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

 

 



DATE: September 1, 2016 
 

TO: Jose Banda 

 Superintendent 
 

AT: Sacramento City Unified School District 
 

FROM: Your SSC Legislative Team 
 

RE: SSC’s Sacramento Weekly Update 

 

August 31, 2016, has passed and with that came the close of the 2015-16 

legislative session. 

 

Two bills being watched for last minute actions were Assembly Bill (AB) 

2835 (Cooper, D-Elk Grove), which would have required an orientation 

meeting for all new public agency employees (this proposal and its latest 

amendments were discussed extensively in last week’s Sacramento Update) 

and Senate Bill (SB) 799 (Hill, D-San Mateo), which would have made 

changes to the 

hastily-enacted local reserve cap policy from 2014. 

 

With support from democratic leadership and the public employees unions, as 

well as with amendments designed to soften the impact on local agencies, all 

the stars appeared aligned to deliver AB 2835 to Governor Jerry Brown’s desk 

before the close of the legislative session. However, the August 19, 2016, 

amendments were unable to mollify the steadfast opposition from the local 

government and education management organizations. On Wednesday 

afternoon, AB 2835 was placed on the Senate’s inactive file, effectively 

killing the proposal for this legislative session. 

 

On Tuesday, August 30, 2016, SB 799 was amended to set a reserve cap at 

15% and to eliminate the exemption from the reserve cap for basic aid 

districts that was included in the previous version of the bill (the previous 

version had the reserve cap set at 17%). 

 

The bill was still in the Assembly Education Committee and would have 

required a number of waivers to move forward (anything is possible in the 

final days and hours of the session, if a deal is secured). It is possible that 

these amendments were an effort to secure a deal for passage of both SB 799 

and AB 2835. 

 

For the bills that did secure approval from the Legislature, the clock is now 

ticking for Governor Brown to take action. Pursuant to the state constitution, 

Governor Brown has until September 30, 2016, to veto any legislation 

presented to him. Any bills not vetoed as well as those measures signed by the 

end of the month will be enacted. Nonurgency measures approved will go into 

effect on January 1, 2017. 
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Something not seen as much in the waning days of this session as compared to previous legislative sessions 

were the gut and amend and fast-tracked legislation that has often led to politics over policy. A perfect 

example of this is SB 858 from 2014, which created the cap on school district reserves. 

 

This was likely the impact of Proposition 54 on the November ballot. Proposition 54, among other things, 

would require all legislation to be given to legislators and posted online at least 72 hours before being 

voted upon by the Assembly or Senate. 

 

The proposition would also require the Legislature to post online videos of every legislative meeting that is 

intended to be open to the public and would allow individuals to create their own videos from legislative 

meetings (something currently prohibited by law). 

 

Legislative democrats tried to put a competing public transparency measure on the ballot, but ultimately the 

proposal didn’t have the two-thirds support necessary in both houses to be passed. 

 

Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 
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Note: Proposition 54 is endorsed by the League of Women Voters, California Common Cause, California 

Forward and many other civic groups. 

 

Is This The Last Time a Legislative Session Ends in Sacramento 
With Quickly Amended Bills? 

 

By John Myers 

Los Angeles Times 

August 31, 2016 

 

At several points Wednesday night, with only hours before the end of the legislative session, proposed laws 

were being quickly rewritten and placed in front of weary lawmakers for a fast vote. 

 

It’s a familiar scene at the state Capitol. But one group hopes it’s also the last time it happens. 

 

Proposition 54, which will be considered by California voters on Nov. 8, would require most bills be in 

print and online for public review for at least 72 hours before final legislative votes. 

 

That would almost completely eliminate a number of bills debated and passed Wednesday, usually brought 

up “without reference to file.” 

 

The idea behind Proposition 54, written by Republican donor Charles Munger Jr. and former legislator 

Sam Blakeslee, actually originated in the Legislature. The two men circulated their initiative after the 

Legislature failed for several years to move the idea forward. 
 

 

Note: Justice Liu was one of the authors of the Getting Beyond the Facts, a 2008 report on school finance 

reform. 

 

Dissenting Judge Awaits Second Chance to Corral a Majority 
on School Funding Lawsuit 

 

By John Fensterwald 

EdSource 

August 31, 2016 

 

California Supreme Court Justice Goodwin Liu made it clear in his long dissenting opinion last week that 

he hasn’t given up hope that there’ll be another lawsuit asserting students’ right to adequate school 

funding, and that next time, one more justice will switch sides and agree to hear the case. 

 

In turn, plaintiffs behind the failed attempt say they’re open to the idea of trying again but are not ready to 

recommit. Their effort, after all, took six years, cost more than $1 million in legal fees — and, in the end, 

never even made it to trial. In April, a three-judge panel of the 1st District Court of Appeal ruled 2-1 that 

the courts lack the authority to tell the Legislature how much to fund education. On Aug. 22, the state 

Supreme Court declined to hear the appeal. 
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“We’re not letting go of the issue, and every option is on the table” for discussions in coming months, said 

Vernon Billy, CEO and executive director of the California School Boards Association, part of a coalition 

that includes the California Teachers Association and the California State PTA, which brought Robles-

Wong v. California. 

