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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

This item is the second of two items concerning California’s 2015 State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) for special education, required annually by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). The first item, covering Indicators 1–16, was approved at the January 2016 meeting of the State Board of Education (SBE), Item 25. Indicator 17, the new federal requirement for a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), is presented in this item. The SSIP requirement reflects the OSEP’s shift in focus from ensuring state and local compliance with special education law to also targeting improved outcomes for students through the development of state-level systemic plans for increasing student academic performance. At its March 2015 meeting, the SBE approved Phase 1 of California’s SSIP, which included an analysis of infrastructure and a general plan for supporting local educational agencies (LEAs) in improving the academic performance of students with disabilities (SWD). This item presents Phase 2 of California’s SSIP, which includes details of the plan for providing support for LEAs to increase academic performance of SWD. 
The Special Education Division (SED) of the California Department of Education (CDE) has developed this proposed SSIP Phase 2 report based on instructions provided by the OSEP and with substantial input on multiple occasions from a variety of stakeholders. California’s SSIP addresses plans for increasing academic performance of SWD who are also English learners (EL), foster youth, and/or eligible for free and reduced price meals. The SSIP covers the six year period from fiscal year 2013–14 through 2018–19, as required by the OSEP. The SSIP is to be developed in three phases over a three-year period, with specific sections required to be completed in each year. 
California’s Phase 2 SSIP report varies from OSEP instructions in one significant aspect, specifically, concerning establishing targets, which the state will use in identifying LEAs for additional technical assistance based on inadequate SWD performance. In its effort to institute a single, coherent, public education system that serves all students, California is committed to developing a single accountability system to identify LEAs for technical assistance, rather than developing separate accountability systems for various student groups. To meet this goal, California intends to apply the LEA technical assistance structure being developed pursuant to the Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) legislation when selecting LEAs for technical assistance under its SSIP process. The OSEP’s instructions for the Phase 2 SSIP report include a requirement for each state to identify criteria for selection of LEAs for technical assistance based on the performance of SWDs. However, this report must be submitted before California will have completed development of its LCAP LEA technical assistance structure, including identification of criteria for selection of LEAs for additional technical assistance. For this reason, California’s Phase 2 SSIP report does not include certain details concerning the LEA selection process, including the targets required by the OSEP’s instructions. 
The Phase 2 report provided with this item includes detailed descriptions of the following:
· Improvements that will be made to the state infrastructure to support LEAs to implement evidence-based practices to improve the academic performance of SWD, including aligning SSIP activities with implementation of California’s Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and LCAP processes to support coordination of local improvement activities.
· A framework for the types of supports the CDE will provide to LEAs that will result in changes in school practices leading to the improved academic performance of SWD, with a proposal to develop the specific details about the system of supports and proposed performance standards/targets for SWD academic performance after the Board takes action to finalize the LCFF evaluation rubrics in October 2016 to ensure alignment of Indictor 17 with the broader state and federal accountability system.
· The process the CDE will use to evaluate the effective implementation of California’s SSIP, the impact of the plan in terms of positively affecting school and classroom practices, and the impact on the academic performance of SWD.
The Phase 1 report included an overview and analysis of current state conditions and a description of the state’s general plan for improving SWD academic performance, including: 

· An analysis of key state education data
· An analysis of state infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity

· California’s State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) for SWD
· California’s selection of improvement strategies

· California’s Theory of Action for supporting LEAs to improve SWD academic performance 

The Phase 3 report, due in early 2017, will focus on assessing the effectiveness of California’s SSIP, and will include evaluations of:

· California’s progress in implementing its SSIP

· The impact of California’s SSIP in improving the implementation of effective school and classroom practices
· The actual performance of California’s SWD, including whether they have made progress on California’s SIMR

RECOMMENDATION

The CDE recommends that the SBE review and approve the SSIP prepared by the SED to be submitted to the OSEP by the mandated submission date of April 2, 2016.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES

California is required to have in place an SPP to guide the state’s implementation of Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and to describe how the state will meet the SPP implementation targets. OSEP requires that states annually revise and report on their SPP, and provide state data through an APR. California submitted its initial SPP and APR to the OSEP on December 2, 2005, as approved by the SBE and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI). Each year, the SPP and APR have been updated to align with changes to federal requirements. In 2013–14, the OSEP made several important changes to the SPP and APR as follows.
1. Combined the SPP and APR into a single document for submission

2. Eliminated four indicators (complaints, due process, general supervision, and state data) that required data to be collected and reported

3. Eliminated the practice of using improvement plans for individual indicators

4. Created a new indicator, Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan

These changes are part of an increased effort and emphasis on Results Driven Accountability (RDA) initiated by the OSEP. The OSEP’s requirement that an SSIP be included for the new SPP Indicator 17 has required that SED present to the SBE on Indicator 17 separately from the SPP and APR, as the due dates for the two documents are different. The SBE item presented in January 2016, addressed SPP/APR Indicators 1 through 16. This SBE item addresses Indicator 17 only and, specifically, Phase 2 of the comprehensive, multi-year SSIP. The OSEP requires states to develop the SSIP in three phases:
1. Phase 1: Analysis of the current state of California’s education system for the SSIP, including the following areas:

A. Data analysis (current student performance data, etc.)

B. Analysis of state infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity (California’s education structure at all levels)

 C. State identified measurable result (SIMR) for children with disabilities (outcome measure to be used to determine changes in the academic performance of SWD)
D. Selection of coherent improvement strategies (activities to be implemented to improve academic performance of SWD)

E.
Theory of Action (graphic representation of the general components and intents of the SSIP)

2. Phase 2: State Systemic Improvement Plan development (the state must include this with its 2016 SPP/APR submission), including the following areas:
A. State infrastructure development

B. Support for LEA implementation of evidence-based practices

C. Evaluation of SSIP implementation
3. Phase 3: Evaluation and implementation of the SSIP (state must include this information with its 2017 through 2020 SPP/APR submissions.)

A. Results of ongoing evaluation and revision to the SSIP

B. Extent of progress on implementation

C. Revisions to the State Performance Plan

	Year 1–FFY 2013
(Delivered April 1, 2015)
	Year 2–FFY 2014
(To be delivered by April 1, 2016)
	Years 3–6 
FFY 2015–18
Feb 2017–Feb 2020

	Phase 1:
Analysis of Data and Identification of Evidence-based Practices
	Phase 2:
Implementation Plan
	Phase 3:
Implementation and Evaluation

	· Data Analysis
· Analysis of State Infrastructure
· State-identified Measurable Results
· Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies 
· Theory of Action
	· Infrastructure Development 
· Support for LEA Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices
· Evaluation
	· Results of Ongoing Evaluation
· Extent of Progress
· Revisions to the SPP 



The Phase 2 plan and plan narrative (Attachments 1 and 2) identify California’s plan for supporting LEAs to implement school and classroom practices that will lead to improving results for students with disabilities. For this effort, the SED convened a special stakeholder group to advise SED staff on the development of California’s SSIP. This group consisted of Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) directors, Parent Training and Information Center staff, the OSEP’s state contact and its technical assistance contractor, SED contractors, and SED staff. This group met three times between October 2015 and January 2016, and provided input on the following elements of the SSIP Phase 2 plan:
· Infrastructure development: Improvements to be made to the state’s infrastructure to better support LEAs to implement and scale up evidence-based practices (EBP) resulting in improved student performance. Activities in this area include the impact of the LCFF and LCAP in focusing resources and improvement planning to address student needs, the recent Special Education Task Force report and recommendations for improving outcomes for SWD, and the recommendations related to improved student performance contained in the SSPI’s Blueprint 2.0.
· Support for LEA implementation of EBP: How the state will support LEAs in implementing the EBP that will result in changes in school and classroom practices to improve student academic performance. These activities will include improved communication between the CDE, its contractors, and LEA staff to identify areas for improvement; increased access to information and resources that support implementation of EBP; and better aligning contractor work and products with the specific needs of LEAs.

