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August 13, 2018 

 

The Honorable Holly Mitchell   The Honorable Philip Y. Ting   

Chair, Senate Budget Committee    Chair, Assembly Budget Committee 

State Capitol, Room 5019    State Capitol, Room 6026 

Sacramento, CA 95814    Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

By email only: Wynne, Elisa Elisa.Wynne@sen.ca.gov; Hardeman, Katie 

Katie.Hardeman@asm.ca.gov 

 

 

RE: Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) Template Proposal—Support If Amended  

 

Dear Senator Mitchell and Assembly Member Ting: 

 

We represent the Equity Coalition of civil rights, advocacy, community, parent, student and other 

organizations which have worked diligently to pass and implement the Local Control Funding 

Formula (LCFF) and its promise of creating a more equitable school system. We agree with and 

remain committed to the vision that Governor Brown articulated when he introduced LCFF that it 

will “greatly increase transparency in school funding, empowering parents and local communities 

to access information in a more user-friendly manner and enhance their ability to engage in local 

school financial matters.” Governor’s Budget Summary 2013-14, p. 17 [emphasis added].  We 

thank you for making it a priority in this legislative session to increase fiscal transparency in the 

Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP).  

 

We recognize that the proposal for changing the LCAP attempts to strike a balance. We believe the 

proposal will result in a modest increase in fiscal transparency for many stakeholders as the budget 

trailer bill intended including parents and others who lack familiarity with the LCAP process that 

has been underway for the last 5 years. In the interest of increasing transparency for this set of 

stakeholders, we make recommendations for amendments that would garner our strong support. For 

other local stakeholders who have expended significant time, resources and good faith to participate 

in the LCAP process and engage with their school districts in an informed way, the modified 

displays and streamlining could be challenging. We believe that the proposal still falls short in 

answering the question that many stakeholders and state policymakers would like to have 

transparent: how much is the state providing to increase and improve services for unduplicated 

students and how much is being used for those purposes at the local level at each school site where 

those students are enrolled?  

 

“Accessibility” of Language in LCAP Template 

Thank you. We have long encouraged LEAs to use more accessible language in their LCAPs while 

still adhering to more technical language in the instructions to ensure they are clear. We appreciate 

this language which we hope will require districts to be more thoughtful in communicating their 

plans.  
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Prioritizing the LCFF Priorities/Goals 

We appreciate the clarification of the requirement to track and report progress annually on all state 

priorities, including the metrics. Our experience is that some districts still do not provide up to date 

information on the minimum required metrics and already focus efforts and monetary allocations on 

certain priorities over others. 

 

We appreciate and strongly support the specific requirement that LEAs include specific actions in 

the LCAP for numerically significant English learner student groups. Our experience is that many 

LEAs routinely ignore the needs of ELs in their LCAPs.  

 

Shrinking priorities. While we recognize that a goal in the proposal is to reduce the length of 

LCAPs, we have seen LCAPs of varying lengths that do not adequately address the state or local 

priorities that are implicated by their low Dashboard results. We are concerned that the proposal 

sends a message to LEAs: you may pick and choose which priorities to include in your LCAP. 

Nowhere does the law require equal treatment of the priorities, and LEAs make their own goals that 

overlap with multiple priorities. The accountability system assumes focus will go toward areas of 

need, however, we have seen LCAPs that do not address state priorities that the Dashboard shows 

red or orange in the first section of the template under Greatest Needs despite the clear instructions 

to do so.  

 

• Local Indicators. In addition, we are concerned this type of prioritization, in the name of 

efficiency, will minimize focus on the already peripheral Local Priorities, which can be 

“met” even if they are not meeting their goals year after year.  

• Clarifying theory of actions/services. The theory behind the LEAs’ actions would help 

stakeholders identify why the supports/services provided are working or not producing 

expected results and to modify plans accordingly.  

