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Good afternoon, my name is Brooks Allen, and I serve as Executive Director of the State Board of Education and Education Policy Advisor to Governor Newsom. I would like to extend my appreciation to Chair Alvarez and Chair Muratsuchi as well as members of the Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 3 on Education Finance and the Assembly Education Committee for including me in this important conversation. 
For this panel on state fiscal and programmatic planning requirements, I will focus my comments on the role of the State Board of Education in the Local Control and Accountability Plan, the LCAP. From the Board’s vantage point, the LCAP is where state expectations and local implementation most directly meet, and where the cumulative weight of our policies is often felt most acutely.
With that framing, I want to offer a set of observations grounded in the intentional tensions California has been navigating since LCFF and the LCAP were created.
First, there is a tension between simplicity and efficiency on one hand, and ensuring statewide priorities and guarantees are implemented as intended on the other. In 2013, California folded more than 40 categorical programs into the new Local Control Funding Formula to simplify how resources flow to districts, how districts spend those resources, as well as how to make funding more transparent and equity-driven. At the same time, the Legislature entrusted the State Board with developing the LCAP template and related expenditure regulations: essentially creating the planning and accountability vehicle to ensure that this simplified funding system would still deliver on the state’s statutorily prescribed priorities and equity commitments.
And that’s important context: LCFF was not simply a change in funding; it was a change in how the state would pursue equity and accountability. The state shifted away from a system of many fragmented programs and toward a formula and local planning structure anchored in state priorities, local flexibility, community engagement, and transparency,  with particular attention to how districts use supplemental and concentration grant funds to increase or improve services for students with greater needs.
Second, there is a tension between giving implementation time, exercising patience and persistence, and yet exercising humility and recognizing the need to be nimble and responsive when experience, feedback, or new needs require adjustments. We want the system to learn and improve, but we also have to recognize that constant revisions create churn at the local level and can crowd out the work of improvement.
Third, all of this sits inside the larger balance between local control and flexibility on one side, and statewide accountability and transparency on the other. LCFF and the LCAP shifted much of the “how” of accountability to the local level. That shift was intentional and, in many ways, necessary. But it also means state leaders reasonably ask: How is this funding being used? Is it being used equitably? And what is working, or not, at the local level? The question is how to strike the right balance in reporting requirements so the state gets meaningful visibility without turning planning into a compliance exercise.
The LCAP was designed to make LCFF real: a vehicle for strategic planning, a focus on the state priorities, community engagement, and transparency about how investments support improved outcomes. For many LEAs, it also represented a cultural shift — aligning instructional planning and budgeting around goals, actions, and measurable progress, rather than treating those as separate lanes.
The state priorities established by the Legislature in 2013 continue to reflect critical concerns: foundational conditions like teachers, materials, and facilities; implementation of standards; family engagement; student achievement and engagement; school climate; access to a broad course of study; and other student outcomes. The LCAP includes goals for student groups and schools within these priorities, measured through a combination of state and local indicators that are based on legislatively defined metrics and reflected in the Dashboard, which was intended to help communities and policymakers see progress and identify where support is needed.
The State Board’s role here has been pivotal. The template and instructions were meant to provide a consistent framework across LEAs, not to eliminate local control, but to ensure transparency, comparability, and fidelity to legislative intent. The LCAP requirements in statute emphasize the linkage among goals for all students and student groups, specific actions, budgeted expenditures, and the demonstration that supplemental and concentration funds were increasing or improving services for the students generating those funds — alongside a plan summary and meaningful engagement.
Over time, though, the system has accumulated strain. The LCAP is expected to do a lot, and the pressure to make it a “one-stop shop” has made many plans very long, and, as the State Board hears often, increasingly incompatible with the LCAP’s intended purpose as a strategic planning tool. One large district’s LCAP is nearly 600 pages. When plans reach that scale, they become difficult for parents and community members to use, and districts can end up writing primarily for compliance rather than for strategic planning and continuous improvement.
At the same time, the LCAP is not the only planning and reporting document LEAs must manage. Federal requirements and other state initiatives create parallel and often duplicative reporting structures. Districts sometimes describe what has been called “plan-demic”: well-intended programs layered on top of each other, each with its own timelines, rules, plans, and reporting and auditing requirements. And as those requirements stack up, districts often have to hire additional administrative and fiscal staff to track compliance across funding streams, rather than directing scarce resources toward staff and supports that directly serve students.
This brings me to the LCAP’s evolution. In roughly a decade, the template has been revised seven times—often through budget and legislative decisions—to incorporate new requirements, new funding streams, efforts to reduce duplication, and new equity and reporting expectations. We’ve seen additions designed to strengthen equity and improve transparency, such as the LCFF Budget Overview for Parents, increased focus on student-group disparities, and more recent requirements connected to programs like the Equity Multiplier and use of Learning Recovery Block Grant funds pursuant a legal settlement. Many of these changes are reasonable in isolation, and well-motivated, but the cumulative effect is real: districts need stability to implement well, and constant revisions make it harder to build capacity, engage communities meaningfully, and stay focused on improving student outcomes.


So what’s the path forward?
Recognizing that this is the focus of the later panels, I offer three final observations for consideration:
 First, we need clear, limited core reporting that is tightly tied to statewide priorities and equity, and that is genuinely usable. The goal should be to focus on the few measures and narratives that best show whether students are being served and whether disparities in opportunities and outcomes are being reduced. And clearly defining the audience is essential. We have to design for the user: families and community members should be able to find and understand the most important information without needing to navigate hundreds of pages and a CBO on speed dial.
Second, we need stability over time: fewer major template shifts and more support for implementation. Where changes are necessary, they should be predictable, well-supported, and aligned with the reality that meaningful improvement takes time. Relatedly, wherever possible, the state should align cycles: planning, accountability, and support should reinforce one another rather than operate on competing timelines. If we want districts to plan in coherent multi-year cycles, the surrounding state processes should respect and strengthen that planning horizon.
Third, we need a coherent system of documents and processes, recognizing that no single document can meet every purpose. The goal should be alignment and usability: parents can understand it, LEAs can use it for goal setting and strategy, and the state gets the transparency it needs—while reducing duplicative reporting across initiatives. That means, in part, investing in more integrated grant and reporting systems, aligning requirements for related programs, and being more deliberate in program design so we stop layering on new obligations without scanning what can be folded in, streamlined, or retired. Put simply: if the LCAP is where many of these pressures land, the solution cannot be “just add more to the LCAP.” The solution has to include reducing duplication and improving coherence across the broader system.
In short, we can have both local control and strong accountability, but only if we intentionally balance simplicity with transparency, flexibility with equity, and stability with responsiveness. And as we will hear from my Board President, Linda Darling-Hammond, and others later this afternoon, that balance is central to how we modernize our education system while staying true to the equity promise at the heart of LCFF. I look forward to the conversation. Thank you.
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