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

 

 



DATE: November 10, 2016 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Governmental Relations Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 

 

The 2016 General Election offered several historic moments for the nation, as 

well as for California, beginning of course with one of the most rancorous 

presidential campaigns that resulted in what most believe to be a surprising 

upset with the election of Donald Trump over the widely expected winner 

Hillary Clinton. In California, voters were asked to decide on a plethora of 

social policies, including allowing for the recreational use of marijuana, gun 

control, the death penalty, and increasing taxes on cigarettes. Specific to 

education, as we have highlighted in our Fiscal Report, Californians also 

voted on and approved three propositions that will increase funding for school 

operations and facilities (Propositions 55 and 51, respectively) and repeal the 

prohibition on multilingual education (Proposition 58). 

As voters and political spectators continue to process the implications of the 

historic national and state election, this week’s Update focuses specifically on 

what a Trump presidency could mean for two issues that affect public 

education: (1) the Affordable Care Act (ACA) and (2) the Every Student 

Succeeds Act (ESSA). 

Affordable Care Act/Obamacare 

Unlike President Barack Obama, President-Elect Trump will have the 

privilege of working with a congressional majority (both in the House and the 

Senate) of the same party. Senate and Congressional Republican leaders 

immediately harnessed the opportunity to prioritize major revisions to the 

ACA. While it is still too early to assess the magnitude of changes to the 

largest healthcare reform policy in decades, full repeal would be very 

disruptive given the degree to which citizens, the healthcare industry, and the 

economy are entrenched in many of its provisions. That said, significant 

reform to the existing program is inevitable. 

Specifically, the ACA’s “Cadillac tax,” which was delayed last year, is a 

probable target for elimination. This provision of the ACA, if left untouched, 

would impose a 40% excise tax on plans with values exceeding specified 

thresholds beginning in 2020. The ACA’s companion “affordability” 

provision is also a likely target of future negotiations. This provision requires 

employers to offer “affordable” healthcare to employees or face penalties 

when they fail to do so.
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Again, with the election only two days behind us, it is impossible to know how the future debate on the 

ACA will shape up and what the impacts of its outcome will be. 

It is important to note, however, that until Congress and the President act to change the law, existing ACA 

statutory and regulatory requirements remain effective. 

The Every Student Succeeds Act 

A lesser priority for President-Elect Trump and the Congressional Republican leadership—at least in terms 

of national publicity—are the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED’s) controversial proposed regulations 

implementing the ESSA. Two specific separate proposed regulations have drawn controversy, including 

the requirement that state plans include a methodology for culminating performance among multiple 

measures into a single rating for schools. As California adopted its own multiple measures accountability 

system, this particular requirement has been stiffly resisted by our state’s education leaders, including State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Torlakson and the State Board of Education President, Michael 

Kirst (see the letter at the end of this Update).  

The second, perhaps more controversial, proposed regulation is one that governs the federal prohibition to 

use federal Title I funds to supplant local and state financial investments, commonly referred to as the 

“supplement not supplant” rule. Last month, the ED published supplement not supplant regulations to 

control the allocation of district state and local revenues that many, including California state education 

officials, exceeded ESSA’s provisions and intent. The regulations have received some of its harshest 

criticisms from Senator Lamar Alexander (R-TN), who was key in crafting the bipartisan reauthorization of 

the education bill. 

We expect that the implementation of these regulations will be stalled, or rescinded if they become 

effective before the inauguration of President-Elect Trump in January 2017.  

 
Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 
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Obamacare Defenders Vow ‘Total War’ 
But Republicans have lots of options in dismantling the law. 

 

By Jennifer Haberkorn and Paul Demko 

Politico 

November 10, 2016 

 

Shell-shocked Democrats on Capitol Hill are preparing to make a fight for Obamacare their top priority in 

the opening days of the Trump administration, with leading advocacy groups ready to wage “total war” to 

defend President Barack Obama’s universal health care program and his domestic policy legacy. 

“We’ve got the battle of our lifetime ahead of us,” Ron Pollack, executive director of advocacy group 

Families USA, said the day after Donald Trump was elected on a pledge to repeal the Affordable Care Act, 

which now covers 22 million people. “We’re going to have a huge number of organizations from all across 

the country that will participate in this effort.” 