 

Recommendations: 

 

(xx)(3) The instructions developed by the state board pursuant to paragraph (1) of 

subdivision (d) shall specify that school districts, county offices of education, and charter 

schools should prioritize the focus of the specific actions and related expenditures included 

within the local control and accountability plan and annual update within one or more state 

priority. The instructions shall further specify that school districts, county offices of 

education, and charter schools should consider their performance on the state and local 

indicators included in the California School Dashboard in determining whether and how to 

prioritize the specific actions and related expenditures included within the local control and 

accountability plan and annual update. The theory and/or evidence of how the action will 

improve services should also be included.  The instructions shall specify that with regard 

to the local indicators, LEAs should consider their substantive performance, in addition to 

whether they have met the Dashboard reporting requirements. 
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Web Posting of LCAPs 

We appreciate the clarification of the current requirement by requiring LEAs to post it prominently 

on the homepage of their website and on the county offices of education websites. We believe that 

further access improvements can be made by: 

• Move to Electronic LCAP. Transition to an electronic LCAP over time so that user can 

access different levels of information based on need/interest. This would allow for 

streamlined LCAPS to exist at the external facing level with more detail about the nature of 

the actions and expenditures to be available through embedded links. 

 

• Place LCAP of District on its Dashboard webpage. The California School Dashboard 

should become the clearinghouse for educators, parents, students and community members 

to access information and understand what is happening in the district. While proposed 

changes to prominently place the LCAP on district and COE websites is a good step, also 

placing them as a tab on the Dashboard would further integrate the accountability system 

and the planning process. 

We note that charter schools are not required in statute to post their LCAPs on their websites. We 

believe this should be addressed, though not in this trailer bill process.  

 

Recommendations: 

 

52064 (b) The template adopted by the state board shall be electronic and allow users to 

access to both summary information and specifically required details outlined below 

including at least require the inclusion of all of the following information: …  

 

52065 (c) The Superintendent shall post links to all local control and accountability plans 

approved by the governing boards of school districts and county boards of education on the 

Internet Web site of the department. To promote greater alignment between local control 

and accountability plans and state priorities, the Superintendent shall also establish a 

tab for local planning resources along with links to relevant local control and 

accountability plans on the California School Dashboard for each school district, 

county office of education and charter school. 

 

 

 

Planning and Services Linkage to District and School Improvement Efforts 

 

Many districts will be identified as needing support under LCFF, and many schools identified as 

needing either comprehensive support and improvement or targeted support and improvement. 

There should be a connection between the planning efforts in the LCAPs which is deciding the 

specific resource allocations and actions for improvement, and the needs identified in the needs 

assessments of these district and school improvement efforts.  
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Recommendation: 

 

Add: 52064 (b) (9) If the school district, county office of education or charter school has 

been identified for technical assistance pursuant to sections 52071 or 47607.3, 

interventions pursuant to section 52072, the school district, county office of education 

or charter school shall describe which   specific actions it is taking to address areas in 

need of improvement. If any schools in a school district, county office of education or 

charter school has been identified as needing comprehensive support and 

improvement, or targeted support and improvement under the federal Every Student 

Succeeds Act (ESSA), the district, county office of education or charter school shall 

identify which schools and what specific actions the district is taking to address the 

area in need of improvement identified in this process. 

 

 

LCAP Expenditure Table 

We appreciate that the proposal provides a table that summarizes LCAP actions and expenditures, 

so they can be seen by goal, at a glance. However, this is an issue that will represent a loss of 

transparency for many stakeholders who have collaborated with their districts to provide more 

information and learned from that information to support their informed engagement and 

involvement in the LCAP process.  We believe the following changes, similar to the best practices 

we have seen, would improve this table: 

• Add a column to disaggregate LCFF-Base from LCFF-Supplemental and 

Concentration (S&C). While this is a recommendation we’ve made repeatedly, we 

reiterate it here because it is a high priority to community members to understand how 

LEAs choose to spend the funds generated by foster youth, English learners, and low-

income students. Having base and S&C disaggregated in the table would support 

community members’ understanding of how LEAs choose to use funds intended for general 

use, versus the dollars and effort intended for goals supporting students in greater need of 

support. At a minimum, this should be proposed as an optional additional column to 

encourage LEAs to use this best practice. 