 

John Affeldt, managing attorney of Public Advocates, which brought Campaign for Quality Education v. 

California, a companion lawsuit that the courts combined with Robles-Wong, said there are two options: 

another lawsuit or a ballot initiative to strengthen the broadly worded sections of the state Constitution that 

courts have interpreted as creating children’s fundamental right to an education. “It would clarify that 

‘fundamental’ requires a minimum level of quality; it would define what a student needs to get a decent 

education,” he said. 

 

In his dissent, Liu argued that California’s children deserve to know whether their fundamental right to 

education was a “paper promise or a real guarantee” and that the justices may have occasion to reconsider 

their ruling “if our education system further stagnates or worsens.” 

 

Liu was one of three justices who dissented in the school finance case. The other dissenters — one shy of a 

four-justice majority — were Mariano-Florentino Cuéllar, like Liu, an appointee of Gov. Jerry Brown, and 

Ming Chin, appointed by Gov. Pete Wilson. 

 

As is custom in decisions on whether to take a case on appeal, the majority didn’t explain their decision. 

What was unusual, legal scholars agreed, were the lengthy and strong dissents by Cuéllar and, particularly 

in Robles-Wong/Campaign for Quality  

 

Liu’s 11-page dissent was a point-by-point refutation of the 2-1 decision by a panel of judges of the 

1st District Court of Appeal in San Francisco that concluded the courts lack the authority to tell the 

Legislature that school funding was inadequate. The dissent “was written to get a fourth vote with an eye 

toward the future,” said Erwin Chemerinsky, dean of the UC Irvine School of Law. “It’s clear that Liu and 

Cuéllar really like to deal with issues of schools and education in California. They are young and will be 

there (on the court) a long time.” Liu is 45 and Cuéllar is 44. 

 

In 2008, Liu co-authored a paper proposing a weighted student funding formula for distributing more 

money to low-income students and English language learners. It became the basis for the Local Control 

Funding Formula that Brown championed and lawmakers passed in 2013. 

 

Another co-author was Michael Kirst, an emeritus education professor at Stanford University. In a small-

world coincidence, Kirst became Brown’s choice as president of the State Board of Education and a 

defendant, by name, in the Robles Wong/Campaign for Quality Education lawsuits. 

 

Kirst has said he’s prohibited from talking about the case but, in his dissent, Liu credited the funding 

formula for replacing “what many believed to be an outdated and arbitrary funding scheme with a more 

rational and equitable distribution.” But he also acknowledged that while the funding formula distributes 

money more equitably, “it does not purport to prescribe adequate funding levels.” 

 

“Meanwhile,” he wrote, “student achievement remains low” for all student subgroups, compared with the 

performance of students in other states on national tests. And even before funding cuts following the 

recession, California’s student-to-staff ratios were among the highest in the nation. “The schoolchildren 
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who brought these actions do not claim they are entitled to a world-class education. They ask only whether 

the California Constitution protects them from being deprived of a minimally adequate education,” Liu 

wrote. 

 

Mixed record in other states 

 

Chemerinsky wrote a letter to the state Supreme Court, urging it to take the case, as did Michael Rebell, a 

professor of law and educational practice at Teachers College at Columbia University and Columbia Law 

School who litigated a New York State school financing lawsuit. Both said they were disappointed and 

surprised that the state’s highest court declined to hear the funding lawsuit. 

 

“Here you had a divided court of appeal, and the Supreme Court let it stand,” Rebell said. “It’s strange 

especially since California is the granddaddy” of school financing litigation; in the 1971 Serrano v. Priest 

decision, California’s Supreme Court became the first to declare education a fundamental right demanding 

equal protection under a state Constitution. 

 

Since then there have been school funding lawsuits in all but a handful of states, with courts deciding about 

40 percent of the time that they’d be overstepping their bounds in determining funding levels, Rebell said. 

In almost all of the remaining cases, he said, courts sided with the plaintiffs, after reviewing evidence, and 

found that the school systems were inadequate. 

 

Eric Hanushek, an economist at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University and author of the 2009 book 

on school litigation, “Schoolhouses, Courthouses and Statehouses,” said that the experience of states over 

the decades should serve as a warning to the California Supreme Court not to immerse itself in school 

adequacy litigation. 

 

“All sides agree that California schools have to be improved; the question is how,” he said. “My view 

always has been that courts are a bad place to make education policy. Adequacy cases have not been well 

argued and thought through.” 

 

In states like New Jersey, he said, adequacy litigation has lasted 40 years and resulted in much higher 

levels of school spending without marked improvement. In continuing litigation in Washington and 

Kansas, legislatures refused court orders to spend more. In states like Massachusetts and Kentucky, where 

legislatures approved higher spending levels and schools improved, it’s not clear that more money was the 

cause, Hanushek said. 

