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BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
 

 

BC NO: S-181 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  10/28/2016 

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: October 28, 2016 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Governmental Relations Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 

 

With less than two weeks before the November 8, 2016, General Election, a 

new poll from the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) shows 

Proposition 55, the 12-year extension to the Proposition 30 income tax rates 

for high wage earners, with support from 59% of likely voters.  

Proposition 56, the $2 per pack tobacco tax highlighted in last week’s Update, 

also appears to be faring well with most voters as 56% of likely voters support 

the proposition and only 38% are opposed.  

The poll found voters to be split on whether to approve $9 billion in  

education-facilities bonds, in the form of Proposition 51. Less than half of 

likely voters intend to vote yes on the bond proposal (46%) while 41% of 

voters are opposed, leaving a small margin of undecided voters to turn before 

the election. 

PPIC’s latest poll was released on Thursday, October 28
 
and provides a 

snapshot into voters’ feelings on the national election as well as various state 

matters.  

In addition to the handful of education-related propositions on the ballot 

(Propositions 51, 55, and 58), there are more than a dozen other initiatives and 

referendum whose fate voters will decide. The November 2016 General 

Election ballot will have a total of 17 statewide measures—the most on the 

ballot at any given time since 2000. 

To help voters understand the impacts of each of the 17 ballot propositions, 

California, a nonpartisan group dedicated to voter education released their 

latest ballot proposition song. 

The five-minute song, available here, goes through all 17 measures in a simple 

to understand way. 

A Los Angeles resident (and Democratic activist) has a different way to 

handle the expected confusion over the lengthy ballot. He describe each of the  

17 measures in the form of haikus.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yizO7L2J7LU
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Proposition 51 

Nine billion dollars 

Of bond funds for school buildings 

Term: thirty-five years 

 

Proposition 55 

For high-earning folks 

An income tax that funds schools 

Would remain in place 

 

Proposition 58 

Kids learning English 

Won’t need a waiver to take 

Bilingual classes 

 

For the full list of proposition haikus, click here. 

 
Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 
 

https://cafwd.box.com/s/kxtohx72tt36myu6nywlei58b4oi8pfj


School Services of California, Inc.       October 28, 2016 

Sacramento Update  Page 3 

 

Note: School Services of California, Inc., has its own Local Control and Accountability Plan Executive 

Summary tool available at www.sscal.com/lcap.   

 
Finally, Districts' Accountability Plans May Be Easier To Read and Use 

 

By John Fensterwald 

EdSource 

October 27, 2016 

 

For three years, school districts have been writing an annual budget and accountability plan using a state-

dictated form that has irritated just about everyone writing and reading it. Next week, the State Board of 

Education is expected to approve a new version that promises to be simpler, better organized and easier to 

follow. 

The revised Local Control and Accountability Plan, or LCAP (see draft template starting page 7), has 

gotten generally positive reviews, with some reservations, from school officials and advocates for high-

needs students who disagree over how much information should be in the document but credit state board 

staff for trying to strike a balance. 

“We are not completely satisfied, but we will support the revised LCAP,” said Martha Alvarez, legislative 

advocate for the Association of California School Administrators, which had recommended changes 

through months of hearings and drafts. Districts’ LCAPs had mushroomed to dozens, and in some cases 

hundreds, of pages over the past three years. It’s unclear, she said, despite improved readability, whether 

LCAPs will become shorter or longer under the new template. “At this point, districts need time – a 

number of years without further changes – to work with it,” she said. 

“It’s a meaningful improvement in many ways and in some ways a step backward,” said John Affeldt, 

managing attorney for the nonprofit law group Public Advocates and an author of a six-page critique of the 

new LCAP signed by a dozen student advocacy groups. Although organized to enable districts to “better 

tell their story to the community,” the new LCAP template doesn’t demand a full accounting of how 

districts will use money intended for low-income students and English learners under the state’s new 

funding formula, he said. 

Because the Local Control Funding Formula also gave districts more control over spending, the Legislature 

envisioned LCAPs as a way to hold them publicly accountable for their decisions. School boards must 

reach out to parents, teachers and the public for their ideas before setting improvement goals and 

committing to actions and expenditures to achieve them. Districts also must say how they will improve 

education for high-needs students – English learners, low-income, foster and homeless students – 

commensurate with the extra funding they get for the students. 

