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Early Education Block Grant
While we wait for the 2016-17 State Budget trailer bills, which are expected
as early as next week, more details are now available on the Administration’s
stakeholder process for the Early Education Block Grant (EEBG). As a
reminder, the EEBG is Governor Jerry Brown’s proposal to consolidate three
different early childhood education funding pots (the Proposition 98 funding
from the State Preschool Program, Transitional Kindergarten, and the
Preschool Quality Rating and Improvement System) into a single $1.6 billion
block grant with local flexibility, but without additional resources.
The Department of Finance (DOF) is spearheading the input-gathering
process from interested parties through both written feedback and in-person
meetings, with the intent to inform and shape a more-detailed proposal to be
unveiled at the May Revision. The DOF is looking for local educational
agencies (LEAs) to answer the following questions in writing by March 15,
2016:


Which children should have priority for service?



What minimum standards should the state require?



How can LEAs utilize private providers and should they have a role in the
EEBG?



How should future funding augmentations to the EEBG be distributed?



How should the state ensure that block grant funding is supporting
positive child outcomes?

Public forums will also be held in Sacramento on February 19, in Sacramento
(and remote sites to be determined) on February 29, and a third session in
March with details still to come. In the meantime, Assembly Budget Chair
Shirley Weber (D-San Diego) has called for a subcommittee hearing next
month to take a comprehensive look at the early childhood education
programs
currently
funded
in
California.
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Legislative Update
The flow of bill introductions continues at a trickle since legislators still have three weeks before the bill
introduction deadline of February 19. Neither education facilities bond nor Friedrichs v. California
Teachers Association (CTA)-inspired legislation have yet to be introduced, though conversations on both
continue in the Capitol. But a handful of interesting proposals have surfaced already.
Addressing the current teacher shortage, a top priority for CTA, Senate Bill (SB) 915 (Liu, D-La
Cañada Flintridge) would establish the “California Center on Teaching Careers” for the purposes of
“recruiting qualified and capable individuals into the teaching profession.” Under SB 915, duties of the
Center would include:


Developing and distributing effective recruitment publications



Providing information to prospective teachers regarding requirements for obtaining a teaching
credential, admission to and enrollment into teacher preparation programs, and financial aid and loan
assistance programs



Developing and conducting outreach activities to high school pupils as well as to college students

Assembly Member Nora Campos (D-San Jose), who is not known for a focus on education, has introduced
two school-related measures:


Assembly Bill (AB) 1567 would change priority enrollment in After School Education and Safety
(ASES) Programs from middle school students who attend daily to a tiered priority enrollment system:
first priority—homeless youth; second priority—pupils in a California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) assistance unit; third priority—middle school students who attend
the program daily



AB 1572 would entitle a pupil who attends a school that is eligible for Title 1 federal funding to free
transportation to and from school provided by the LEA if the student resides more than a half mile from
the school and the route to school is deemed “unsafe”

Hundreds of bills are expected to be introduced between now and February 19 and we will keep you posted
as important bills surface.
Nancy LaCasse
Robert Miyashiro
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Note: Dan Walters lays out the political challenges of a legislatively driven education facilities bond, but
has underestimated the role the Administration is playing in shaping an alternative proposal.

