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Update on the Development of the California State Plan for the Every Student Succeeds Act
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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed into law by President Barack Obama on December 10, 2015, and goes into effect in the 2017–18 school year. The ESSA reauthorizes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the nation’s federal education law, and replaces the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). 

As part of California’s transition to the ESSA, California must submit an ESSA Consolidated State Plan (State Plan) to the U.S. Department of Education (ED) in 2017. The State Plan will describe the State’s implementation of standards, assessments, accountability, and assistance programs. 
The California Department of Education (CDE) presented a complete draft of the State Plan to the State Board of Education (SBE) at its May 2017 meeting. Since that meeting, the draft plan has been presented to hundreds of Californians, including the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG), during the 30-day public comment period and new information has been made available regarding how ED is reviewing state plans. The CDE recommends that several sections of the State Plan be revised based on this new information from stakeholders and ED. 
This agenda item provides an update to inform the SBE and the public regarding the development of the ESSA State Plan and includes CDE staff recommendations regarding proposed revisions to the draft State Plan. 
RECOMMENDATION
The CDE recommends that the SBE approve the revisions to the ESSA State Plan proposed in Attachment 1. The CDE will bring a final draft of the State Plan to the SBE for approval in September 2017.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES 
The ESSA maintains the original purpose of ESEA: equal opportunity for all students. Departing from the NCLB reauthorization, ESSA grants much more authority to states, provides new opportunities to enhance school leadership, provides more support for early education, and renews a focus on well-rounded educational opportunity and safe and healthy schools. The reauthorization of ESEA provides California with a number of opportunities to build upon the State’s new directions in accountability and continuous improvement. 
California is committed to aligning state and federal education policies to the greatest extent possible to develop an integrated local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system grounded in the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). This will promote coherence across programs to better serve the needs of local educational agencies (LEAs), schools, educators, and students; recognize the diverse and multidimensional characteristics of LEAs, schools, educators, and students, and provide support accordingly; and systematically and collaboratively identify and resource opportunities to build the capacity of local, regional, and state educators and leaders to better serve students and families.

At its January 2017 meeting, the SBE unanimously approved the following guiding principles as part of a framework to develop a working draft of the State Plan.

· Ensure that state priorities and direction lead the plan with opportunities in the ESSA leveraged to assist in accomplishing goals and objectives. 

· Create a single, coherent system that avoids the complexities of having separate state and federal accountability structures. 

· Refresh applications, plans, and commitments to ensure that LEAs are evidencing alignment of federal funds to state and local priorities. 

· Use the ESSA State Plan to draw further focus to California’s commitment to the implementation of rigorous state standards, equity, local control, performance, and continuous improvement. 

· Leverage state administrative funds to realign CDE operations to state priorities. 

· Strategically approach state-allowed reservations from Title programs to further state priorities. 
Consistent with these principles, California’s draft State Plan has been written to meet statutory requirements in a way that furthers California’s actions to implement an effective education system that reflects a commitment to performance, equity, and continuous improvement. Further, at the request of the SBE, California’s State Plan has been written to meet, not exceed, federal requirements. It describes how California plans to use, manage, and monitor federal funds to support implementation of rigorous state academic standards consistent with California’s existing LCFF approach, providing the State maximum flexibility to utilize federal resources to effectively support California’s accountability and continuous improvement system. 
ESSA Stakeholder Engagement—Phase IV
The CDE conducted Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement, which included the statutorily required 30-day public comment period, from May 22, 2017, through June 30, 2017. During Phase IV, the CDE deployed a variety of strategies to engage hundreds of California stakeholders in providing feedback on the draft ESSA State Plan. 

1. The CDE shared the draft State Plan with the CPAG at its June 2017 meeting. CPAG members were asked to provide feedback on each section of the draft plan. 
2. CDE staff also partnered with county offices of education (COEs), professional associations, and community-based and civil rights organizations to facilitate 14 regional and online meetings during which feedback on draft State Plan sections was collected. 
3. A toolkit of resources to support stakeholder engagement with the draft plan was made available on the CDE Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/draftplantoolkit.asp. Toolkit resources include the complete draft plan excerpted into 11 sections, videos explaining the contents of each section, plan section summary documents in both English and Spanish, facilitator instructions, and a link to the public comment survey. The CDE encouraged LEAs, professional associations, community-based and civil rights organizations, and members of the general public to use the toolkit to conduct local ESSA stakeholder meetings to solicit feedback on the draft State Plan. 