Legislators envisioned the LCAP as a comprehensive planning tool, but not all districts interpreted it that 

way. The revision makes clear that the LCAP should account for all money that districts receive under the 

funding formula, which is the bulk of their funding, and address the eight broad educational priorities that 

lawmakers laid out. They include not only student achievement, as measured by standardized test scores 

and other metrics, but also parent engagement, school climate, implementation of new academic standards 

and hiring qualified teachers for all students. 

http://www.sscal.com/lcap
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/3189928-LCAP-SBE-Agenda-Template-110916.html
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The revision also includes a new section that Alvarez and Affeldt agree is important: Requiring that 

districts make addressing poor performance under the state’s new school and district accountability system 

a priority. 

Until now, this has been missing. For several years, the state board suspended the school accountability 

system while it created a new one. As a result, districts picked their own spending goals and rates of 

improvement. Last month, the state board chose a half-dozen metrics to measure school and district 

performance: standardized test scores in math, reading and science; chronic absentee and suspension rates; 

measures of career and college readiness; and the success of English learners in learning English. In 

addition, school districts will be required to create their own ways to measure school climate and parent 

engagement. The new system will go into effect next year, when districts and schools receive their first 

“report cards” that will grade achievement and set uniform targets for improvement. 

State Board Poised To Take New Direction In School Accountability 

The revision creates two sections that will ask districts to highlight low achievement in any performance 

metric and describe steps the district will take to improve. One section is for the district overall; the other is 

for lower-performing student subgroups. There is no section in the LCAP requiring districts to identify 

lowest-performing individual schools. 

Significant changes in the revised LCAP to improve organization, clarity and readability 
include: 

 The addition of a three-page summary asking districts to describe how the LCAP reflects the 

priorities of the local community and to summarize its key features. The summary will also cite 

significant areas of progress and greatest needs for improvement. A separate section asks districts to list 

two to three significant ways it will improve or increase services for high-needs students who receive 

supplemental state funding. 

 The state board already had encouraged districts to include an LCAP summary; the revision creates a 

specific format. For parents who had been turned off by the massive length of previous LCAPs, the 

summary may be all they want to read. 

 A clarification that the LCAP should be a three-year document with two annual updates. It had 

been a rolling three-year document, rewritten every year. Now most planning and priority setting will 

take place the first year. 

 Placement of LCAP instructions, definitions and guiding questions in an addendum, with links, 

making the LCAP body easier to read. Explanations have been rewritten in simpler language, instead of 

referring users to statutory language for guidance. 

 Inclusion of a separate section estimating how many extra dollars a district will receive under the 

funding formula for high-needs students and the actions it’s taking on their behalf. 

Additional formatting changes and financial transparency requirements:  

 In annual updates, districts must explain why they didn’t spend money in areas they had budgeted the 

year before. What the revision doesn’t require, however, is that unspent supplemental dollars for  

https://edsource.org/2016/state-board-poised-to-pass-new-accountability-system-lcff-essa-evaluation-rubrics/569023
https://edsource.org/2016/state-board-poised-to-pass-new-accountability-system-lcff-essa-evaluation-rubrics/569023
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high-needs students be put into a reserve for future spending on those students. Affeldt and advocacy 

groups had sought that requirement, but lost the argument. As a result, districts can use unspent 

supplemental dollars however they want. Gov. Jerry Brown opposes further restrictions on funding 

formula money; a change in policy will have to await a change in governors. 

 Districts must indicate whether LCAP actions are for general purposes or are targeted for low-income 

students, English learners, and foster and homeless youth. This clear-cut distinction was missing under 

the existing version and will help parents and advocates track how supplemental dollars are being 

spent. What’s missing, say the advocates, is an easy way to total the expenditures using supplemental 

dollars to see if they come close to meeting the funding law’s requirement to improve services for high-

needs students in proportion to the money they bring the district. 

District officials had sought more flexibility and fewer requirements for the LCAP than the state board staff 

recommended. Student advocates wanted more details on spending than the new LCAP calls for. Parents, 

however, should find the new LCAP easier to use. 

 

 

Note: Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump’s high unfavorability has made Democratic 

legislators hopeful of regaining the supermajority they had back in 2013. 

 

Barack Obama Endorses In Three California Assembly Races 
 

By Christopher Cadelago 

The Sacramento Bee 

October 27, 2016 

 

President Barack Obama, delivering on a promise to assist legislative hopefuls across the country, swooped 

in Thursday to offer a rare endorsement to a trio of Democratic candidates for the California Assembly. 

Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon, in a congratulatory message posted on social media, said Obama is 

backing former Assemblyman Al Muratsuchi, D-Torrance, and fellow Democratic challengers Abigail 

Medina, a school board member in San Bernardino, and ex-Pleasanton Councilwoman Cheryl Cook-Kallio. 

“Thanks to (Obama) for his support of Democrats up and down the ballot,” Rendon said. “As he recently 

reminded us, ‘Our progress is on the ballot.’” 

Cook-Kallio is running against Assemblywoman Catharine Baker of Dublin, while Medina is trying to 

unseat Assemblyman Marc Steinorth of Rancho Cucamonga. 

Obama enjoys high approval ratings across parts of California – 60 percent in a new statewide poll out 

Wednesday – so his seal of approval could prove pivotal for the Assembly campaigns. Democrats are 

campaigning to restore their two-thirds supermajorities in both houses, which would allow them to raise 

taxes and pass specific types of legislation without Republican support. 

Kerry Townsend Jacob, a spokeswoman for Muratsuchi, who is in a rematch with Republican David 

Hadley, said he planned to feature Obama’s support in several aspects of the campaign, from mailers and 

web ads to leaflets distributed by door-to-door canvassers. 
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Muratsuchi said he was proud of the endorsement. 

“I am the candidate who will protect a woman’s right to choose and Planned Parenthood funding, create 

jobs and improve our public schools. I will also stand up to powerful special interests to fight for clean air, 

water, and beaches,” he said in a statement. 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 16 

INCUMBENT 

 

Catharine Baker (R) See profile 

Total Contributions $3,188,602 

Total Expenditures $668,594 

 

CHALLENGER 

 

Cheryl Cook-Kallio (D) 

Total Contributions $2,805,420 

Total Expenditures $361,683 

 

 
 

ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 40 
 

INCUMBENT  

Marc Steinorth (R) See profile 

Total Contributions $2,254,380 

Total Expenditures $682,887 

 

CHALLENGER 

Abigail Medina (D) 

Total Contributions $2,699,265 

Total Expenditures $473,019 

 

 
ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 66 
 

INCUMBENT 

David Hadley (R) See profile 

Total Contributions $2,650,465 

Total Expenditures $1,705,447 

 

CHALLENGER 

https://static.sacbeelabs.com/v1/legdb/#!/leg-view/id=CAL000449
https://static.sacbeelabs.com/v1/legdb/#!/leg-view/id=CAL000455
https://static.sacbeelabs.com/v1/legdb/#!/leg-view/id=CAL000480
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Al Muratsuchi (D) 

Total Contributions $3,717,216 

Total Expenditures $1,548,488 

 

Click here to go to The Money Trail.  

 

 

Note: Total funds raised to date to oppose Proposition 55: $3,000. 

 

No Opposition? No Matter, School Groups Raise Millions 
 

By Tom Chorneau 

Cabinet Report 

October 24, 2016 

 

Supporters of the three ballot initiatives of most interest to the state’s public schools are leaving nothing to 

chance – burying the opposition under millions of dollars of campaign spending. 

Although none of the three measures have organized fund-raising opposition, education groups–led by the 

California Teachers Association–have raised close to $35 million to help pass Propositions 51, 55 and 58. 

While the number is dwarfed by the overall spending on ballot initiatives this November–which is quickly 

approaching a half-billion dollars–it nonetheless reinforces the critical role electioneering plays in the 

everyday operation and management of schools. 

It also illustrates the broad support schools enjoy among voters. 

“You can tell that our coalition members care very deeply about ensuring kids are able to equally access 

quality school facilities in campuses across the state,” said Erin Shaw, spokeswoman for the Yes on 

Proposition 51 campaign, which she noted is being backed by both the Democratic and Republican parties, 

the California Parent Teachers Association, the California Fire Fighters Association, as well as a long list 

of elected officials from both sides of the aisle. 

Proposition 51, which would authorize the state to sell $9 billion in general obligation bonds for school 

construction and modernization, has also attracted about $8 million in campaign donations–much of it from 

home developers based in California and elsewhere that are concerned the burden to pay for new 

classrooms would shift to the building industry if the bond is not approved. 

In addition to education-based organizations such as the Coalition for Adequate School Housing and the 

Community College Facility Coalition–both of which are largely funded with money from contractors and 

trade operators, support for the school bond has also poured in from some of the nation’s biggest home 

builders such as D.R. Horton Inc. based in Fort Worth, which gave $188,000; Beazer Homes of Atlanta, 

donated $100,000; and the Irvine Company based in Newport Beach, which contributed $150,000. 

http://www.sacbee.com/site-services/databases/article72495842.html
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While clearly some contractors would benefit directly from the bond passage by participating in new 

classroom construction funded by the state borrowing, the home building industry has an even greater stake 

in the election. 