School Bonds Highlight California’s Competing Priorities
By Dan Walters
The Sacramento Bee
January 25, 2016
A high-stakes political poker game is being played in the backrooms of the Capitol over the seemingly
motherhood-and-apple-pie issue of building and renovating schools.
Business groups, construction unions and school districts, calling themselves Californians for Quality
Schools, propose a $9 billion school bond issue for the November ballot, contending that funds from the
last bond measure, passed in 2006, are virtually exhausted, leaving a $2 billion backlog.
Exhaustion could trigger a 1998-vintage law and allow local governments to sharply increase school
building fees on residential and commercial projects, potentially adding billions of dollars to developers’
costs. Staving off that threat is why the Building Industry Association is one of the bond issue’s chief
backers.
Public employee labor unions such the powerful California Teachers Association, which would ordinarily
back a school bond, are worried that its presence on the November ballot could undermine their efforts to
persuade voters to extend temporary income taxes on the wealthy, another multibillion-dollar issue.
Union-friendly legislative leaders have mounted a somewhat desperate effort to write a smaller bond,
something in the $2 billion-to-$4 billion range, for the June ballot to head off the November measure.
However, Gov. Jerry Brown dislikes the decades-long practice of the state borrowing bond money for local
school projects, saying it’s “overly complex” and “creates an incentive for districts to build new schools
when they already have the capacity to absorb enrollment growth.”
Brown also has many objections to how bond money is allocated, such as a first-come, first-served system
he says gives wealthy districts an unfair advantage and a lack of flexibility “to design school facility plans
to reflect local needs.”
“The inherent problems with the current program, along with the billions of dollars in long-term liabilities
created by the issuance of state debt, is no longer sustainable,” the governor pointedly says in his new
budget.
Brown’s complaints that the proposed $9 billion bond fails to make needed reforms imply that he might
throw his weight – and perhaps his hefty campaign war chest – against it.
So there we have it, what Brown might call a “yeasty mixture” of conflicting priorities.
Writing a mini-bond measure that would satisfy the Californians for Quality Schools coalition, contain the
reforms that Brown says he wants – but has yet to specify – and get two-thirds legislative votes also faces a
looming deadline.
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State election officials say legislators have until mid-February to act unless they want to go to the expense
of printing a supplemental ballot pamphlet, which has been done in the past but which also stains the
Legislature’s already dismal reputation for timely action.
The situation is very fluid, but Brown shows no signs of intervening to forge a compromise, and in his
absence it’s very unlikely to happen.

Note: The adequacy price tag has increased from an additional $17 billion estimated in 2007 to as much as
$42 billion more annually today.

Plaintiff in Lawsuit Updates Costs of Inadequate Funding
By John Fensterwald
EdSource
January 26, 2016
The California School Boards Association has updated spending numbers from studies published a decade
ago to support the argument its attorneys will make Wednesday in an appeal of a lawsuit claiming the state
is violating students’ rights by inadequately funding public schools.
The school boards association argues in a new report that California would have to spend between $22
billion and $42 billion more annually for K-12 schools to meet the state’s constitutional obligation to
ensure every child has a quality opportunity to learn. That figure is an estimate in current dollars based on
two 2004-05 studies that provided evidence for the 2010 lawsuit, “Robles-Wong v. California.” Oral
arguments in the case are scheduled for Wednesday in the 1st District Court of Appeal in San Francisco.
In the report, “California’s Challenge: Adequately Funding Education in the 21st Century,” the CSBA
suggests that districts would need tens of billions of dollars more than the $64 billion that Gov. Jerry
Brown proposes to spend on K-12 schools next year to implement the Common Core and other new state
academic standards and to fulfill the eight, broad priorities laid out in the Local Control Funding Formula.
The Legislature passed the new funding and school accountability law in 2013, a year after plaintiffs in
Robles-Wong and plaintiffs in Campaign for Quality Education v. California, a related lawsuit, filed final
briefs. Since then, both lawsuits were consolidated into one case.
In order to present the latest spending numbers as evidence, an attorney for the plaintiffs in the
consolidated lawsuit must convince three justices from the state Court of Appeal to let the case proceed to a