· Evaluation: Assessing effective implementation of California’s SSIP, the SSIP’s impact on improving school and classroom practices, and ultimately, the impact of these efforts on the academic performance of SWD. To assess effective implementation, the evaluation will include developing short-term and long-term objectives and specific timelines for SSIP implementation, against which progress in implementation will be measured. To assess the SSIP’s impact on improving school and classroom practices, SED staff will collect information on LEA staff use of SSIP resources, and will develop survey data from resource users, including perceived effectiveness of resources and their application in actual practice. California will use its SIMR (rates of students who “meet standards” or “exceed standards” on ELA and Math assessments among SWD who are also EL, foster youth, and/or students eligible for free and reduced price meals) as its key measure of the impact of California’s SSIP on the academic performance of SWD, with the specific standard/target to be finalized based on the standards for LEA and school site performance and expectations for improvement that will be included in the LCFF evaluation rubrics that the Board must adopt by October 1, 2016. 
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

In March 2015, the SBE met and approved California’s Phase 1 SSIP report (Item 1).  In January 2016, the SBE met and approved California’s SPP and APR for 2014–15, reporting the state’s progress on federal compliance and performance indicators 1 through 16, as required by the IDEA (Item 25).

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

There is no fiscal impact created by this requirement.

ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1: SSIP Phase 2 Plan Narrative (21 pages) 
Attachment 2: State Systemic Improvement Plan (15 pages)
Attachment 3: Theory of Action (2 pages)
Attachment 4: Potential Year-By-Year Description of Technical Assistance Activities (3 pages)

Attachment 5: California Initiatives and Resources Information Links (3 pages)
Attachment 6: Special Education Division Technical Support Contractor Resources Links (2 pages)
SSIP Phase 2 Plan Narrative

Introduction

This Phase 2 submission provides California’s specific intentions and procedures for developing and implementing its SSIP. As described in the Phase 1 submission, California’s SSIP will align with the state’s most significant current endeavor in its public education system, the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and accompanying Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAP) and LCFF evaluation rubrics. California’s SSIP implementation will include a tiered structure of supports to LEAs (including school districts, county offices of education [COEs], and independent charter schools) to ensure that they have the capacity to positively impact academic performance of targeted students. California’s SSIP targets students who are EL, foster youth, and/or students eligible for free and reduced price meals, who are also students with disabilities, to support their improved performance in math and English language arts as demonstrated on statewide academic assessments. The LCFF and LCAP provide a new state infrastructure for education in California, and serve as the general framework for developing the state’s SSIP. See the CDE LCFF Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/. 

The LCFF is a statewide policy enacted by the Legislature, with the Governor’s approval, and makes a sweeping change in funding of public education and accountability for student outcomes. In keeping with the state’s emphasis on local control, state categorical program requirements were largely eliminated. The result has provided LEAs with increased flexibility to respond to local conditions unique to their student populations. The LCFF places primary responsibility on the LEA to plan and implement programs that lead to improved student outcomes. The LCFF combines state (not federal) education funds, including funds that were previously devoted to categorical programs (except state special education funds). The funds include three components: 1) a base grant (funding based on average daily attendance); 2) a supplemental grant (based on the unduplicated number of students who are EL, low income and/or foster youth); and 3) a concentration grant (for LEAs with a high percentage of their total enrollment from the target groups). The LCFF is being implemented by LEAs statewide. Components of the LCFF are being scaled up over a period of three years.

The LCAP is a locally-developed plan for implementing LCFF funding involving a broad group of local stakeholders. The plan includes specific activities to support student learning, and progress goals for all significant student subgroups. While only the three student populations noted above are included in LCFF supplemental funding allocations, all of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) disaggregated groups are included in the targets for the LCAP, including SWD. To date, all LEAs have developed and implemented an LCAP. The SBE and the CDE have developed and distributed LCAP templates that incorporate goals and priorities that apply to each LEA in general and all schools within the LEA. The LCAP template instructions require that LCAPs must address the following state priorities:

1. Basic conditions of learning (teacher assignment and qualifications, standards aligned instructional materials, and well-maintained school facilities)

2. Implementation of academic content and performance standards
3. Parental involvement  (including students with exceptional needs)

4. Pupil achievement (including assessment results)

5. Pupil engagement (attendance, graduation, and dropout rates)

6. School climate (including suspension and expulsion rates)

7. Extent to which students are involved in a broad course of study

8. Pupil outcomes by subject area (e.g., math, English Language Arts [ELA], science, social science, arts, health, physical education, and other SBE prescribed subjects). 

Specifics of the LCAP accountability process are being developed and are to be adopted by the SBE in the fall of 2016. These will include LCFF evaluation rubrics and means for LEAs to self-identify areas for further improvement. The SBE will also develop procedures for identifying LEAs for assistance in cases in which implementation of actions and services described in the LCAP and other LEA plans does not result in improved student performance.
In its effort to institute a single, coherent, public education system that serves all students, California is committed to developing a single accountability system to identify LEAs for technical assistance, rather than developing a separate accountability system solely addressing SWD performance. Therefore, California intends to apply the LEA technical assistance structure being developed pursuant to the LCAP legislation when selecting LEAs for technical assistance under its SSIP process. However, this report must be submitted before California will have completed development of its LCAP LEA technical assistance structure, including identification of criteria for selection of LEAs for additional technical assistance. For this reason, California’s Phase 2 SSIP report does not include certain details concerning criteria for LEA selection for technical assistance required by the OSEP’s instructions. 

SSIP Alignment with LCFF and LCAP 
California’s SSIP will align with LCAP activities in several ways. First, the CDE’s SED will support LEAs in developing specific improvement goals, activities, and services for students with disabilities that align with the LEA’s LCAP. California’s intention in this regard is for LEAs to have specific improvement plans for students with disabilities that coordinate with the more general LEA plans developed in their LCAPs. LEAs that do not improve student academic performance over time will receive additional SED-based support to refine their improvement plans and activities through a system that will be aligned with California’s overarching support, assistance, and accountability system. Selection of LEAs for SSIP assistance will be based on the state’s process for selecting LEAs for assistance under the LCAP process, thus further aligning California’s SSIP structure with its LCFF/LCAP structure. The key LEA performance indicator for the SSIP, California’s SIMR, will focus on the academic performance of SWD in the LCAP targeted student subgroups.

The SED will also assist in the CDE’s efforts to support LEAs in developing, refining, and implementing their LCAPs. The SED’s participation on the LCAP Support Team, a multi-disciplinary LCAP system of support being developed by the CDE, will augment special education expertise and resources among the array of supports being developed. When the details of the LCFF/LCAP technical assistance and support system are finalized by October 1, 2016, the SED will develop the means to provide direct support to LEAs in LCAP development related to SWD when referred by the LCFF/LCAP technical assistance system.

California’s SSIP Theory of Action (Attachment 3) provides a graphic depiction of the interrelationship between LCFF/LCAP activities and the structure and elements of California’s SSIP.

