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This memorandum describes the proposed approach for providing support to local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools within California’s integrated local, state and federal accountability and continuous improvement system.
  It is part of a series of memoranda designed to inform actions by the State Board of Education (SBE) related to accountability and continuous improvement.
This memorandum identifies the tools and resources that will assist all LEAs and schools in improving student outcomes and identifying and addressing disparities that exist among student groups.  It also describes an initial proposed approach to identifying LEAs that are in need of more intensive support under the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF).    
Overview
LCFF significantly changed how California provides resources to public schools and holds LEAs accountable for improving student performance.  That law, which the Legislature and Governor passed in 2013, includes eight priority areas that define a quality education more broadly than a single test score and requires that the accountability system consider all eight priorities.
Under LCFF, LEAs receive base funding for each student they serve with additional funding provided for each high needs student – defined as low income students, English learners, and foster youth.  LCFF increases local control over spending decisions while requiring LEAs to adopt and annually update local accountability plans, developed with stakeholder input, that address all eight priority areas.  

Additionally, the SBE is required to develop an accountability tool, known as evaluation rubrics, that includes state and local performance standards for the eight LCFF priorities and that assists LEAs in identifying strengths, weaknesses, and areas in need of improvement for LEAs and schools. This will ensure that LEAs, schools, and the public know statewide expectations for performance.  The accountability tool must also identify a process for using the performance standards to identify LEAs in need of additional assistance or intervention.  By statute, the SBE must adopt this accountability tool by October 1, 2016.

The SBE has been working for the past two years to develop an integrated local, state and federal accountability and continuous improvement system, based on LCFF.  In May and July 2016, the SBE adopted indicators that will be used to measure performance with the eight LCFF priorities for state and federal accountability purposes.  The SBE approved a concise set of state indicators that apply uniformly across the state and show performance of all students and student groups at the LEA and school levels.  These include student scores on standardized tests in English and math, college and career readiness, English language proficiency for English learners, graduation rates, chronic absence, and suspension rates. The SBE also approved local performance indicators for the remaining LCFF priorities that are not covered by the state indicators. 
The SBE also approved a way to measure LEA and school performance on the state indicators, with five different performance levels for each indicator that take into account how current performance compares to past performance. This approach provides a more complete picture of performance than a point-in-time snapshot and shows differences in performance across LEAs, schools, and student groups.  The consise set of state and local performance indicators are included in the accountability tool and will show school leaders, stakeholders, and the public how well LEAs and schools are improving student performance within the LCFF priorities. 
By reporting performance on multiple measures that impact student performance across the eight LCFF priorities, the new accountability system provides a more complete picture of what contributes to a positive educational experience for students.  It also promotes equity by clearly identifying for school leaders, stakeholders, and the public any indicators where there are disparities among student groups.  This ensures that disparities among student groups are highlighted.  And, for LEAs and schools in need of additional assistance or intervention, the more complete picture of performance helps ensure that the additional resources and supports are focused on the areas where they are most needed and most likely to improve student outcomes.
Three Levels of Supports for LEAs and Schools

California’s local, state and federal accountability and continuous improvement system includes three levels of supports to LEAs (including school districts, county offices of education, and charter schools) and schools to promote continuous improvement and equity, as shown in Table 1 below.  
Table 1: Overview of Support System
	Level of Support
	Description of Supports Available

	Support for All LEAs and Schools

(Level 1)
	Various state and local agencies provide an array of support resources, tools, and voluntary technical assistance that all LEAs may use to improve student performance at the LEA and school level and narrow disparities among student groups across the LCFF priorities, including recognition for success and the ability to share promising practices. 

	Differentiated Assistance

(Level 2)


	County superintendents (or the Superintendent of Public Instruction/California Department of Education, when provided to county offices of education) and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence provide differentiated assistance for LEAs and schools, in the form of individually designed technical assistance, to address identified performance issues, including significant disparities in performance among student groups.  

