obama’s announcement today that the 

federal government will withhold federal education dollars from school districts who do not allow 

transgender students to use bathrooms that match their gender identities. SCUSD has been at the 

forefront of this issue, having passed BP 5145.31 (“Transgender and Gender Variant Students”) in 

December, 2013. Our responses/statements regarding this topic will highlight the district’s 

progressive position on this topic. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  5/13/2016 

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:  Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) Update 

 

Staff is continuing engagement efforts regarding the 2016-17 Local Control and Accountability Plan 

(LCAP) in preparation for Board discussions and review in June. Some recent meetings/key dates: 

 

A community survey on the draft LCAP went live on Thursday, May 5 and work has already begun 

to get the word out to the community regarding the survey (prominent location on district home 

page, district eNewsletter, family engagement office utilizing parent/community networks, 

notification to principals and template call for Board members to record to constituents). 

 

On Monday, May 9, staff formally presented the draft LCAP to both LCAP Parent Advisory 

Committees so that they can begin to draft their comments.  

 

On Tuesday, May 10, staff engaged in our annual technical assistance consultation with the 

Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE) to receive working input on the LCAP draft. These 

meetings are intended to ensure that our district’s document meets the technical requirements of the 

law, particularly around the organization of the document and the reporting of the Annual Update. 

SCOE will not review the plan for approval until after it is adopted by the SCUSD Board.  
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