But their options are limited. They have enough votes to block a total repeal of the law on Day One of a 

Trump administration. But they can’t block Republicans from passing targeted legislation in the coming 

months, and Trump — like Obama before him — can pick up a pen as early as Jan. 20 and use executive 

powers to block, change or put on hold key elements of the massive, 6-year-old legislation. 

The road to repeal is more complex than Trump acknowledged on the campaign trail. The law is baked into 

the health care system, touching every American’s life and a fifth of the economy. 

But with the Republican sweep of both the executive and legislative branches, expectations for big and 

bold action are high. 

“It’s pretty high on our agenda, as you know,” Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell said on 

Wednesday. “I would be shocked if we didn’t move forward and keep our commitment to the American 

people.” 

Democratic aides on Capitol Hill said it was too early to have concrete plans but that defending Obamacare 

is a top goal. The law brought uninsurance rates to record lows, and many people have received financial 

help to get covered. 

“Sen. Schumer and Senate Democrats are interested in ways to improve the Affordable Care Act. But we 

will fight tooth and nail against any attempt to repeal it,” a senior Senate Democratic aide told POLITICO, 

referring to incoming Minority Leader Chuck Schumer. 

But Trump, if he chooses, could make his mark immediately. He could loosen requirements, for instance 

by exempting more people from the individual mandate to buy insurance. The new administration could 

also cut off funds for outreach and enrollment assistance for Obamacare plans, just at the peak busy days at 

the end of the 2017 sign-up season. 

The Trump Justice Department could also stop fighting the lawsuit the Republican House brought against 

the Obama administration, seeking to shut off subsidies that help pay low-income people’s doctors bills. If 

the House wins, those payments would dry up — sticking the insurance plans with the bills. If the subsidies 
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stop, insurance companies would have the right to drop out of the Obamacare markets almost immediately, 

which could lead to the collapse of the exchanges. 

Or Trump could work with GOP lawmakers to siphon funding that was supposed to help insurers get 

through the first risky years of Obamacare — funds that congressional Republicans have already limited. 

“You can change regulations almost immediately to give the power back to states to give them choice,” 

said Sen. John Barrasso (R-Wyo.), an orthopedic surgeon, who is likely to be a key Senate leader on 

Obamacare repeal. He was one of several lawmakers and Trump advisers who called for some kind of 

transition or phase-out period to help people who would be losing coverage. 

Republicans can’t repeal the law straightaway because Democrats will still hold enough Senate seats to 

mount a filibuster. But over the longer term, Republicans can kill enough of the measure to make it 

essentially moot. And Trump could undermine the ACA in multiple ways upon taking office because the 

law gave so much discretion to the Health and Human Services secretary. 

A Republican Congress could also siphon Obamacare funding to insurers. Lawmakers already blocked 

some payments meant to offset the financial risk the health plans took on in the uncertain new markets. 

That’s one reason the insurers raised premiums this year, to make up for anticipated payments that never 

materialized. 

All that has rattled health care industry groups, who did not expect Trump’s triumph and who have spent 

the past six years adjusting to Obamacare. 

“I’ve got clients freaking out a little bit. It’s just the unknown,” said one veteran health care lobbyist, 

noting that pre-Election Day briefings were typically dominated by gaming out a Clinton administration. 

Whether through regulation or legislation, there are risks to taking down Obamacare. 

Dismantling an exceedingly complex law that has become baked into the health care system would add 

uncertainty and frustration to the insurance companies running Obamacare plans. 

“For the last four years, every problem of the health care system has been blamed on Obamacare,” said 

Tim Jost, a legal expert and strong supporter of the law. “From here on out it’s going to be blamed on 

Trumpcare — and we’ll see how that works out.” 

Trump has provided few details about his health care replacement proposals. He has used some of the same 

phrases and big picture concepts as congressional Republicans, but with so little detail, it’s difficult to say 

how his ideas meld with those on the Hill. 

“Anybody that says they know what’s going to happen now is smoking something excluded from Part D 

coverage,” said John Gorman, an insurance consultant. (Part D covers legal prescription drugs.) 

