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	SUBJECT

Local Control Funding Formula: Update on California’s Local Educational Agency and School Planning and Accountability System.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	
	Information

	
	
	Public Hearing


SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

On July 1, 2013, the Governor signed Assembly Bill 97 (Chapter 47, Statutes of 2013) to enact the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). This agenda item is the seventh in a series of regular information or action items to demonstrate progress in the implementation of the LCFF to the State Board of Education (SBE) and to the public.

RECOMMENDATION
No specific action is recommended at this time.

BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
On January 16, 2014, the SBE took action to approve emergency regulations governing the expenditure of LCFF funds pursuant to the requirements of California Education Code (EC) Section 42238.07 and the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) template pursuant to EC Section 52064, available on the California Department of Education (CDE) LCFF Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/lr/rr/lcffemergencyregs.asp. In addition, the SBE approved a proposal to commence the regular rulemaking process. This process is required to adopt permanent regulations and includes a period of 45 days for written comments and a public hearing to receive verbal and written testimony. The progress of these activities is addressed today in separate agenda items.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
March 2014: The CDE provided a status update regarding issues specific to the implementation of the LCFF and the development of the LCAP (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/mar14item01.doc). The item described progress on the coordination of local plans, existing program and fiscal management requirements, creation of an electronic LCAP template, charter school requirements, the role of the county office of education (COE), and promising practices. Further discussion about the LCAP review process and the role of California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) prompted a request for a status update regarding the development of the evaluation rubrics and the selection of the CCEE fiscal agent to be presented at the May meeting (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/may14item11.doc). 
The SBE also took action to approve Item 2, the Kindergarten and Grades One Through Three Grade Span Adjustment Finding of Emergency and Proposed Emergency Regulations for amendments to the California Code of Regulations, Title 5 (5 CCR), sections 15498, 15498.1, 15498.2, and 15498.3 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/mar14item02.doc) and Item 30, the Commencement of the Rulemaking Process for Amendments to the 5 CCR, sections 15498, 15498.1, 15498.2, and 15498.3 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/mar14item30.doc).
May 2014: The CDE provided a status update regarding issues specific to the implementation of the LCFF and the development of the LCAP (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/may14item10.doc). The update included discussion of the provision of services to foster youth; planning information about the development of an electronic template, including plans to link it to other LCFF implementation activities; the LCAP review process for districts and COEs; and a description of the process of developing LCAP evaluation rubrics.  The item also included presentations by two local educational agencies and the California County Superintendents Educational Services Association describing local processes and resources to support implementation of the LCFF.
In addition, the SBE took action to approve the Superintendent’s recommendation to contract with the Riverside COE to serve as the fiscal agent for the CCEE and to authorize the CDE to execute a contract for services (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/may14item11-addendum.doc).
July 2014: The CDE provided a status update regarding issues specific to the implementation of LCFF and the development of the LCAP (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/jul14item01.doc). The update included discussion of recent work conducted to identify common elements of required state and federal plans as part of the work to reduce duplication in planning documents; a discussion of proposed changes to the School Accountability Report Card template to align with LCFF state priorities (approved by the SBE at the July 2014 meeting: http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/jul14item02.doc); a progress report on the development of the electronic LCAP template; and an update regarding the proposed process to begin developing the evaluation rubrics.
In separate items, the SBE approved proposed changes to the permanent regulations governing expenditure of supplemental and concentration funds and the LCAP template, and directed that the changes be circulated for a 15-day comment period (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/jul14item11.doc).  The SBE also took action to readopt the emergency regulations governing expenditure of supplemental and concentration funds and the LCAP template which were otherwise set to expire in advance of the adoption of permanent regulations (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/documents/jul14item16.doc).
FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
The 2014 Budget Act provides an increase of $5.6 billion over the 2013 Budget Act level of $55.3 billion for a total of $60.9 billion in Proposition 98 funding for 2014–15. The budget appropriates $4.7 billion of this Proposition 98 funding to school districts and charter schools and $25.9 million for COEs to support the second year of LCFF implementation. The second-year investment in the LCFF is projected to close over 29 percent of the remaining funding gap for school districts and charter schools, and close the entire funding gap for COEs. COEs receive a county operations grant to cover the cost of county oversight of school districts, among other operational responsibilities (EC Section 2575 subdivision [l]).
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1:
Update on Local Control Funding Formula Issues and Resources 
(10 Pages)
UPDATE ON LOCAL CONTROL FUNDING FORMUL ISSUES AND RESOURCES
OVERVIEW
Below is an update about key issues identified by the State Board of Education (SBE) as topics for further discussion or clarification. Each topic is introduced, followed by a brief status update. Suggested resources to support local planning activities are included where available. These topics will be updated and new topics will be added as local educational agencies (LEAs) transition through the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) implementation phases.
EVALUATION RUBRIC DEVELOPMENT
California Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5 describes the purpose and function of the evaluation rubrics as follows:

