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This report is a supplement to the two previous reports on implementation of the
Williams v. Californi&ettlement LegislationheWilliams v. Californi&ettlement: The

First Year of Implementatioand Williams v. Cdlornia: The Statewide Impact of Two

Years of ImplementatianBoth reports are available aiww.decentschools.org

INTRODUCTION

TheWilliams v. Californiasettlement had

one simple truth at its heart: that at a
minimum, all students need and may legally
expect instructional materials to use in class
and at home; clean, safe, anddtional
classrooms; and qualified teachefhis

report presents results from the first four
years of implementation that demonstrate
the essential value afaintaining the
educational floor protectdaly the Williams
standards and related accountabsygtems
governing provisiorof instructional

materials, facilities, andualified teachers

The good news reflected in this report is that
the progress made in the first years of
Williamsimplementation continues across
the state. As a San Diego Countffi€® of
Educati on
more positive feedback this past year from
our school administrators and teachers than
ever before, in addition to seeing more
improvements in facilities/cleanliness and in
use of textbooks. The commentsglard and

[T]hese thresholds for teacher quality
instructional materials, and school
facilities are inénded by the
Legislature and by the Governor to be
a floor, rather than a ceiling, and a
beginning, not an end, to the State of
California's commitment and effort to
ensure that all California school pupils
have access to the basic elements of
guality pwblic education.

- WilliamsSettlement Legislation
(Section 25, Chapter 900, Statutes d
2004 (SB 550))

st afheardpber s o
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Now, with unprecedentedudgetdeficitsin
California, legislators and school leaders
have been forced to consider cuts that at any
other time would be unfathomabl& these
timesasinallotar s, Cal i forn
deserve vigilance in ensuring that they
receive the educational opportunity to which
they are entitled.The truth that animated

the Williamssettlements no less urgent
today, while the current state budget crisis
necessarilyg¢ st s t he St ate
commitment to ensuring that all California
school pupils have access to the basic
elements of a quality education.

n reports: i

SCOPE OF THEETTLEMENT AND TIRSPORT

As detailedn the two previous
implementation reports, th#illiams
Settlement Legislation established new
standards and accountability mechanisms to
ensure thaall California public school
studentshave textbooks and instructional
materials and that their schools are clean,
safe, and functional. It also took steps
toward assuring all students have qualified
teachers. The Settlement holds the state
accountable for delivering these
fundamental elements and provides
approximately $1 billion to accomplish

these goals. The Settlement also phases out
the use of the Concep multitrack, year
round school calendar by 2012.

! The Concept 6 calendar has 163 instructional days
per year versus 180 daga a tralitional calendar.
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The new standards and many of the compliance with th&Villiamsinstructional

accountability systems established by the materials and facilities standksrand to
Williams Settlemen® including the annual determine whether eashc h o cHod@ s S
instructional materials sufficiency hearings, Accountability Report Cardccurately
thedistrict facility inspection sgtemsthe reports thes data. They alscannually

teacher assignment monitoring procedures monitor, review, and report on teacher

the Uniform Complaint Procesand the assignments and teacher vacancies in decile
School Accountability Report Card 1-3 schools.

requirement® apply to all public schools

Every student has a right to Asufficient
textbooks, 0 a schaol in Agood repair, o and
gualified teacher.

Thisreportprimarily focuses orthe impact

theWilliams Settlement Legislation has had

onCaliforn adés | owest performing school s
(thoseranked in deciles one through three

on the Base Academic Performance Index

(API)), which receie additional oversight

and financial assistanemder the Settlement

Legislation® Themajority of data and

information presented on the following

pages arérawn from County

Superintendent reports and survey

responses. Countyperintendents 45 of

Californiabs 58 counties visit and review
decile 13 schools annuallio determine

2 Charter schools are exempt unless they choose to

fi o-p n oWiliams Decile 23 charter schools that

opt in receive the benefits and must adhere to the new
standards and accountability systems established by
the Williams Settlement.egislation

% The California Department of Education has
compiled a list of these schools pursuant to Education
Code Section 1240. The list is posted at
http://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/ce/wc/wmssclwasp

The | ist-3df sccheowillse ils updated every three
years. The current list is based on the 2006 Base

API. From 200405 through 200®7, the schools
receiving additional funds and oversight were the
schools ranked in deciles one to threejusive, on

the 2003 BasAPI. The list will be updated again for
the 201011 school year based on the 2009 BaBé



http://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/ce/wc/wmsschools.asp

