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

 

 



DATE: October 20, 2016 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Governmental Relations Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 

 

In recent issues of the Sacramento Weekly Update we have highlighted several 

initiatives and propositions that are the November 8 ballot, which are 

important to public schools and community colleges, including the facilities 

bond (Proposition 51) and the extension of Proposition 30’s tax rates on high 

income earners (Proposition 55). 

In this issue we take up another initiative that is related to public education 

primarily because of opposition advocacy: Proposition 56—The California 

Healthcare, Research and Prevention Tobacco Tax Act of 2016. Proposition 

56 will, if approved by voters, increase the state excise tax on cigarettes from  

87¢ to $2.87 per pack. It also increases the tax on other tobacco products, 

from the current per-pack equivalent of $1.37 to $3.37, and extends this tax to 

electronic cigarettes. According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, new 

revenues would predominantly be used for additional spending on the state’s 

Medi-Cal program. In 2013, approximately 12% of adults in California 

smoked cigarettes. 

Of the total $1.0 billion to $1.4 billion of revenues estimated to be available 

for new services, approximately $20 million would be provided for school-

based programs to prevent and reduce tobacco use by young people. 

Nonetheless, a center piece of the No on Proposition 56 campaign is the 

statement, “Say no to cheating our schools out of at least $600 million a year.” 

How is it that Proposition 56 could cost schools $600 million? The opponents 

of Proposition 56 point to the provisions of Proposition 98 as justification for 

this claim. They say that if the cigarette tax revenues were subject to the 

Proposition 98 minimum funding guarantee, then K-14 education would 

receive an additional $600 million from the tobacco tax proceeds. While this 

is technically true, it is hard to say that schools are cheated out of money that 

has never flowed to education in the past, and Proposition 56 will not reduce 

funding for education programs. This claim has been challenged by 

proponents of the initiative and State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

Tom Torlakson, who said, “. . . Proposition 56 will not divert a dime away 

from schools.” The tobacco excise tax revenues have historically gone to a 

state special fund, and have never been part of state General Fund revenues 

that contribute to meeting the requirements of Proposition 98.
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A Public Policy Institute of California September poll noted that previous cigarette tax measures fell short 

of the simple majority needed to pass in November 2006 (Proposition 86: 48.3% yes) and June 2012 

(Proposition 29: 49.8% yes). However, when read the Proposition 56 ballot title and label, 59% of likely 

voters say they would vote yes, 36% would vote no, and 5% are undecided. 

Historically, early support for tobacco tax initiatives has faltered as well-funded opposition campaigns 

ramped up their efforts in the days prior to an election. Polling showed 2-to-1 support for the 2012 

initiative in the months before the election, but it was defeated after a strong opposition campaign that was 

funded by the tobacco industry. Opponents of Proposition 56, largely major tobacco companies such as 

Reynolds American Inc., have established a war chest reportedly exceeding $56 million to defeat the 

initiative. 

“To effectively kill a measure like this, often the opponents tackle not the main purpose of the measure 

itself, but pick at some flaw in the measure—whether real or made up—and focus on that,” said Daniel 

Newman, president of MapLight
1
. PolitiFact, a fact-checking website, says the claim that Proposition 56 

“cheats” schools goes too far and is misleading. It does, however, seem to be very consistent with the 

strategy  

Mr. Newman outlined. 

 
Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 

                                                      
1
 MapLight is a California-based nonpartisan research organization that tracks money in politics. 
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Big Tobacco Blowing Smoke In Claim About California’s Prop 56 
 

By Chris Nichols 

Politifact California 

October tk, 2016 

 

Opponents of Proposition 56, California’s proposed $2 per pack cigarette tax hike, are flooding radio 

airwaves with attacks on the measure. 

The initiative is one of many on the state’s November ballot. 

The No on 56 campaign is funded by tobacco companies Phillip Morris and R.J. Reynolds. Its campaign 

says online and in radio ads that the measure “cheats schools out of at least $600 million a year.” 

The industry attacks are not surprising. And they’ll likely continue as opponents of the measure have raised 

more than $35 million, while supporters have collected about $17 million. 

We wondered whether there’s any truth to the claim that Prop 56 ‘cheats’ schools out of all that money. 

