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Last year, the Communities for Los Angeles Student Success (CLASS) Coalition, in partnership with UC Berkeley 

analysts, set out to examine the distribution, allocation and effects of the influx of state dollars from the new Local 

Control Funding Formula (LCFF). As a coalition representing over 150,000 parents, teachers and students across 60+ 

organizations, we advocate for equity, transparency, accountability and the elevation and engagement of stakeholder 

voice and experience in decision making.  

Given that 84% of LAUSD’s students will generate an additional $3.3 billion in supplemental and concentration 

dollars in the coming three years, it is imperative that the District not miss this unprecedented opportunity to align 

budget practices with the priority of lifting academic outcomes of low-income, English learners, and foster and homeless 

youth.   

Our research and advocacy have focused on three areas:  

• Targeting Dollars—Has LAUSD implemented the Board’s Equity Is Justice Resolution with fidelity?  

• Strategies that Lift Student Achievement—Are the positions being hired and the programs being purchased 

through LCFF effectively narrowing gaps in equitable access to resources that will improve achievement 

outcomes, moving to ensure that more low-income, English learner and foster youth become college and career 

ready? 

• School, Student, Parent, and Community Engagement—Has the District meaningfully engaged parents, students, 

school-level staff, and community groups in budget deliberations?  

In the coming fiscal year of 2016-17, K-12 funding levels will increase by over $3,600 per student over the 

recession-era 2011-12 levels—a 52% gain in five years.1 Implementation of new funding under the LCFF will be 96% 

complete next year. According to the Governor’s May budget revision, “This reinvestment provides the opportunity to 

correct historical inequities in school district funding.” LCFF should make LAUSD schools a more attractive option for 

families seeking high-quality campuses for their children. However, the academic outcomes of high-needs students-- 

English Learners, low-income, foster and homeless youth, in this case--remain far behind their better-off peers. 

Mirroring the District language, we refer to these high-needs students as the Targeted Student Population (TSP). 

There have been monumental gains already in terms of the District’s increased effort at community engagement 

and investment in targeted programs for high-needs students. The last year has demonstrated what can be 

accomplished, yet there is so much more to be done. We challenge Board and District leaders to make bold decisions to 

close this long-standing opportunity gap by distributing resources (from flexible TSP dollars to experienced, effective 

teachers and administrators) per a strategic formula that acknowledges the level of need within a family of schools, 

consistent with the Board’s own approved policy.   

Review of Year 2 (2014-2015) Findings 

 Our coalition continues to track the implementation of the Equity is Justice Resolution from 2014 and the 

distribution of LCFF dollars. The full report can be accessed here. Overall, the report investigates the “Investment Fund,” 

a list of programs and new staff positions, that is intended to benefit TSP children and youth who generate the new 

state dollars. But this fund equaled less than 20% of the supplemental and concentration funds, and 2.6% of the overall 

                                                           
1 May Revision 2016-17, page 10. 

http://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/themes/558978b601925b50a6000001/attachments/original/1444689231/LCFF_Year_2_Implementation_Brief_FINAL2.pdf?1444689231
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
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2014-15 budget. Furthermore, principals, teachers, parents and students were uninformed about LCFF dollars, their use 

and correlation to TSPs. 

Year 3 (2015-16) Findings and Ongoing Investigation 

 While last year’s analysis centered on the Investment Fund, we have broadened our scope this year to track the 

entirety of the District’s budget investments and school-by-school distributions. District leaders remain quite open to 

sharing detailed data, allowing for this transparent analysis of dollars and teaching posts allocated among individual 

schools. 

We believe that the District must develop a clear and comprehensive strategy that leverages the entire budget 

and its current resources to support families of schools that have been historically underserved (including facilities, 

support services, teachers and administrators).  

Although Superintendent King’s new Strategic Plan will not be released until August 2016, we argue that its 

priorities must be advanced by rethinking how dollars and positions are allocated to schools. We expect the budget to 

take bold steps to invest state and federal resources in high-needs students and communities. If the plan fails to do 

this, we do not see how the District will legally meet the state’s “proportionality requirement” – that services to 

intended TSP students must be increased in proportion to the dollars that they generate. These are critical steps 

towards keeping the promise of LCFF and closing long-standing opportunity gaps that are related to funding inequalities 

and disparities in school quality. 