Republicans may try to thread the needle between voter demands and massive health industry disruption by 

taking an early vote on Obamacare repeal — symbolic, given the Democratic filibuster — to show voters 

they will live up to their promise, and then build in time for a transition. 
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“I think the replacement, obviously, must come first, and it must be something that is very appealing and 

easy to understand,” Ben Carson, the retired neurosurgeon and top Trump ally, told POLITICO. “And then, 

only then, would you dismantle what’s in place.” 

Republicans also have a longer-term path to permanently repeal several huge parts of the law through 

legislation. 

Republicans did a test run of their legislative plan to repeal several huge parts of the law last year when the 

Senate passed repeal legislation through the complex budget reconciliation process, which requires only  

51 votes and can’t be filibustered. That bill would have eliminated the ACA subsidies that help consumers 

buy insurance, Medicaid expansion and the medical device and Cadillac taxes. It would also eliminate the 

fines for the individual and employer mandates, rendering them moot. Obama vetoed the bill. 

House Speaker Paul Ryan happily acknowledged that a similar bill would face a different fate next year. 

“This Congress, this House majority, this Senate majority has already demonstrated and proven we’re able 

to pass that legislation and put it on the president’s desk. Problem is, President Obama vetoed it,” Ryan 

said. “Now we have a President Trump who has promised to fix this.” 

 

 

Trump Set to Shift Gears on Civil Rights, ESSA, Says a K-12  
Transition-Team Leader 

 

By Andrew Ujifusa 

Education Week 

November 9, 2016 

 

President-elect Donald Trump will work to ensure “a new way of how to deliver public education” that 

focuses on educational entrepreneurship and strong public and private school options, according to a leader 

of Trump’s presidential transition team responsible for education. 

Gerard Robinson, a research fellow at the right-leaning American Enterprise Institute and former state chief 

in Florida and Virginia, also said Wednesday that Trump will “streamline, at least” the U.S. Department of 

Education. And a Trump administration will likely take a significantly different approach than President 

Barack Obama’s administration when it comes to contentious spending rules under the Every Student 

Succeeds Act. 

Trump could also discard another key piece of the Obama education legacy: The president-elect could 

significantly curb the role of the department’s office for civil rights when it comes to state and local 

policies, according to Robinson, and thereby return that office’s role more to how it operated under 

Presidents George H.W. Bush and George W. Bush. That could have a big impact on everything from 

action on  

school-discipline disparities, to transgender students’ rights. Robinson also said that he expects the office 

for civil rights to ensure that students’ rights are not “trampled on.” 
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But Robinson expects states to have a great deal of flexibility in the ESSA accountability plans that they 

submit to the Trump administration starting early next year—significantly more than they enjoyed under 

Obama-era waivers from the No Child Left Behind Act, which ESSA replaces. 

“This is a great time to be a state chief,” Robinson said, adding at the same time that, “I don’t want state 

chiefs to think that when they turn those [plans] in that, ‘Oh, well, these will just get approved.’” 

Robinson is leading Trump’s transition team for education along with Williamson M. Evers, a research 

fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution. Robinson’s comments about the proposed ESSA 

spending rules known as supplement-not-supplant indicate that anything the Obama administration does 

before the president leaves office in January could be rescinded. Republican lawmakers, who will continue 

to control Congress, have said Obama proposals on that score have been far too restrictive on states and 

districts. 

“I think [Trump’s] secretary of education will handle it differently than what we’ve seen from [current 

Secretary] John King” regarding those rules, Robinson said. 

However, when it comes to ESSA in general, Robinson said he believes Trump views the law as a result of 

a “bipartisan coalition” and that the president-elect won’t get too heavily involved in ESSA’s rollout. 

As for that $20 billion school choice plan Trump pitched on the campaign trail? Robinson indicated it 

represents the start of discussions about the issue for Trump. 

“We still have to have negotiations with members of the House and the Senate to make that happen,” he 

said. “But the fact that he put that out there ... I think it’s a good way to start the conversation. Whether it’s  

$20 [billion] or not remains to be seen.” 

More generally, Robinson said, “I see him supporting public and private choice-based programs. I see him 

supporting blended learning models, alternative learning models.” 

And remember those Trump pledges that he would get rid of the Common Core State Standards? 

“To be determined. But he will expect his secretary of education to have something to say about common 

core,” Robinson said, adding that the same goes for early-childhood education issues. 