SSIP Focus
The focus of California’s SSIP and its related SIMR further demonstrate the alignment between LCFF/LCAP and the state’s SSIP. As the LCFF targets the three specific student subgroups of EL, foster youth, and/or students eligible for free and reduced price meals (Title 1), California’s SIMR will measure the academic performance (as measured by state academic assessments) of SWD who are also EL, foster youth, and/or students eligible for free and reduced price meals. Much of the state’s SSIP plan, which involves providing improvement resources to LEAs through a tiered support structure, addresses not only the needs of students with disabilities generally, but also the specific needs of these three LCFF student subgroups. (Notably, 70 percent of California’s SWD population are also in one or more of the LCFF student subgroups.) The CDE will direct LEAs to focus on three general areas of school performance in developing their improvement plans: 1) Improved attendance and reduction of truancy; 2) Improved student behavior as demonstrated by reduction of suspensions and expulsions; and 3) Effective instruction in the California Standards. In short, the goal is for LEAs to get students to school, keep them in class, and teach them well. The CDE and stakeholders have identified these areas as critical to improved student achievement.

Regarding SSIP support for LEAs, California is developing a three-tiered structure. This structure will include providing an array of support resources that all LEAs may access to address the academic, behavioral, and school climate needs of SWD and their schools (Tier I); advanced technical assistance resources for LEAs identified as “needs assistance” based on flagging performance (Tier II); and direct intervention activities for LEAs with ongoing performance issues that qualify them as “needs intervention” LEAs (Tier III). Criteria for identification of LEAs for assistance or intervention will also include their history of successful implementation of state and federal special education requirements. An LEA’s performance history may also lead to identification as a “needs assistance” or “needs intervention” LEA, and initiate Tier II or Tier III activities. 
As noted, to ensure alignment with the overarching accountability system, the specific criteria for determining whether LEAs qualify for assistance under Tier II or intervention under Tier III and the full details for providing supports within Tiers II and III will not be finalized until later this year. But the general structure will be as follows: For LEAs identified as at risk for Tier II assistance, the CDE will require them to submit an improvement plan to address all areas of low performance. LEAs that are identified for Tier II assistance will be required to access external expertise and resources to revise their improvement plans and activities for greater impact. If these LEAs continue to fall short on positively impacting SWD performance, they will receive direct intervention to support development of effective improvement plans. The development of these improvement plans will be supported by resources the CDE provides in its SSIP support structure at all stages, with increasing levels of support as LEAs enter Tiers II and III. 

SSIP Plan Elements
The SSIP Plan is organized in three sections, per instructions for SSIP development issued by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). 

Section A: Infrastructure Development, specifies improvements that will be made to California’s infrastructure to better support LEAs to implement evidence-based practices to support improved outcomes for SWD. California’s SSIP Section 1 addresses the state’s LCAP activities and the SED’s involvement in them. These include major state activities involving LCAP implementation and support and SED’s involvement in them, and specific SED efforts to develop resources for LCAP refinement and implementation. 

Section B: Support for LEA Implementation of EBP, describes how the state will support LEAs in implementing the EBP that will result in changes in LEA and school practices that result in improved outcomes for SWD. California’s SSIP divides this element into two subsections: B1–Developing Support for Implementing EBP; and B2–Implementing the System of Support for LEAs. This section includes the activities the SED will undertake in its SSIP to assist LEAs in improving the academic performance of SWD generally, and students included in the SIMR specifically. Major activities include creating assistance resources and activities, increasing communication between the SED and LEAs to improve support and oversight, and implementing an effective LEA improvement process that promotes continuous improvement in outcomes for SWD at the local and state level, including the identification of LEAs that require more intensive SSIP assistance. 

Section C, Evaluation, describes the activities the SED will undertake to evaluate implementation of California’s SSIP. The evaluation plan will measure performance at multiple levels. It will include an evaluation of the SED’s success in implementing the SSIP as planned, including determining if plan elements are developed and implemented as described, and within the timelines established. The evaluation will also include measures of the usage and quality of support resources the SED makes available to LEAs, using surveys and data analysis. The evaluation will also include calculation of the SIMR and other outcome data concerning student performance.

Section A: Infrastructure Development–The LCFF and LCAP 

(See Attachment 2: SSIP Plan, lines 1–32)
California’s accountability system is in a period of transition. The state has restructured the method by which schools are funded, via the LCFF, and is developing accountability and evaluation systems for the new funding methodology through the implementation of LCAPs and the LCFF evaluation rubrics. As such, the LCFF legislation has provided the foundational principles for significant changes to California’s public education system that includes a new funding model, a process for developing and coordinating local improvement activities, and greater transparency regarding LEA decision-making and how resources are expended. The state has also adopted new instructional standards, the California Standards, including the Common Core, and its process for assessing gains in student learning through a new statewide assessment process. These changes have impacted the design of California’s SSIP and the selection of its SIMR. California’s “Blueprint for Great Schools: Version 2.0” developed under the leadership of California’s SSPI, presents a vision for the state’s changes in public education and their impact to improve outcomes for students. (See Attachment 5: California Initiatives and Resources Information Links, for more information.)

While the LCFF legislation and California’s adoption of new standards based on the common core plot a clear course for California’s changing education system, critical system components are still in development. The SBE’s work is influenced by the “one system” concept recommended by California’s Special Education Task Force, created in 2013, which assessed California’s system for educating SWD and produced the report “One System: Reforming Education to Serve ALL Students” in March 2015, (see Attachment 5: California Initiatives and Resources Information Links, for more information). Based in part on the report’s recommendations, the SBE envisions creating a system that leads to greater integration of general education and special education elements in LEAs. The intended outcomes of this approach are greater coordination of local resources, systemic accountability measures, and the reduction of “siloing” among LEA components. A singular approach to LEA planning and improvement has inherent benefits over disparate plans, including greater coherence and coordination, and more effective implementation, hence greater positive impact. 

The SBE directed the CDE to coordinate efforts to establish and refine the new educational system, which the CDE periodically updates based on progress made and to address any new issues that arise. These efforts include:
· Identifying state and local accountability system components that need further alignment to the SBE’s guiding principles.

· Expanding the understanding of student and program characteristics that could be captured in the LCFF evaluation rubrics to emphasize transparency, flexibility, and equity. Ongoing systemic implementation could inform recommendations regarding the consideration of additional indicators and metrics for elementary and middle grades, charter schools, and alternative education programs in the LCAP and within the evaluation rubrics to build capacity and increase support for the LEAs.

· Researching the implications of transitioning to the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) and the English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC). These should be studied, as well as Smarter Balanced summative and assessment scores, in the multiple measures context of the LCAP, evaluation rubrics, and accountability.

· Finalizing the evaluation rubrics standards for performance and expectations for improvement that are consistent and aligned to the SBE’s guiding principles to differentiate performance, reflect equity and transparency, and support continuous improvement. 

· Coordinating existing and new reporting functions in a useful way that assists parents, LEAs, schools, charter schools, and COEs with important decisions. 

· Proposing specific recommendations to eliminate the Academic Performance Index (API).

· Supporting the inclusion of student access, course participation, and performance in programs that foster college and career readiness. These should be considered as the state develops an accountability system that will strengthen local, regional, and state partnerships for accountability purposes.

· Identifying how to best incorporate the uniform complaint procedures, audits, waivers, and flexibility as components of the local and state partnerships for accountability purposes.

· Integrating lessons from the second year of LCAP implementation and first year of the annual update.