(a) On or before October 1, 2015, the state board shall adopt evaluation rubrics for all of the following purposes:
(1) To assist a school district, county office of education, or charter school in evaluating its strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement
(2) To assist a county superintendent of schools in identifying school districts and charter schools in need of technical assistance pursuant to EC section 52071 or 47607.3, as applicable, and the specific priorities upon which the technical assistance should be focused
(3) To assist the Superintendent in identifying school districts for which intervention pursuant to EC Section 52072 is warranted
(b) The evaluation rubrics shall reflect a holistic, multidimensional assessment of school district and individual schoolsite performance and shall include all of the state priorities described in EC Section 52060, subdivision (d)
(c) As part of the evaluation rubrics, the state board shall adopt standards for school district and individual schoolsite performance and expectation for improvement in regard to each of the state priorities described in EC Section 52060, subdivision (d)
The evaluation rubrics are an integral part of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) performance and accountability system. Once developed, the rubrics will serve as tools to ensure LEAs are able to align resources to implement strategies that result in meaningful student outcomes. The rubrics will also direct attention to areas in need of additional support to meet the adopted standards for district and school performance relative to the state and local priorities. 

Rubric Development Process

The SBE has contracted with WestEd to coordinate and facilitate a process for developing rubrics that takes into account the following:

· Stakeholder input that reflects knowledge and experience from practitioners, researchers, students, and parents
· Relevant application to the diverse range of LEAs that will use the rubrics, including factors such as regional differences, types of LEAs, sizes of LEAs, student demographics, and baseline outcomes
· Fidelity to the LCFF design principles as identified in the legislation (i.e., performance, equity, engagement, outcomes, and local flexibility)
WestEd’s proposed rubric development process includes a Rubric Design Group (RDG) comprised of educational leaders from school districts, county offices of education (COEs), and charter schools; California Department of Education (CDE) staff with responsibility for monitoring COEs; and SBE representatives. The work of the RDG will be informed by three additional working groups:

· Practitioner and Community—A series of regional advisory group meetings to be scheduled in 3–4 locations to allow LEA leaders, teachers, students, parents, and community members to provide input and insight based on local experiences.
· Research—Meetings to be scheduled with state and national researchers with an interest in and knowledge of educational systems change, resource management, engagement, and student outcomes to provide advice based on their research.
· Policy—Meetings to be scheduled with organizations included as part of the LCAP implementation working group to provide input to the rubric development.
	Rubric Creation Timeline

	August 2014
	WestEd commences facilitation and outreach for participation in the RDG and develops a plan to engage and gather input from working groups. Update below. 

	Summer/Fall 2014
	WestEd convenes the RDG to plan a timeline for future meetings and establish working principles, and organizes and facilitates sessions with various working groups for preliminary input.

	Spring 2015
	The RDG completes a first draft of evaluation rubrics to include as part of an update to the SBE.

	Spring/Summer 2015
	WestEd organizes and facilitates follow-up sessions with various working groups regarding draft evaluation rubrics.

	July 2015
	WestEd presents an updated draft of the evaluation rubrics for review and comment by the SBE prior to adoption.

	September 2015
	Evaluation rubrics adopted by the SBE


Facilitation and Outreach for Rubric Design Group

On August 13, 2014, WestEd convened an organizing meeting of the RDG. The primary purpose of this meeting was to develop a common understanding of the legislative requirements for the evaluation rubrics and identify the types of information and processes that will lead to the construction of sample rubrics for the SBE’s consideration. There was agreement that the emerging process must:
· Address statutory direction for the evaluation rubrics (EC 52064.5), which includes creating rubrics that LEAs can use to evaluate their strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement; assist county superintendents of schools to identify needs and focus technical assistance; and assist the Superintendent of Public Instruction to direct interventions when warranted. Furthermore, the rubrics should provide standards for school districts and individual school site performance and expectations for improvement as related to the identified LCFF priorities.
· Include input and insights from educational leaders, teachers, students, parents, community, researchers, and organizations with an interest in the implementation of LCFF throughout the design process.
· Guide continuous improvement as evidenced by improved student outcomes.