TEXTBOOKS ANNSTRUCTIONAMATERIALS

TheWilliamsinstructional materials school yeato ensure this standard is met.
sufficiencystandards andccountability These requirements are not contingent on
systemgontinuetoensurest ude nt s 6 maeaswesisbase revenue limits and apply
to standardsiligned textbooks and even if adistrictelects to use state
instructional materials. Théilliams instructional materials funds for another
Settlement Legislation requires that all feducational -Oftmoyglo seo i n
schools must provide #804218°h pupil, including
English | earneraiggedwi th fia standards
textbook or instructional materials, or both, Thanksin significant parto the efforts of
to use in cl asédhisasnd t oountysupegintendentseacrass the state as
the | egal definition wdlasftesincreasad distrietrand sdmielt b o 0 k s
or vigilance,
Lr;sé’:n:ct;orr]a: d1 s 'laextbooks and Instructional Materials :;/érnydisrt];dae nt
andan in Decile 1-3 Schools decile 13
insufficiency school in the
ariseswhen _ last three years
any student | Percentageol of Williams
ecile1-3 )

does not have| schools with implementat
sufficient insufficient 19% 15% 14% 15% ion had
textbooks Lexthooks/ sufficient
andor materials textbooks and
instructional Number of instructional
materials to nstructiona materials in the
use in class providedto 24,932 63,163 55,963 55,066 four core
andto take studentsto subjects bfore
home insJ?f?;ieedniies the elghth

week of school
In addition, he recent categorical flexibility at the venyatest’ As illustratedin the table
provisions for state funding enacted in above county siperintendentielped make
February 2009 have not altered iN@dliams this possible by identifyingn the first four

standard regarding provision of instructional  weeks of each schogear,a total ofmore
materials. Sabolsthat receive funds for
instructional materials from any state source  ° Senate BillX3 4 (Chapter 12f the Statutes of
must continue to provide all students with 2009) 8 18' Education Code Section 60119
Asufficient textbooks,

materialso and hold an nﬁteaB'D(MCU Z’fthsa %S&}f
hearings during the first eight weeks of the 2009), 5 15; Education CO(]} gecnonﬂ' 005.

" In 200405, the first year of implementation, county
offices of education reported that 93% of
insufficiencies were remedied, a considerable

* California Education Code Section 60119(c). accomplishment considag visits were conducted at
the end of the school year.




dwilliamshas ensured that instructional materials are available for the

altdzZRSy G a

than 199,124nissingtextbooks and
instructional materials (such as lab science
equipmentand ensuring they were ordered
and/or distributed to students

County office of education staffs
consistently report thdhe progress tay
oversee in ensuring delivery of instructional
materials to students underscores, for them,
the vital importance d#Villiams For
example, a Stanislaus County Office of

Education staff member has reported that, in

contrast tahe preWilliamsconditionsin

t hat classroommy are né longer using
class sets ony a exts ard available for
students to study at homed Ljthee wi
Madera County Office of Education reports

t h a ¢ areginaw seeing a one to one ratio of

textbooks to students, wherdaefore it was
common at the middle school and high

school level to just have a class set of books

in many classroomd.And according to the
Lake County Office of Education, because
of Williams stuidents are getting
[textbooks]at the beginning of the ge, all

students have texts, and no more copying of

material® i s required in
county. The Kern County Office of
Education concretized these points still
further , nR006almgdle hat
schools in this county und®Yilliamsreview
did not allow students to take textbooks
home. One school district that has a high
poverty level did not allow books to go
homed now all schools do.

Y earto-year progress in preventing
insufficiencies isnoredifficult to assess

At first glance, thdigures in the tablen
page Smaysuggest that while ultimately all

S| NI & c¢AayheddiCKulty OHid® & Rddtion & S I NJ

students are receiving sufficient textbooks
and ingructional materials, a small minority
of schools may be strugglingar afteryear

to make certain all students have their
materialsbefore county superiendents visit
their campusesThis explanation however,
would be inconsistent witthe widespread
accounts otlistrictsimproving their

textbook ordering, inventory, and
distribution systems. Accordingly, the most
likely explanaton for thestronglyconsistent
percentages of schools with at least one
insufficiency and numbers of missing
instructional materials over the past three
years appears to leat morecounty offices
@f educatiorhavestartedcollecting data on
insufficiencies that are remedied quickly. In
the early years of implementation, many
county offices of educatiodid not maintain
recordsof insufficiencies that were
addressed immediatelfo examplepy
providing a new book to a student while the
county office ofeducation team was still on
site) andthereforewerenotformally

reported to the school district and State
Superintendent of Public Instruction. As the

shenitber anld scope of suthhinsufficiencies

decreasednorecounty offices of education
began to track hinsufficiencies, in part to
Retter assess thrieimpact of the
sufficiency reviews For example, in 2067
08, the Los Angeles County Office of
Education documented 31,547
insufficiencies that werenmediately
remedied during their reviewshereas in
2006-07 they did notollect this dataso the
insufficiency totals for the two years are not
fully comparable Likewise, the Alameda
County Office of Education documented
967 insufficiencies in 20008 that would



not have been reported in 2008 because

they were correcteldefore a formal fiveday
notice of insufficiencyhad to be sent to the
school district.