Targeting Supplemental and Concentration Dollars 

 The ultimate goal of LCFF is to boost achievement for Los Angeles’ targeted student populations. Fairly 

distributing targeted funds generated by TSP students is the first step toward realizing this goal. LCFF is composed of 

three funding categories: base, supplemental and concentration. The CLASS coalition firmly believes that funds pulled 

down from Sacramento by TSP pupils (supplemental and concentration) should be distributed progressively.  

We have seen slight progress in this direction for high schools and elementary school distributions in the current 

year (2015-16). In terms of district budget, we recommend the Superintendent and School Board move with all 

deliberate speed to fully fund schools with high-needs students. Schools in South LA, East LA, Sylmar and Pico-Union 

are often severely underfunded, and gaps in the achievement persist due to lack of sufficient investment.  

Supplemental and concentration funds, which totaled $1.06 billion in the 2015-16 year, and will reach $1.75 

billion in 2016-172, were in fact earmarked for programs that were intended to support the TSP, but those funds were 

generally not distributed to schools based on their given population. Within the total $1.06 billion, only some dollars 

were allocated based on TSP counts.3 Here are the key findings: 

 While the “Investment Fund” is intended specifically to be distributed equitably, not all line items correlated 

with the duplicated formula.  The District agreed to distribute the Investment Fund ($209.6 million in 2015-164) 

progressively using a duplicated TSP count. We are happy to find that our 2015 recommendation to target 

these Investment Fund dollars progressively at high schools and elementary schools was largely implemented 

in 2015-16. This moved budget distributions into greater conformity with the Board’s stated policy. 

                                                           
2 Subject to change per the recent CA Department of Education ruling. 
3 Superintendent’s 2015-16 Final Budget, Page 45. 
4 “Student Index File FY 15-16 all investments” spread sheet. 

http://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib08/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/123/Final%20Budget%20Book%202015-07-01.pdf


3 

 

 

 

o A portion of dollars within the Investment Fund emerged as flexible TSP funds that principals could 

spend at their discretion to improve student outcomes. District wide, these TSP funds totaled close to 

$161.8 million dollars, with an average distribution for elementary schools at $128 thousand, middle 

schools at $235 thousand, and high schools $227 thousand. 

 

o While the Investment Fund is intended to support new programs that raise outcomes for the TSP, 

many of the programs in this subset of supplemental and concentration dollars do not correlate with 

the target student population.5 While there is a larger percentage of this fund allocated based on the 

duplicated count of TSPs, as per the budget staff’s interpretation of the Board’s Equity is Justice 

Resolution, blanket allocations of Assistant Principals and Library Aides continue at the elementary 

school level without regard to need.  

 

 For the existing and proposed allocations in the coming 2016-17 year, the draft Investment Fund increases 

29%, to $293.7 million. Additional programs within the Fund that are proposed for the 2016-17 year include: 

Counseling Supports, Arts Program and Teacher Elective (Enhancement); a total of $66 million in new programs. 

The Underfunded Middle School Instructional Materials line item from the 2015-16 school year is no longer 

listed. We are currently investigating if the Investment Fund programs continue to follow a progressive 

distribution to schools. 

 

 Over time, school by school budgets are driven largely by the cost of teachers with varying seniority levels, 

administrators and counseling staff. We find that some high-needs schools in the same feeder patter remain 

underfunded compared to projected funds allocated through the Governor's LCFF formula.  Though our analysis 

is ongoing, this reality underscores the importance of analyzing the distribution of total school budgets, and fully 

grasping the role LCFF plays in remedying or exacerbating this inequity. 

 

 Further examination of specific line items such as A-G Intervention Supports (which totaled $15 million in its 

first year) revealed local districts received a portion of this sum and then allocated it to school sites based on 

their preferred method. While CLASS stands behind personalization and increased school autonomy, it is 

important there is guidance, transparency, and accountability in ensuring these dollars are directed toward 

addressing intended outcomes. We can find no plan within the District for carefully tracking which of these 

various investments lift TSP pupils or better engage teachers to do so. 