 

• Clearly Distinguish between Actions that Increase/Improve Services for High Need 

Students and Those That Support All Students Generally. The current LCAP 

appropriately requires LEAs to identify which actions support all student groups generally 

and which seek to increase/improve services for high need pupils. (See Planned 

Actions/Services template boxes.) This key distinction could be lost if the only place to note 

it is with a double asterisk in the summary chart as per the provided mock up in the 

Expenditures table. The asterisks, by themselves, do not clarify that all the associated funds 

are used to increase or improve services. Any such summary should separately distinguish 

which actions and associated expenditures increase or improve services and which are 

generally supportive of students as the current LCAP does. 

 

• Add a column for Previous Year Planned Spending and Previous Year Actual 

Spending. To understand the full context of planned expenditures, community members 

must be able to compare how investments are changing over time. Parents and other local 
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stakeholders should be able to understand at a glance and analyze large increases or 

decreases in spending in certain areas. See the attached example from Public Advocates 

regarding an ARUSD 2017-2018 LCAP Expenditures Analysis created for our community 

partners at their request. 

 

• The nature of expenditures is less transparent. Specifically eliminating SACS codes in 

the Planned Actions / Services for ensuing year unnecessarily clouds the plan.  This dilutes 

transparency. The inconsistency with the Annual Update requirement to classify 

expenditures in the annual update using the California School Accounting Manual makes it 

much harder to follow plans over time.  Without this information, stakeholders will not be 

able to make comparisons from the current year annual update to the next year. At a 

minimum, the proposal should encourage LEAs to be more specific, especially those that 

have been thus far in the implementation of LCFF.  

 

• It is not clear what the value is of breaking out only personnel from non-personnel 

expenditures in the summary table.  How will these expenditures be defined? Do they 

include service contracts, pension and health benefits of retired personnel? The 

“description” column in the table should use language consistent with the language used in a 

budget.  Expenditures should be identified by categories of people, types of material, and 

services supplied.  If a “program” is included in the LCAP it should be transparent as to who 

- in-the-classroom-teachers, principals, social workers, etc. - are included in the 

“program.”  If the “program” is included in the LCAP it should be transparent if outside 

contractors are to be used or in-house staff.  

 

Recommendations:  

52064. (b) The template adopted by the state board shall require the inclusion of all of the 

following information: . . . 

(xx) One or more summary tables listing and describing the planned expenditures for the 

ensuing fiscal year implementing each specific action included in the local control and 

accountability plan and the planned and actual expenditures for each action from the 

previous year, including expenditures for the ensuing fiscal year that will serve the pupils to 

whom one or more of the definitions in Section 42238.01 apply and pupils redesignated as 

fluent English proficient. The summary table or tables shall include at a minimum both of 

the following: 

(A) The total overall expenditures for all specific actions included in the local control and 

accountability plan, broken down by personnel and nonpersonnel expenditures; and 

(B) The subtotals of expenditures for each specific action included in the local control and 

accountability plan broken down into the following categories: 

(i) Funds apportioned under the local control funding formula pursuant to Section 42238.02, 

disaggregated by funds attributable to the base grant and the combined supplemental and 

concentration grants; 

(ii) All other state funds; 

(iii) All local funds; and 

(iv) All federal funds. 
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Increased or Improved Services Summary 

• We appreciate the intent to help stakeholders see the “full picture of how the LEA is 

proposing to increase or improve services within the LCAP, and specifically whether those 

services are targeted (to one or more student group or specific schoolsites) or provided 

LEA-wide.” While we have not had the opportunity to get meaningful feedback from 

grassroots parents, students and community partners, we believe it will be helpful by:  

o Making it easier to track fiscal effort rather than having to flip across all the pdf 

pages. 

o Requiring separate descriptions on how LEAs are meeting proportionality.  

o Prompting for the inclusion of specific school sites. 