full trial. During an hour of oral arguments, the attorney, Steven Mayer, will argue that a lower court judge
erred when he dismissed the case in December 2010. A lawyer representing the state will argue that the
judge got it right.
The plaintiffs in Robles-Wong and Campaign for Quality Education assert that insufficient funding levels
are denying children their constitutional right to an education that prepares them to participate fully in
economic and civil life. They argue that the Legislature has failed to provide districts with enough money
to carry out state-mandated academic standards and programs, thus failing the state constitutional
requirement to “keep up and support” the state’s public schools.
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THE LEGISLATURE’S DISCRETION?
In his ruling, Alameda County Superior Court Judge Steven Brick rejected the plaintiffs’ core claims.
While acknowledging that children in California have a fundamental right to an education, Brick ruled that
the state Constitution doesn’t require the Legislature to fund it at any particular level, “however devastating
the effects of such underfunding have been on the quality of public school education.” The Legislature has
the prerogative to set the level of school spending, Brick said.
The plaintiffs in Robles-Wong include the CSBA, the Association of California School Administrators, the
state PTA, nine school districts, the Youth and Education Law Project at Stanford Law School, and
60 individuals. Maya Robles-Wong, then a junior at Alameda High School when the lawsuit was filed, is
the lead plaintiff.
Campaign for Quality Education v. California was filed by Public Advocates, Inc., a nonprofit law firm, on
behalf of five nonprofits serving low-income, minority families.
The 1st District Court of Appeal has had the appeal for more than four years. Court watchers say that
scheduling oral arguments probably indicates that justices are ready to issue a decision although they
sometimes tweak it based on what they hear in oral arguments. They must issue a ruling within 60 days, by
the end of April.
DIFFERENT MEASURES OF ADEQUACY
When filing their lawsuit, plaintiffs relied heavily on the spending calculations in two studies in Getting
Down to Facts, a collection of 20 school reports that Stanford University published in 2007. In one study,
by the Public Policy Institute of California, a panel of educators estimated that it would cost $17 billion
more, or a 40 percent increase over 2003-04 funding, for additional resources to move all schools to a
target score of 800 on the Academic Performance Index. At today’s dollars, the CSBA said, it would take
$22 billion more to reach that goal. The other study, by the American Institute of Research, asked two
additional educator panels how much it would cost to meet academic targets required by the federal No
Child Left Behind Act by the year 2011-12. One panel recommended spending $24 billion (53 percent)
more than the $45 billion spent in 2004-05; the other recommended $32 billion (71 percent) more. In
today’s dollars, the two recommendations would rise to $31 billion and $42 billion more annually.
Today, the studies no longer are relevant, assuming their estimates were reliable – something that a trial
court would have had to determine. The State Board of Education suspended the API two years ago, and it
doesn’t intend to resume compiling the index. Last month, Congress replaced the No Child Left Behind
Act, widely criticized for setting unrealistic academic targets, with the Every Student Succeeds Act.
But the CSBA’s latest report contends – and its attorney will argue on Wednesday, if given the chance –
that the plaintiffs’ constitutional case is still sound. Funding has increased substantially under the Local
Control Funding Formula the past two years, particularly for low-income children and English learners.
But even at full implementation, the report says, California’s average funding per student will be
substantially below the national average.
Just as it was in 2010, the state’s ratios of counselors, librarians and teachers to students rank at or near the
bottom among states. By most indicators – graduation rates, results on standardized tests, percentage of
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students needing remediation courses in college – there are big gaps in achievement between low-income
and wealthier students and between white students and Latinos and African-Americans.
Additionally, new academic standards, such as the Common Core, have raised expectations for teachers
and students, and districts face continuing demands to upgrade classroom technology. The report also
points out that special education costs have increased faster than state and federal funding. As a result,
special education costs have consumed more of a “typical” district’s general fund, rising from 22 to 32
percent within a decade, the report says.
“The fundamental issue remains; the state’s financing system is unconstitutional,” said Keith Bray, general
counsel for the CSBA.

