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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  9/30/2016 

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: September 29, 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 is just over one month away. The presidential race 

and, to a lesser extent, congressional contests get most of the attention, but  

so-called “down ticket” state and local races are arguably of more immediate 

importance to California residents. Although major and minor statewide 

offices aren’t in contention this year—the Governor, State Controller, 

Treasurer, Secretary of State, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Attorney 

General, and Insurance Commissioner aren’t up for election again until 

2018—half of the Senate and all of the Assembly seats will be filled anew 

after the votes from the November 8, 2016, ballot are counted. In addition, 

voters will pass judgment on a variety of state ballot measures. 

The California Legislature 

With that, we thought it would be timely to do a quick overview of the current 

legislative landscape in California that will be reaffirmed or rearranged this 

November.
1
 

Starting with the basics, members of the Assembly are elected from 80 

districts and serve two-year terms. Members of the Senate are elected from 40 

districts and serve four-year terms. Twenty Senate seats are up for election at 

each  

two-year election cycle, as well as all seats in the Assembly. Term limits, 

initially established in 1990 following the passage of Proposition 140, were 

amended in 2012 so legislators can now serve a maximum of 12 years without 

regard to whether the years are served in the Assembly or the Senate.
2
 

Assembly and Senate districts are redrawn every ten years following the 

census, most recently in 2011. Each Assembly district represents more than  

465,000 residents and, with half as many senators as members of the 

Assembly, Senate districts represent approximately 931,000 residents. 

Because of California’s large population and, relative to other states, small 

Legislature,  

                                                      
1
  Acknowledging the online resources of the California Assembly and Senate, Wikipedia and Ballotpedia which 

informed this update. 
2
  Legislators first elected on or before June 5, 2012, are restricted by the previous term limits, approved in 1990, 

which limited legislators to three terms in the State Assembly and two terms in the State Senate. 
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California has the largest population per representative ratio of any state legislative house. 

Both houses of the State Legislature have been in Democratic hands since 1970, with the exception of  

1995 and 1996 when the Republicans gained control of the Assembly. For the recent 2015-16 legislative 

session, the State Senate consisted of 26 Democrats and 14 Republicans, and the Assembly consisted of  

52 Democrats and 28 Republicans. 

How competitive is the 2016 election? According to Ballotpedia, a self-described “online encyclopedia of 

American politics and elections,” no significant changes will likely occur to political control in the State 

Legislature after November.  

In the Assembly, Democrats are guaranteed election in 16 seats and Republicans are guaranteed 5 seats. Of 

the remaining 59 seats, only 12 seats were competitive or mildly competitive in 2014. In the Senate, 

Democrats are guaranteed election in 6 seats, and of the remaining 14 seats, only 3 were competitive in 

2012. 

Ballot Measures 

Seventeen ballot measures grace the November 8 ballot. We recently reported on the level of support 

shown in recent polling for two key initiatives—Proposition 51 authorizing a $9 billion state facilities bond 

for schools and community colleges (Public Policy Institute of California [PPIC] September poll showing  

47% Yes, 43% No), and Proposition 55 extending the income tax provisions of Proposition 30 (September 

Field Poll indicating 60% Yes, 30% No, and a September PPIC poll showing 54% Yes and 38% No). 

Results of a Field Poll that was also recently released surveyed sentiment among likely voters for another 

initiative, Proposition 58, which is a measure that would allow school districts to broaden the use of 

bilingual education programs. When provided with the official ballot label—“English Proficiency, 

Multilingual Education”—voters strongly support Proposition 58, with 69% saying they would back the 

measure. Only 14% were opposed and 17% were undecided. Interestingly, however, results change when 

the question about Proposition 58 is posed in a different way. 

When voters are provided with a summary of Proposition 58 that references the repeal of parts of 

Proposition 227, a 1998 initiative requiring English immersion for non-English speakers, the outcome 

changes. Respondents oppose the measure by a margin of 51% to 30%, with 19% undecided. 

According to the Field Poll’s September 28 release, “These findings underscore the significance of the 

Attorney General’s ballot labels for initiatives, and the potential impact of giving voters more detailed 

information about the measure’s content. In this case, an underlying consistency among seemingly opposite 

findings may be that the official description of Proposition 58 focuses attention on English proficiency. 

