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Summary of Key Issues

Pursuant to California Education Code (EC) 52064, the State Board of Education (SBE) is required to adopt templates for the development of the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP). The SBE is also authorized to take steps to minimize duplication of effort at the local level to the greatest extent possible by creating a template to allow a school district, county superintendent of schools, or charter school to complete a single LCAP to meet the requirements of Article 4.5 of the EC, sections 52060 through 52077, and the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 related to the local educational agency (LEA) Plan pursuant to Section 1112, Subpart 1, Part A of Title I of Public Law 107-110. Following reauthorization, the NCLB statute is now identified as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

The Plan Alignment and Coordination Project (PACP) was established to review the potential alignment among select required plans and to identify resources that will support an integrated and coordinated planning process. This information memorandum presents the PACP summary of findings and potential next steps for consideration. 
Brief History of the Plan Alignment and Coordination Project

At its November 2013 meeting, the SBE directed CDE staff to provide regular updates on topics that are important to the implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and the development of the LCAP. These topics included, but were not limited to, the coordination of local plans, the clarification of existing program and fiscal management requirements, the creation of the electronic LCAP template, and the identification of promising practices in planning and developing the LCAP. CDE staff from the Local Agency Systems Support Office (LASSO), in addition to the SBE and WestEd staff, have provided regular updates on these topics. 

Additionally, CDE staff from the Improvement and Accountability Division (IAD) have led the efforts to coordinate input for plan alignment and complete this phase of the PACP. The IAD is responsible for overseeing certain federal requirements set forth in the ESEA. For example, as a requirement for receiving federal funding sub-grants for ESEA programs, the local governing board and the SBE must approve the LEA Plan. The LEA Plan includes specific descriptions and assurances as outlined in the provisions of the ESEA. Subsequent approval of revisions to the LEA Plan is made by the local governing board and kept on file with the original LEA Plan in the IAD. 

Prior to analyzing and aligning state and federal plan requirements to minimize the duplication of effort, the first objective of the PACP was to identify plans and research the scope of the plans for federal and state programs. A group of CDE program experts representing Titles I, II, and III, as well as additional areas, such as, charters, fiscal, and legal, determined the initial analysis should focus on four select plans. Therefore, the LEA Plan (including the Program Improvement [PI] Year 1 Addendum, the PI Year 3 Corrective Action Plan, and the Title III Years 2 and 4 Improvement Plans), the Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA), and the Single School District Plan were reviewed in relation to the LCAP. In addition, the School Accountability Report Card (SARC) was also included in the preliminary analysis given the requirements specified in EC sections 52060(f), 52066(f), and 47605(iii)(C) that specify that to the extent practicable, that LCAP data are reported in a manner that is consistent with the way information is reported in the SARC.

To further support this objective of the PACP, and actively engage stakeholders in the process, a survey was distributed to LEAs to gain field perspective about plan alignment. More information is available in the October 2014 Information Memorandum, Status on the Plan Alignment and Coordination Project and the Quality Schooling Framework http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-iad-oct14item01.doc. The LCAP, LEA Plan, followed by the SPSA were the most frequently reported plans in need of alignment. Following the completion of this survey, a series of follow-up qualitative focus group interviews were completed to further clarify LEA needs and expectations with regard to plan alignment priorities. A summary of the focus group responses is presented in Attachment 1. Ongoing outreach with groups that are critical to plan alignment, such as the State and Federal Program Directors (SFPD) and the Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS), has also been a component of the stakeholder engagement process.

Starting with the LEA Plan and LCAP, staff began the complex process of identifying and verifying each plan’s elements, requirements, and federal and state mandates. A high-level synthesis was completed to capture the similarities and differences among the identified plan requirements to facilitate a comprehensive approach to analyzing areas of potential overlap with the goal of minimizing duplication of effort. 