School facility costs have traditionally been shared between the Legislature and local school districts–with 

lawmakers repeatedly approving a statewide bond measure to contribute their share. Gov. Jerry Brown, 

however, has resisted going along with the arrangement in recent years. Under state law, once the state’s 

share dries up, schools can levy new fees on home builders to satisfy those costs. 

The California Building Industry Association, along with school groups, circumvented Sacramento and 

qualified Proposition 51 for the ballot. 

The proposal appears to have widespread support, according to polls, and although some taxpayer groups 

oppose it, there is no formal campaign challenging its passage. 

Remarkably, no formal opposition is raising money to stop passage of Proposition 55 either– a measure 

that would extend a tax hike on the state’s highest earners through 2030. According to a report in 

the Sacramento Business Journal, a number of business organizations including the California Chamber of 

Commerce considered forming an opposition campaign but decided against it, perhaps because of the 

measure’s popularity. 

Four separate groups are raising money in support of Proposition 55, generating so far close to $23 million. 

By far the largest player in the pro-55 camp is the California Teachers Association, which has donated 

close to $4.6 million to the effort–with the lion’s share coming in a single $3 million contribution back in 

May. 

Other big supporters of the tax hike are the Service Employees International Union, which has given close 

to $2 million in direct and in-direct contributions; the American Federation of Teachers, which have given 

$250,000; and the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, which donated  

$200,000 so far. 

Perhaps most surprising is the money being given to help pass Proposition 58–more than $2.6 million so 

far. 

Largely overlooked by voters and the media until very recently, Proposition 58 would remove a decades-

old ban on utilizing bilingual technics to teach English learners. 

The ban was put into law by voters in 1998 after federal courts had thrown out major pieces of Proposition 

187, a divisive constitutional amendment aimed at restricting noncitizen’s access to many public services. 

Today’s political landscape in California is far different and the proposal to remove the ban–something that 

most educators have always advocated and many schools quietly ignored–drew almost no news coverage 

when it was placed on the ballot by the Legislature in the summer of 2015. 

A recent survey from the Field Poll found that 69 percent of registered voters favored the measure, 

although support dropped to just 30 percent when pollsters explained that it would undo parts of 

Proposition 227–suggesting voters are still unfamiliar with the initiative. 
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Still, Proposition 58 enjoys no formal opposition, and yet, supporters have been able to pick up a fair 

amount of financial support: CTA has contributed more than $800,000; SEIU close to $100,000; Blue 

Shield, $20,000; and the California Nurses Association, $30,000. 
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SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
BC NO: S-182 

 

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  10/28/2016 

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 October 31  

 

 

Monday, October 31 

 Extended Cabinet Meeting 

 Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with Lee Yang 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Tuesday, November 1 

 School Visits (Schools to be determined) 

 Meeting with Board’s Executive Committee 

 Meeting with Mikey Hothi 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Wednesday, November 2 

 Principals’ Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with Representatives of Early 

Smiles 

 Success Academy’s Community Open 

House 

Thursday, November 3 

 Board Meeting Day 

 

Friday, November 4 

 Negotiations Meeting 

 Board Meeting Debrief 

 Linked Learning Council of Superintendents 
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BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
 

 

BC NO: CCO-334 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  10/28/2016 

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: Data Dashboard Robo-call 

 

At the last Board meeting, Board members indicated interest in sending out robo-calls to their trustee 

areas regarding our new Data Dashboard. If Board members wish to do that, please let the 

Communications office know and we will provide you the script and schedule the call. 
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SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
 

 

BC NO: CSO-48 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  10/28/2016 

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: Cohort 4 Student Improvement Grant 

 

The California Department of Education has recommended the State Board of Education approve 

funding for the SIG Cohort 4 LEAs and their schools, which includes the following SCUSD schools: 

 

Hiram W. Johnson  

H. W. Harkness 

Leataata Floyd  

John D. Sloat 

Parkway 

Woodbine 

John H. Still 

Susan B. Anthony 

 

It is anticipated the State Board of Education will approve this during their November 2 meeting. 

Funding begins in the 2016-17 school year and will continue through the 2020-21 school year. 

SCUSD’s funding amount could be as much as $50 million over 5 years. 
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