In addition,the list of schools county
superintendents needed to visit changed in
200708 when the state department of
education issued a new It decile 13
schools based on the 2006 Base Academic
Performance Inde%.Thetotal number of
decile 3 schoolsncreased fron2,053 to
2,099 and while many schools remained on
the list, approximately orguarter of the
schools on the statewide list cloged.

County superintendents continue to report
that districts with decile-B schoolsare
improving theirtextbook ordering,

inventory, and distribution systesn order

to provide all students with sufficient
textbooks and instructional materials fa t
beginning of the yearln the third and

fourth years oWilliamsimplementation,
consistent with accounts shared in previous
implementation reportslistricts such as Los
Angeles Unified, San Francisco Unified,
Long Beach Unified, Compton Unifieds a
well asdistricts inMonterey, San Joaquin,
Santa Clara, and Solacounties have
startedusing electronic tracking systems to
go beyond purchasing and shipment tracking
to ensurghattextbooks reach students.

Also, schools regardless of API rankingye
increasingly arveying teachers to determine
if every student has sufficient instructional
materials because the survey respitside
the necessary evidentiary basis for each
districtds annual [
sufficiency hearing and resolution.

8 See note.

nstruct.

The San Bernardino County Office of
Education sums up the type of
comprehensive reforms that are taking place
across the stat@ tricts created an
inventory process, completed textbook spot
checks at the site on the second week of the
school year, ampleted a thorough
examination of the number of textbooks,
completed projections for the upcoming
school year, and identified schools that have
an excess of books and connected them with
schools that have a shortage of books.

With such integrated approlzes to
sufficiency, students and teachers will
benefit by having the instructional materials
they need early in the school year.

onal materi al s



SCHOOIFACILITIES

County office of education reports from In the early years of implementation, some

200607 and 20008 continue to inspectors expressed reticence about

demonstrate it inspections of decile-d formally reporting deficienciethatthey

school facilitiesareimproving classroom believed were relatively minor because the

conditions andhelping addreseritical Interim Evaluation Instrument used to

health and safety threatés the Orange det er mi ne plagedsctoolsiepai r o
County Office of Education reports, only two categoried fgood repairo o
i édedback from teachers and principals is in good repair.o The pe
that facility issues araddressed promptly instrument, thé-acility Inspection Tool

due toWilliamso Similarly, the Madera (FIT), includesa ratings system intended in

County Office o¢geeirtgd u c partioaddress thip mrablens, and it appears
a huge difference in the condition of the site  to be working. The talke and chart below

facilitiesd b ec a wWdllemsof it s suggest inspectors are increasingly willing
inspections. to document all deficiencies knowing that
the overall fispmvadd a r epai r
Indeed repairs arsometimesompleted fair system with gradations that can place
beforecounty dfice of educationnspectors the individual deficiencies in context.
even leave campus. As described in
previous imp|ementati0n reporia'some Condition of School Facilities in Decile 1-3
districts maintenance personnel shadow Schools
facilities inspectors and fix deficiencias
they are identified. Where this does not | NN ET N T 2 T T
occur, or when the dieiencies are more Percentage of
decile 1-3
severeand pose health and safety threats | _, .- -
; ; H 64% 60% 83% 86%
staff inmost couty offices of education “good repair”
follow up to confirm repairsThe county facility
offices of education in Alameda, Fresno, PdEf'c'e“C'es
. . ercentage of
Kings, Los Angeles, Mendocino, Monterey,  decile 1-3
Riverside, Sacramento, SBiego, San schools with 13% 13% 11% 13%
Joaquin, &n Mateo, and Tulare all follow e’?jcfﬁﬁ"cy
up with some combinati_on of return visits condmgns
and required dcumentation confirming
repairs; this model is particularly effective "Good Repair” Ratings of 1,684 Decile 1-3 Schools
for ensuring studentsd access(@F08)gecent
school facilities. Poor

3%

The table on thipage illustratethat
increasingly weltrained facility inspectors
are conducting thorough reviews because |
is rare for a school site ntii have at least
onefhgood repaiiedt def i
condition that makes the school less than
completely cleansafe and functional).