Based on the preliminary analysis and stakeholder feedback, it was determined early in the process that it would be challenging to concurrently review and compare the LCAP to LEA-level plans and school-level plans. Therefore, the analysis was separated. A summary of the PACP findings and potential next steps are presented in Attachment 2.
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Plan Alignment Focus Group Summary

The Plan Alignment Survey was distributed to LEAs on August 13, 2014, with a closing date of August 29, 2014. Of the 651 survey respondents, 110 participated in the focus group on the topic of plan alignment. A variety of focus group formats were offered to balance the desire for open, interactive participation and accommodate busy schedules. The table below provides an overview of the scheduled focus groups by date, format, location, and number of participants. 
	Focus Group Date
	Meeting Format
	Location
	Number of Participants

	October 8, 2014
	In-person


	California Department of Education (CDE)

Sacramento, CA
	8

	October 14, 2014
	Video Conference

(Large local educational agencies [LEAs])


	4 Locations: 

· Los Angeles County Office of Education (COE)

· Sacramento COE

· San Diego COE

· Ventura COE
	10

	October 15, 2014
	Video Conference

(Small LEAs & Charter Schools)
	5 Locations: 

· Alameda COE

· Humboldt COE

· Madera COE

· San Bernardino COE 

· Tehama COE 
	36

	October 21, 2014
	Webinar

(Large LEAs)
	CDE

Sacramento, CA
	40

	October 22, 2014
	Webinar

(Small LEAs)
	CDE

Sacramento, CA
	12

	October 8–22, 2014 
	Participation via E-mail
	4

	Total Number of Participants
	110


Semi-structured interviews with standardized questions were presented to each focus group. The questions were based on the responses to the Plan Alignment Survey and were designed to clarify and expand the information gained from the survey to better determine the plan alignment needs of California LEAs. Participants provided consent to use the responses to inform potential next steps to consider when moving forward with plan alignment policy, tools, and resources. 

Below are the questions presented, followed by a synthesis of the themes that emerged from the responses, with quotes from select focus group participants. 

Question 1 – A number of LEAs responding to the survey indicated that LEAs were beginning to identify efforts to align plans. Can you share examples of your LEA’s experience in trying to align state and federal plans?

Most focus group participants recommended that state and federal plans should be aligned, but indicated that the majority of LEAs represented have not yet attempted to align the Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) with the LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA). For example, many respondents said that they are waiting for CDE guidance before starting to align plans, while other respondents noted that the plan templates were too different to easily align plans, including different terminology and required levels of detail.

LEAs that had started to integrate state and federal plans approached the task in different ways:

· LEAs with pre-existing strategic plans or district goals aligned the LCAP, LEA Plan, and SPSAs to the strategic plan or goals.

· LEAs with recently revised LEA Plans made an effort to align their LCAP goals to the LEA Plan and SPSAs.

· LEAs wrote a comprehensive LCAP and then aligned the SPSA to the new LCAP.  

· LEAs revised the LEA Plan and/or Title I and Title III improvement plans to incorporate elements of the LCAP.

Regardless of the approach to plan alignment, LEAs voiced similar conclusions about plan alignment and the planning process with an emphasis on the importance of aligning plan goals across the LCAP, LEA Plan, and SPSA. In addition, some LEAs stated that monitoring was an important common factor that could be used to support streamlining the plans.

Question 1 Focus Group Quotes

“Many of the districts are hesitant to start to align the two plans, but they are ensuring that their LCAP goals and LEA Plan goals are as aligned as possible, then asking schools when creating SPSA goals to include both the LCAP and LEA Plan [goals], as they should. They want the goals to be very similar to each other.”

 “Yes, all the plans should be aligned. It is extremely hard for small districts to write all of the plans with few people to do it all. The one advantage to being a smaller district and having to write them all is that one actually sees the connectedness and can align. Larger districts have different folks writing plans and they may not be as aligned. When the plans work together, there is focus. The more the plans are aligned, the more likely the goals will be used to make instructional decisions, professional training and budgeting. Monitoring will be more streamlined.”

Question 2 – Many small districts and charter schools asked that the specific needs of small LEAs be considered in aligning planning requirements. What are the specific needs of small LEAs?

Both large and small LEAs stated that issues of plan alignment are more critical for smaller LEAs. Reasons given include:

· Time constraints are more intense for small LEAs. Repeating information in multiple plan templates seems like wasted time.

· Small staff (or no staff) means one individual must fulfill all functions. Time spent on writing a plan is time taken away from instructional leadership, monitoring plan implementation, and other essential functions.