 

 Additionally, a recent CDE investigation ruling (in favor of Mrs. Reyna Frias, Community Coalition and Public 

Advocates) details how LAUSD has incorrectly allocated over $450 million in funds to special education 

programs – funds that were intended specifically for strategies to improve the educational outcomes of TSPs.6 

Rising costs of special education must be addressed with state and federal governments separately from the 

District’s plan for lifting TSP students. Conflating the two issues has led to action deemed illegal by the state 

Department of Education.   

 

Strategies That Lift Student Achievement 

                                                           
5 Proposed Los Angeles Unified School District Investments to Support Targeted Youth. 
6 California Department of Education (CDE) Investigation of Appeal Against the Los Angeles Unified School District, Reyna Frias, Appellant, May 2016.   

http://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib08/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/358/Student%20Index%20FY%2016-17%204-12-16%20final.pdf
http://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib08/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/358/2016-17%20Targeted%20Investment%20List%20041216.pdf
http://www.publicadvocates.org/sites/default/files/library/lausd_investigation_report.pdf
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An equitable distribution of state and federal funds to school sites based on low-income, English learner and 

foster youth populations must be coupled with effective investments to support these populations. While the District’s 

Score Card and Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) provide insight into specific investments and TSP metrics, we 

believe there must be a stronger connection to best practices and programs for TSP success. The LCAP clearly lists a 

menu of over 40 program initiatives, while the Score Card keeps track of intended outcomes. But the District offers no 

analytic mechanism to connect the two – informing the key question, which programs are working effectively inside 

schools? 

To monitor what is working inside of schools in order to lift student achievement, we recommend: 

 

 Through a revived Independent Analysis Unit that is closely linked to the Office of Curriculum and Instruction 

and Office of Data and Accountability, create at least one high-level and centrally-held District official to monitor 

how LCFF investments are benefitting sub-groups and how historically low-performing school sites are using the 

dollars to create a healthy school ecosystem.   

 

 An advisory committee composed of stakeholders and researchers collaborating with the District position on the 

creation and monitoring of a research plan around effective programs for school sites. 

 

 Increase funding to improve the rate of English Learner reclassification of this large sub-group. Looking at A-G 

on-track rates alone, redesignated ELs are one of the highest performing sub-group in the District (74%), and 

LTELS and short term ELs have some of the lowest on track rates (29% and 24%)—investing in reclassification 

and supports would offer a real lever for overall increases in academic outcomes.7 

 

 The California Department of Education’s recent ruling reallocates $450 million for the implementation for the 

Targeted Student Population. This money should be used to fund the official/team to monitor LCFF investments 

and to fully fund the A-G Navigating a Path to Graduating College and Career Ready plan.  

   

 In recent years, LAUSD has moved in commendable ways to support the TSP in achieving college and career 

readiness, but the investments must continue to grow to answer the level of need in many communities. In observing 

potential strategies that will benefit TSP rich schools, we have found: 

 Slight increases in community–demanded programs and services. In 2015-16, $15 million was allocated for A-G 

intervention programs, $13 million for counselor services, and $4.9 million for parent and student engagement 

efforts. We also saw almost $13 million in foster youth supports (centrally held programs and positions) and 

$75.6 million to implement the English Learner Master Plan. These programs are important elements of the 

TSP’s educational experience. Additionally, principals were allocated $161.8 million in flexible/autonomous 

“TSP” dollars to support these sub-groups through the “TSP” line item. While notable, these programs totaled 

less than 27.8% of the supplemental and concentration funding sources, and 2% of the overall $8.1 billion 

operations budget.8   

 No current mechanism to tie investments to outcomes. We find no present capacity inside the District to track 

the 40-plus programs and new staff positions to determine which efforts act to reduce achievement gaps 

among racial sub-groups, the TSPs, or historically low-performing schools. After three years of implementation 
                                                           
7 LAUSD Memo “Update on A-G Process, March 2016.” April 4, 2016. 
8 Initial budget figures for the coming school year (2016-17) identifies just over $305 million in spending purportedly targeted on TSP pupils, or about 6% of the 
District’s total proposed budget in unrestricted funds. 
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and nearly $3 billion in supplemental and concentration dollars, the District has put forward little evidence on 

what is working inside schools to advance equity in school quality and to distribute the benefits of schooling 

fairly across L.A.’s diverse families and communities. 