Activities most directly related to California’s SSIP development are discussed in greater detail below:

LCAP Electronic Template 
To assist LEAs in developing their LCAPs, the CDE has developed an LCAP electronic template (eTemplate) that LEAs may use to organize their plans and ensure that all required elements are included. In June 2015, the CDE released a field test version of the eTemplate. Initially, 19 COEs and 47 LEAs volunteered to participate in the first field test. As of the September 2015 SBE meeting, 6 COEs and 13 LEAs had accessed the LCAP eTemplate system, with 5 COEs and 4 LEAs creating LCAPs within the system. Of the original COE and LEA volunteers, the majority of LEAs indicated that they intend to test the system after COEs and LEAs have approved the LCAPs. The state anticipates the full release of the eTemplate for February 2016, giving time for any LEA that is interested to use the eTemplate. Further refinements for functions to the eTemplate are to be expected as LEAs gain experience in using the new eTemplate system. The eTemplate establishes a standard for improvement plan development that can assist LEAs in creating effective plans to improve the performance of SWD. 
Evaluation Rubrics 
The SBE is required to adopt LCFF evaluation rubrics by October 2016, which are intended to reflect a holistic, multi-dimensional assessment of LEA and individual school site performance, and must address all of the state LCFF priorities. The evaluation rubrics provide a process for LEAs to assess their own performance and identify strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement across the LCFF priorities. (In California’s Phase 1 SSIP submission, the CDE indicated that the LCAP evaluation rubrics would assist the state in identifying LEAs requiring assistance. While the LCAP evaluation rubrics will assist the SSPI in decision-making, that is only one of the purposes identified in statute. The primary focus in the design is as a self-evaluation tool for LEAs to analyze and evaluate their own strengths and weaknesses on outcomes and improvement within the LCFF priority areas.) As a whole, rubrics should provide standards for continuous improvement as related to the identified LCFF state priorities and will apply at the student subgroup level, including for SWD. Refinement of the instrument will be carried out by WestEd, the contractor consultant to the SBE, based on input provided by the SBE, the CDE, and other stakeholders. The state’s goal is to create a clear connection between the evaluation rubrics, planning, assistance, and intervention. Hence, the rubrics are a key component not only for the LCFF/LCAP system, but to the entire new system for accountability. When completed, the LCFF evaluation rubrics will serve as a resource that aligns with the LCFF’s approach to improving a broad range of student outcomes through strategic planning, alignment of LEA resources, technical assistance, and intervention. 

Accountability and Assistance Roles in the LCFF/LCAP System
A number of agencies and other public entities have specific roles in ensuring accountability and improved quality in the LCAP process, including COEs, the SSPI, and the CDE. The LCFF Legislation also requires the creation of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE), a multi-entity board that provides leadership, advice, and assistance to LEAs in achieving the goals set forth in LCAPs. 
The COEs have a primary role for providing technical assistance to school districts under any of the following conditions:
1. The governing board of the school district requests technical assistance 
2. The county superintendent of schools does not approve an LCAP or annual update
3. The LEA fails to improve pupil achievement across more than one state priority for one or more pupil subgroups (which includes SWD)
The technical assistance provided by COEs is intended to include one or more of the following:
1. Identification of the LEA’s strengths and weaknesses in regard to the state LCFF priorities, including a review of effective, evidence-based programs that apply to the school district's goals.
2. Assignment of an academic expert or team of academic experts to assist the LEA in identifying and implementing effective programs that are designed to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups. 
3. Request that the SSPI assign the CCEE to provide advice and assistance to the school district.
As noted above, the accountability system for the LCFF also includes the CCEE. The membership of the CCEE is specified in law and members include:

· The SSPI or his or her designee

· The President of the SBE or his or her designee

· A county superintendent of schools appointed by the Senate Committee on Rules

· A teacher appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly

· A superintendent of a school district appointed by the Governor
The Riverside County Office of Education serves as the fiscal agent for the CCEE. At the direction of the governing board of the CCEE, the fiscal agent will contract with individuals, LEAs, or organizations with the expertise, experience, and a record of success in the following state priority areas:

· Improving the quality of teaching

· Improving the quality of school district and school site leadership
· Successfully addressing the needs of special pupil populations, including, but not limited to, ELs, pupils eligible to receive a free or reduced-price meal, pupils in foster care, and SWD.

The SSPI also has an important role in LCFF assistance and accountability, and may direct the CCEE to advise and assist an LEA or COE in any of the following circumstances:

· If the LEA or COE requests the advice and assistance of the CCEE 
· If the county superintendent of schools of the county in which the LEA is located determines, following the provision of technical assistance as applicable, that the advice and assistance of the CCEE is necessary to help the school district or charter school accomplish the goals described in their LCAP 
· If the SSPI determines that the advice and assistance of the CCEE is necessary to help an LEA or COE accomplish the goals set forth in the LCAP 

If an LEA continues to struggle to improve student outcomes, the SSPI may identify LEAs as needing intervention. With the approval of the SBE, the SSPI may only intervene in an LEA that meets both of the following criteria:

1. The LEA did not improve the outcomes for three or more pupil subgroups in more than one state or local priority in three out of four consecutive school years
2. The CCEE has provided advice and assistance to the LEA and makes either of the following findings:
a. That the LEA has failed, or is unable, to implement the recommendations of the CCEE.
b. That inadequate performance of the LEA, based upon an evaluation rubric adopted pursuant to California Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5, is either so persistent, or acute, as to require intervention.

As specified in EC Section 52072(c), for LEAs identified as in need of intervention, the SSPI may, with the approval of the SBE, do one or more of the following:

1. Make changes to an LCAP adopted by the governing board of the LEA

2. Develop and impose a budget revision, in conjunction with revisions to the LCAP, that the SSPI determines would allow the LEA to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups in regard to state and local priorities
3. Stay or rescind an action, if that action is not required by a local collective bargaining agreement, that would prevent the LEA from improving outcomes for all pupil subgroups in regard to state or local priorities
4. Appoint an academic trustee to exercise the powers and authority specified in this section on his or her behalf.
The CDE also has both general LCAP support responsibilities and specific LCAP oversight responsibilities. The CDE’s specific oversight responsibility concerns LCAPs developed by COEs. The LCFF/LCAP statute makes the CDE responsible for reviewing and approving LCAPs created by COEs. 
The CDE also has a general responsibility to support all LEAs in LCAP development. The Local Agency Systems Support Office (LASSO) at the CDE is responsible for supporting LEAs in understanding the programmatic and accountability requirements of the LCFF, including the development and implementation of LCAPs. The LASSO, in collaboration with the SBE, has developed and maintains a CDE LCFF Web page and Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs), located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc, as well as providing presentations to various advocacy and education groups, and responding to numerous telephone or e-mail inquiries. 

In addition, the SSPI has created an inter-divisional workgroup, coordinated by LASSO, to help support the transition and implementation of the new accountability system. The LCAP Support Team works collaboratively to:

· Identify, review, and disseminate high-quality LCAP support resources 
· Serve as a liaison to the CDE branches and divisions to ensure strong internal CDE communications
· Identify and review and make available high-quality LCAP technical assistance 
The LCAP Support Team also participates in LEA specific, and/or regional/statewide support/technical assistance activities; assisting LEAs and the CDE to identify the manner in which LCAP/LCFF aligns with existing and future federal obligations, and how to best leverage federal and state resources to meet the state priorities (Tier I activities).