· Existing plan templates require the same amount of paperwork for both large and small LEAs. For small LEAs much of the plan templates seem redundant, irrelevant and/or artificial.

Question 2 Focus Group Quotes

“If we had one plan, with one due date, and one board approval process that we could align to district goals/actions/budget it would save hours of duplicate writing.” 

“One plan would make the life of a small school administrator much easier and give us the ability to focus on the things that affect students, rather than being a compliance person.” 

 “In a small district, the same people who have to write the plan are also responsible for implementing the plan. While the goals and actions may be the same, many hours have to be spent to put the same information into the different plan templates, which means I can’t implement the actions/strategies/etc.”

“I don’t have time for this; I have to drive the bus.” (COE director, quoting one of her districts)

“When the superintendent is in his office writing a plan, he’s not sitting next to a teacher or a student and that gets lost. Large districts have staff to do the work small do not.”

Question 3 – Survey respondents cited lack of clarity in federal and state laws, rules and regulations as an important issue in plan alignment.

a. In what areas do you find state or federal laws or regulations to be unclear?

b. What types of support from CDE would be most effective in clarifying state and federal laws, rules and regulations? 

Areas that focus group participants found to be unclear include:

· Differing interpretations of state and federal laws, and conflicting information on plan requirements. There is a need for CDE staff to provide a single, clear message on the planning requirements.

· Guidance often lags behind implementation of a new program.

· There are so many requirements that it is hard to keep track.

Focus group participants requested consistent, timely guidance concerning plan alignment and plan requirements, including: 

· Consistency in the terminology used in plan templates and guidance 

· Definitions of goals, strategies, actions, services, objectives

· Student subgroups served 

· Clarification of parent/guardian responsibility in the planning process at the site and LEA levels under state and federal legislation

· Clarification of school-wide program guidelines in state and federal legislation

Participants made specific suggestions for CDE technical assistance, including:

· Alignment of the templates and due dates of the various plans

· Simpler plan templates

· Development of a single plan that addresses state and federal requirements, with one due date

· A comprehensive frequently asked questions (FAQs) page for plan alignment

· Providing a process to streamline all plans, such as a:

· matrix, crosswalk, or “cheat sheet” of different plan requirements

· clear list of Title I and Title III requirements for planning

· summary checklist for plan completion of each plan (like the SPSA)

· Making the planning information on the CDE Web site easier to find and navigate

Many focus group participants expressed concern that Federal Program Monitoring (FPM) reviewers and fiscal auditors might not accept integrated plans that incorporate state and federal requirements.

Question 3 Focus Group Quotes

“Can the state work with the federal government to align these [plans] enough so that the federal government would accept our LCAP as our Title I reporting? All goals, data, improvement plans are focused on the same group of students that are struggling. Why not have it so that all these entities are receiving the same information?”

Question 4 – A number of survey respondents expressed concerns about aligning state and federal budgets if other aspects of the plans were consolidated. What specific concerns do you have around aligning state and federal budgets? 

Specific concerns around budgets include:

· Supplement and supplant issues, including potential supplanting issues for the use of Title I, Title III, and LCFF supplemental funds 

· A need for clarification on supplemental and concentration funds under LCFF, and on how the use of unrestricted state funds is reported in the LCAP budget

· Frustration with too many passwords and Web sites for different programs, tests, reports, etc., and the suggestion to consolidate or link them

· Difficulty in keeping track of the different requirements of each of the budget types, and the different levels of specificity required for state and federal plans 

· Concerns that, with plan alignment, LEAs might find it more difficult to comply with the complex auditing requirements of FPM

Participants reported confusion about:

· How district wide and school wide applies to the LCAP

· Whether LCFF money allocated to schools must be accounted for in the SPSAs

Resources and support requested by focus group participants include:

· A cheat sheet displaying allowable uses for federal funds and how they can be integrated with state funds

· Clearer guidance about core curriculum and base funding

· A Venn diagram or other clear representation of state and federal requirements

· Specific accounting codes for the supplemental and concentration grant funds, among others

Participants emphasized the importance of having fiscal and program staff work together during the planning and budgeting process to ensure the intent of each funding source is understood and that funds are correctly allocated in the plan budget.