· Be relevant to the diverse contexts and needs evidenced by California’s districts, COEs, charter schools, and school sites.
Information about the RDG process is posted and will be regularly updated at http://lcff.wested.org. This includes notifications regarding input opportunities, a form for online feedback, and summaries and updates about the proceedings and progress of the RDG.

The following participants were selected to serve on the Rubric Design Group:
· Debra Kubin, Superintendent, Ukiah USD
· Maria Santos, Deputy Superintendent for Instruction, Leadership and Equity in Action, Oakland USD
· Rick Miller, Ph.D., Superintendent, Santa Ana USD
· John A. Garcia Jr, Ph.D., Superintendent, Downey USD
· Shawnterra Moore Thomas, Ed.D., Assistant Superintendent, Educational Services and Categorical Programs, South San Francisco USD
· Judi Burton, Alliance President and CEO
· Tim Smith, Teacher, Florin High School , Sacramento County and Elk Grove USD Teacher of the Year

· Sue Stickel, Deputy Superintendent, Sacramento COE
· Joshua Schultz, Chief Business Official, Napa COE
· Gary Waddell, Ed.D., Deputy Superintendent, Instructional Services Division, San Mateo COE
· Valerie Chrisman, Ed.D., Associate Superintendent Educational Services, Ventura COE
· Christine Swenson, Director, Local Agency Systems Support, CDE
· Peter Foggiato, Director, School Fiscal Services Division, CDE 
· Keric Ashley, Interim Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction, District, School and Innovation Branch, CDE
Arrangements for meetings of the following groups are currently being prepared as indicated:

· Practitioner and Community:  Regional meetings will be hosted in Los Angeles on September 15, in Fresno on September 16, in Sacramento on September 17, and in the Bay Area on September 22.  All September meetings are tentatively scheduled from 4–6 pm at the COEs.  In addition, a virtual facilitated dialog will be open for comment from September 18–22. WestEd anticipates holding a similar series of regional meetings in January and April of 2015.

· Research: A meeting of researchers with background and experience in areas related to the state priorities, school and district improvement, resource alignment, engagement, and student outcomes will be scheduled in October 2014 in Oakland.  WestEd anticipates holding additional meetings in January and/or April of 2015 as necessary.
· Policy: Meetings for representatives of organizations with a state-level perspective regarding implementation of LCFF, including associations and agencies representing students, teachers, administrators, classified employees, parents and community members, school boards, and civil rights and equity advocates, will be scheduled in October 2014, January 2015, and April 2015.
This is a working timeline and is subject to change, with additional meetings scheduled if needed.
RECENT STATUTORY CHANGES TO THE UNDUPLICATED PUPIL COUNT UNDER THE LOCAL CONTROL FUNDING FORMULA
The LCFF uses student eligibility for Free or Reduced Price Meals (FRPM) in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) as a proxy for low-income status.  NSLP requires schools to collect applications from students to determine eligibility for free or reduced-price meals. Since household incomes change, NSLP requires schools to collect these applications from individual students annually.

However, NSLP also provides an opportunity for schools to apply for a Provision 2 or 3 status. Under these provisions, schools collect applications from individual students in a “base year” and then are prohibited from collecting NSLP applications in subsequent years. Schools must renew their provision status every four years, which may or may not require the school to collect applications to re-establish their base year. Since these schools are prohibited from collecting NSLP applications except in the base year, the original LCFF provisions required these schools to annually collect alternative household income forms (not NSLP applications) from all students in order to determine low-income status for purposes of LCFF allocations.

In an effort to reduce the burden of data collection for LEAs, Senate Bill 859 (Chapter 33, Statutes of 2014) amended LCFF provisions so that Provision 2 and 3 schools are no longer required to collect household income data each year to determine which students meet FRPM income requirements for purposes of LCFF. Instead these schools need only collect household income data at least once every four years, so long as they collect income data for every newly-enrolled student in the intervening years. LEAs must continue to submit data for identified students to the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS) every year in order to determine an unduplicated pupil count. Auditors will review CALPADS data for students in these schools just as they review CALPADS data at other schools, so schools must still be prepared to show auditors the original documentation that a student is FRPM eligible, which may be up to three years old.