The CDE’s Special Education Division is a direct participant in implementation of the LCFF and LCAP in California, providing support to the agency in providing special education expertise, identifying LEA needs concerning SWD, and participating on the LCAP Support Team. (See Attachment 5: California Initiatives and Resources Information Links for more information on LCFF and LCAP.)
Section B – Support for LEA Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices

California has previously developed a substantial structure of technical assistance and monitoring to support LEAs in providing effective services to SWD and meeting state and federal requirements concerning the education of SWD. Additionally, new federal requirements, including the SSIP, have led the SED to develop additional planned activities and resources to support LEAs in improving the performance of SWD. The SED has therefore divided Section B, Support for implementation of EBP, into two parts to clarify: 1) work the Division will undertake in developing new elements of its LEA support and review processes; and, 2) work the Division will complete in incorporating the new elements in the current system and implementing the revised system in working with the state’s LEAs. Section B1 includes activities the SED is undertaking to develop support for LEAs to implement EBPs. Section B2 describes the refined system the SED will implement to assist LEAs in improving student outcomes by: 1) providing assistance to all LEAs; and, 2) identifying LEAs needing additional assistance and providing them with enhanced support and potential intervention. 
B1. Developing Support For Implementing Evidence-based Practices 

(See Attachment 2: SSIP Plan, lines 33–75)
The SED is undertaking several steps in developing its capacity to support LEAs to implement EBPs in providing instruction and services to students with disabilities. These steps include:

· Developing special education support for inclusion in the CDE’s structure to assist LEAs in LCAP development and implementation
· Developing additional communication processes with LEAs concerning LEA performance data, LEA monitoring status, and assignment and completion of LEA requirements related to performance outcomes

· Enhancing current CDE resources regarding EBPs, particularly for SWD and students in the subgroups targeted by the LCFF

· Refining the SED’s system for selecting LEAs for SSIP assistance

Developing Special Education Support for Inclusion in the CDE’s Structure to Assist LEAs in LCAP Development and Implementation

The SED is a direct participant in the CDE’s efforts to provide assistance and resources to support LEAs in their development and implementation of their LCAPs. This participation will include providing special education expertise and resources in the development of the CDE’s array of resources to assist LEAs in effective LCAP development and implementation. SED staff will participate in LCAP Support Team meetings and activities to ensure that the needs of SWDs are addressed in Team activities. Additionally, SED staff will prepare to participate in the CDE’s direct support to LEAs as needed regarding LCAP development and implementation, including establishing means for LEAs to request SED assistance, and a process for addressing referrals for LEA assistance made by the SSPI, CCEE, or a COE, through the LCAP Technical Assistance structure. 

Developing Additional Communication Processes with LEAs Concerning LEA Performance Data, LEA Monitoring Status, and Assignment and Completion of LEA Requirements Related to Performance Outcomes

Effective implementation of California’s SSIP will require enhanced communication between the SED and LEAs. The SED plans to develop a process to annually provide data to each LEA to highlight the performance of students with individualized education program (IEPs) who are members of the LCAP target groups, to assist the LEA in assessing the current performance of the target groups and begin to identify patterns that may reveal potential root causes impeding higher performance. This annual update, which may also be incorporated into the LCFF evaluation rubrics data display and assistance and support system or communicated separately, will support LEAs in identifying effective local improvement efforts, and thus will assist LEAs required to develop a local SWD improvement plan based on their root cause analysis and other plan development activities. As noted above, the SED will also conduct more specific and frequent communication activities with LEAs identified for more intensive levels of SSIP assistance based on their performance and need for improvement. 
Enhancing Current CDE Resources Regarding EBPs, Particularly for SWD and Students in the Subgroups Targeted by the LCFF

Many of the CDE’s SSIP-related activities will involve developing and refining the support resources needed to assist LEAs in improving in areas that affect student performance. As noted in SED’s Phase 1 submission, California has identified three key prerequisite activities that affect student performance generally, and SWD performance specifically, and will advise LEAs to focus on these areas in their improvement activities. These prerequisite activities are: 1) improved attendance; 2) reduction of discipline incidents (suspensions and expulsions); and, 3) effective instruction in the California Standards. Also, given that California’s SIMR focuses on SWD who are also EL, foster youth, and/or students eligible for free and reduced-price meals, the CDE will advise LEAs to ensure that their improvement plans address the needs of those student subgroups. Consequently, California’s SSIP and LEA support resources will target these general themes:

· LEAs will achieve improved academic performance among their SWD who are EL, foster youth, and/or eligible for free and reduced price meals, as demonstrated by their improved performance on statewide assessments in ELA and mathematics.

· LEAs will support improved SWD achievement by focusing on three areas: improved attendance, reduction of discipline incidents, and improved instruction in the California Standards.

· LEAs will implement improvement activities that support improved outcomes for all students, but will particularly focus improvement efforts on students with disabilities who are also ELs, foster youth, and/or eligible for free and reduced price meals.

The CDE will support LEAs in these improvement efforts by making available a broad array of resources engendering the use of effective EBP in schools and classrooms. The EBP included in this array will seek to address the many factors influencing the achievement of students targeted by California’s SIMR, including resources to support SWD, EL, foster youth, and students eligible for free and reduced price meals; attendance issues; behavioral issues and consequent discipline incidents that affect access to instruction; effective instruction in the California Standards; and other related resources. The CDE will refine internal division resources and refine the SED contractor Scopes of Work (SOW) to ensure that contractors are well-aligned to support the technical assistance structure being developed. Contractor activities will include a focus on the use of Universal Design for Learning principles, implementation science, and ensure fidelity of implementation of selected EBPs. The CDE will communicate regularly with all LEAs on these efforts, making LEAs aware of resources available to support improvement. Development work required to implement these activities also includes taking inventory of current resources; identifying additional resources needed to address target topics or student groups; developing those resources; and creating processes, forms, templates, and correspondence to support planned communication activities. (See Attachment 6: SED Technical Support Contractor Resources Links, for more information on current SED contractor resources.)
Refining the SED’s System for Selecting LEAs for SSIP Assistance

As noted previously, California will implement a tiered system to provide LEAs with assistance in improving student performance on the state’s SIMR. To ensure alignment with the other components of California’s accountability system, the Plan and Narrative include a proposed timeline for finalizing certain design details of this tiered system following the adoption of the LCFF evaluation rubrics, specifically: (1) the targets to be used to place each LEA in the appropriate tier; (2) the precise means through which the SED will ensure that each LEA receives appropriate assistance under this Plan; and, 3) the manner by which SSIP assistance will interface with the assistance and support structure adopted in California’s broader accountability system. California will proceed with implementing other components of the tiered system in the interim. California expects to update this Plan and Narrative to include the final details around those two components after the SBE adopts the LCFF evaluation rubrics by the statutory deadline of October 2016. 

All LEAs will be able to access a variety of resources that support improved student performance, with a focus on supports for students included in the SIMR: SWD who are also EL, foster youth, and/or eligible for free and reduced price meals. (The SED identifies these resources as “Tier I” resources.) LEAs meeting the SED’s SIMR performance target or showing improvement toward that target will be able to self-select resources and improvement activities that they predict will result in improved performance on the SIMR. LEAs that are not meeting targets and not showing improved performance will be subject to required state assistance or intervention (the details of these targets will be finalized based on the standards included in the LCFF evaluation rubrics, which must be adopted by October 1, 2016). 