Focus group participants who have moved forward in aligning their various plans expressed concern about how FPM reviewers will review their aligned state and federal plan.

Question 4 Focus Group Quotes

“I think everyone would love the idea of consolidation [of plans]… Auditors are not in the same boat as we are in trying to consolidate plans.” 

“Services for English learners may come from general fund, Title III and Title I funds. If in [one] plan one could identify the budgets to meet the needs of these students, then it wouldn’t be necessary to write all the strategies/actions in two separate plans.”

 “What was supplemental before was clear because [LEAs] were using Title I. But now with the addition of the supplemental from LCFF and concentration, it’s not as clear because we have two more tiers added in there before we go above and beyond with our Title I money.”


 “There is a bit of a gray area around supplemental and concentration funding under LCFF, which does not have the clarity the categorical funding had.” 

"Need to know the intent of the funds. Have to know both the intent of the funds and communicate with the business office.”

“Program and fiscal have to talk!”

Question 5 – A number of survey respondents suggested that all of the required plans should be Web-based. What advantages or disadvantages do you see to having a Web-based planning system? 

Focus group participants cited a number of potential advantages of a Web-based planning system, suggesting that a Web-based system would:

· permit remote access to the plan for planners and support providers

· make revisions easier

· encourage collaboration

· make plan oversight and monitoring easier

Participants suggested that a Web-based system would increase the likelihood that:

· the plan would become a living document

· data could be pre-populated by the CDE from existing data systems

Participants were cautious about other aspects of Web-based planning and:

· Stipulated that they would like to have a user-friendly Web-based system

· Emphasized that a Web-based system would require professional development and technical support

Focus group participants also noted disadvantages of a Web-based system, including:

· The potential for a Web-based system to be cumbersome or challenging to use

· Data entry can be time consuming 

· Small districts have insufficient staff and training to do Web-based planning well

· Some districts have insufficient technology, including hardware and bandwidth

Focus group participants requested that system designers facilitate plan alignment by utilizing the power of technology to automatically share goals from one plan with other plans.

Question 5 Focus Group Quotes

“The advantages to a Web-based planning system would be that all information is in one place that could be seen by multiple people or divisions at CDE.”

“I believe the Web-based system creator has to understand the different skill levels and available technology within smaller districts as well.”

“Well, if they all integrate together on the Web, then I’m all for it.”

“When thinking of alignment of plans and having them talk to each other, my dream is that we have one plan and the actions really address the priorities. I just want to do a query and have it come up and look pretty. Want to see the LEA Plan? Push a button and there’s my LEA Plan or my Title III or my LCAP.”

Question 6 – In response to an open ended question on the survey, many respondents said they wanted clearer guidelines for the planning process. Can you help define the specific areas in which clearer guidance is needed?

Focus group participants requested:

· Help with the planning process, not just the state and federal requirements
· Clearer planning guidance, such as a planning process handbook with clarifying questions to guide the planning group 
· Clearer guidance from CDE on expectations related to different plans 
· Clarity on stakeholder involvement for different plans
· Which stakeholders?
· How wide and how deep must the involvement be?
· Clarity on the role of school site councils in the development of the LCAP, specifically if the site planning process informs the LCAP or if the LCAP comes first and is shared with the school site councils
· A schedule or timeline showing all required plans, reports, and data reporting deadlines in one place 
· Best practices for planning processes, stakeholder engagement, and other topics 
Participants emphasized that guidance is most urgent for new administrators with little to no experience with strategic planning processes. Participants also emphasized that clarity is needed in understanding the purpose of each plan or report, so that plans are not perceived as redundant.

Question 6 Focus Group Quotes

“The primary goal should be district/site improvement. A comprehensive process of evaluating strengths and weakness with an action plan that addresses said weaknesses would be helpful.”

 “I think the key is to make the plan simple and easy for all stakeholders to understand, and not a compliance document that takes an inordinate amount of time to complete and then sits on a shelf until the next time the plan needs to be revised.”

 “Helping leaders to make the shift to engage in the questions, not just do what they are told.” 

“It is going to take a paradigm or philosophical shift – we are so used to the state telling us to do this and this.”

Question 7 – Is there anything else you would like to add about plan alignment that we didn’t ask today?