*Seven of the county offices of education did not calculate ratings.



The county offices of actation(COESs)that
tracked repairs of emergency facility
conditions in 200@7, which included all
butfour COEs found thaonly onehealth
and safety hazandasnot successfully
remedied In most instances, districts took
all necessary steps to addressous
problems. Forjust oneexample, a school in
Yuba County was shut down due to critical
structural problemgalentified through the
Williamsinspection process

Unfortunately, in 20008, fewer COEs
trackedwhether theextreme deficiencies
they dentifiedweresubsequentlyemedied
Where tracked, almost aktreme
deficiencies were remedieytgiven the
nature of the problems, it is troubling that
districts did not always act swiftlyFor
example, districts in Los Angeles County
failed to reoair 36 of the 9@xtreme
deficiencieswithin 30 daysThelLos

these neasures have been effective in
motivating districts to address all health and
safety threats immediately.

TheWilliams Settement Legislation created
the $800 million Emergency Repair
Program (ERP) to ensure school districts
could immediately address all facility
conditions that pose emergency or urgent
threats to the health and safety of pupils or
staff in decile 13 schools The ERP allows
districts to address emergency facility
conditionswithout having to draw down
funds setaside for major mainteince
projects and thereby placitigemsebes in
jeopardy of experiencingnore facilities
problems caused by a lack of regular
mantenance. In 20685 and 20056, the
ERP was structured as a reimbursement
program; a district had to pay for and
complete the emergency repairs before it
applied to the state for funds. The state

Angeles County

Office of )
Education Snapshot of ERP Projects (2005-2007)
(LACO E) ISSL_Jed Eligible System/ Number of | Total Per Description of most common repairs associated with the
follow-up notices | [ Projects System/ system or component
to the respective Component
schools and Electrical $1,414,251 Non-functioning or unsafe electrical system or wiring
districtsand Fire/Life Safety 149 $3,446,452 Non-functioning or faulty fire/smoke alarms
identified them Gas 27 $215,788 Gas leaks
as having failed HVAC 754 $14,382,769 Faulty or non-functioning HVAC systems
to resolve their Other 3067 $43,043,702 Non-functioning refrigeration units which lead to
unstable food temperatures;
ext_re_me . Removal of asbestos;
deficiencies Damaged plaster and cement;
L . Roof leaks;
within 39days In Removal of gang-related graffiti
LACOEQ s Sewer 68 $877,644 Clogged sewer lines
AnnualWilliams Water 180 $629,583 Vandalized, broken and leaking sprinkler systems
Report. The
results of the Various 105 $25,788,917 A combination of multiple system components and
listed above.
200809 LACOE SELEN P 85
facilities Total  4a% [ $89799,107
inspections Source: Reporton the Expenditures and Projections of Future Expenditures for the Emergency Repair Program
should (March 2008): http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/opsc/SAB_Agenda Items/2008-03/ERP_Rpt.pdf.
demonstrate if




would reimburse

the district for

100% of the

costs ofthe

repairs if the

districtos

application was

approved.

However, if the

state Office of

Public School

Construction

denied the

application, the

district had to

cover all the

costs already

incurred. Some

site and district

administrators

expressed

reluctarce to

start emergency

repair projects

because they were uncertain about whether  On July 2, 2007, however, the ERP became
they would be reimbursed and did not have  a grant program, allowing eligible schools to
the funds to pay for them otherwise. Some receive funddeforethey conduct

officials also expressed confusion about repairs. Eligible schoolalso maystill

what types of projects would qualify for the receive reimbursements if they conduct
progam. These factors contributed to the repais before applying for funds. This new
relatively low number of applications grant option led to a massive surge in
submitted in the first two years of the applications and the program is now

program despite documentation of oversubscribed, as illustratabove
approximately $803 million worth of Consequently, the Office of Public School
inecessary repairso aConstrlctioghastpbsted tsedollowing néticel n
2005 through the School Faties Needs on the EmergenciRepair Program

Assessment Grant Program. website®®

fi Bnds will be made available annually

through the Budget Act and the program

will operate until $800 million has been

all ocated. & OPSC conti
applications but will not add them to the

workload list at this time. @ce $800 million

° The results of the School Facilities Needs
Assesments are publicly available at

www.applicationsopsc.dgs.ca.gov/fnaReporting/fna
Reporting.asp 10 http://www.opsc.dgs.ca.gov/Programs/SABProgra

ms/ERP.htn{last visited May 26, 2009).
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