Our research 

Nearly three decades ago, voters in California approved Proposition 98 requiring a minimum level of 

funding for public education. It requires the state to dedicate roughly 40 percent of new General Fund 

revenues to K-12 schools and community colleges. 

Prop 56 would generate up to $1.4 billion in tax revenue its first year. 

But instead of sending that revenue to the General Fund, Prop 56 would place it in a special fund to help 

pay for Medi-Cal, which provides health coverage for millions of low-income Californians. 

We asked the No on 56 campaign for evidence that the tobacco tax measure ‘cheats’ schools. A 

spokeswoman pointed to language in the measure that exempts Prop 56 from the school funding guarantee. 

The campaign said this exemption is proof that the measure undermines the funding guarantee and ‘cheats’ 

schools. 

But the experts we spoke with say there’s nothing new about this proposal. Past tobacco taxes, in 1988 and 

1998, also established special funds rather than sending money to the General Fund. 

One of the experts said the opponents’ claim is misleading. 

“When I think of this claim that the schools are going to be cheated -- particularly that word ‘cheated’ out 

of this money -- that suggests something that’s wrong or illegal. And this is not the case,” said Steve 

Boilard, executive director of Sacramento State University’s Center for California Studies. “There’s plenty 

of examples where new revenue is raised that is not subject to the Prop 98 funding guarantee.” 

Boilard pointed to Proposition 63, a tax on wealthy Californians that funds mental health services. 
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Others reject claim 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Torlakson rejected the claim that the new tax measure 

‘cheats’ schools. 

In a recent letter circulated by the Yes on 56 campaign, he wrote: “Make no mistake, Proposition 56 will 

not divert a dime away from schools. Rather, it will raise revenues for school based tobacco prevention and 

intervention programs.” 

A report by the Legislative Analyst’s Office estimates Prop 56 will add $20 million for those school based 

programs. 

The Sacramento Bee’s fact-checking team, PoliGRAPH, recently examined the same claim about Prop 56 

‘cheating’ schools. 

It found that it “isn’t fair to say the measure ‘cheats’ schools out of $600 million a year. Nothing in the 

measure reduces school funding. If the measure passes, the budget for schools does not decrease.” 

Our ruling 

The No on 56 campaign is running ads that say the proposed tobacco tax “cheats schools out of at least  

$600 million a year.” 

The measure includes an exemption from the state’s school funding guarantee. A portion of its revenues, 

estimated at up to $1.4 billion, could otherwise have been directed toward school funding. 

But past tobacco taxes and a tax to fund mental health services have also legally avoided this guarantee. 

Those had exemptions allowing their revenues to fund health services. 

This doesn’t mean, however, that money will be taken from schools or community colleges under Prop 56. 

The measure, in fact, sends about $20 million to schools for tobacco prevention programs. 

The claim that Prop 56 “cheats” schools goes too far. It might have been accurate to say the measure 

exempts most all revenue from going to schools. 

But the term chosen by No on 56 is misleading. 

We rate the claim Mostly False. 
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Note: Can the state stay the “continuous improvement” course on school accountability? 

 

Once In Place, Will School Accountability System Really Work? 
 

By John Fensterwald 

EdSource 

October 18, 2016 

 

The State Board of Education spent two years creating a new district and school accountability system – 

revising multiple drafts in response to thousands of public comments – before adopting it in September. 

The plan is ambitious in concept and impressive on paper, but passage was the easy part. Now comes the 

big challenge for districts and schools: to use data they’ll get to engage the community, set achievement 

goals, take steps to improve, track progress, and change course when results don’t measure up. 

That’s what advocates of the system, like Stanford University education emeriti professors Linda  

Darling-Hammond and State Board of Education President Michael Kirst call “continuous improvement.” 

After more than a decade of a prescriptive federal accountability system under the No Child Left Behind 

law and three years of no state accountability system, most observers agree the switch is a tall order, with 

no sure path to success before the next pendulum swing of education reform topples it. 

Many issues remain unresolved and many variables are at play. Here are 10 questions whose answers may 

determine whether the new system will make a difference. 