Focus group participants re-emphasized the advantages they see in aligning plans and planning processes:

“The more the plans are aligned the more likely the goals will be used to make instructional decisions, professional training and budgeting. Monitoring will be more streamlined.”

“I think that having different plans, with sometimes different goals, activities, etc., dilutes the implementation of all this.” 

“We are tossing around this idea of a timeline or a cycle of plan alignment. We have multiple plans due, but LCAP [should be] due prior to SPSAs. The process for getting input – whether from stakeholders or SSC – is required. So if there were a plan cycle of improvement where everything could fit in, where we’re doing our overlapping plans, that would be helpful.”

“Districts implementing a strategic process that really engaged stakeholder input found it valuable; those checking it off as a necessary task struggled with it.”

Participants re-emphasized the importance of plan alignment to smaller LEAs:

“Coming from a small district, we were appreciative when the state developed a single plan that incorporated the [SPSA and] LEA Plan. It would be wonderful if we could have one comprehensive plan with all the other plans embedded in such a way that it met all the requirements so Title I, Title III, LEA Plan . . . embedded in the broad umbrella plan that would force the issue of having them all dovetail with one another and working together instead of doing different plans in different cycles.”

“I think I just want to be sure that whatever we do is inclusive, and applies to charters, small and single school districts; so that it’s flexible enough that all the different groups can use it.”

Participants also expressed gratitude for the opportunity to provide input to the work of the Plan Alignment and Coordination Project.

Plan Alignment and Coordination Project 

Summary of Findings and Potential Next Steps

This document summarizes the findings from the Plan Alignment and Coordination Project (PACP). The summary begins with a high level compare and contrast between select requirements for the Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAP) and the Federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 related to local educational agency (LEA) Plans, pursuant to Section 1112 (6312), Subpart 1, Part A of Title I of Public Law 107-110. The components that were compared pertain to the planning, development, and implementation process that is necessary for the successful completion of these two plans. This comparison is reviewed relative to the LEA responses to the quantitative and qualitative surveys. 

Based on the PACP findings, some potential next steps are presented for the California Department of Education (CDE) and the State Board of Education (SBE) to consider for supporting state-level guidance on plan alignment and coordination that reduces duplication of effort and maximizes efficiency for LEAs. To set the context for these next steps, it is important to note that the LCAP provides the foundation for California to transition to a new accountability system. With a focus on enhancing school and district capacity to support meaningful learning for all students, the LCAP provides transparency of decision making processes in support of student achievement on a broader set of outcomes that are aligned with college, career, and citizenship readiness. The intent of exploring the alignment and coordination of other plan requirements with the LCAP state priorities is to drive continuous improvement and allow for the differentiation of performance in schools and districts to provide timely support, not to position the LCAP as a traditional compliance tool used for monitoring purposes.
The SBE took action at its November 2014 meeting to adopt the proposed permanent regulations governing the LCAP template. The proposed regulations are pending the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approval. Transitioning to the second year of implementation, the adopted template will be used for the initial submission of LCAPs and annual updates. The SBE may adopt the template, or 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 adopting the template, pursuant to the requirements of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, the SBE shall present the template at a regular meeting and may only take action to adopt the template at a subsequent regular meeting. This requirement shall become inoperative on January 31, 2018.

Summary of Findings

Compare and Contrast-Planning, Development, and Implementation Process

Adopted Template:

· LCAP: completed using the SBE-adopted template.

· LEA Plan: no mandatory template is required.

Timeline of Submission: 

· LCAP: on or before July 1, the local governing board shall adopt (prior to the start of the academic/fiscal year). Not later than five days after adoption of the LCAP, the governing board shall file the LCAP with the county superintendent of schools for district LCAPs and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) for county LCAPs. The LCAP shall be approved on or before October 8.
· LEA Plan: due by the March SBE Meeting for the first year and as needed thereafter. In any year, LEA Plans must be approved by the SBE by its March meeting in order for the LEA to be eligible for current year funding. 

Duration:

· LCAP: effective for a period of three years, with an update required every year.

· LEA Plan: submitted for the first year and effective for the duration of the agency's participation unless the LEA's status changes. 

Revision/Update:

· LCAP: Each LEA shall update annually. 