Note: EdBuild, a New Jersey-based organization with a mission to “address funding inequities in public
education,” proposes a different way to distribute California Lottery funds.

The Problem with Your Lottery Tickets and School Funding
By Sonali Kohli and Joy Resmovits
Los Angeles Times
January 26, 2016
Lottery commercials and billboards plastered around the state suggest that the long-shot gamble of buying
a lottery ticket can not only make you rich but also make you a better person.
Billboards and videos on the California Lottery’s website make playing the lottery seem like something of
a civic duty.
“Thanks for helping us support public schools,” reads one ad from the state lottery’s 30th-anniversary
campaign.
A recent analysis by an education nonprofit, however, suggests that what’s really happening is “a
$449 million wealth transfer between ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ “ that can make rich schools richer without
doing much to help poor schools.
EdBuild, an organization that focuses on ways to pay for public education, says the state’s distribution of
lottery money is unfair.
In fiscal year 2013-14, a total of $1.3 billion from the lottery went to California schools. Almost all of that
amount, representing 21.7% of total lottery sales, went to the state’s K-12 public schools.
Districts statewide got about $163 for every student, as determined by average daily attendance —
regardless of how much money is made from lottery ticket sales in those districts.
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That distribution, said Rebecca Sibilia, EdBuild’s chief executive and founder, runs counter to California’s
recent efforts to address inequity in the way it pays for public education.
As it is, there are essentially two ways the state pays. Regular funding is distributed equally to all schools,
while a second stream of money that might be termed “inequity funding” is passed out in a more targeted
way, to address the bigger problems in schools with lots of students from low-income families.
California’s new Local Control Funding Formula assumes that some students need more money than
others. This attempt at an egalitarian approach, pushed through by Gov. Jerry Brown in 2013, tries to put
more taxpayer money into low-income areas where struggling schools’ and students’ needs are greater.
The problem, according to EdBuild’s analysis, is that relatively few rich people buy lottery tickets — but if
their children attend public schools, each gets as much money from lottery sales as kids in the state’s
poorest school districts.
A fairer distribution would give the money to school districts based on how much the lottery made in those
communities, Sibilia said.
Take, for example, the lottery payouts of La Cañada Unified School District, which has the highest median
income of any school district in Los Angeles County, and Inglewood Unified School District, which has
one of the lowest median incomes.
In fiscal year 2013-14, students in the richer district received about $166 a piece and those in the poorer
district received about $164, with the variance probably caused by differences in the way money is
allocated to charter schools.
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According to EdBuild’s data, that means that La Cañada Unified receives about $105 more per student than
it would if the money were allocated proportionally to revenue from the area’s lottery ticket sales.
Inglewood Unified, meanwhile, receives $211 less per student than it would on an adjusted formula.
The fair approach, according to EdBuild, would ensure that if a district’s census tracts account for 3% of all
lottery sales, that district would receive 3% of the total lottery payout.
The researchers concede that just looking at lottery money distribution at the school district level doesn’t
tell the whole story. The data show that many districts that have a low median income appear to be getting
as much lottery money as they would on an adjusted formula. That’s possibly because different
neighborhoods balance each other out in a district such as L.A. Unified, where the city of Bell may have
lots of lottery sales while Bel-Air may have relatively few.
One problem with changing the funding structure is that “it’s difficult to make assumptions about who’s
playing the lottery,” said California Lottery spokesman Alex Traverso.
Although more tickets might be sold in low-income areas, customers may live elsewhere — including, in
the case of tourists, on the other side of the country. But overall the people who buy lottery tickets
regularly tend to be lower-income.
Changing the way money is doled out would not be easy. A 1984 ballot measure created the current lottery,
so significant changes would probably require another public vote, said Ken Kapphahn, a fiscal and policy
analyst for the California Legislative Analyst’s Office.
But the lottery’s relatively minor contribution to California K-12 schools — about 1.6% of the total dollars
allocated in 2013-14 fiscal year — may not be enough to rally reformers, experts said.
“I don’t know if we would necessarily get into the issue of how it’s portioned,” said California
State PTA President Justine Fischer.
Even the California Lottery’s own spokesman acknowledged that buying a ticket is an inefficient way to
get money to schools.
“Most people aren’t buying tickets because they want to support schools,” Traverso said. “I think if people
are motivated to support their schools they’ll just support their schools directly.”
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Monday, February 1


Attending Math in Common Superintendents Convening

Tuesday, February 2


Attending AVID Superintendents’ Symposium



Meeting with Member Pritchett



1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members

Wednesday, February 3


Attending Common Core Principals’ Meetings



1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members



Meeting with Member Cochrane



SCSBA Spring Dinner/Meeting

Thursday, February 4


Board Meeting Day

Friday, February 5


Cabinet Retreat

Saturday, February 6


Steps to College Fair - tentative
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SES Robotics Crab Feed
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Contact Email: gabeross@scud.edu

Subject: Pacific Elementary Orchard Replanting
Pacific Elementary School students, parents, staff and volunteers will replant the school’s fruit
orchard Saturday morning. Fourteen young fruit-bearing trees were destroyed at Pacific on
November 15. The orchard was installed in the fall of 2014 by the group Common Visions in
partnership with The California Endowment, Soil Born Farms and SCUSD. Students rallied to plant
new trees and created a GoFundMe campaign with the hashtag #YouCan’tStopUsFromGrowing.
The effort netted about $2,885 in donations used to purchase new trees. Volunteers will plant the
trees on Saturday, build a butterfly habitat and pick citrus from older neighborhood trees, among
other school beautification projects. We are expecting Good Day Sacramento and potentially other
media to cover the event.