California has considered multiple approaches to selecting LEAs for the more intensive levels of SSIP assistance, and anticipates the possibility of changes to the selection process based on changes in state policy and stakeholder input. However, the SED plans to implement a version of the following model in a cyclical process beginning in the 2017–18 school year (i.e., once California has finalized the targets for the SIMR, informed by the standards included in the LCFF evaluation rubrics):

The SED will annually send all LEAs information on their recent performance, including disaggregated performance results for the student subgroups included in California’s SIMR, and an invitation to access the Tier I resources that the CDE has developed. The disaggregated performance results will be drawn from the prior year, and will include whether the LEA’s prior-year performance meets the SIMR performance target. LEAs that have not met the baseline-year performance targets will be informed of specific required improvement activities they must meet currently, and potential additional improvement activities they will be required to undertake if their performance does not improve. LEAs that do not improve performance in subsequent years will receive additional assistance and additional improvement requirements that increase annually until the LEA’s performance improves. The metric used to annually identify LEAs required to complete specific improvement activities will be based on the following concept, with details for defining each category to be finalized based on the framework for setting standards for performance and expectations for improvement within the broader state accountability system:

	LEA Performance
	Improve
	Worsen

	Meet Performance Target
	4
	3

	Do Not Meet Performance Target
	2
	1


LEAs that meet state-identified targets for performance and are demonstrating improvement on performance measures from the prior year are assigned an LEA Performance Score of 4.

LEAs that meet state-identified targets for performance, but are demonstrating declining performance on performance measures compared to the prior year, are assigned a 3.

LEAs that do not meet state identified targets for performance, but are demonstrating improvement on performance measures compared to the prior year, are assigned a 2.

LEAs that do not meet state identified targets for performance, and are demonstrating declining performance on performance measures compared to the prior year, are assigned a 1.

LEAs assigned an LEA Performance Score of 1 are identified as LEAs that are required to complete specific improvement activities.

Attachment 4, “Potential Year-By-Year Description of Technical Assistance Activities,” provides an overview of a potential process that the SED would use under this framework over the six-year SSIP period to select LEAs for technical assistance and the activities LEAs will be required to undertake based on their past performance. Briefly described, LEAs that do not meet the SIMR performance target for the first time will be informed of the requirement to complete a local SWD Improvement Plan in the subsequent year if their performance does not improve. LEAs that continue to not improve in the subsequent year will be required to develop their local SWD Improvement Plan that addresses specific criteria established by the SED, and submit it to the SED for review. LEAs that do not improve for a third year will be required to report improvement activities completed to date and any revisions or modifications made to the local SWD Improvement Plan to improve its outcomes. Any LEAs that do not improve for a fourth year will be required to secure technical assistance and contract with an external expert to conduct a review of the LEA’s compliance and performance results. The LEA must then submit a report of the results of the expert’s review, a revised local SWD Improvement Plan responsive to the review findings, and additional data about plan implementation and student progress as required by the SED. If any LEAs do not improve for a fifth year, they will be required to contract with external experts to lead implementation of the local SWD Improvement Plan, and will again be required to report specific information to the SED regarding plan implementation, additional plan revisions, and student progress. Any LEAs that do not improve for a sixth year will be subject to an SED-directed evaluation of the LEA’s recent history of compliance and performance, and will be required to contract with external experts to address specific areas in need of improvement. The external experts will conduct performance audits, prepare performance reports, and develop a new SWD Improvement Plan for the LEA. The LEA must also continue to report on implementation progress and student outcomes. 

As Attachment 4 indicates, this process incorporates the state’s authority to identify LEAs that do not improve performance as “Needs Assistance” LEAs, established in federal law. This designation gives the state authority to take specific actions with such LEAs, including the activities described above. 

B2. Implementing the System of Support for LEAs

(See Attachment 2: SSIP Plan, lines 76–204)
Section B2 describes the refined system the SED will implement to assist LEAs in improving student outcomes. This system will be designed to provide assistance to all LEAs by connecting them to the array of resources to support the implementation of EBP, as described in Section B1. The system will also identify LEAs requiring additional assistance or intervention as evidenced by lack of improvement in student performance or other factors, such as lack of compliance with state and federal requirements. The SED’s system for support for LEAs includes the following components:

· Developing and publishing key LEA performance data, particularly data related to students targeted by the LCFF and SSIP, including each LEA’s SIMR

· Connecting LEAs with the resource array to assist LEAs in identifying areas for improvement, implementing EBP to support improved student outcomes, and creating or refining local SWD improvement plans

· Notifying LEAs of their current monitoring status, and any technical assistance options or requirements incurred based on the LEA’s monitoring status

· Communicating with LEAs identified for assistance or intervention and providing direct assistance as needed based on performance outcomes.

· Receiving and processing LEA reports on their improvement efforts, including self-assessment results, local SWD improvement plans development and implementation, and key data related to student performance (e.g., assessment results, attendance and truancy data, discipline data)

Developing and Publishing Key LEA Performance Data

The SED will continue collecting, analyzing, and reporting data from LEAs related to state and federal reporting requirements, including data on all federal indicators included in the APR. Additionally, the SED will collect, analyze, and report data specific to SWD who are in the LCFF-targeted student subgroups, most critically, each LEA’s performance on the SIMR. This process requires multiple steps in data collection, data validation, training of LEA staff involved in data collection and reporting, data aggregation and other data processing, and preparation and distribution of reported information. 
Connecting LEAs with the Resource Array 

As noted in Section 2A, the SED is developing a substantial array of resources to support LEAs in implementing EBPs to support improved instruction and learning to positively impact student performance. These resources include technical expertise provided by the SED staff and contractors, and selected online resources reflecting evidenced based practices. The resources will address both general school improvement and the focus areas of attendance/truancy, behavior, and improved teaching and learning. The array will include resources targeted to meet the needs of the SWD, EL, foster youth, and students eligible for free and reduced price meals. California’s SSIP includes specific actions the SED will undertake to ensure that LEAs have access to these resources. These actions include providing direct communication to LEAs regarding the resource array, developing the SED contractor capacity to interact with LEAs and respond to requests for assistance, and instituting communication processes to improve connections among the CDE staff, LEA staff, and the SED contractors. 

Notifying LEAs of Their Current Monitoring Status

A key element of California’s support structure will be direct communication with LEAs on their current performance, identified areas for improvement, and potential consequences and required actions should local performance on the SIMR not improve. In addition to regular, less formal communication, the CDE will annually notify each LEA of the LEA’s performance on key indicators related to the SIMR to support the LEA’s self-assessment of areas in which it needs to improve. In cases in which LEA performance does not meet targets, this formal communication will also include specific actions the LEA will be required to undertake due to the CDE’s finding that the LEA needs assistance or intervention. This communication will both support the LEA in identifying areas in need of improvement and developing a local improvement plan, and clarify with the LEA any current or potential required improvement efforts for the year. 

Providing Direct Assistance to LEAs

In those cases in which LEA performance requires the development of a Local SWD Improvement Plan, or when an LEA’s performance results in a finding that the LEA “Needs Assistance,” the SED will need to provide the LEA with instructions and support to complete the additional improvement activities required based on the LEA’s performance status. As described in Section B1, LEAs selected to for more intensive SSIP assistance incur specific local activities and reporting requirements, including submission of the locally-developed improvement plan and regular updates on plan implementation. In cases in which external assistance is required, LEAs will receive direct support from the SED staff or the SED contractors to support refinement of the improvement plan and selection and implementation of specific improvement activities. All of these plan components include multiple implementation steps involving the SED staff and the SED contractors to implement the three tiers of assistance and intervention described in Section 2A, and coordination and collaboration with staff of LEAs receiving assistance or intervention.