 

 Restoring not enhancing staff to address equity. The bulk of supplemental and concentration grant dollars 

continued to support the restoration of positions that were lost during the recession (assistant principals, library 

aides, etc.) and more than $472 million in special education costs.   

 

 Class size reduction at all schools, ignoring historic gaps. The recent influx of state funding appears to be 

improving the basic contours of school organizations and working conditions for teachers. A recent paper by our 

Berkeley partner shows that high schools receiving new dollars have reduced average class sizes and assigned 

fewer teaching periods to their teachers on average.9 But, if dollars are not allocated equitably, as further 

examined in the recent A-G Equity Audits, the District ignores gaps in student achievement. That said, the 

District’s school-level data does allow for analysis of what is working inside schools. 

 

 Schools now also enjoy additional flexible dollars to support the TSP, but not all know how to use these 

dollars. This “TSP” line item of flexible/autonomous dollars, a total of $161.8 million across the district, is part of 

the Investment Fund. This line item allows schools to purchase programs or positions they feel best support 

these students’ academic outcomes.  It is important to note that principals and local district staff must be 

familiar with the unique challenges of the high-needs students and how they can leverage these funds in 

tandem with their other budget allocations. Major questions persist around if these school leaders understand 

LCFF better or understand the purpose of this specific line item. This line item is set to be cut back to $117.1 

million or the 2016-17 year.10  

 

 Community-demanded programs are not main budget priorities. Of the total LCFF funds in 2015-16, 

investments in college readiness line items (counselors, A-G credit recovery, etc.) totaled only $223 million of 

the entire LCFF budget. School climate investments (social workers, restorative justice programs, etc.) were 

$132.1 million of LCFF funds. Additionally, English Learner supports for a population that constitutes 25.9% of 

LAUSD students according to CDE data, only received 1.5% of LCFF allocations ($74.6 million)11. These programs, 

which remain key priorities of high-needs communities, for both parents, students, local district leaders and 

principals, see only slight growth in the proposed 2016-17 budget.12  

 

 Students want to attend college and need counselors and engaged parents to achieve that goal. In a student-

led survey of 891 high school youth from across LAUSD, almost half of the students identified college counselors 

as their primary source for “talking about college.” They also highlighted Gear Up, teachers, and family 

members.  48% “Agreed” or “Strongly Agreed” that students at their school were prepared to be competitive 

college applicants, yet over 75% wanted to earn an Associate’s Degree or higher. There is still much work to be 

done to widen opportunities for students and parents to create meaningful relationships with school staff when 

it comes to preparing for college and career.13 

 

                                                           
9 Findings presented by Joonho Lee and Bruce Fuller at the American Education Research Association, Washington, D.C. (April 2016). 
10 Student Equity-Based Index, Existing and Proposed New Investments, Fiscal Year 2016-2017. 
11 Superintendent’s 2015-16 Final Budget, Page 43. 
12 Proposed Los Angeles Unified School District Investments to Support Targeted Youth. 
13 Contact smooney@unitedwayla.org for full survey results. 

http://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib08/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/358/Student%20Index%20FY%2016-17%204-12-16%20final.pdf
http://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib08/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/123/Final%20Budget%20Book%202015-07-01.pdf
http://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib08/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/358/2016-17%20Targeted%20Investment%20List%20041216.pdf
mailto:smooney@unitedwayla.org
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Student, Parent, and Community Engagement 

 

 Community engagement, a critical element to advance local capacity for implementing the LCAP, did improve in 

2015-16 in terms of process over the 2014-15 year. The District’s Office of Government Relations made a major effort to 

engage numerous stakeholder groups through a survey and informational sessions. Notably, this education and 

feedback process was moved to the fall so that community responses could be presented to the Board and incorporated 

into the LCAP in a more thoughtful way.  

 

 The CLASS coalition mobilized more than 840 parents, students and teachers to attend these sessions, held 

between September and December of 2015. These stakeholders self-identified with at least one subgroup of the TSP 

and attended schools in historically underserved communities. In addition to administering the LAUSD written surveys, 

the CLASS-led focus group sessions asked participants to identify which services currently support their child’s education 

and what their school sites can do to improve services.  

 

To improve student, parent and community engagement, we recommend: 

 

 The Board and Superintendent review the community comments and priorities and tie school-level budgets to 

these priorities.  