This legislation also changed the years used to calculate the “unduplicated pupils” percentage three-year rolling average. In recognition of the challenges of collecting all the necessary data in 2013–14, the LCFF statutes were amended, allowing the 2014–15 unduplicated percentage to be used in place of the 2013–14 unduplicated percentage, if it is higher, for the 2014–15 and 2015–16 calculations. 

This information was provided in a July 2014 letter to County and District Superintendents and Charter School Administrators and is available on the CALPADS Communication Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/lcff-lcap071514.asp.
CALIFORNIA LONGITUDINAL PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT DATA SYSTEM AND FOSTER YOUTH DATA
The California Department of Education (CDE), in partnership with the California Department of Social Services (CDSS), continues to make progress towards implementing functionality in the CALPADS related to the identification of foster youth. As required by state law, this functionality will provide LEAs the ability to view reports that are updated weekly, identifying the students enrolled in each school who are foster youth. The design specifications were developed in consultation with LEA staff who work with foster youth. 

Through this statewide match that identifies foster students, LEAs will be informed of the foster students enrolled in each school, as well as additional social services being provided to better serve foster youth. Such information includes:

· Whether the student is in a foster care placement, or living at home receiving family maintenance services

· Whether the student is under the supervision of the county social services or probation department

· The student’s social worker’s name and contact information

· The student’s court appointed educational representative’s name and contact information

In addition to being able to view information about all foster students enrolled in schools in each county, COEs will be able to view information about students within its jurisdiction who are attending schools in other counties. This will facilitate the ability of counties to monitor the academic progress of all foster youth within its jurisdiction. Only staff with a special security role will be able to view the foster reports.

Additional information regarding CALPADS and Foster Youth are available on the LCFF Frequently Asked Question Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/lcfffaq.asp.

2014 LOCAL CONTROL AND ACCOUNTABILITY PLAN REVIEW PROGRESS UPDATE

CDE Review of County Office Plans:  The CDE received 65 LCAPs for the 2014–15 school year.  These included plans from 58 COEs and seven from districts which are the sole district within a county.  Most plans were submitted within the required timeframe, and most received an initial review within the first two weeks of receipt. Program and fiscal staff within the CDE reviewed each LCAP, first independently, then collaboratively, to identify plan elements requiring clarification.  In those cases where clarification was deemed necessary, CDE staff contacted the COE or district by phone to seek clarification, and a majority of the requests for clarification were completed within a few days of the initial notification.  In a small number of instances, the clarification process was not completed by August 15, the date by which LEAs were to be notified in writing of such requests in writing. However, it is anticipated that all 65 plans will be approvable no later than October 8 as required by statute.
CDE Review of Charters Authorized by the State Board of Education:  The Charter Schools Division (CSD) reviewed 24 LCAPs received from charters authorized by the SBE.  The initial focus of the review was Section 1, Stakeholder Engagement, and Section 2, Goals and Progress Indicators. In some instances CDE staff requested clarifying information from the charter school administrator as part of the review. CSD staff also reviewed the LCAP budget to verify alignment with Sections 3A and 3B, Actions, Services, and Expenditures.  It is anticipated that goals and actions identified in the LCAP Sections 3A and 3B will be evident during the annual site visit to the SBE-authorized charter schools.
County Office of Education Review of District Plans:  The California County Superintendents Educational Services Association (CCSESA) represents the 58 COEs, most of which were responsible for approving LCAPs for districts within the county. Under the leadership of CCSESA, the Business and Administration Steering Committee and the Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee have collaborated to create and provide:

· LCAP-related training to COEs to offer to their respective districts
· The CCSESA LCAP Approval Manual; A Guide for Review and Approval of District LCAPs
Stan Mantooth, County Superintendent of Ventura County and current President of the CCSESA Board of Directors, Terena Mares, Deputy Superintendent of Marin County Superintendent of Schools and chair of the CCSESA Business and Administration Steering Committee (BASC), and Gary Waddell, Deputy Superintendent from San Mateo County Office and current chair of the CCSESA Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee (CISC), are here to provide a summary of the COE review process to date.
FOSTER YOUTH SERVICES (CDE)

There are over 40,000 school age foster youth in California according to data provided by the California Department of Social Services (CDSS). According to The Invisible Achievement Gap, a 2012 report published by WestEd, California foster youth:

· are significantly more likely to change schools
· are significantly more likely to be enrolled in the lowest performing schools
· test below basic and far below basic at twice the rate of students statewide
· are significantly more likely to drop out than any other at risk student group 
· have a 58 percent rate of graduation from high school, the lowest among at-risk student groups and as compared to a high school graduation rate of 84 percent for students statewide.