In addition to school choice and entrepreneurship, Robinson said financial accountability for higher 

education, in particular, would be the another key piece of Trump’s approach to education policy. He said 

Trump will likely want to continue significant investments in colleges and universities, but also closely 

track how well graduates do in the labor market, among other indicators.  

Robinson brushed off the idea that he might be interested in becoming Trump’s education secretary 

himself, saying he’s happy working at AEI. But he indicated that Trump could cast a wide net in his search 

for the next secretary (assuming, Robinson conceded, that Trump does not move to eliminate the 

department as a cabinet-level agency.) 

The search for a new secretary could include governors, state chiefs, and local superintendents, or Trump 

could “move outside and pick someone from the private sector, who may not have worked in education 

directly, but may be involved in philanthropy or some kind of reform.” Robinson said. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction MICHAEL W. KIRST, President 
916-319-0800 916-319-0827 

 
1430 N Street Sacramento, CA 95814-5901 

November 7, 2016 
  

Mr. James Butler 
U.S. Department of Education 
400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W246 
Washington, DC 20202-2800 

Docket ID: ED-2016-OESE-0056 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

The California Department of Education (CDE) and the California State Board of Education (SBE) 
appreciate the opportunity to provide input regarding the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) proposed 
Title I – Improving the Academic Achievement of Disadvantaged – Supplement Not Supplant regulations, 
which are important to ensuring that resources provided by Title I are directed to support our high-needs 
students. 

By way of context for California’s comments, in 2013 the state embarked on a significant overhaul of how 
it provided resources to districts through the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and created a 
framework for a multiple measures accountability system focused on eight state priority areas. At the heart 
of this fundamental change is increasing local control and flexibility, while emphasizing equity, continuous 
improvement, and support. Under LCFF, local educational agencies (LEAs) receive base funding for each 
student they serve with additional funding provided for each high-needs student—defined as low income 
students, English learners, and foster youth—and additional funding for each high-needs student when the 
concentration of those students in an LEA exceeds 55 percent. 

With respect to the continuous improvement aspect of California’s framework, LEAs must engage in 
strategic planning to adopt and annually update three-year Local Control and Accountability Plans 
(LCAPs) that focus on how they will meet each of the eight state priorities and more effectively serve high-
needs students. This system is centered on the concept, which would apply in other states as well, that 
local decision-makers have a more complete understanding of students’ needs in their respective 
communities than state policymakers. This approach provides LEAs the flexibility to allocate resources in 
a manner that results in effective educational practices, takes into account the wide range of factors that 
affect school-to-school funding, and ensures a more strategic and thoughtful approach to resource 
allocation than dictating a formula outside of that local context. 
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PROPOSED SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT METHODOLOGIES 

California shares ED’s commitment to educational equity. In addition, California recognizes the importance 
to ensure that all recipients of federal funds comply with the “supplement not supplant” provisions of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as modified by the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA). Furthermore, California recognizes that as a condition of receiving federal funds under ESSA, 
state educational agencies, on behalf of LEAs, have an obligation to not only provide assurances that they 
will adhere to this statutory requirement in their applications to the federal government, but that they will 
also faithfully execute this responsibility by requiring LEAs to specify their use of funding 
allocations/methods for compliance and through regular monitoring to ensure that local actions are 
reflective of their pledged use(s) of these supplementary funds. 

However, California believes that the proposed regulations exceed the statutory requirements in ESSA, 
which specifically stipulates in Section 118(b)(4) that “Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
authorize or permit the Secretary to prescribe the specific methodology a local education agency uses to 
allocate State and local funds to each school receiving assistance” [emphasis added] under Title I. By 
specifying that an LEA must report to the state educational agency (SEA) that they are not supplanting 
State and local funds utilizing one of the prescribed methodologies, the proposed regulations violate this 
provision of ESSA. Prescribing multiple potential methodologies does not render this point moot. 
Therefore, we recommend that the sections specifying the methodologies—Section 200.72(b)(1)(ii) and 
200.72(b)(2)—be eliminated from the final regulations. 

While the proposed regulations do not require a specific methodology, they will limit the alternatives that 
LEAs could use for complying with this provision of ESSA. According to the U.S. Senate Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions’ analysis of the ESEA reauthorization, an LEA could comply with 
supplement not supplant requirements if “they can document the manner in which they allocate state and 
local resources to schools that is ‘Title I neutral’.” The proposed regulations are far more restrictive than 
what was envisioned by legislators when they were approving the changes in federal law, as described by 
that analysis. Further, the proposed regulations invariably would result in districts changing their 
allocations from what they would have done in the absence of Title I. 