This almost certainly is a unified goal for the electorate, even if there are sharp disagreements about how 

this is best achieved.” 

Nancy LaCasse 
Robert Miyashiro 
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Two to One Support for Proposition 55, According to Latest Field Poll 
 

By Dave Heckler 

School Services of California, Inc. 

September 27, 2016 

A new poll released by the Field organization shows strong support for Proposition 55, the initiative that 

would extend the Proposition 30 income tax on high income earners set to expire in 2018. 

The poll, released on Tuesday, September 27, 2016, finds 60% of likely voters support the extension while 

30% of likely voters are opposed. The latest survey comes less than a week after another poll showed softer 

support for the initiative (See “Poll Finds Concern for Tax Extension and Facilities Bond Approval” in the 

September 23, 2016, Fiscal Report). 

Proposition 56, which would add a $2 per-pack tax on cigarettes to fund health care, also has support by a 

majority of voters, though the margin of support is much less—53% in support compared to 40%. 

While there is much overlap in support for the two tax initiatives, the difference in the strength of voters’ 

opposition to the measures can be largely attributed to the impact of opposition campaigns. Tobacco 

companies have provided more than $50 million to oppose Proposition 56. Proposition 55, however, has no 

significant opposition at this time. 

 

 

Proposition 55: What is Known and What Isn’t 
 

By Ron Bennett, Robert Miyashiro, and John Gray 

School Services of California, Inc. 

September 27, 2016 

 

All of us at School Services of California, Inc., strive for precision in our descriptions of various legislative 

and budget outcomes, but sometimes the details get in the way of the main message. Such is the case with 

explanations of the benefits of Proposition 55, an initiative that would extend the current temporary income 

taxes through 2030 instead of allowing them to expire at the end of 2018. 

We know that over that long period an additional $4 billion to $9 billion per year in state revenues will 

benefit Proposition 98 and will serve to elevate revenues for schools above where they would be without 

extension of the taxes. Proposition 55 is a good thing for public education over the long haul. 

We continue to get questions about things no one can know at this point, like, “How much more will my 

district get in 2019 if the taxes are extended?” Or, “Will the extension guarantee that in every year, under a 

wide variety of economic circumstances, Proposition 98 will increase?” The answers to these questions are 

a bit elusive given the vagaries of the economy and the fact that Local Control Funding Formula funding is 

determined by the Legislature each year based upon facts that are specific to that year. However, just as we 

cannot be precise about how many years will be added to your life if you stop smoking, the benefits of 

http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=21228
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Proposition 55, while not precisely specified year by year, are real and have the potential to dramatically 

improve funding for schools for years to come. 

Our main message here is that Proposition 55 is a good thing for schools, we urge readers not to allow the 

leaves to block the view of the forest; the green in those trees is from the dollars education will receive if 

Proposition 55 passes.  

 

 

Poll Finds Concern for Tax Extension and Facilities Bond Approval 
 

By Dave Heckler and Ron Bennett 

School Services of California, Inc. 

September 22, 2016 

 

On Thursday, September 22, 2016, with fewer than seven weeks to go until the 2016 November election, 

the Public Policy Institute of California released its latest Californians and Their Government Survey. The 

survey shows that 54% of likely voters support Proposition 55, the effort to extend the income tax portion 

of Proposition 30. More than three out of four Democrats support the tax extension as well as one-third of 

Republicans and half of Independent voters. 

In May (see “Latest Poll Shows Support for Extending Proposition 30” in the June 3, 2016, Fiscal Report), 

58% of likely voters supported the Proposition 30 extension. This latest poll shows a drop in support for 

the proposition despite the lack of an active opposition campaign. 

Back in 2012, when Proposition 30 was on the ballot, poll after poll showed support for the measure sliding 

lower and lower (see “Downward Slide for Proposition 30 Continues” in the October 26, 2012, Fiscal 

Report). As Election Day approached, however, Governor Jerry Brown began actively campaigning for his 

temporary tax measure, and Proposition 30 passed with 55.4% of the vote. 

It is unclear whether Governor Brown will be involved in Proposition 55’s campaign. He has not endorsed 

the proposal and is more actively engaged in getting his juvenile justice initiative passed (Proposition 57) 

and in defeating Proposition 53, which would require voter approval of revenue bonds and could jeopardize 

building the high-speed rail and the twin tunnels project for water conveyance. 