WHAT: Pacific Orchard Replanting and Neighborhood Harvest Day
WHEN: Saturday, January 30, from 9 a.m. to 1 p.m. (rain or shine)
WHERE: Pacific Elementary, 6201 41st St., Sacramento, CA 95824
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Subject: ABC 10 Information Request
Thom Jensen of ABC 10 News emailed the district this week requesting a list of all active teachers
and substitutes to compare with the lists kept by the California Commission on Teacher
Credentialing. He also asked for an update on the status of C.K. McClatchy teacher David Fritz and
any documents related to his discipline or employment. Meanwhile, Human Resources staff is
compiling a list of active teachers and substitutes, which we will release once we have a better
understanding of Mr. Jensen’s story.
The language we have developed with our legal department regarding Mr. Fritz’s status is as
follows: McClatchy teacher David Fritz resigned from the district effective 12/31/15. The district
was in the midst of its disciplinary process regarding Mr. Fritz's conduct at the time of his
resignation. Consistent with district policy and state law, the district informed the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing at the time of his resignation of the allegations and
investigation into Mr. Fritz’s conduct.
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Subject: Classified Recruitment Fair – November 14, 2015
SCUSD partnered with SEIU, Teamsters, CSA and hiring managers to promote this first time event of recruiting,
interviewing and hiring applicants on the spot, which turned out to be a successful event!
For those that were offered a job that day, they were able to complete the pre-employment processing by submitting
their online application with computer access, clerical testing, fingerprint services, scheduling of New Employee
Orientation, TB Assessments, and were provided pre-employment paperwork.
The Fair was to start at 9:00 a.m.; however, the day started at 7:50 a.m. with people standing outside the door. The
front doors were opened at 8:00 a.m. By 8:20 a.m. the hallway and lobby area was filled with people waiting to go
inside the Community Rooms. It was a very strong turnout.
Below are the numbers of job offers that were made that day:
Permanent Employees: Total (49)
- (5) Bus Drivers - Transportation
- (1) Fiscal Tech – Employee Compensation
- (2) Instructional Aides – Special Education
- (1) Area Supervisor – Nutrition Services
- (1) Custodian – Nutrition Services
- (1) Warehouse Worker – Nutrition Services
- (35) Food Service Assistant I – Nutrition Services
- (2) Food Services Assistant III – Nutrition Services
- (1) Food Service Assistant IV – Nutrition Services
Substitute Employees: Total (117)
- (10) Campus Monitors
- (32) Clerical
- (40) Custodians
- (22) Special Education Aides
- (13) Children Center Instructional Aides
Per Diem (On-Call) Employees: Total (108)
- (83) Food Service Assistants
- (1) Bus Driver/Attendant

Board Communication Form for 2015-16

- (2) Child Center Aides
- (22) Child Sitters

Grand Total: 274
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Subject: Kit Carson Change Order – February 4, 2016 Board Consent Agenda
On the Consent Agenda for the February 4 Board meeting is a Change Order to Lionakis Architects
for the work in design for Kit Carson Middle School. The Change Order is a result of the revised
project scope to include projects funded by Proposition 39, Emergency Repair Program, Deferred
Maintenance, Project Green and, of course, Measure Q.

Board Communication Form for 2015-16

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
BOARD COMMUNICATION

BC NO: COO-23
CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box)

No:

☒

Yes:

☐

Date: 1/29/2016

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent
To the Members of the Board of Education
Prepared by: Cathy Allen, Chief Operations Officer, Facilities Support
Services

Contact Email:
Cathy-allen@scusd.edu

Subject: Gopher Eradication
On Saturday, January 30, weather permitting; we will begin exterminating gophers at eight sites.
Treatment will continue over several months. The sites include John F. Kennedy, Didion, Sam
Brannan, School of Engineering and Sciences, John Cabrillo, Pony Express, John Still Middle and
Caroline Wenzel. The bait being used was reviewed by our Pest Control Technician and is approved
to use at schools and parks. The bait will be injected into the gopher tunnels to prevent the gophers
from pushing it out. The bait itself is an anticoagulant rodenticide. The active ingredient in this bait
is of such low concentrate that the gophers must eat the bait twice to be effective and 99.9% of the
time the gopher dies underground. We have made and will continue to make all mandated posting 72
hours prior to the treatments and will take down posting the following Monday. All treatments will
be made on weekends. We will also be treating A.M. Winn and Bear Flag at a later date.
Please be advised that this will only address the gopher problem itself and not the
repair/refurbishment of any field areas. We are still working on a solution for that phase.
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