A summary of CPAG feedback and a preliminary analysis of stakeholder feedback collected during the stakeholder meetings are provided in Attachment 1. A more comprehensive analysis of feedback collected during Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement will be provided as an Item Addendum. 

Proposed Revisions to the Draft State Plan

CDE staff analysis of feedback from CPAG members and Phase IV meeting participants indicates that several sections of the draft State Plan would benefit from revision. In addition, new information regarding ED’s peer review process indicates that California should revise the sections of the plan subject to peer review: Title I, Part A; Title III, Part A; and McKinney-Vento.

In March 2017, ED released State Plan Peer Review Criteria, available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/essastateplanpeerreviewcriteria.pdf. Seventeen states submitted State Plans to ED on or before the first plan submission deadline of April 4, 2017. On June 13, 2017, ED provided several of these states with detailed feedback on their draft plans, indicating that peer reviewers are paying close attention to the plans for both compliance with the law and completeness of responses. 
The CDE proposes to revise several sections of the draft State Plan based on feedback from the CPAG and other stakeholders, and to refine each of the plan sections subject to peer review to align more closely with the peer review criteria. Staff recommendations regarding revisions to the draft are provided in Attachment 1. Pending SBE approval, the CDE will make revisions to the draft plan and make available a new draft as an August 2017 Information Memorandum. This will ensure that the public has adequate time to review the revised draft State Plan and provide additional feedback before the plan is presented to the SBE for approval at its September 2017 meeting.
California plans to submit its State Plan to ED on September 18, 2017.

ESSA Accountability Requirements

In keeping with its commitment to designing a single, coherent, local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system, the SBE has worked steadily to integrate ESSA accountability requirements into the LCFF-based system. However, several policy decisions regarding ESSA accountability requirements remain. The state must adopt eligibility criteria for the identification of the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools, determine how it will integrate the 95 percent participation requirement into the accountability system, and establish long-term goals and measures of interim progress for the system. To inform SBE decision-making, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback regarding each of these topics during the public comment period.
The SBE has received two Information Memoranda related to the identification of the lowest-performing five percent of schools. The April 2017 Memorandum presented information regarding the relationship between the SBE’s adoption of the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics and Title I school accountability requirements under ESSA and identified three options for identifying the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools using the color-coded performance levels for state indicators. The June 2017 Memorandum provided additional detail and data simulations for the three options and additional options for aligning school identification under ESSA with the identification of LEAs for assistance under LCFF. 

Attachment 2 provides the SBE with a recommendation for the eligibility criteria for the identification of the lowest-performing Title I schools based on data simulations requested by SBE members during the May 2017 SBE meeting and subsequent stakeholder feedback on the identification and eligibility process.
Ongoing Communication and Engagement

States are required to consult with diverse stakeholders at multiple points during the design, development, and implementation of their ESSA state plans. The SBE and CDE are committed to ensuring a transparent transition to the new law and developing an ESSA State Plan that is informed by the voices of diverse Californians and have engaged in extensive stakeholder outreach throughout the development of the document. The engagement strategies and processes employed by the State are described in the introduction of the plan. A summary of outreach and consultation activities conducted by CDE staff in May and June 2017 is provided in Attachment 3. 

The most current information regarding California’s transition to the ESSA is available on the CDE ESSA Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/essa. Interested stakeholders are encouraged to join the CDE ESSA listserv to receive notifications when new information becomes available by sending a blank e-mail message to 
join-essa@mlist.cde.ca.gov. Questions regarding ESSA in California may be sent to ESSA@cde.ca.gov. 
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