	Intensive Intervention

(Level 3)
	The Superintendent of Public Instruction may require more intensive interventions for LEAs and/or schools with persistent performance issues and a lack of improvement over a specified time period.


The foundation of the system is supporting all LEAs and schools to improve outcomes and opportunities for all students, and to narrow disparities among student groups, across the LCFF priorities and any local priorities.  The importance and value of local decision making and flexibility are central to the success of the LCFF.  Improving student success, increasing public trust, and supporting engagement in local decision making require shared responsibility and accountability first and foremost at the local level.  
A primary goal of the first level of support is to provide all LEAs and schools with early support so that they do not require more intensive assistance in the second and third levels of support, based on low performance. The accountability tool—the evaluation rubrics—will support all LEAs and schools by showing student performance on the state and local performance indicators and by highlighting disparities among student groups on those indicators.  This will assist LEAs and schools as they review and update their local accountability plans annually.  
LCFF also requires differentiated assistance (Level 2) for a subset of LEAs that are struggling to meet students’ needs, followed by more rigorous intervention (Level 3) for any of those LEAs that have not improved student performance after several years of assistance.  Based on the LCFF’s requirements, staff propose that LEAs will be eligible for differentiated assistance if a student group is in the lowest performance level on state or local performance indicators within more than one LCFF priority, and will be eligble for intensive intervention if multiple student groups are in the lowest performance level on state or local performance indicators within more than one LCFF priority for multiple years.  More detail on this proposed approach is provided in Attachment 1.  The SBE will finalize the approach when it approves the accountability tool at its September 2016 meeting.
Other state and local agencies also have key roles in providing additional details about each level of support.  Examples include:  

· The 2016-17 budget provides $29.6 million to the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence to provide statewide professional development training to LEAs on successfully using the evaluation rubrics and the revised template for local accountability plans, and to implement a pilot program to inform its long-term strategy for advising and assisting LEAs in improving student outcomes. 
· County superintendents and their staff provide ongoing technical assistance to school districts in developing their local accountability plans.

· The California Department of Education provides support to county offices of education in the development and implementation of their local accountability plans.  The Department also has developed resources to support local improvement efforts within the LCFF priorities.
· The CDE has programs that recognize schools for outstanding performance, and will continue to develop these as California’s accountability and continuous improvement system evolves. 
Continuing collaboration among these agencies will ensure alignment of these efforts with the LCFF statutes, and the SBE’s actions to adopt the evaluation rubrics.
Finally, the federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) requires a similar differentiated approach to supporting schools that are struggling to meet students’ needs.  Staff anticipate presenting more details on the possible approaches for using the state indicators to identify schools in need of additional support as part of the initial draft of the ESSA State Plan at the November 2016 SBE meeting.  The SBE will adopt a specific approach as part of approving the ESSA State Plan early next year.
Next Steps 

At its September 2016 meeting, the SBE must adopt evaluation rubrics that include: (1) standards for LEA and school site performance for all LCFF priorities and (2) criteria for determining whether LEAs are in need of differentiated assistance or intensive intervention under the LCFF statutes.  

ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1: 
Determining LEA and School Eligibility for Differentiated Assistance or Intensive Intervention (7 Pages)

Determining LEA and School Eligibility for Differentiated Assistance or Intensive Intervention
This Attachment outlines an initial proposal for how the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics will assist county superintendents, the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI)/California Department of Education (CDE), and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) in determining whether local educational agencies (LEAs) are eligible for differentiated assistance or intensive intervention under LCFF, which are the second and third levels of support, respectively, identified in the accompanying information memorandum.  
Staff are completing additional data simulations based on this initial proposal.  Those simulations and any input from stakeholders on this memorandum will inform the staff recommendation for the September 2016 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting.  Staff anticipate posting the September 2016 agenda item on August 29, 2016.  