· LEA Plan: Each LEA shall submit an LEA Plan for the first year and periodically review and, as necessary, revise its plan. When identified for Program Improvement (PI), the plan shall be reviewed and updated annually.

Review:

· LCAP: reviewed to measure progress toward goals and the actions to support the goals. The LEA may revise its plan as part of the annual update.

· LEA Plan: Each LEA shall periodically review and, as necessary, revise its plan. The LEA shall submit the revised plan to the state educational agency (SEA). 

Adopt Plan/Update:

· District: LCAP is adopted by the local governing board.

· County: LCAP is adopted by the local governing board.

· Charter School: LCAP is adopted by the charter school governing board.

· LEA Plan: is approved/adopted by the local governing board. 

Approval of Plan/Update:

· District: LCAP is approved by the county office of education board.

· County: LCAP is approved by the SSPI.

· Charter School: charter school authorizer reviews the LCAP as part of its regular oversight duties. 

· LEA Plan: is approved by the SEA.
The compare and contrast presents the variation in planning requirements that LEAs must manage. Not surprisingly, a theme that emerged from the survey responses is the need for more support to align and coordinate plans. In particular, LEAs are seeking: (1) consistency in terminology used in the plan template, (2) guidance that is clear and simple, (3) alignment of the various timelines, and (4) comprehensive planning tools to streamline the planning process. This in turn may shift the focus from properly completing the template, to concentrating on student achievement and system support. Below are potential next steps from the PACP that are intended to address these issues.  

Potential Next Steps

1. Align School Plan and Reporting Requirements with the LCAP State Priorities.
The CDE modified the 2013–14 School Accountability and Report Card (SARC) template to better align with the SBE adopted LCAP and the resultant changes to the state and federal accountability reporting requirements. The SBE adopted the modified SARC template at its July 2014 meeting. The CDE should also initiate a process to support the alignment of the Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA) with the LCAP state priorities. Consistent with Education Code (EC) Section 64001, district superintendents shall review SPSAs to ensure specific actions included in the LCAP are consistent with strategies in the school plans. 

Similar to the modifications made to the structure of the SARC template, the CDE should develop a user-friendly and comprehensive plan template that facilitates the alignment of LCAP actions with SPSA strategies, while continuing to be responsive to state and federal requirements. This alignment will also assist parents/guardians and community members to gauge the performance of schools in relation to the district LCAP. 

Although the use of the template for the SARC and SPSA is optional, the specific content requirements for both are grounded in statute. Therefore, to completely align the structure of the reporting tools with the required elements, proposed changes to legislation may need to be developed. If the proposed changes are adopted, subsequent changes in program support will be completed to streamline the submission of plans and expedite the identification of appropriate systems of support. 

2. Initiate the Next Phase of Plan Alignment Analyses and Activities. The comprehensive review of the LEA Plan requirements relative to the LCAP state priorities provides an important starting point for program experts to further explore necessary changes that support plan alignment. The CDE should continue to coordinate an integrated workgroup comprised of representation from Titles I, II, and III, in addition to expertise from areas such as charters, special education, education data, accountability, assessment, and fiscal. For example, a more detailed analysis of the Title III Plan (i.e., Annual Measureable Achievement Objectives 1, 2, and 3) relative to the LCAP state priorities represent the next phase of plan alignment activities. In addition, this workgroup could provide the support necessary to develop proposed legislative changes as noted in the next steps to align school plan reporting requirements with the LCAP. This group will also incorporate continuous feedback from LEAs, parents/guardians, and the larger education community to support the cycle of improvement and support that is proposed in the continuation of outreach efforts that is described below. 
3. Continue Outreach Efforts to Expand Stakeholder Engagement to Strengthen an Integrated System of State Support. As California pursues a new accountability paradigm that focuses on meaningful learning for all students, supported by professional skilled educators with access to adequate resources, this paradigm shift relies on continuous engagement with stakeholders most impacted by the plan alignment and coordination changes. The Quality Schooling Framework (QSF) is a state-level resource that is being expanded to support planning and alignment coordination. Resources are being designed to initiate processes for plan development and implementation, not merely compliance, and are being integrated into the QSF. To strengthen the QSF, key stakeholders such as the State and Federal Program Directors (SFPD), Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS), and California County Superintendents Educational Services Association (CCSESA) have provided guidance, tools, and resources. The CDE will continue to expand outreach to include additional stakeholder groups (e.g., Bilingual Coordinators Network [BCN], California State PTA). In addition to the QSF, comprehensive planning tools such as frequently asked questions (FAQs) and a cross-walk of various plan requirements will be developed. 