Proposition 51 appears to be in worse shape than Proposition 55 with fewer than half of likely voters 

supporting the $9 billion education facilities bond (47% in support versus 43% opposed). With opposition 

from Governor Brown and no support from the statewide teachers’ groups, the campaign for school 

facilities funding is having a rough time keeping voters supporting the bond. In April, 63% of likely voters 

supported Proposition 51. 

The last statewide school bond, Proposition 1D from 2006, was approved with 56.9% of the vote and that 

was with support from teachers’ groups as well as the two candidates for Governor that year, Arnold 

Schwarzenegger and Phil Angelides. 

 

 

http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=20994
http://www.sscal.com/fiscal_reports.cfm?action=display&contentID=18294
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Note: Lack of active opposition is, so far, a big help for the proponents of Proposition 55. 

 

Prop. 55 Asks Voters To Extend Governor’s Income Tax On Wealthy 
 

By Melody Gutierrez 

San Francisco Chronicle 

September 23, 2016 

 

SACRAMENTO — When Californians were asked four years ago whether wealthy people in the state 

should pay higher income taxes to prevent deep cuts to education and other public programs, opponents 

built a substantial war chest to fight the measure. 

More than $53 million poured in from businesses and wealthy donors to fight Proposition 30 or to support 

a competing ballot measure to raise taxes across the board, not just on the highest earners. 

Still, voters approved Prop. 30, which Gov. Jerry Brown sold as a temporary fix to the state’s fiscal crisis. 

The measure raised sales taxes by one-quarter cent and increased the income tax on single earners making 

$250,000 or more and couples making $500,000 or more. The sales tax expires at the end of this year, and 

the income tax expires in 2018. 

Now, a November ballot measure, Proposition 55, asks voters to extend part of Prop. 30 — the income tax 

on the wealthy — for 12 years. The sales tax would not be extended under the measure. 

Brown has refused to take a public position on the measure, which was placed on the ballot by education 

unions and health care groups. 

This time, if opponents are spending money to fight Prop. 55, it’s not much. 

“They have bigger fish to fry,” said Steve Maviglio, a Democratic strategist who is not involved with  

Prop. 55. “They are focusing on legislative races.” 

Not a dime has been reported to the secretary of state from opponents. Fundraising laws require spending 

to be reported to the state when it exceeds $2,000. Several Sacramento power players — including the 

California Chamber of Commerce and Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association — oppose the tax extension, 

but aren’t raising money to defeat it. 

Supporters, meanwhile, have raised $46 million, primarily from unions representing hospital and school 

employees. Among the supporters are the California Association of Hospitals and Health Systems, Service 

Employees International Union and California Teachers Association. 

 “It wasn’t too long ago that we lived through one of the greatest recessions since the Depression, and 

during that period the brunt of it was bore by schools,” said CTA President Eric Heins. “I think every 

community felt the impact of that. ... I don’t think anyone wants to go back to that period.” 

The cuts to education forced districts to lay off teachers and counselors while the state slashed social 

services amid years of multibillion-dollar budget deficits. Since Prop. 30 was approved in 2012, the 

measure has generated $31.2 billion, according to the state Controller’s Office. 
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This year’s measure, Prop. 55, is expected to raise $4 billion to $9 billion each year for the state, with half 

going to K-12 schools and community colleges and the rest going to the state’s general fund, budget 

reserves, debt repayment and Medi-Cal. 

The California Association of Hospitals and Health Systems has provided more than half of supporters’ 

campaign cash for a total of $25 million, while CTA has given almost $16 million. 

For hospitals, the incentive to support the initiative is clear. Prop. 55 includes up to $2 billion a year for the 

state’s Medi-Cal program, which covers more than 13 million low-income people and their families across 

the state. 

For districts, like Mount Diablo Unified School District in Concord, where almost a quarter of the district’s 

32,000 students do not speak English as their first language, the loss of Prop. 30 would mean $40 million 

less a year of much-needed money beginning in 2018-19, said Superintendent Nellie Meyer. 

That could mean cutting after-school and enrichment programs or laying off teachers, Meyer said. 

“The money is so embedded in our budget that we would be looking at cuts,” she said. 

At the same time the Prop. 30 money could go away, Meyer said, school districts will be required to pick 

up more of its teacher pension costs. Brown created a 30-year plan to shore up the state’s teacher retirement 

system in 2014, in part by requiring teachers and school districts to contribute more to the pension fund. 