1. WILL THE PUBLIC AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMBRACE THE DATA? 

The new accountability system measures performance on a half-dozen statewide indicators, including test 

results in reading and math, how well English learners are learning English and college and career 

readiness. There are four “local” indicators based on goals that districts will set. They include parent 

involvement and school climate. 

The state board believes all indicators are important, either as measures of achievement – or, with school 

climate and suspension rates, as conditions underlying achievement – and should be weighed equally. 

Some advocacy groups and the U.S. Department of Education, in its draft regulations, favor emphasizing 

test scores in designating the lowest-performing schools and argue that for parents’ sake, an accountability 

system should summarize performance with a number or letter. Early in 2017, the state board will publish 

school report cards, and will then be able to gauge parents’ initial reactions. 

2. WILL THE DATA BE RELIABLE? 

An accountability system based on test scores is straightforward; one using many measures is not. Some 

indicators, like parent engagement, are hard to quantify. The state board so far has been stymied by how to 

measure career readiness. Members of the state board have made it clear it may take years to perfect the 

measures. 
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3. BUT WHAT ABOUT CAMPBELL’S LAW ? 

Four decades ago, social psychologist Donald Campbell issued an often-cited warning that the more a 

measurement is used for high-stakes decisions, the more it will be subject to overt pressures and changes in 

behavior that can distort the data. Standardized testing scandals in Washington and Atlanta were extreme 

examples under the No Child Left Behind law, but closer to home, many California districts instituted 

weeks of drills and test prep to jack up scores on multiple-choice math and reading tests, and dropped arts, 

science and creative learning. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that expulsion and suspension rates have plunged in some schools after 

principals mandated lower numbers, not because they adopted strategies to deal with root causes of 

misbehavior. This may be a sign of Campbell’s Law. So, too, may be poorly monitored online credit 

recovery courses that boosted graduation rates to record-high levels in Los Angeles and San Diego last 

year. Signals like these bear watching, for they could undermine reliable data. 

4. WILL DISTRICTS GRAB THE CHANCE TO NARROW ACHIEVEMENT DISPARITIES 
AMONG STUDENT GROUPS? 

That’s the pivotal question, says David Plank, executive director of the nonprofit research organization 

Policy Analysis for California Education. During a panel at EdSource’s symposium on accountability and 

assessments earlier this month, Plank said the new system represents a “cultural shift” for a generation of 

educators. They must pivot, he said, from seeing their role as “trying to figure out what rules are, stay 

within lines and do what state government requires” to choosing their own strategies and committing to 

them in districts’ Local Control and Accountability Plans. 

Christopher Edley, co-founder of the Opportunity Institute and professor at the UC Berkeley Law School, 

said he was not optimistic districts would target money in their LCAPs to make innovative investments for 

under-served students. “LCAPs are largely boilerplate; we are seeing the repackaging of the status quo in 

new clothes,” he said at the symposium. 

5. HOW MANY DISTRICTS WILL BE IDENTIFIED FOR HELP? 

That’s a big unknown. The federal government requires states to identify the lowest-performing 5 percent 

of schools for comprehensive help. That would be between 500 and 600 schools. But state law also 

requires identifying districts and schools with low-performing student subgroups, adding potentially 

hundreds of districts to the list and potentially taxing the state’s capacity to help them. 

6. WHOM WILL SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS TURN TO FOR HELP? 

Mapping this out will be a monumental undertaking for a tiny, new state agency, the California 

Collaborative for Educational Excellence. Executive Director Carl Cohn, a retired Long Beach Unified 

superintendent, describes its role as a matchmaker, not a sheriff. It will not dictate ready-made fixes, but 

will instead encourage partnerships, like the CORE districts’ new Data Collaborative, and recommend 

experts willing to work with districts, perhaps from county offices and for-profit and nonprofit providers. 

The collaborative and the state board must work out who will pay for the services and what eventually will 

happen to schools with perpetually bad performance. 
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7. WILL COUNTY OFFICES RISE TO THEIR NEW CHALLENGE? 

The state’s 58 county offices of education already monitor districts’ financial health, and must sign off on 

districts’ LCAPs to see that they conform with state law. But a new ethos of school improvement will 

demand they too shift from enforcement to solving problems. Many county offices lack the capacity and 

skills to deal with issues like school climate, teacher retention or English learner instruction. They will not 

be some districts’ first choice as a partner. 