 

• However, it would be more helpful and easier to follow if the corresponding separate 

descriptions supporting each schoolwide/LEA-wide use of funds is also in table format 

numbered by Actions as opposed to an “Answer” space as is currently provided in the 

LCAP template. We have seen LCAPs in which districts fail to separately identify and 

justify actions and services as both principally directed and as effective as required. Instead 

they respond by simply listing the table of actions/services with little more than repeating 

the rule: 

“X Unified has demonstrated that it has met the 34.74% proportionality percentage 

by expending $193 million of additional funding included in the 2018/19 allocation 

for increased and improved services that are principally directed towards, and 

effective in meeting the district’s goals for, the unduplicated student population as 

summarized below, [actions/services table] and explained in detail in this plan’s 

Goals, Actions & Services section.”  

• We also recommend that the table reference the LCFF regulatory language around 

principally directed/effective/most effective as in the current LCAP template instructions. 

Note: It is not clear whether we will be losing the instructions in the current LCAP template.  

 

• While the Increase/Improved Services Summary allows a big picture overview, the 

information is not aligned and, as a result does not demonstrate how the LEA is meeting its 

proportionality requirement pursuant to 42238.07(a)(1).  For example: 

1. Actions provided LEA-wide to all students 

 Action Description Scope/Location Planned Exp. 

1.1 Instructional coaches (28 FTE) All schools  3,088,959 

 

The planned expenditure amount of $3,088,959 is the same as the total from the prior summary 

table which is composed of LCFF and Federal funds. It is helpfully demonstrated in the LCAP 

Planned Expenditures Summary that federal funds are being used for this action/service. The 

Increased/Improved Services Summary does not answer the question:  What is the proportion of 

LCFF funding being planned for this service/action as it relates to what is being provided to all 

students? Is it 18.35% for each item in this table? That is confusing when each item is sometimes a 

restatement of the total from the prior table, composed of all sources of funding, not just LCFF.  
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Another example of this challenge is: 

 Action Description Scope/Location Planned 

Exp. 

1.4 Curriculum content specialist (ELA, math, science) All schools  460,308 

 

Again, the LCAP Planned Expenditures Summary helpfully shows that the subtotal of 460,308 is 

composed of LCFF, Other State, and Federal funds. While it is encouraging to see this LEA use 

other sources of funding to increase/improve services for its unduplicated students, the proportion 

of LCFF funds it is using for this purpose is not transparent.  

We recommend breaking out the LCFF expenditure with a new column titled: LCFF 

increase/improve. 

The LCFF regulations at 5 CCR 15496(a) follow the statute and speak to LCFF funding: 

 

An LEA shall provide evidence in its LCAP to demonstrate how funding apportioned on the 

basis of the number and concentration of unduplicated pupils, pursuant to Education Code 

sections 2574, 2575, 42238.02, and 42238.03 is used to support such pupils. This funding shall 

be used to increase or improve services for unduplicated pupils as compared to the services 

provided to all pupils in proportion to the increase in funds apportioned on the basis of the 

number and concentration of unduplicated pupils as required by Education Code section 

42238.07(a)(1). An LEA shall include in its LCAP an explanation of how expenditures of such 

funding meet the LEA’s goals for its unduplicated pupils in the state priority areas. [emphasis 

added] 

We believe that this level of transparency is at the heart of the years-long effort by the Assembly 

in particular. Again, without this level of transparency, local stakeholders will still not have 

enough information to engage in decisio- making in an informed way on how best to improve.  

 

• The proposed language does not align with the Increased or Improved Services Summary table 

handout with the 4-column table with the titles:  Action; Description; Scope/Location; Planned 

Exp. Notably, an explicit requirement for the “Planned Exp.” column in omitted is the proposed 

language. We provide recommended amendments below.   

Recommendations: 

52064. b) The template adopted by the state board shall require the inclusion of all of the 

following information: … 

(XX) One or more summary tables listing and describing the specific actions in paragraph 

(3) that contribute to the demonstration that the school district, county office of education, 

or charter school will increase or improve services for unduplicated pupils in proportion to 

the increase in funds apportioned on the basis of the number and concentration of 

unduplicated pupils, consistent with regulations adopted by the state board pursuant to 

Section 42238.07, grouped as follows:  
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(A) Specific actions provided to all pupils on a districtwide, countywide, or charterwide 

basis, planned expenditures, including broken out by LCFF funding to increase/improve 

services for each action. 