 

Liu cited Kentucky and Massachusetts as examples of litigation in which the courts and legislatures 

worked together to produce “important reform,” while acknowledging justices’ concern that a dispute over 

separation of powers could potentially lead to a “collision course with the Legislature.” He wrote that 

before evidence is laid out in a full trial, it’s “far from clear” that justices would determine they must order 

the state to spend more money. He said he hasn’t yet reached that conclusion. 

 

But, he wrote, justices should “proceed in this case, as we do in all constitutional cases, with a strong 

presumption” that the governor and legislators would work “in good faith” with the court. 
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Note: Expect early childhood education to be a hot issue next year. 

 

Finally, a Disturbing Trend in Education Shows Signs of Reversal 
 

By Joy Resmovits 

Los Angeles Times 

August 30, 2016 

 

For decades, wealthy children have far outperformed poor ones in school, creating a chasm that researchers 

and advocates say only exacerbates society’s inequalities. 

 

Attempts to improve school readiness and thus close the gap have occupied experts and politicians for 

years. In 1998, California passed a cigarette tax to fund early childhood education. Hillary Clinton is 

promising in her presidential campaign universal preschool for 4-year-olds. 

 

When Stanford University’s Sean Reardon, a professor of poverty and inequality in education, decided to 

check the school readiness gap and how it has changed since the late 1990s, he and his team expected to 

find that it had widened. After all, income inequality had grown and there had been a recession. 

 

The results surprised them. From 1998 to 2010, the gap had narrowed — with both poor and wealthy 

children better prepared for kindergarten and poor students improving their readiness at a faster rate. The 

gap had shrunk the equivalent, in terms of childhood development, of about one month, and is now at 

roughly eight months of kindergarten time. 

 

“It’s not a huge change, but it’s more striking because it’s in the opposite direction than we’d seen,” 

Reardon said. “It’s an important [piece of] evidence that this trend might be reversing.” Racial achievement 

gaps — between white and black children, as well as between white and Latino children — also have 

decreased, he said. 

 

Why does it matter? Better-prepared kindergartners often have more success in high school. “The skills 

that kids have when they enter kindergarten can be very predictive of how they’ll progress through school,” 

Reardon said. “It’s hard for schools to undo the differences.” 

 

Reardon and his team relied on a massive study conducted by the federal government, which sent staff to 

about 1,000 kindergartens nationwide to assess children and survey their parents early in the school year in 

1998 and again in 2010. The assessors met with kids one on one and asked them questions about words, 

numbers and colors. 

 

“The pattern of parents increasing their support for learning and similar activities increased overall, but 

increased more for low-income parents, which is an important finding,” said Hirokazu Yoshikawa, a New 

York University education professor who focuses on early education. 

 

Reardon’s next step will be to measure why the trend is changing. His team has some theories: more access 

to preschool, low-income parents reading to their children more, a decrease in exposure to lead, the 

spreading of the idea that the first few years of a child’s life are crucial to learning. 
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Subject:  Highlights of Calendar for the Week of September 5  

 

 

Monday, September 5 

 Labor Day Holiday 

 

Tuesday, September 6 

 Cabinet Meeting 

 Board’s Executive Committee Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Meeting with CAC Parents 

 

Wednesday, September 7 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Intel’s Volunteer Recognition Event 

 United Latinos Meeting 

 

Thursday, September 8 

 School Visits (sites to be determined) 

 Address Members of CDE’s State Board of 

Education re:  CORE 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Tier II Interviews (Bret Harte Principal) 

 Unveiling of McKinley Village 

 

Friday, September 9 

 School Visits (sites to be determined) 

 

Saturday, September 10 

 Attend Shopping Spree for 100 selected 

students from Rosa Parks K-8 (sponsored by 

Active 20-30 Club of Greater Sacramento) 
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Subject:  Completion of Network and Wireless Upgrades 

 

Working collaboratively with the Facilities department and third-party vendors, Technology 

Services recently completed substantial upgrades to network equipment, wiring and wireless 

technology at the following schools: 

 

1. Elder Creek 

2. William Land 

3. Parkway 

4. Nicholas 

5. Woodbine 

6. Pacific 

7. Ethel Phillips 

8. John Still (east wing) 

9. Luther Burbank 

10. John Bidwell 

11. Tahoe 

12. Susan B. Anthony 

13. Peter Burnett 

14. John Morse 

15. John Sloat 

16. Isador Cohen 

17. H.W. Harkness 

18. Bret Harte 

19. Bowling Green 

20. American Legion 

21. Abraham Lincoln 

22. A.M. Winn 

23. Kit Carson 

 

The new system provides increased stability, capacity and network coverage throughout school 

campuses, and establishes a robust platform for the expanding utilization of new digital resources 

and computer technology being deployed to the classroom. Upgrades were deployed at substantial 

discount to the district through the use of federal E-Rate funding. 
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