This proposal focuses on how LEA performance on the state indicators and additional local performance indicators assists in determining LEA eligibility for differentiated assistance and intensive intervention, as required by the LCFF statutes.  The proposal does not address how information about LEA and school performance will be communicated and presented to users and the public.  An initial draft of a top-level display for users will be provided in advance of the September 2016 SBE meeting.
Background

LCFF is the foundation for California’s integrated accountability and continuous improvement system.  LCFF requires the SBE to adopt, by October 1, 2016, evaluation rubrics that include standards for performance and improvement for LEAs and schools and specify a process for identifying LEAs in need of assistance.  Staff anticipate recommending, as part of the item for the September 2016 meeting, that the SBE adopt an evaluation rubrics design that addresses those statutory requirements.  

The anticipated adoption of the initial phase of the evaluation rubrics at the September 2016 SBE meeting remains grounded in the SBE’s work to develop an integrated local, state and federal accountability and continuous improvement system.  The SBE has proceeded in the development of the evaluation rubrics, including the approved state indicators and methodology for determining performance on the state indicators, cognizant of the statutory requirements in the federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).    
The federal Department of Education issued proposed regulations in May 2016, which included a number of proposed requirements that go beyond ESSA’s statutory requirements. The federal government received more than 20,000 comments on the proposed regulations during the comment period that closed on August 1, 2016, many of which criticized the aspects of the proposed regulations that exceeded the federal statutory requirements.  At this time, it is uncertain when the regulations will become final or what they will include.  

This Attachment therefore focuses on the details necessary to inform the decision points for September 2016, which address the state statutory requirements for the evaluation rubrics and determining LEA eligibility for differentiated assistance and intensive intervention under LCFF.  The SBE will address the state requirements, as required, with an eye on these federal statutes. The SBE will have the opportunity to address the federal statutory requirements for school-level accountability in a manner consistent with the state priorities reflected in LCFF when it approves the ESSA State Plan next year.  To the extent the federal regulations are finalized at that time, the State Plan can address any additional requirements that may be included. 

Evaluation Rubrics Design: Role of Approved State Indicators and Local Performance Indicators
As a result of SBE action at its May and July 2016 meetings, the evaluation rubrics design includes: (1) a concise set of state indicators and (2) a methodology for setting standards for the LCFF priorities that are not addressed by the state indicators (referred to as “local performance indicators” throughout the rest of this Attachment).  Together, performance on these indicators will inform an LEA’s eligibility for differentiated assistance or intensive intervention. 
State Indicators.  The evaluation rubrics design currently includes the following state indicators, which apply at the LEA and school level:

· an academic achievement indicator based on student test scores on English Language Arts (ELA) and Math for grades 3-8, including a measure of individual student growth, when feasible, and results on the Next Generation Science Standards assessment, when available; 
· a college and career indicator, which combines Grade 11 test scores on ELA and Math and other measures of college and career readiness;
· an English learner indicator that measures progress of English learners toward English language proficiency and incorporates data on reclassification rates; 
· a high school graduation rate indicator; 
· a chronic absence indicator, when available; and
· an indicator for suspension rates by grade span.
The approved state indicators address the following LCFF priorities, which are defined in state law:

· Pupil Achievement (Priority 4): academic achievement indicator and English learner indicator;
· Pupil Engagement (Priority 5): graduation rate indicator and chronic absence indicator;
· School Climate (Priority 6): suspension rate indicator;
· Access to a Broad Course of Study (Priority 7): college and career indicator; and
· Outcomes in a Broad Course of Study (Priority 8): college and career indicator.
The approved methodology for calculating performance for the state indicators as a combination of status and change results in five color-coded performance categories (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/jul16item02.doc, Attachment 1).  From highest to lowest, the performance categories are: Blue, Green, Yellow, Orange, Red.  

At the June 22, 2016 meeting of the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG), staff presented proposed cut scores and performance levels for the state indicators, along with the staff proposal to use the Red performance category as the performance level relevant to whether an LEA is in need of additional support (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/documents/memo-cpag-jun16item01.doc). The SBE reviewed this information at its July meeting, but took no action.  