Moreover, Section 200.72(b)(1)(ii) has the effect of prescribing how State and local funds are allocated 
locally; this is clearly prohibited by ESSA, which restored decision-making to the State and local levels. 
The proposed regulations require LEAs to “distribute almost all State and local funds” [emphasis added] 
in a manner that meets one of the proposed tests prescribed. ESSA statute – Section 1118(b)(2) – does 
not distinguish whether all or “almost all” funding must be allocated by this methodology. In addition, the 
meaning of the phrase “almost all” is unclear, and leaves States and districts with questions as to what 
might be excluded from this calculation in addition to the designated exemptions. 

As an overarching concern, the proposed regulations require states to reshape their underlying school 
finance system by requiring LEAs to ensure equality of funding to school sites, which is rarely used, if at 
all, by states’ funding systems, as a condition of receiving federal funds. Such requirements have never 
been imposed for the prior 50 years since the federal law was originally enacted in 1965. California 
acknowledges that supplanting through the use of federal ESEA funds has been an issue since the 
inception of the ESEA in 1965, but the prescriptive approach proposed by the regulations is not the 
appropriate solution. California reiterates that states have a responsibility under the law to ensure that 
there is no supplanting of federal funds; that is, states must be the “eyes and ears” in their jurisdictions to 
ensure that ESSA funds are allocated with the spirit of law in mind and that each LEA uses the federal 
funds to supplement appropriate and ongoing activities. 

Recommendation: Determining the methodology for LEAs to meet the supplement not supplant 
requirement should be determined by the SEA. Therefore, California recommends removing Subsection 
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200.72(b)(1)(ii) through Subsection 200.72(b)(2) from the final regulations, as they exceed federal statute, 
and specifying the SEA shall determine the methodology for LEAs to meet supplement not supplant 
requirement, subject to a federal peer review process as described in Subsection 200.72(b)(1)(ii)(C). All 
other subsections should be finalized as written, with corresponding modifications, as they provide 
important flexibility and clarification for LEAs and SEAs. 

TRANSITION TIMELINE 

California supports the proposed timeline (Section 200.72(b)(3)) in the draft regulations that would provide 
LEAs some flexibility in complying with supplement not supplant requirements by 2018–19 or 2019–20, 
and is consistent with ESSA. However, all other references to adopt a prescribed methodology should be 
eliminated. 

Recommendation: California recommends amending Section 200.72(b)(3) to remove all references that 
require compliance with the supplement not supplant provision utilizing a specific methodology.  

RULES OF CONSTRUCTION 

The rules of construction in Section 200.72(b)(4) state that the proposed regulations shouldn’t be 
construed to require forced or voluntary transfer of school personnel; however, this will be unavoidable if a 
district cannot generate enough new resources to allocate to sites that have lower than district-average 
salaries under the prescribed methodologies. ED concedes this shortcoming later in the proposed 
regulations by stating that some LEAs will have to shift spending and budgeting practices: “Some LEAs 
will need to increase funding for some title I schools either by increasing total funding or by redirecting 
funding within the LEA.” Therefore, California believes that the Rules of Construction for Section 
200.72(b)(4) are meaningless, given the practical implications of the proposed methodologies, and is all 
the more reason that the proposed regulations must abide by the underlying statute and allow SEAs and 
LEAs to determine the most appropriate means to address federal requirements. Further, this could result 
in staffing decisions being made for accounting purposes and not what is a better decision based on a 
teacher’s skills or expertise or what is in the best interest of students. 

Recommendation: California recommends that the proposed methodologies be struck from the final 
regulations, as noted above. 

REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS 

In reviewing the Fiscal Impact Analysis, ED’s estimates significantly understate the impact on California 
and likely many other states. The analysis estimates that it would take approximately 48 hours to develop 
a method for almost 2,000 LEAs in California. This estimate is a gross underestimation of the actual time it 
would take to develop such a method. In addition, ED’s estimate that at least 90 percent of LEAs would be 
able to comply with the proposed regulation without any change in current allocation practices using the 
2013–14 Civil Rights Data Collection, which hasn’t been validated to ensure that it accurately captures all 
spending that benefits a school. 