(B) Specific actions that are targeted only to one or more unduplicated pupil subgroup. For 

such specific actions, the description shall specify the unduplicated pupil subgroup or 

subgroups that are targeted by each specific action and, if not provided at all schools, the 

school or schools where the specific action is provided and planned expenditures, 

including broken out by LCFF funding to increase/improve for each action.  

(C) For school districts and county offices of education only, specific actions provided to all 

students on a schoolwide basis, but only at schools serving certain grade spans or only at 

one or more schools, For such specific actions, the description shall specify the school or 

schools at which the specific action is provided and planned expenditures, including 

broken out by LCFF funding to increase/improve  for each action.  

(XX) An estimate of the funds to be apportioned in the ensuing fiscal year on the basis of 

the number and concentration of unduplicated pupils and calculation of the percent the 

school district, county office of education, or charter school will increase or improve 

services for unduplicated pupils in proportion to the increase in funds apportioned on the 

basis of the number and concentration of unduplicated pupils, consistent with regulations 

adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 42238.07. 

(xx) A demonstration that the school district, county office of education, or charter school 

will increase or improve services for unduplicated pupils in the ensuring fiscal year in 

proportion to the increase in funds apportioned on the basis of the number and concentration 

of unduplicated pupils, consistent with regulations adopted by the state board pursuant to 

Section 42238.07. 

 

Aligning LCAP and Annual Update Statutes 

While we appreciate consolidating the requirements for the LCAP and the annual update into one 

template and one associated section of the code, it is difficult to assess this section without the 

required elements specified in the proposed language. We would hope to have the opportunity to 

provide feedback on the enumerated requirements in print to ensure that they reflect all the 

priorities previously adopted in the template.  

 

Technical Clean-Up to LCFF Priorities 

 

No comments. 

EL Programs in the LCAP 

Thank you for specifying the inclusion of EL Programs in the LCAP. This addresses a problem that 

Californians Together and CABE have identified in their analyses of LCAPs since the inception of 

LCFF.  
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LCAP Template Adoption Process 

The Legislature dictating very specific changes to the template reasonably justifies avoidance of the 

extensive and lengthy Administrative Procedures Act requirements.  However, making all final 

action on revisions subject to public input, debate and fine tuning in only one meeting and only by a 

limited 10-day Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act notice requirement (where significant and 

substantive attachments can be handed out the day of the meeting) severely limits the ability of 

parents and stakeholders to fully analyze the proposed revisions and provide useful input and 

recommendations.  

Furthermore, prior template adoption requirements (Ed Code Sec. 52064 (e)) provides for at least 

two “regular” meetings.  Accordingly, we propose the addition of at least one additional meeting to 

provide the opportunity for input from all stakeholders prior to final adoption of revisions.  Notably, 

this approach does not necessarily require that the two meetings take place during “regular” State 

Board of Education meetings. 

Recommendation:  

52064. 

…(f) Notwithstanding subdivisions (d) and (e), revisions of the template for the local 

control and accountability plan and annual update necessary to implement legislation 

enacted in the 2017-18 Regular Session shall not be subject to the requirements of the 

Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of 

Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). The state board may make such necessary 

revisions to the template in accordance with the requirements of the Bagley-Keene Open 

Meeting Act (Article 9 (commencing with Section 11120) of Chapter 1 of Part 1 of Division 

3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). When making revisions pursuant to this subdivision, 

the state board shall consider proposed revisions during an initial meeting and may only 

take final action to adopt revisions to the template at a subsequent meeting in compliance 

with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act. 