“If those converge, then it would be detrimental to our district programs,” Meyer said. 

David Kersten, an adjunct professor at the University of San Francisco, said the tax extension would fund 

the increased costs to districts for teacher pensions and benefits, which he said runs counter to the message 

promoted by supporters of Prop. 55: that the money will go into classrooms. 

“If we were able to tell the story of this being the case, people would vote it down,” said Kersten, founder 

of the Kersten Institute for Governance and Public Policy. “But on its face, people say: ‘More money for 

education? Sure, let’s go.’” 

He said he formed a small volunteer-only campaign to help fight Prop. 55 when he realized no one else was 

taking the lead. 

Kersten said he’s hoping to raise $30,000 to $50,000 to cover the basic expenses of an opposition 

campaign as the Nov. 8 election approaches. 

“I’m reaching out to key donor lists to see if I can shake something free, and no luck yet,” he said. 

Jon Coupal, president of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, said small business owners are still 

considering a late run at an opposition campaign in the remaining six weeks before the election. Coupal 

said his group, however, is holding on to its checkbook until the 2018 election, when it expects to fight an 

effort to overhaul the state’s property tax law known as Prop. 13. 
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“I’m not sure it will take a funded campaign to defeat Prop. 55,” Coupal said. Prop. 30 “was promised to be 

temporary during a financial emergency, and we are through the fiscal emergency.” 

 

 

Note: Senator Ricardo Lara (D-Bell Gardens), a legislator from an immigrant family, supports Proposition 

58 from personal experience as a bilingual speaker for his family. 

 

Bilingual Education Measure Has Broad Support From California Voters 
 

By Alexei Koseff 

The Sacramento Bee 

September 27, 2016 

 

An initiative to remove long-standing restrictions to bilingual education in California appears poised to 

pass in November. 

A new Field/IGS Poll of likely voters found 69 percent support Proposition 

58, which would reverse a mandate to teach English learners in English-only 

classes, and make it easier for schools to start bilingual programs, while just 

14 percent are opposed. The broad support crosses party and racial lines. 

Proposition 58 is a rebuttal to another measure approved by voters nearly 20 

years ago: Proposition 227. The 1998 initiative instituted a requirement that 

school districts ensure students achieve English-language proficiency by 

instructing them in English only, rather than in the bilingual programs long 

favored by many educators, which taught students primarily in their native 

language while they gradually picked up enough English to enter mainstream 

classes.  

When that fact, which is not included in the ballot summary voters will see, 

was mentioned to a sample of poll respondents, approval for Proposition 58 

plummeted, particularly among Republicans. Only 30 percent said they were 

inclined to vote for the measure, while 51 percent would reject it, though 

support remained higher among Latinos. 

“When you’re a voter, you don’t know that you’re overriding a previous 

initiative passed by voters,” Field Poll director Mark DiCamillo said. 

“There’s a lot less instinctive support.” 

Another sample of respondents was read arguments for and against 

Proposition 58. While opponents say it will return English learners to an 

ineffective system that kept them from acquiring proficient English, 

proponents aim to expand dual immersion programs that combine native 

speakers of English and a foreign language for instruction and fluency in 

both. 
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Under that scenario, likely voters split almost evenly, 39 percent in support and 41 percent opposed. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  9/30/2016 

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 3  

 

 

Monday, October 3 

 Extended Cabinet Meeting 

 Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with Mai Vang 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Tuesday, October 4 

 Meeting with Darrell Steinberg 

 SCTA Benefits Committee Meeting 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 

Wednesday, October 5 

 Participating in International Walk to School 

Event at Crocker Riverside Elementary 

 1:1 Meetings with Cabinet Members 

 Operations Cabinet Meeting 

 Meeting with Stephanie Nguyen 

 Meeting with Dennis Pederson 

 SCOE School Boards Dinner 

 

 

 

Thursday, October 6 

 Board Meeting Day 

 

Friday, October 7 

 Meeting with Gil Echeverria 

 City Year’s Opening Day Celebration 

 Board Meeting Debrief Meeting 

 Railyards Project Meeting 

 

Saturday, October 8 

 United Iu-Mien Dinner with Member Woo 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  9/30/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:   Gerardo Castillo, CPA, Chief Business Officer 
Contact Email:   

gerardo-castillo@scusd.edu 

Subject:  OPEB Trust Fund Update  

 

Our goal for the October 20 Board meeting is to provide you with an update on the unfunded 

liability, based on the most recent actuary report (we are waiting for the report), and the OPEB Trust 

Investment. While we await the report, we would like to provide you with an update of the OPEB 

Trust and give you the opportunity to ask questions prior to the Board meeting. 