Legislation passed in 1981 declared the instruction, counseling, tutoring, and provision of related services for foster youth to be a state priority, and California Education Code (EC) sections 42920–42925 mandated the Foster Youth Services (FYS) Program. Those EC sections limited eligibility for services to those foster youth living in licensed children’s institutions in California, which is currently approximately 48 percent of California’s foster youth population.  However, EC Section 42238.01, passed in 2013, broadened the definition of foster youth to include youth not in an out-of-home placement.
The purpose of the CDE’s FYS Program, housed within the Coordinated School Health and Safety Office, has been to provide funding to COEs for academic and support services to foster youth as well as to serve as a source of technical assistance regarding education issues related to students in foster care.  For fiscal year 2014–15, $15,224,000 has been budgeted for the FYS Program.  This funding supports a foster youth services coordinator in each COE with eligible foster youth.
Children and youth in the foster care system are prime examples of clients served by multiple governmental agencies, including but not limited to the CDSS, the CDE, the Administrative Office of the Courts, County Mental Health and County Probation, and other community-based organizations. As part of the LCFF, COEs are tasked with coordinating services for foster youth in each county and for ensuring the required school-based inter-agency coordination.
 A key component of supporting children and youth in the foster care system is a multi-disciplinary approach to identify strengths and needs and to set educational goals and objectives. A well-articulated, integrated, and inter-agency case management strategy can serve as a mechanism for improving the lives of foster youth in schools, both for purposes of improving educational team communication and, more importantly, for identifying needs, setting goals and objectives, delivering supports, and monitoring educational outcomes. The CDE has made available best practices and tools to that COEs have access to the most up-to-date resources in order to be prepared to provide this guidance to LEAs. These strategies and protocols can support the existence of a universally defined set of meaningful supports for foster youth that can be monitored and measured.

Some of the tools and best practices initially identified that are available to assist LEAs to design and deliver services to foster youth are: 
· Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS): MTSS is an integrated, comprehensive framework that focuses on Common Core State Standards, core instruction, differentiated learning, student-centered learning, individualized student needs, and the alignment of systems necessary for all students’ academic, behavioral, and social success.

· Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS): School-wide PBIS is a systems or tiered approach to establishing the social culture and behavioral supports needed for all children in a school to achieve both social and academic success. School-wide PBIS is not a packaged curriculum but an approach that defines core elements that can be achieved through a variety of strategies. The core elements at each of the three tiers in the prevention model are organized around tiered approaches to establishing a positive school climate. The core elements of school-wide PBIS are integrated within organizational systems in which teams, working with administrators and behavior specialists, provide the training, policy and organizational support needed.  
· Interconnected Systems Framework (ISF) to support PBIS: The use of ISF within PBIS builds from the established and effective platforms of PBIS to integrate school mental health programs and services for students with a higher level of need, such as individualized academic or behavior support. ISF aligns with PBIS and MTSS and is an approach that includes emphasis on: (1) effective teams that include community providers, (2) early identification and access to service through data based decision making, (3) ongoing progress monitoring, and (4) rigorous systems review for effectiveness.

· Trauma Informed Practices: The use of Trauma Informed Practices in serving foster youth in schools integrates a number of understandings into the planning and delivery of services in schools. These understandings include the increased awareness in the following domains in school: resiliency, relationships, self-regulation, academic competence, and health and wellness. School staff, through awareness building, experiences a shift from perceiving behavior as a way to manipulate, to seeing behavior as a way to communicate or get needs met. These understandings aid school staff in meeting the needs of foster youth at a deeper level and are integrated into each level of the system of support for the youth.    

OTHER FOSTER YOUTH ADVOCACY 
FosterEd, an initiative of the National Center for Youth Law, collaborates with state and local agencies to improve the educational outcomes for foster children and operates in California, Indiana, Arizona and New Mexico. The Center for the Study of Social Policy recently named it one of just a handful of efforts successfully helping foster youth thrive.
Here to provide additional information about effectively serving foster youth is Jesse Hahnel, founder and director of FosterEd.[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3]
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