8. WILL THE STATE REDEFINE ITS ROLE? 

The state’s economic recovery coincided with the Local Control Funding Formula’s passage, shifting 

money and responsibility to districts. To Edley, without better state data and more school funding, 

“devolution of authority” from Sacramento looks more like “state abdication than local empowerment.” 

Any large-scale expansion of a state role, which Gov. Jerry Brown opposes, will be up to his successor. 

However, starting next year, the federal Every Student Succeeds Act gives states power to reshape how 

districts spend Title I funding for low-income students. That’s $2 billion annually in California. Kirst said 

the state board will have final say over $170 million that the federal government formerly had demanded be 

set aside for student tutoring and federally directed School Improvement Grants. The board will submit its 

plan to Washington next summer. 

9. WILL DISTRICTS GET MORE RESOURCES FOR CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK? 

Probably not much. Forecasts say state revenue will slow, even if voters next month approve 

Proposition 55’s extension of a tax increase on the wealthy. Staff pension increases will add to district 

costs, and a teacher shortage will add pressure for higher wages. The best hope is that districts will engage 

parents and teachers in the improvement process and redirect money in smart ways. 

10. WILL “CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT” BE GIVEN TIME TO WORK? 

The new school and district accountability system will take effect in 2017-18, and state board members are 

calling for patience. The Legislature wrote the law creating the Collaborative for Educational Excellence 

and requiring multiple performance measures. So far, it has largely been on board, though in August it 

unanimously passed a bill demanding more emphasis on test-based accountability, no doubt aware Brown 

would veto it. The next governor, with power to appoint state board members, will be elected in two years, 

and, with legislators’ support, could alter the funding formula and accountability system. Echoing Cohn 

and the state board, Sujie Shin, the collaborative’s director of research, urged legislators not to do that. 

Persistent gaps in achievement developed over a long time, she said. The new system – a “seismic shift” in 

approaching school improvement – should be given more than two or three years to close them. 
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Prepared by:  José L. Banda, Superintendent 
 

Contact Email: 

superintendent@scusd.edu  

Subject:  Highlights of Calendar for the Week of October 24  

 

 

Monday, October 24 

 Cabinet Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Tuesday, October 25 

 School Visits (Schools to be determined) 

 Meeting with Labor Union Partner (UPE) 

 Board’s Executive Committee Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Wednesday, October 26 

 Meeting with Labor Union Partner 

(Teamsters) 

 Meeting with Labor Union Partner (SEIU) 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Superintendent’s Principal Advisory 

Council 

Thursday, October 27 

 Railyards Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 CGNA Annual Meeting 

 

Friday, October 28 

 School Visits (Schools to be determined) 

 Negotiations Meeting 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  10/21/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by: Janet Weeks, Communications Manager  
Contact Email: janet-

weeks@scusd.edu 

Subject: “Soft” Lockdown at Sacramento New Technology High School 

 

Sacramento New Technology High School called police this morning and issued a “soft lockdown” 

(shelter in place) after a student who was off-campus on his way to school heard a threat against the 

school from occupants of a passing car. Police gathered information and spoke with the student. The 

principal sent a message to parents letting them know the students were sheltering in place. The 

lockdown was lifted at 1:45 p.m. 

 



Board Communication Form for 2016-17  

 

 
  

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
 

 

BC NO: CCO-330 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  10/21/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Janet Weeks, Communications Manager 
Contact Email: janet-

weeks@scusd.edu 

Subject: Bee Story on High School Newspapers 

 

Loretta Kalb of the Sacramento Bee is working on a story about high school newspapers, focusing, 

in part, on the issues surrounding C.K. McClatchy’s The Prospector. The zero-period class, part of 

the ASSETS program, is only funded through the end of the semester – the result of cost increases to 

our grant-funded expanded learning programs. As McClatchy is named after the founder of the Bee, 

and the Prospector has been in existence since 1937, many at the school are concerned about its 

demise. Ms. Kalb also interviewed JFK Principal David Van Natten who recently reinstated the 

Kennedy Clarion as a regular elective during the school day. 
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