  

As you aware, our unfunded OPEB liability is more than $600 million, the greatest per ADA in the 

state of California for LEAs. This unfunded liability continues to drain general fund resources which 

should be dedicated to fund programs for students. 

  

Although we don’t have a viable long-term OPEB liability plan (this is something that we need to 

establish in order to keep the promise made to our employees), we have been able to contribute 

about $20 million in one-time savings funds in the last two years. I realize that this is a very small 

amount compared to our liability, but it is the most that we have been able to accomplish.  

 

We finished 2013-14 with $4.41 million and as of August 31, 2016, we have $26.35 million. These 

funds are invested in a long-term strategy with CalPERS and have earnings of $2.2 million (see 

green arrow on next page).  We have a long ways to go to fund the OPEB Liability and CalPERS 

staff will discuss in detail at the October 20 meeting.   

 

We want to make the money work to fund the unfunded liability.  In order to do so, we will transfer 

$10 million from the Retiree Fund to the OPEB Trust by next week.  The funds in the County 

Treasury earned less than .5% interest, and therefore we have decided to invest in CalPERS instead.  

We are not reducing any operating expenditures or changing the budget to make this investment. 

There are risks associated with these investments. However, the expected long-term rate of return is 

7.28%.  We belong to a pool of more than 350 government agencies (cities, counties, school 

districts) with about $5.5 billion in investments.   

 

Please see next page for a summary of investment per Bargaining Unit as of August 31, 2016. The 

initial contributions for SCTA began on 12/24/12 and for the rest of the bargaining units began on 

4/28/15.  Can you imagine what would happen if we would have started 20 years ago? 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  9/30/2016 

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: SCTA’s Participation in Day of Action 

 

SCTA has informed us that they will use national Day of Action on Thursday, October 6, to talk to 

parents about Measure G and Proposition 55. Expect to see members on the sidewalks in front of 

schools before the first bell rings handing out coffee and information. These lawful activities are 

protected by Ed Code.  

 

We are letting schools know about the Day of Action and providing them with a memo prepared by 

our legal department about lawful (and unlawful) activities during campaign season. 
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CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - (Check a Box) No: ☒  Yes: ☐ Date:  9/30/2016 

Approved by: José L. Banda, Superintendent 

To the Members of  the Board of Education 

Prepared by:   Al Rogers, Chief Strategy Officer and Cathy Morrison, 

LCAP Coordinator 

Contact Email: al-

rogers@scusd.edu 

Subject:  Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE) Advises LCAP Approval 

 

Education Code requires the County Superintendent to approve the Local Control and 

Accountability Plan (LCAP) for each school district after determining all of the following: 

 

- The LCAP adheres to the template adopted by the State Board of Education. 

- The budget includes expenditures sufficient to implement the specific actions and strategies 

included in the LCAP. 

- The LCAP adheres to the expenditure requirements for supplemental and concentration 

funds. 

 

Pursuant to Ed Code 52060, SCUSD’s Board of Education adopted the LCAP on June 28, 2016 

using the template adopted by the State Board of Education. A copy of the letter is attached. 

 

Following adoption of SCUSD’s LCAP, the district received direction from the Sacramento County 

Office of Education (SCOE) to make amendments to the plan. A table is attached with detail of the 

amendments made. There are technical revisions, and there are revisions to Section 3A that add 

clarity to the district’s use of Supplemental and Concentration grant funds. 

 

SCOE has recommended that the updated plan be presented for the Board’s approval. Staff plans to 

share the document (with changes highlighted) on the Consent Agenda for October 20, which is the 

earliest meeting to which we could add an item. 
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September 28, 2016 
 
 
José L. Banda, Superintendent 
Sacramento City Unified School District 
5735 47th Avenue 
Sacramento, CA  95824 

 

SUBJECT: 2016-2017 LCAP and Adopted Budget Report 
 

Dear Superintendent Banda: 
 

In accordance with Education Code sections 52070 and 42127, the 
Sacramento County Office of Education has reviewed the Local Control 
Accountability Plan (LCAP) and adopted budget of the Sacramento City 
Unified School District for fiscal year 2016-2017. 
 