Local Performance Indicators.  At its July 2016 meeting, the SBE approved a methodology for establishing local performance indicators based on collecting and reporting locally held information. The initial phase of the evaluation rubrics design will include local performance indicators for the following LCFF priorities:

· Appropriately Assigned Teachers, Access to Curriculum-Aligned Instructional Materials, and Safe, Clean and Functional School Facilities (Priority 1)
· Implementation of State Academic Standards (Priority 2)
· Parent Engagement (Priority 3)
· School Climate – local climate surveys (Priority 6)
· Coordination of Services for Expelled Students – County Offices of Education (COEs) Only (Priority 9)
· Coordination of Services for Foster Youth – COEs Only (Priority 10)
(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/jul16item02.doc, Attachment 2).  LEAs assess their progress on these indicators on a [Met / Not Met / Not Met for Two or More Years] scale.  Staff identified “Not Met for Two or More Years” as the relevant performance level for determining whether an LEA is in need of additional support.  Additional details about the proposed local performance indicators will be provided in advance of the September 2016 SBE meeting.
Identifying LEAs in Need of Assistance or Intervention under LCFF     

A preliminary proposal for how the proposed performance levels will assist in identifying LEAs eligible for differentiated assistance and intensive intervention is below.  This proposal addresses relevant statutory requirements in LCFF, which are described in greater detail in the accompanying Appendix.  The agenda item for the September 2016 SBE meeting will include more details about the proposed approach.
Data for certain indicators is not currently available (e.g., chronic absence), and the construction of other indicators will change over time (e.g., student assessments, when additional years of results are available).  This proposal represents a starting point for the initial year of the evaluation rubrics implementation and will evolve over time.
Proposed Criteria for LEA Eligibility for Technical Assistance and Intensive Intervention under LCFF 

The proposed approach for determining LEA eligibility for differentiated assistance and intensive intervention based on student group performance in each LCFF priority area is summarized below. As noted above, Red is the lowest of the five performance categories for state indicators, and Not Met for Two or More Years is the lowest level for local performance indicators.  Consistent with the LCFF statutes:

· An LEA would be eligible for differentiated assistance if any student group met the performance criteria listed below for two or more LCFF priorities.  

· An LEA would be eligible for intensive intervention if three or more student groups met the performance criteria listed below for two or more LCFF priorities in three out of four consecutive years.  
Basics (Priority 1)

· Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator
Implementation of State Academic Standards (Priority 2)

· Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator
Parent Engagement (Priority 3)

· Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator
Pupil Achievement (Priority 4)

· Red on both English and Math tests OR 

· Red on English or Math test AND Orange on the other test OR

· Red on the English Learner Indicator (English learner student group only)

Pupil Engagement (Priority 5)

· Red on Graduation Rate Indicator OR 

· Red on Chronic Absence Indicator

School Climate (Priority 6)

· Red on Suspension Rate Indicator OR 

· Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator

Access to and Outcomes in a Broad Course of Study (Priorities 7 & 8)

· Red on College and Career Indicator

Coordination of Services for Expelled Pupils – COEs Only (Priority 9)

· Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator
Coordination of Services for Foster Youth – COEs Only (Priority 10)

· Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator
Tiered Approach to Technical Assistance.  Staff propose that the evaluation rubrics instructions specify that, in the initial year that an LEA becomes eligible for technical assistance, technical assistance will involve identification in writing of the LEA’s strengths and weaknesses.  This would establish a presumption that the more intensive forms of technical assistance authorized by statute (assignment of an outside expert to assist the LEA, including requesting that another LEA within the county partner to support the LEA’s improvement, or referral to the CCEE) would not occur unless an LEA is eligible for technical assistance based on performance of the same student group(s) across the same LCFF priorities in two consecutive years. This approach is consistent with a tiered approach to assistance.  
Appendix.  Statutory Framework for the Accountability and Continuous Improvement System