May 2017: CDE staff presented to the SBE the first complete draft of the ESSA State Plan. SBE members engaged in discussion regarding the draft and approved the draft to go out for public comment pending edits and additions to the sections regarding primary language assessment and long-term goals to be approved by the SBE Executive Director. SBE members also voiced concerns that the draft did not fully demonstrate the State’s commitment to equity and directed staff to solicit from stakeholders ways the draft could be improved to promote equity. 
March 2017: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the State Plan including a status update on issues that need to be addressed in the State Plan and stakeholder feedback regarding State Plan policy decisions. SBE members engaged in discussion regarding the policy decisions and provided feedback to staff to consider in the State Plan draft. Additionally, CDE staff recommended that the SBE review and approve any required ESSA assurances and authorize the SBE President to sign and submit the assurances to the ED by the due date established by the ED. The SBE unanimously approved and authorized these recommended actions. 
January 2017: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including proposed guiding principles and recommended approach for ESSA State Plan development. The SBE unanimously approved the guiding principles. 
November 2016: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including the ESSA Consolidated State Plan Development Draft Timeline; the first draft sections of the ESSA Consolidated State Plan; and the communication, outreach, and consultation CDE staff conducted in September and October 2016. The first draft sections of the ESSA Consolidated State Plan included the sections addressing Consultation and Coordination, Challenging State Academic Standards and Academic Assessments, and program specific requirements. SBE members approved CDE staff recommendations to authorize the SBE President to submit a joint letter with the State Superintendent of Public Instruction in response to ESSA regulations for supplement, not supplant under Title I, Part A. 

September 2016: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including an overview of ESSA programs, an overview of ESSA Consolidated State Plan requirements and related decision points, a preliminary status of various decisions, and areas where final regulations will be needed to address plan requirements. The update included information regarding use of federal funds and a description of stakeholder outreach and communications activities. Further, CDE staff reviewed Phase I of stakeholder engagement around ESSA, which was provided to the SBE as an August Information Memorandum. In addition, CDE and SBE staff presented to the SBE an update regarding the development of a new accountability and continuous improvement system, which led to the SBE approval of key elements of the system that will be used to evaluate schools and districts in ten areas critical to student performance, including graduation rates, readiness for college and careers, academic achievement, and progress of English learners.
July 2016: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including opportunities in the ESSA to support California’s accountability and continuous improvement system, an update on proposed ESSA regulations, and a description of stakeholder outreach and communications activities. SBE members approved CDE staff recommendations to authorize the SBE President to submit joint letters with the State Superintendent of Public Instruction in response to ESSA regulations for accountability, data reporting, submission of state plans, and assessments. Additionally, CDE and SBE staff presented to the SBE an update regarding the development of a new accountability and continuous improvement system, which led to the SBE approval of a measure of college and career readiness, a methodology for establishing standards for state priorities, inclusion of a standard for use of local climate surveys, an Equity Report within the top-level summary data display, and the development of a timeline through the 2017 calendar year addressing upcoming developmental work. 

May 2016: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including Title I State Plan requirements described in the ESSA, outreach and consultation with stakeholders, and a draft State Plan development timeline. CDE and SBE staff presented to the SBE an update regarding the development of a new accountability and continuous improvement system, which led to the SBE approval of specific design elements of the LCFF evaluation rubrics and direction to staff to prepare recommendations and updates concerning standards for the LCFF priority areas and feasibility of incorporating additional indicators. The SBE also approved the ESSA 2016–17 School Year Transition Plan and two federal ESSA waiver requests to address double testing in science and Speaking and Listening assessment requirements. The SBE also heard a presentation of the Final Report from the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s Advisory Accountability and Continuous Improvement Task Force. 

March 2016: CDE and SBE staff presented to the SBE an update regarding development of a new accountability system including information regarding the Local Control and Accountability Plan and annual update template, evaluation rubrics, the ESSA State Plan, and the revised timeline for transitioning to a new accountability and continuous improvement system. The SBE approved appointments to the California Practitioners Advisory Group.

January 2016: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on issues related to California’s implementation of the ESEA, including information regarding ESSA, and the implications for state accountability and state plans.