Education Code requires the County Superintendent to approve the LCAP 
or annual update for each school district after determining all of the 
following: 
 

 The LCAP adheres to the template adopted by the State Board of 
Education. 

 

 The budget includes expenditures sufficient to implement the 
specific actions and strategies included in the LCAP. 

 

 The LCAP adheres to the expenditure requirements for funds 
apportioned on the basis of the number and concentration of 
unduplicated students pursuant to Education Code sections 
42238.02 and 42238.03. 
 

Based on our review, your LCAP is approved. 
 

Education Code requires the County Superintendent to approve, 
conditionally approve, or disapprove the adopted final budget for each 
school district after doing the following: 
 

 Examine the adopted budget to determine whether it complies with 
the standards and criteria established pursuant to Education Code 
section 33127 and identify any technical corrections needed to 
bring the budget into compliance with those standards and criteria. 
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 Determine whether the adopted budget will allow the district to meet its financial 
obligations during the current fiscal year and is consistent with a financial plan 
that will enable the district to satisfy its multi-year financial commitments. 

 

 Determine whether the adopted budget includes the expenditures necessary to 
implement the LCAP or annual update to the LCAP. 
 

Based upon our review of the adopted budget, the budget is approved as submitted 
with the following comments and concerns: 
   

 Based on the multi-year projections and assumptions provided by the district, it 
appears the district will meet its 2% unrestricted reserve requirement for the 
current fiscal year and two subsequent fiscal years.  
 

 The district is projecting a decrease of $6,716,925 in the unrestricted General 
Fund balance for 2017-2018, and $14,173,481 for 2018-2019.  
 

 The district is projecting a decrease of 399 in ADA for 2016-2017; 399 ADA for 
2017-2018; and 401 ADA for 2018-2019. 
 

 It is noted that the Child Development Fund continues to require support from the 
General Fund. A General Fund contribution of $1.5 million is budgeted for 2016-
2017. 

 

 It is also noted that the adopted budget includes $3 million in reserves assigned 
for unfunded Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) liability.   
 

 It is further noted that the certificated and classified salary negotiations have not 
been settled for 2016-2017.  

 
We continue our request that the district provide the following: 
 

 In our letter dated April 15, 2016, we requested that the district submit a viable 
long-term OPEB liability plan with the Adopted Budget.  A plan was not submitted 
with the budget.  We note that $3 million has been set aside in reserves for 
funding the OPEB liability and currently it is the district’s goal to make an annual 
$2 million contribution to fund the liability. 
   
Since 2007, my office has repeatedly requested a long-term OPEB funding plan, 
and we must again voice our concern regarding the lack of measurable and 
implemented progress towards the funding of the OPEB obligation, which now 
exceeds $650 million.  The continued lack of urgency to address this obligation 
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only increases the encroachment into the General Fund which cannot be 
sustained without further eroding educational programs. As always, Sacramento 
County Office of Education staff is available to assist the district in this endeavor. 
 
Please submit a viable long-term OPEB liability plan with the First Interim Budget 
Report. The plan must include an actuarially-sound liability reduction plan 
allowing the district to fund the promised retiree benefits. Continuing to transfer 
these escalating costs to the General Fund drains resources which should be 
dedicated to fund programs for students. 

 

 Before the district’s Board of Education takes any action on a proposed collective 
bargaining agreement, the district must meet the public disclosure requirements 
of Government Code section 3547.5 and the California Code of Regulations Title 
V, section 15449.  Please submit the public disclosure of the collective 
bargaining agreement to the county office for review at least ten (10) 
working days prior to the date the governing board will take action on the 
proposed bargaining agreements.  This form must also be available to the 
public at least ten (10) working days prior to the date the governing board will 
take action on the proposed bargaining agreements.  Also, as provided by the 
State Criteria and Standards, when labor contract negotiations are settled after 
the adoption of the district’s budget, the district must analyze the budget to 
determine the effect of the settlement, and the governing board must certify to 
the validity of the analysis within 45 days of the final settlement.  Within this 45-
day period, the District Superintendent must also send the County 
Superintendent any revisions to the district’s current budget necessary to fulfill 
the terms of the agreement.  
 