This Appendix provides an overview of the statutory provisions of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) that are relevant to the three levels of support identified in the accompanying information memorandum.  It also briefly summarizes the statutory provisions of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) that are relevant to each level.  It focuses on the statutory provisions because, as noted in Attachment 1, it is uncertain when proposed federal regulations will become final or what they will include.
Level 1 (All LEAs and Schools)
The current LCFF evaluation rubrics design addresses the following statutory requirements that are relevant to the first level of assistance and support by promoting continuous improvement for LEAs and schools, regardless of their current level of performance (EC 52064.5):

· The LCFF evaluation rubrics shall “assist LEAs in evaluating their strengths, weaknesses, and areas for improvement.”  
· The LCFF evaluation rubrics shall “reflect a holistic, multidimensional assessment of school district and individual schoolsite performance and shall include all of the [LCFF] priorities.” 
· The LCFF evaluation rubrics shall include “standards for [LEA] and individual school site performance and expectations for improvement in regard to each [of the LCFF priorities].”  

The anticipated school-level use of the evaluation rubrics will address the requirement in ESSA to allow meaningful differentiation of all schools.  ESSA, § 1111(c)(4)(C).

Level 2 (Differentiated Assistance)
The current LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype design supports the LEA-level and school-level focus of LCFF and ESSA, respectively, at the second level of support by using the same indicators and the same performance expectations across the indicators.  

Technical Assistance for LEAs: LEAs are eligible for technical assistance if the LEA “fails to improve pupil achievement across more than one state priority described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060 for one or more pupil subgroup identified pursuant to Section 52052.”  EC 52071(b).
Technical assistance is defined to include: (1) identification in writing of the LEA’s strengths and weaknesses relative to the LCFF priorities, including a review of effective practices or programs that relate to the LEA’s goals; (2) assignment of an academic expert or team to assist the LEA, including requesting that another LEA within the county partner to support the LEA’s improvement; and (3) request that the CCEE provide advice and assistance to the LEA.  
CCEE Advice and Assistance:  The CCEE is authorized to provide advice and assistance to an LEA: (1) at the LEA’s request; (2) if a county office superintendent determines, following the provision of technical assistance pursuant, that the CCEE’s assistance is required; and (3) if the CCEE, after consulting with the SPI, determines that the CCEE’s assistance is required.  EC 52074(f).  
School-Level Assistance: The ESSA State Plan will describe the approach for identifying schools in need of differentiated assistance based on low overall performance or consistent underperformance by student groups, and the details for locally developed plans to improve student performance at the identified schools.  ESSA, § 1111(d).  
Level 3 (Intensive Intervention)
The current LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype design supports the LEA-level and school-level focus of LCFF and ESSA, respectively, at the third level of support by using the same indicators and the same performance expectations across the indicators.  

SPI Intervention for LEAs: The SPI may identify an LEA for intensive intervention, subject to SBE approval, if the LEA “did not improve [student] outcomes for three or more [student] subgroups . . . in regard to more than one state or local priority in three out of four consecutive school years” and the CCEE has already provided advice and assistance to LEA and made specific findings that additional support is not likely to improve outcomes.  EC 52072.
Intervention may include any of the following: (1) changing the LEA’s LCAP; (2) imposing a budget revision in conjunction with the LCAP revision; (3) modifying or rescinding any action not required by a collective bargaining agreement that prevents the LEA from improving student outcomes; and (4) appointing an academic trustee to act on behalf of the SPI.  
More Rigorous Intervention for Schools:  The ESSA State Plan will describe exit criteria for schools identified as needing differentiated assistance. If schools do not meet those criteria within a state-determined time, they must receive more rigorous state-determined interventions.  (ESSA, § 1111(d)(3)).  
� This includes the outcome-based accountability components of the state plan required for special education under federal law, which will align the performance expectations for students with disabilities with the assistance and support standards included in the LCFF evaluation rubrics (� HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/mar16item20.doc" �http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/mar16item20.doc�).  The approved plan for special education includes three levels of support that align with the three levels of improvement described in this memo.  Accordingly, additional resources and expertise specific to serving students with disabilities will be available to LEAs within the integrated system. 