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

California’s total K–12 funding as of the 2016–17 California Budget Act is $88.3 billion:

State      $52.9 billion

Local       27.4 billion

Federal      8.0 billion

Total      $ 88.3 billion

This includes K–12 revenues from all sources. The 2017–18 California Budget Act is expected to be finalized in June. ESSA funds are a portion of the total federal funding amount. The ESSA will be implemented in 2017–18. The ESSA will become effective for non-competitive formula grants in the 2017–18 school year, and for competitive grants as instructed by ED, but largely in the 2017–18 school year as well. 
The following fiscal information relates specifically to the programs included in the ESSA Consolidated State Plan. Federal allocations to states for fiscal years 2016 and 2017 are preliminary estimates based on currently available data. Allocations based on new data may result in significant changes from these preliminary estimates. The 
2016–17 amounts provided below are based on actual grant awards, but are also subject to change. 

The 2017–18 amounts provided below are based on ED’s State Tables which are based on Public Law 115-31, the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2017. These numbers may be updated as the final numbers for the fiscal year become available, but we do not anticipate significant changes to funding levels at this time. There are, however, a number of changes to various formulas that may impact funding as ESSA goes into effect this year. 

For Title I, minor changes to the amount of Title I funds that flow through each of the four parts will be made, but the state grant formula overall is unchanged. 

Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by State and Local Educational Agencies: California currently receives approximately $1.768 billion. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $1.831 billion in Title I, Part A funds in 2017–18.

Title I, Part B: State Assessment Grants: California currently receives approximately $28 million from ESEA Title VI, State Assessments program. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $28.5 million in ESSA, Title I, Part B funds in 2017–18.
Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children: California currently receives approximately $128.7 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $115.8 million in Title I, Part C funds in 2017–18.
Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 – State Agency Programs: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk: California currently receives approximately $1.7 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $2.2 million in Title I, Part D funds in 2017–18.

Title II, Part A: Preparing, Training, and Recruiting High Quality Teachers, Principals, and Other School Leaders: The state grant formula will be adjusted, gradually eliminating the hold harmless provision by 2023 and increasing the poverty factor and decreasing the population factor from the current 65/35 ratio to 80/20 in 2020. California currently receives approximately $249.3 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $227.9 million in Title II, Part A funds in 2017–18.

Title III: Language Instruction for English Learners and Immigrant Students: The state grant formula for Title III remains unchanged. California currently receives approximately $150 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $149.2 million in Title III funds in 2017–18.

Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants: California does not currently receive Title IV, Part A funding. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $46.4 million in Title IV, Part A funds in 2017–18 based on the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2017.

Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers: California currently receives approximately $132.7 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $136.6 million in Title IV, Part B funds in 2017–18.

Title V, Rural Education Initiative: California currently receives approximately $1.5 million from Title VI, Part B, Subpart 1 of ESEA. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $1.5 million in 2017–18.

Title IX, Part A: Education for Homeless Children and Youths: California currently receives approximately $8.2 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $9 million in 2017–18.

Funding for federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 (which CDE will receive for the 2018–19 school year) is still being debated in Congress. A budget proposal sent to Congress by President Trump in May would make significant changes to federal education funding, including eliminating funding for Title II professional development, Title IV, Part A Student Support and Academic Enrichment block grant, and Title IV, Part B 21st Century Community Learning Centers. However, Congress has sole jurisdiction over federal appropriations. The conversation regarding funding for FFY 2018 is likely to continue throughout the year.
Additionally, CDE staff has also provided funding analyses and recommendations in the following documents: 

· September 2016 SBE Meeting Agenda Item 02 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/sep16item02.doc) 

· Attachment 1: Overview of Every Student Succeeds Act Programs
This document provides an overview of programs included in the ESSA, including estimated funding amounts and reservations for state administration and state level activities.

· Attachment 3: ESSA State Plan: Information to Support Decision-Making Regarding Use of Federal Funds
This document provides the SBE with context to inform decision-making regarding uses of ESSA funds at the state and local levels, including an overview of how ESEA funds are currently used and considerations for using ESSA funds to supplement state investments.