 

Outstanding Transparency Issues 

While we recognize this proposal on balance indeed will result in fiscal transparency improvements 

over current law, we are nonetheless concerned that many issues of concern relating to transparency 

for parents, the equity community and other stakeholders, as well as local and state policy makers 

remain unaddressed by this proposal.  Accordingly, we propose the following: 

 

A Process to Inform Action on Transparency Moving Forward 

Consistent with our call for a more robust conversation and action by the Legislature, State Board 

of Education and Districts on fiscal transparency of all state, local and federal funds expended on 

behalf of all students and subgroups of students, we propose to add a new section of law to create a 

standing stakeholder workgroup to provide regular formal feedback to the Board and the 

Legislature regarding additional future efforts relating to enhanced transparency and accessibility of 
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data, and reporting programmatic and fiscal information on school improvement in the state’s new 

accountability system. 

New SEC. XX 

“(a) By November 1, 2018 the Superintendent shall establish a formal workgroup to 

engage in an informed conversation with Department staff, county offices of education, 

FCMAT, local educational agencies, parents and community stakeholders to advise on 

how best to enhance transparency and integrate information reported on Local Control 

Accountability Plans, the School Accountability Report Card, the California School 

Dashboard, Dataquest and other Department databases, so as to best engage parents, 

educators and the public in the continuous improvement process and promote the ability 

of parents to inform decisions about their schools. 

(b) The members of the workgroup shall include representatives of organizations 

representing school districts, charter schools, local administrators, teachers, other school 

employees, , organizations with experience educating unduplicated students, parents, 

students and civil rights advocates.  

(c) At a minimum, the workgroup shall report activities and recommendations, if any, 

annually to the State Board of Education and the policy and fiscal committees of the 

Legislature no later than March 15 of each year for consideration in further 

administrative or legislative action.” 

 

* * * 

 

Our recommendations are intended to support local educators, parents, caregivers and communities 

as they collaborate in identifying strengths, weaknesses and addressing achievement gaps and 

resource inequities through data and strategic planning activities in the pursuit of continuous 

improvement. Together, we believe these recommendations are needed to provide a basic level of 

capacity building and fiscal transparency to enable informed and meaningful stakeholder 

engagement which is a precondition of local control.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Liz Guillen 

Director of Legislative & Community Affairs 

Public Advocates Inc. 

 

Shelley Spiegel-Coleman 

Executive Director 

Californians Together 

 

Jan Gustafson-Corea 

CEO 

California Association for Bilingual Education (CABE) 
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Sarah Lillis 

Executive Director 

Teach Plus California 

 

Bill Lucia  

President and CEO  

EdVoice 

 

Araceli Simeón  

Project Director  

Parent Organization Network 

 

Ryan J. Smith 

Executive Director 

The Education Trust-West 

 

Samantha Tran 

Senior Managing Director, Education 

Children Now 

 

 

Attachment: ARUSD 2017-2018 LCAP Expenditures Analysis created by Public Advocates 

 

cc:  Jessica Young, Department of Finance 

Yong Salas, Department of Finance 

Karen Stapf Walters, Executive Director, California State Board of Education 

 David Sapp, Deputy Policy Director and Assistant Legal Counsel, State Board of Education 

 Teri Burns, Director of Policy and Legislation, State Board of Education 

Jeff Breshears, Director of the Local Agency Systems Support Office, California 

Department of Education 

Misty Feusahrens, Office of the Assembly Speaker Rendon 

Rick Pratt, Chief Consultant, Assembly Education Committee 

Amy Li, Office of Assembly Member Ting 

Sawait Seyoum, Office of Assembly Member Shirley Weber 

Kimberly Rodriguez, Office of Senate Pro Tem Atkins 

Ian Anderson, Senate Education Committee 

Brandon Darnell, Senate Education Committee 

Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst Office  

Sara Cortez, Legislative Analyst Office 
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Attachment: 

Excerpt from ARUSD 2017-2018 LCAP Expenditures Analysis created by Public Advocates 

 

 

ARUSD Annual Update for 16-17 + Expected Expenditures in 17-18 

GOAL 1  

(College Preparedness) 