 

 Build the capacity of principals and local district leaders to leverage their LCFF and Title I budgets to take 

ownership over the improved outcomes of the TSP, as influenced by data, personalization and continual process 

adjustments.  

 

 Build the capacity of School Site Councils and Parent Centers to meaningfully engage stakeholders around the 

use of the “TSP” flexible dollars and other resources. We urge Superintendent King to thoughtfully consider 

questions, recommendations and requests from parents and students, to help create and foster a more 

deliberative process of dialogue.   

 

Throughout our engagement with our community stakeholders around LCFF and A-G completion, we have 

observed the following:  

 

 While the District has increased investments in A-G implementation, such as credit recovery interventions and 

counseling supports (not necessarily staff), the proposed 2016-17 LCAP draft includes minimal increases in 

these programs. The CLASS coalition partners hosted input sessions that revealed community interest in 

boosting investments for the following: college readiness supports such as tutoring, counseling, and college 

planning; improved parent engagement focusing on home-to-school collaboration and meetings and trainings 

with a clear aim and purpose; extended and specialized learning opportunities; improved school climate efforts, 

especially increasing mental health and wellness supports; increasing teacher quality, training and supports; and 

increased supports for English learner reclassification.  

 

 Principals appear unaware of the new flexible TSP dollars, fresh funding and importance of parent 

engagement, as they respond to LCFF requirements. Additionally, while the community was involved early in 

the LCAP development process, they were not directly contacted to review how their input helped to shape the 
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upcoming proposed 2016-17 budget. Local districts hosted “Budget Updates” in the late winter and early spring, 

but the original participants in these sessions were not contacted directly. 

 

 State regulations regarding school-site approvals of LCFF allocations are minimal at best. While these skeletal 

rules maintain the spirit of local discretion intended by Governor Brown, School Site Councils should have the 

same opportunity to provide input and influence the spending of flexible/autonomous “TSP” dollars, similar to 

their influence in shaping the Title I School Site Single Plan. Currently, these councils simply check off a form 

indicating that they have reviewed the proposal for LCFF spending, rather than participating in a dialogue 

around the existence and intention of LCFF dollars. Consequently, members of these councils miss a meaningful 

opportunity to engage with an institutional decision making process with direct implications on the academic 

and personal outcomes of their children.  Indeed, this is no way to enrich civic capacity within schools and 

neighborhoods. 

 

 The formal parent bodies of the District, the PAC and DELAC, submit written questions to the Superintendent 

regarding the LCAP draft, but do not always receive adequate responses or see alterations in the LCAP. These 

committees, as well as other parents and students who participate in these feedback sessions, often do not 

receive meaningful or timely responses directly addressing their feedback.   

 

Conclusion 

Across the District, the duplicated count of TSP students ranges across schools from 6% to 202% of all students 

enrolled per school site. The range of achievement and student experience across these schools and their family of 

schools is just as drastic. Our Background Report, distributed concurrently with the present Report Card, details 

persisting inequalities in student achievement among and within schools, as well as the maldistribution of financial and 

non-financial resources. 

 

We urge the Board to work with administrators, local district superintendents, principals, teachers and parent 

leaders to invest more strongly in schools with high concentrations of need and to ensure that those investments are 

closely tied to creating a high-quality educational experience that these communities have long been denied. If we fail to 

learn what is working across the District’s disparate investments, we risk wasting billions of public funds. 

 

 The District has made strides in the last three years of LCFF implementation despite the constraints of 

contractual obligations, underfunded special education programs, pension costs, hold-harmless policies and the norming 

of personnel costs. The current “All Hands on Deck” approach to move the needle on A-G completion for students is 

redefining the District emphasis on college-ready graduates. The District has invested more heavily in support staff in 

the most disadvantaged communities. Administrators, local districts and school sites are working tirelessly to bring 

about real change for their students every day. As we have discovered in the last year alone, personalization and high-

quality personnel are key to surmounting long-ignored challenges in the achievement of African-American and Latino 

youth in particular.  

 

It is now time for the Board and Superintendent to fully press these levers to the budget-making process and 

create a laser focus on investments that promote college-readiness for all our students and schools. Without progressive 

allocation of fresh funding and teaching positions – as directed by the Board – too many students will remain 

underserved and unengaged, as achievement gaps persist generation after generation. 