Receiving and Processing LEA Reports on Their Improvement Efforts

The impact of California’s SSIP will be largely determined by the effectiveness of LEA plan development and implementation, so the SED will require regular communication from LEAs concerning results of LEA self-assessment activities, the content of Local SWD improvement plans, progress on plan implementation, the impact of improvement activities on teaching and learning, and changes in improvement strategies and plan components. This will require the SED to implement a new reporting process to allow the LEAs to provide the SED with this information, and for the SED to receive and process the information. Section B2 of the SSIP (Attachment 2) includes the specific activities that the SED will undertake to develop the LEA reporting process, and the steps involved in the SED’s review of the reported information and any necessary follow-up activities. 

Hence, California’s SSIP activities to support LEA implementation of evidence-based practices include a tiered process that:

· Provides support resources for all LEAs

· Identifies some LEAs for greater assistance and potential intervention based on student performance over time

· Builds an array of evidence-based resources to support LEA improvement

· Includes direct communication between the SED and LEAs concerning their current data, status in implementing local improvement efforts, and status concerning state-level requirements for local improvement

· Supports LCAP development and implementation by LEAs by providing special education expertise as needed.

Section III – Evaluation

(See Attachment 2: SSIP Plan, lines 205–237) 

California’s SSIP evaluation activities consist of three primary components: 1) evaluation of the CDE’s implementation of its SSIP; 2) evaluation of the ability of the state’s SSIP resource array to positively impact teaching and learning in LEAs; and, 3) evaluation of the SSIP’s impact on student performance as measured by the state’s SIMR. The SED will contract with an external expert to lead California’s SSIP evaluation processes, and will engage stakeholders in all elements of the evaluation to ensure that the perspective of the field is included in evaluation activities. The external evaluator will be charged with implementing a continuous cycle of improvement, employing evaluation data, and obtaining stakeholder input to refine California’s SSIP over time. Details on the three elements of California’s SSIP evaluation plan are provided below. 

Evaluation of the CDE’s Implementation of its SSIP
The evaluation of the CDE’s SSIP implementation will include two elements: 1) the success of the CDE in accomplishing timelines and goals set forth in the plan; and, 2) identification of unmet or developing field needs in early stages of SSIP implementation and appropriate plan changes for subsequent phases of SSIP development.

California has identified specific short-term and long-term activities that need to be completed to implement the SSIP and has developed a timeline indicating when each of those activities are to be completed. The SED will review the planned activities and implementation timeline at least monthly to ensure that activities are implemented on schedule. The CDE will also involve special education stakeholders in an evaluation of progress made on SSIP implementation by presenting biannual updates on SSIP activities; timeline and goals to the SSIP Stakeholder Group, which will assist the CDE in determining whether it is meeting its objectives; and provide feedback to assist the CDE in meeting objectives in the future. Inclusion of the SSIP Stakeholder group in the SED’s SSIP evaluation activities will ensure that SSIP implementation and refinement is informed by feedback and input from special education stakeholders. The SED will meet with the SSIP Stakeholder Group twice per year to review the progress on the SSIP. The group will include members of SELPAs, LEAs, the CDE, parents, and other special education advocates. The CDE will present the most current data and progress information on intermediary goals in the focus areas, and progress on the SIMR, at each meeting. The meetings will then be organized around providing specific and focused feedback to improve the SSIP and its implementation. The recommendations provided by the group will be used to update the SSIP and also be presented to the SBE for approval.
California will also implement a continuous cycle of improvement to ensure that the SSIP is addressing the field’s changing needs and is refined over time for maximum effectiveness. The contracted external evaluator will lead this cyclical process, which includes: 1) the collection and analysis of data concerning SSIP activities and resources being implemented in LEAs; 2) engagement with stakeholders in reviewing implementation data, any implementation concerns arising in the field, and a review of the implementation timeline and determination of whether implementation benchmarks are being met; and, 3) identification of any needed changes to the SSIP plan or specific elements, and planning for implementing such changes. 

Additionally, California will update the Phase 2 Plan and Narrative following final action by the SBE to adopt the LCFF evaluation rubrics (which must occur no later than October 1, 2016). Specifically, the adoption of the LCFF evaluation rubrics will allow California to identify the specific performance targets for the SIMR because the LCFF evaluation rubrics will include standards for performance and expectations for improvement on academic assessments that will apply to all student subgroups, including SWD, and would also apply to the SIMR subgroup. The LCFF evaluation rubrics will also inform when LEAs and schools receive assistance, support, and/or intervention, so the details of how SED will provide technical assistance or intervention within the broader statewide accountability system can also be finalized at that time. 

Evaluation of the of Impact of California’s SSIP to Impact Teaching and Learning

The CDE will examine the effect that infrastructure changes and increased targeted support to LEAs have on the intermediary focus areas such as attendance, suspension, and instruction in the California Standards. As noted in Section 2, the CDE will work with SED contractors to make available training and resources to Tier I, II, and III LEAs, to support improvement in the intermediary outcomes and on the SIMR. To evaluate the ability of these resources to support improved teaching and learning in schools, the CDE will obtain impact data from two key sources: The SED contractors and LEAs that consume SSIP resources.

The CDE will require SED contractors to obtain key information from consumers of support resources. This information will include the names and number of LEAs that consume the resources, and surveys of those consumers to obtain information on the efficacy and perceived positive impact of those resources on school and classroom practices. The SED and SED contractors will develop an online and paper survey for use by LEAs so that survey results can be sent directly to the CDE. Contractors will provide results of this data collection to the SED on a quarterly basis and the contractors will provide a summary to the SSIP Stakeholder Group bi-annually. The group will provide feedback and suggestions to the CDE to ensure that contractors are providing the most effective evidenced-based practices for LEAs. The SED will also use its regular communication processes with LEAs and SELPAs to identify any LEA resource needs not yet addressed by the SSIP resource array. 

LEAs will support the process of evaluating the SSIP’s impact on teaching and learning by providing additional information on specific LEA improvement activities. Pending final design of the broader assistance and support system within California’s integrated accountability system, LEAs selected for both Tier II and Tier III resources may be required to submit a report on a quarterly basis that identifies their baseline and current data points for the focus areas. Upon selection for Tier II and Tier III, the SED would provide each LEA a template for the report, and training on data analysis, so that the information that the LEA provides will be accurate and reported in a consistent manner. This information would be used to determine the progress of the LEA in achieving goals and making improvements. The CDE would also use this information to evaluate how all LEAs in Tier II and Tier III are making progress towards improvement, and what SSIP resources are being used to support improvement efforts. On an annual basis, the CDE will collect data on the changes in the assessment trends for the schools in the tiers that accessed resources to determine if the resources improved the intermediary focus areas in the short-term and the SIMR in the long-term. 

Evaluation of the SSIP’s Impact on Student Performance as Measured by the State’s SIMR

The final component of California’s SSIP Evaluation Plan concerns actual changes in the academic performance of SWD, as measured by California’s SIMR. California has identified proficiency rates of students meeting or exceeding standards on statewide assessments in English Language Arts, and Mathematics among SWD who are EL, foster youth, and/or eligible for free and reduced price meals. California will calculate its SIMR annually upon availability of data on the statewide assessment and compare year-to-year results to measure the impact of the state’s SSIP on student academic performance. 