 Notify us immediately, and provide for our review, any changes to the budget. 
 

 Continue to closely monitor future enrollment trends and inform us of budget 
adjustments should enrollment trends fluctuate. 
 

 During the implementation period of LCFF, the district should be prepared to 
share information with its stakeholders about the new funding formula and its 
impact on the district’s budget, the budget development process, and the 
expectations for the LCAP. 
 

If you have any questions about the LCAP, please contact Deputy Superintendent, Sue 
Stickel, at (916) 228-2633.  If you have any questions about the adopted budget, please 
contact Assistant Superintendent, Tamara Sanchez, at (916) 228-2551. 
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We appreciate the time and effort that you have put in to the development of your LCAP 
and budget.  This has been an enormous effort and we look forward to working with you 
this year as you implement your LCAP and budget. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
David W. Gordon 
Sacramento County Superintendent of Schools 
 

DWG/TS/dw  
 

cc: Christina Pritchett, Board President, SCUSD 
Gerardo Castillo, Chief Business Officer, SCUSD 

   Tamara Sanchez, Assistant Superintendent, SCOE  
        Debra Wilkins, Coordinator, SCOE 
        Crowe Horwath, LLP, Auditor  



 
SCOE LIST OF REQUESTED EDITS 

SCUSD LCAP 2016-17 
 

Location Action Easy Edit 

Pg. 18 Metric Add targets for standards implementation  

Pg. 58, 65 Metric Add targets for chronic absenteeism, suspension, and high school dropout 

Pg. 89 1.1 Uncheck Other Subgroup (left side) 

Pg. 89, 101 1.1, 1.2 Check either All or specific Subgroups (right side) 

Pg. 97 1.1G Check RFEP (left side) 

Pg. 109   Add middle school dropout rate (right side) 

Pg. 120 2.2M Introduce the new action for the Homeless Services Coordinator (pg. 56) in 
Section 2 Annual Update, Goal 2 change box.   

Pg. 120 2.3B Introduce the new action to provide Transportation for Student Enrichment 
Activities (pg. 57) in Section 2 Annual Update, Goal 2 change box.   

Pg. 127 3.2D Introduce the new action about the one-time upgrade to the website (pg. 76) in 
Section 2 Annual Update, Goal 3 change box. 

Update Budget Actuals since mid-year Annual Review 

Pg. 88 1.1B-1 CCSS Professional Learning – Budgeted $2,400,000; Actuals $810,051 (district 
explained the difference between budget and actual) 

Pg. 92 1.1C CCSS materials – Budgeted $374,429 & 65,246; Actuals $310,775 & 54,154 

Pg. 100 1.2B Bilingual Instructional Assistants – Budgeted Title III $0; Actuals $102,621 
(budgeted funds inadvertently not included in the 2015-16 LCAP) 

Pg. 105 1.3A Teacher Substitutes – Budgeted $62,654 & 10,273; Actuals $53,250 & 8,700 

Pg. 105 1.3A Supplemental materials – Budgeted $8,999 & 1,985; Actuals $9,000 and 1,985 

Pg. 115 2.2G Social Emotional Learning Director – Budgeted $200,000; Actual $187,035 

Pg. 116 2.3B Materials and enrichment (4 items) – Total Budgeted $231,144; Actuals 
$199,240 

Pg. 118 2.3D Hardware, assistants, & materials (6 items) – Total Budgeted $364,030; Actuals 
$136,427 

Additions to Narrative in Section 3A 

Pg. 24 1.1F Psychologists for Special Education 

Pg. 29 1.2E IB Program 

Pg. 53 2.2C Campus Monitors, Noon Duty 

Pg. 54 2.2F School climate resource materials 

Pg. 54 2.2G Dropout Prevention Specialist 

Pg. 57 2.3B Transportation for Student Enrichment Activities 

Pg. 76 3.2D Website upgrade 

Clarifications on use of Supplemental and Concentration Grant Funds 

Pg. 129-
137 

3A Include support for the following actions and services as effective uses of 
Supplemental and Concentration grant funds: 

 Class size reduction 

 Salary increase 

 California College Guidance Initiative 

 International Baccalaureate programs 

 Custodians 

 Site-based allocation of Local Control Funding Formula dollars 
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