Aligned plan requirements are a critical conversation starter that could bridge the gap between student performance and the identification of appropriate resources that are necessary to strengthen local capacity to improve performance across the systems. The alignment of these requirements will also inform the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (EC Section 52074), a state system of support that has been established to provide advice and assistance to LEAs (charter schools, school districts, and county offices of education) in achieving the goals set forth in the LCAP.

4. Pursue Streamlined Submissions of Required Plans through an Electronic Process. Stakeholder input from the quantitative and qualitative surveys provided many suggestions for California to support an integrated electronic, Web-based submission process for state and federal plans. If a Web-based system becomes available to develop and submit required plans, LEAs noted the advantages of this system. Specifically, having remote access to the contents of the plan allows for: (1) collaborative input; (2) drafting and revising on a timely basis; and (3) easier access for review and annual updates. In essence, the plan could become a living document that fosters continuous improvement and features well-timed, accessible, and actionable data for use by educators, parents/guardians, community members, and policymakers. LEA responses also revealed that data entry can be burdensome, thus, if data could be pre-populated from existing data systems, then LEAs will have access to a more user-friendly option for planning. This option could also provide an accountability data “dashboard” linked to state and federal plan requirements that organizes multiple indicators and provides transparency. 
5. Identify a Process for LEAs to Align and Coordinate State and Federal Planning Requirements. Given the expectations of the state priorities that are reflected in the LCAP, and the additional expectations that are identified in the LEA Plan, it is apparent that the continuous improvement goals of the LCAP are quite different than the goals that are captured within the federal requirements. Following the completion of the first year of implementation, the cycle of continuous improvement that is fostered through the LCAP has yet to be realized and fully understood, as noted by LEAs that reported out on lessons learned at the November SBE meeting (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/nov14item13.doc). Thus, identifying submission processes for aligning and coordinating state and federal requirements needs further exploration. 
This exploration will be positioned within the context of EC Section 52064 (g) that states the adoption of a template or evaluation rubric by the state board shall not create a requirement for a governing board of a school district, a county board of education, or a governing body of a charter school to submit a local control and accountability plan to the state board, unless otherwise required by federal law. The Superintendent shall not require a local control and accountability plan to be submitted by a governing board of a school district or the governing body of a charter school to the state board. 

For example, both the LCAP and the LEA Plan have a required timeline for submission, but the submission dates are not completely aligned (i.e., LCAP is due at the beginning of the fiscal year and LEA Plan is due near the end of the fiscal year). Some additional requirements that are explicitly referenced in the LEA Plan that could be further explored to better align with state requirements include the following:

· References to and inclusion of the following subgroups: migratory children, neglected or delinquent youth, Indian children, and homeless children or immigrant children. While these subgroups are captured in the goals and actions for all students in the LCAP, the terminology used to distinguish subgroups varies between the LCAP and the LEA Plan.

· Teacher recruitment and incentives for teaching low-income and minority students, and the requirement to hire highly qualified teachers.

· Requirements to identify high quality effective curricula aligned with state standards and the dissemination of such curricula. 

· Review and effectiveness of the actions and activities the schools are carrying out with respect to professional development. 

To implement this proposed next step, the CDE could examine the advantages of approaching the U.S. Department of Education (ED) with the request to submit state requirements that align with federal requirements of the LEA Plan. This may involve the submission of the LCAP specifically, or possibly identifying an alternate submission process (e.g., the expansion of the Consolidated Application [ConApp]). The SBE could augment the current state requirements with the non-aligned federal requirements or seek a waiver from the ED for the non-aligned federal requirements. Some of these non-aligned elements may be specifically missing from the LCAP, or in need of further alignment and coordination to provide clarity and consistency. Upon further exploration of this possibility, a recommendation for the SBE to take action may be presented at a future meeting.
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