State Systemic Improvement Plan Theory of Action

California’s State Systemic Improvement Plan Theory of Action section is a graphic representation of how the various elements of California’s state and local education structures coordinate to implement an effective system that supports high-quality instruction and support for students with disabilities, and provide the means to increase the state’s capacity to achieve improved teaching and learning in California’s schools.  

The following acronyms are used in the Theory of Action graphic:

“SWD(s)” means student(s) with disabilities

“ELs” are English Learners

“LEAs” are local educational agencies

“RDA” is Results-driven Accountability, the new federal policy concerning special education

“SIMR” is State Identified Measureable Result, the federal measure for special education progress

“LRE” is Least Restrictive Environment, the federal requirement to serve students with disabilities in the most inclusive environment possible for meeting the student’s academic needs

“MTSS” is Multi-tiered System of Supports, the concept of providing varying levels of service to meet the individual’s or organization’s support requirements

“CA CCSS” is California Common Core State Standards
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California’s State Systemic Improvement Plan – Theory of Action
California Initiatives and Resources – Information Links

	Initiative/Resource
	Resource Description
	Web link

	Blueprint for Great Schools: Version 2.0
	In 2011 the California State Superintendent of Public Schools convened a Transition Advisory Team that issued “A Blueprint for Great Schools” outlining the administration’s vision for public education. The update to this report: “A Blueprint for Great Schools: Version 2.0,” outlines recommendations in five critical areas: California (CCSS) Standards (1),teaching and leading excellence (2), student success (3), continuous improvement and accountability systems (4), and systems change and support (5). The CDE’s work is guided by this document which describes three overarching frames: The CDE Mission (1), employing the Right Drivers (2), and following Guiding Principles (3).
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/in/bp/bp2contents.asp

	California Statewide Special Education Task Force Report
	In 2013, a statewide task force was set up to examine California’s systems for serving students with disabilities. In December 2014, the completed report entitled “One System: Reforming Education to Serve All” provided the State with recommendations in these areas: 

• Early Learning

• Evidence-based School and Classroom Practices

• Educator Preparation and Professional Learning

• Assessment

• Accountability

• Family and Student Engagement

• Special Education Financing
	http://www.smcoe.org/about-smcoe/statewide-special-education-task-force/

	Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
	The LCFF is a statewide policy enacted by the Legislature, with the Governor’s approval, and makes a sweeping changes in funding for public education and accountability for student outcomes. The intended result is to give districts increased flexibility to respond to local conditions unique to their student populations. The LCFF resources help LEAs to plan and implement programs that lead to improved student outcomes.  
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/

	WestEd's LCFF Resource 
	California State Board of Education’s LCFF resource site. The resources available at this site complement information available at the CDE with the goal of supporting local implementation of California’s new LCFF.
	http://lcff.wested.org/

	English Learners and Foster Youth Under the LCFF - FAQ
	Frequently asked questions and answers regarding the Local Control Funding Formula as it pertains to English Learners and Foster Youth.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/lcfffaq.asp 

	English Learners
	There are many programs and services to help students who do not speak, read, write, or understand English well. The overall goal of these programs is to improve the English language skills of students. This link helps to support EL programs in California.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/er/

	Foster Youth Services (FYS) Programs
	Provide support services to foster children who suffer the traumatic effects of displacement from family and schools and multiple placements in foster care. Ensure that health and school records are obtained to establish appropriate placements and coordinate instruction, counseling, tutoring, mentoring, vocational training, emancipation services, training for independent living, and other related services. FYS programs increase the stability of placements for foster children and youth. These services are designed to improve the students’ educational performance and personal achievement, directly benefiting them as well as providing long-range cost savings to the state.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/fy/ 


	Discipline and Truancy Resources
	Research on student engagement, academic success, dropout and graduation rates has shown the need to replace punitive discipline practices. The sites provide current research and effective strategies and resources on effective school discipline and school climate to support student attendance and reduction of discipline incidents.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ss/se/behaviorialintervention.asp
http://www.pent.ca.gov/index.htm
https://www.pbis.org/


	Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS)
	This Web page provides numerous national and state Web resources selected on the basis of usefulness to beginning as well as advanced Response to Instruction and Intervention and MTSS implementers in kindergarten through twelfth grade contexts. Annotations help locate needed information quickly.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/ri/ 

	Family Engagement Framework
	This framework was developed by WestEd as a resource for the school community to develop effective family engagement strategies to support student achievement
	http://www.wested.org/online_pubs/cpei/family-engagement-framework.pdf 

	Quality Schooling Framework (QSF)
	The QSF resource is the California educator’s destination for timely tools and practices to guide effective planning, policy, expenditure, and instructional decisions at all schools and districts.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/qs/

	California Common Core State Standards (CCSS) Resources for Special Education
	This Web site offers resources and guidelines for administrators, teachers, parents, and stakeholders on what the CCSS and the new tests will mean for California students in the Special Education community. 


	http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/cc/ 

	California CCSS Site
	The California CCSS site offers a collection of resources to support implementation of the CCSS. 
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/cc/index.asp 

	California State Board of Education March 2015 Agenda Item 1: Indicator 17 of the State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report for Special Education: State Systemic Improvement Plan for Program Year 2013–2014.
	This item is the second of two items concerning California’s 2015 State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report for special education, required annually by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs. The first item, covering Indicators 1–16, was presented and approved at the November 2014 meeting of the State Board of Education, Item 10. Indicator 17, the new federal requirement for a State Systemic Improvement Plan, is presented in this item.
	http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/agenda201503.asp (See Agenda Item 1)


Special Education Division Technical Support Contract Resources Links
· Aligning and Integrating Special Education Practices (AISEP) Project develops resources and provides technical assistance to districts, schools, and families regarding special education services in inclusive settings. Specifically, this project is creating modules to help the field align Individual Educational Plans to the California Standards. Additional information is available at http://aisep4ca.org. 
· California State Technical Assistance and Training Project supports the field of special education. Priority area resources and training identified by experts in the field that support LEA trainings and technical assistance throughout California and the Special Edge newsletter are key components of the contract. Additional information is available at http://www.calstat.org/. 
· Desired Results: Access for Children with Disabilities Project is responsible for the development, research, implementation, and training of the DRDP access, and works with 132 SELPAs to manage the Desired Results assessment system for federal reporting. Additional information is available at http://draccess.org/. 
· Family Empowerment Disability Council Project supports the work of the Family Empowerment Disability Council, which is comprised of Family Empowerment Centers. Additional information is available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/qa/caprntorg.asp.
· Supporting Inclusive Practices Project develops and addresses the monitoring indicator five, which measures the percent of time that children with disabilities are in the general education classroom and the percent of time children with disabilities are removed from the regular class and served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements. Additional information is available at http://www.inclusioncollaborative.org. 
· Supporting Early Education Delivery Systems Project is responsible for research, product development, and systems support for early childhood special education programs for children birth to five years. Additional information is available at http://www.seedsofpartnership.org. 
· State Performance Plan–Technical Assistance Project addresses the ongoing need for technical assistance on compliance and performance problems for LEAs identified, or in danger of being identified as, significantly disproportionate. Additional information is available at https://spptap.org/. 
· Project READ delivers evidence-based professional development to increase the reading achievement and improve academic outcomes for middle school students in high-need districts. Additional Information is available at the http://caspdg.org/. 
· TEACH California is the only CDE teacher recruitment Web site and one of only a few state-based educator recruitment efforts in California. The site provides the information needed to become a credentialed California teacher or administrator, with emphasis on serving prospective special education, mathematics, and science teachers. Additional information is available at http://www.teachcalifornia.org/. 
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