· October 2016 CPAG Meeting Memorandum for Item 01: Potential Approaches to Using Federal Funds to Support State Priorities (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/documents/memo-cpag-oct16item1.doc) 
This memorandum provides an overview of the opportunities within the ESSA to use federal funds to support state priorities along with several scenarios and opportunities to “braid” resources. 
ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1:
Proposed Revisions to California’s Draft ESSA State Plan (19 Pages)

Attachment 2: 
Eligibility Criteria for the Identification of the Lowest-Performing Five Percent of Title I Schools (8 Pages)
Attachment 3: 
ESSA State Plan Development: Communications, Outreach, and Consultation with Stakeholders: May–June 2017 (10 Pages)
Attachment 4: 
Phase IV Public Comment Report for the Draft Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan. This Attachment will be provided as an Item Addendum.
Proposed Revisions to California’s Draft ESSA State Plan

New information has emerged since the draft Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan was presented to the State Board of Education (SBE) at its May 2017 meeting: 
· The California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) devoted a substantial part of its June 2017 meeting to providing feedback on each section of the draft plan. 
· During Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement, which included the statutorily required 30-day public comment period, California Department of Education (CDE) staff collected feedback on the draft plan from hundreds of California stakeholders across the state via regional and online meetings. 
· On June 13, 2017, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) provided several states with detailed feedback on their draft plans, indicating that peer reviewers are paying close attention to the plans for both compliance with the law and completeness of responses.
CDE staff has analyzed feedback from the CPAG, completed a preliminary analysis of comments collected during the Phase IV stakeholder meetings, and reviewed carefully the peer review criteria being used to determine whether California’s responses to state plan template prompts are complete. This information has informed the proposed revisions to each section of the plan included in this attachment. 
This document provides a preliminary analysis of feedback collected during Phase IV regional and online meetings. Typically, stakeholders registering for these meetings were asked to indicate which of the ten sections of the draft State Plan they would most like to discuss, and each meeting agenda was designed to present and collect feedback on the plan sections most frequently selected by registrants. The accountability and school support and improvement sections were selected for discussion at nearly every meeting. The assessment; Title II, Part A; and Title III, Part A sections were selected for discussion at several meetings. The remaining sections of the draft plan were not selected as frequently as others and were not discussed at any of the Phase IV meetings. 
CDE Phase IV stakeholder meetings concluded on June 21, 2017, but the public comment period continues through June 30, 2017. At the conclusion of the public comment period, staff will review and analyze all feedback collected during the public comment period, including feedback collected at meetings, letters, e-mails received since the draft plan posted on April 28, 2017, and feedback submitted via the public comment survey. This analysis, together with any additional proposed revisions to the draft plan based on stakeholder feedback, will be provided as an Item Addendum.
Pending SBE approval, the CDE plans to make revisions to the draft plan and make a new draft available to the public as an August 2017 Information Memorandum. This will ensure that the public has adequate time to review the revised draft State Plan and provide additional feedback before the plan is presented to the SBE for approval at its September 2017 meeting.
California intends to submit its State Plan to ED on September 18, 2017.
This attachment includes the following information for each draft plan section available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/draftplantoolkit.asp: 
· Summary of CPAG Feedback: This includes feedback the CPAG provided on the draft State Plan during its June 2017 meeting. 

· Additional considerations: When applicable, this section includes feedback received during regional stakeholder meetings during the Phase IV public comment period and other venues for stakeholder input such as workgroups. 
· Proposed revisions: Based on CPAG feedback and additional considerations, staff has proposed revisions to the draft State Plan. 
Title I, Part A: Assessment
Summary of CPAG feedback
The CPAG review of the assessment section of the draft plan addressed issues of equity. Several members raised questions about what the scope of equity should look like. There were a few comments related to California designating Spanish as the most populous language present to a significant extent in the student population. One member identified the need for assessments in multiple languages to support bilingual programs. There was also discussion about the California Spanish Assessment (CSA), currently in development. One member would like to see the CSA included as part of the Dashboard; another suggested that the CSA should be a required test, not an optional one for LEAs to administer. Two members discussed the idea that the CSA should be considered as an equal option to the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment for English language arts. 