Further, these data are of questionable validity and reliability, particularly for LEAs in California where 
school-level accounting is not uniformly practiced. ED’s estimate that one-third of LEAs that currently 
would not be in compliance would need to transfer more than one percent of state and local funds to 
comply is based on those same questionable data. Finally, most schools districts in California would need 
to monitor their compliance with the proposed regulations, including those districts that may comply under 
the proposed special rule. Therefore, we believe that ED’s projection that only 1,500 LEAs would incur 
administrative costs to demonstrate compliance, and that they will only need to do so one time, is also 
grossly underestimated. 
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California appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback, as these regulations will have a significant 
impact on our state’s ongoing efforts to ensure that districts have the flexibility they need to support 
California’s highest needs’ students. 

If you have any questions regarding the content of this letter, please contact Debra Brown, Director, 
Government Affairs Division, California Department of Education, by phone at 916-319-0561 or by e-mail 
at dbrown@cde.ca.gov. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
TOM TORLAKSON MICHAEL W. KIRST 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction President 
California Department of Education California State Board of Education 
 
TT/MK:db 

 
Last Reviewed: Tuesday, November 8, 2016 
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SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
BC NO: S-187 

 

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  11/10/2016 

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 November 14  

 

Monday, November 14 

 Cabinet Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Rebalancing Projects Meeting 

 

Tuesday, November 15 

 School Visits (Schools to be determined) 

 Meeting with Union Labor Partner (SEIU) 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Meeting with Members of the CGCS Special 

Education Audit Visiting Team 

 

Wednesday, November 16 

 Principals’ Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Meeting with Member Woo, Alex Visaya, 

Dr. Rogers 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with Gregory Thatch (Delta Shores 

Project) 

 YouthTruth Presentation 

 

Thursday, November 17 

 Board of Education Meeting Day 

 ALAS Board Meeting 

 Ami Bera will be a guest speaker for the 

Law and Public Policy Academy at 

McClatchy High School – plan to stop by 

 

Friday, November 18 

 Superintendents Collaborative Network 

(UCD) 

 Board Meeting Debrief Meeting 

 CGCS Special Education Audit Visiting 

Team Debrief Meeting 
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BOARD COMMUNICATION 

 
 

 

BC NO:  CCO-342 

  

CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  11/10/2016 

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 Election Follow-Up Story 

 

Sacramento Bee reporter Diana Lambert is working on a story about the effect of Tuesday’s election 

on school campuses. She may include lines from Leonardo da Vinci K-8 School’s letter to parents, 

which cautions them to be aware of their own behaviors and speech at this highly emotional time. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  11/10/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:  Jack Kraemer, Director, Innovative Schools/Charter 

Oversight    

Contact Email:  

Jack-Kraemer@scusd.edu 

 

Subject: Public Hearings for Charter Petitions 

 

Per Education Code 47605 (b), the governing board of the school district shall hold a Public Hearing 

no later than 30 days after receiving a petition.  

 

The public hearing allows: 

a) The governing board to consider the level of support for the petition of the charter, 

b) The petitioners and the public to speak regarding the charter renewal application, and 

c) Interested parties to comment to the governing board regarding their support or opposition to 

the charter renewal application of the charter school.  

 

The district’s Charter Review Team is currently reviewing and evaluating the renewal petitions 

submitted by St. Hope Public Schools: Public School 7 and St. Hope Public Schools: Sacramento 

Charter High School. The district received the petitions on September 26, 2016. St. Hope Public 

Schools has waived the 30 day Public Hearing requirement that is currently scheduled for November 

17, 2016. The analysis and recommendation of the Charter Review Team will be completed no later 

than November 29, 2016 for presentation at the Board meeting on December 8, 2016. 

 

mailto:Jack-Kraemer@scusd.edu

	11.10.16_BC Cover Sheet
	11.10.16_BC on School Services Weekly Update
	11.10.16_BC on School Services Weekly Update.Attachment
	11.10.16_BC on Highlights of Calendar
	11.10.16_BC on Bee Story on Election Results Fallout
	11.10.16_BC on Public Hearings for Charter Petitions