Expected in 16-17 Actual in 16-17 Expected in 17-18  

1.1 Additional Student 

Support 

$1,105,713 $1,199,974 $1,141,305 

1.2 Teacher Recruitment/ 

Retention 

$2,232,368 $2,171,357 $2,594,783 

1.3 Professional 

Development 

$1,069,803 $1,058,292 $1,356,647 

1.4 Data Management (DW) $600,000 $569,788 $600,000 

1.5 Leadership Development $75,000 $58,000 Now part of 1.3 

1.6 Additional Tech Support $925,345 $649,847 $1,602,318 (Now 

1.5) 

1.7 Expanded Learning Opp $1,137,908 $1,532,628 - inc. 

$887k for Kinder 

Para-Ed (3.17) 

$2,313,955 (Now 

1.6)  

1.8 Foster Youth Support $30,000 $75,000 $45,000 (Now. 1.7) 

NEW 1.8 Early learning   $110,754 

TOTAL $7,276,137 $7,314,886 $10,754,762 

GOAL 2  

(EL Proficiency) 

Expected in 16-17 Actual in 16-17 Expected in 17-18  

2.1 Professional 

Development for EL Support 

$122,000 $134,125 $134,125 

2.2 CELDT Testers $113,000 $96,212 $104,590 

TOTAL $235,000 $230,337 $238,715 

GOAL 3  

(Climate) 

Expected in 16-17 Actual in 16-17 Expected in 17-18  

3.1 Custodians/ Maintenance $232,984 $183,900 $219,411 

3.2 Positive Behavior 

Intervention Support 

$150,000 $228,827 $698,665 

3.3 Mariachi Program $128,165 $127,757 Now part of 3.7 

3.4 Jazz Program $27,292 $23,000 

3.5 Nurses and Support $904,932 $751,353 $1,056,701 (Now 

3.3) 

3.6 Library Assistants $448,463 $359,445 $447,250 (Now 3.4) 

3.7 District Music Program $2,743,381 $2,199,473 $2,918,907 (Now 

3.5) 

3.8 After School Sports $211,088 $175,000 $211,089 (Now 3.6) 

3.9 Administrative Support $1,629,821` $1,355,446 $1,914,209 (Now 

3.7) 

3.10 Additional Bus Drivers $267,504 $276,491 $273,288 (Now 3.8) 

3.11 IDream Program $22,000 $22,094 
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3.12 Visual & Performing 

Arts  

$59,749 $107,869 No explanation why 

not continued 

3.13 21st Cent Learning $1,000,000 $737,210 $1,050,00 (Now 

3.9) 

3.14 Support for Small Schs $110,000 $110,000 No explanation why 

not continued 

3.15 Facilities Improvement $2,500,000 $264,026 b/c 

of Measure J 

$264,562 (Now 

3.10) 

3.16 Routine Restricted 

Maintenance and Repair 

$3,800,000 $3,800,000 $3,769,516 (Now 

3.11) 

3.17 Kindergarten Para-

educators 

$886,916 Moved to 1.7 Moved to 1.7 

TOTAL $15,122,295 $10,721,891 $12,823,618 

GOAL 4  

(Community Engagement) 

Expected in 16-17 Actual in 16-17 Expected in 17-18  

4.1 Parental Involvement $20,598 $14,540 $65,598 

4.2 Parent Outreach & 

Training 

$20,000 $33,678 Moved into 4.1 

4.3 Add’l Translation/ 

Interpretation Supp. 

$124,801 $123,825 $142,265 (Now 4.2) 

 

4.4 Parent University $40,000 $27,984 $40,000 (Now 4.3) 

4.5 Community Liaisons $1,135,219 $1,185,275 $1,342,774 (Now 

4.4) 

4.6 Mid-year allocation: Campus Paraprofessionals $135,377 Now moved to 

3.2 

4.7 Mid-year allocation due to improper 

expenditure of categorical funds 

$234,498 

(expenses are 

not explained) 

N/A 

TOTAL $1,340,618 $ 1,755,177  $1,590,637 

 

GRAND TOTALS: 

 

$23,974,050 $20,022,291 

 

(Diff 

$3,951,759) 

$25,407,732 

 

 