Additional considerations
Stakeholders discussed and provided feedback on the assessment section of the plan at three Phase IV meetings conducted by the CDE. As with the CPAG, stakeholders most frequently commented on the role of primary language assessments in measuring student progress and whether or not these assessments should be included in the accountability system. Comments were wide-ranging; some suggested that students should participate in both the CSA and Smarter Balanced assessments, others expressed concern regarding over-testing, and there were a variety of comments regarding how and whether the State should assess students in their primary languages. In addition, several commenters suggested that the Grade 11 Smarter Balanced assessment results be disaggregated from the Career/College Indicator and others called for enhanced communications with teachers regarding the assessment system. A few commenters provided feedback regarding the role of the assessment system in supporting a well-rounded education.
Also, per SBE request, CDE staff met with representatives from Californians Together, the California Association of Bilingual Educators, and experts in the field of English language acquisition to discuss the appropriate use of the CSA and how it might be included in the accountability system. 
Proposed revisions
Based on stakeholder feedback, the CDE recommends that the assessment portion of Title I, Part A be revised to include this additional language regarding the CSA: 

California will engage in conversations with stakeholders and experts in the fields of language acquisition, measurement, and accountability over the course of developing the CSA with the goal of obtaining direction from the State Board regarding the use of a valid and reliable CSA in accountability.
CDE staff also plans to refine the assessment section of the plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria.
Title I Part A: Accountability

Summary of CPAG feedback

During the CPAG review, many concerns and questions were raised about the minimum number of students that are required for a student group (N size) to receive a performance level in the Dashboard. Some CPAG members noted that the N size should be lowered. CPAG members also expressed concern that identifying the lowest-performing five percent of schools every three years would create a gap of students in need. There were conflicting opinions regarding the proposed timeframe for the long-term goals. Some members expressed concerns that five to seven years was not sufficient time to reach the proposed goals, other members expressed concerns that seven years was too long. 

In regards to accountability measures, some members suggested that dual language assessment for English learner (EL) students be used either as a performance bonus on the Dashboard or incorporated into the Academic Indicator. Additionally, some CPAG members expressed desires to utilize different accountability indicators like local indicators, alternative-school-specific indicators, and indicators for the development of school culture. Simultaneously, the accuracy of indicators like suspension rate or chronic absenteeism as a measure of academic performance was brought into question.
Additional considerations

The CDE prepared a June 2017 Information Memorandum to provide further context and data simulation results for identifying the lowest-performing five percent of Title 1 schools, including linking the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) criteria for selecting local educational agencies (LEAs) for support to the identification of the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools. Attachment 2 of this item recommends an approach for the eligibility criteria for the identification of the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools.
In addition, stakeholders discussed and provided feedback on the accountability section of the draft plan at each of the Phase IV regional meetings conducted by the CDE. Specifically, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback regarding identification of the lowest-performing five percent of schools, integration of the 95 percent participation requirement into the accountability system, and long-term goals and measures of interim progress. An analysis of this feedback will be provided in the Item Addendum.
Proposed revisions

The CDE plans to revise the accountability section of the draft plan to include SBE decisions made during its July 2017 meeting regarding identification of the 
lowest-performing five percent of schools, integration of the 95 percent participation requirement into the accountability system, and long-term goals and measures of interim progress. CDE staff also plans to refine the accountability section of the plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria.
Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement

Summary of CPAG feedback
CPAG members requested that the plan include more information regarding the roles of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE), county offices of education, and the CDE/State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), and how they interact with each other at each level of support. Additionally, members also asked that the plan include the resources each organization will provide and how LEAs and schools will interact with each organization and their resources at each level. CPAG members also asked that the plan include more information on resource allocation and how it will be reviewed and monitored for disparities.
Additional considerations
The CDE prepared a June 2017 Information Memorandum that addresses the key policy issues around developing a single system of support based on LCFF. The document, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-ocd-jun17item02.doc, describes an approach for integrating elements of state policy and federal programs into a coherent system that maximizes available resources to support LEAs and schools. CDE staff has also prepared a July 2017 Agenda Item that proposes a regional structure for the statewide system of support. The proposal is based on research, prior memoranda, and key stakeholder discussions and feedback. 

Stakeholders discussed and provided feedback on the school support and improvement section of the draft State Plan during each Phase IV stakeholder meeting conducted by the CDE. Preliminary analysis of stakeholder feedback collected at Phase IV meetings indicates that stakeholders have specific ideas regarding a statewide system of support, including providing funds to support evidence-based interventions and training COEs. A large number of stakeholder comments included support for a detailed needs analysis that identifies root causes, done in collaboration with a district and its schools and community. Some stakeholders described a need for a regional support system that is based on best practice and responsive to local needs and context with tools to support needs assessments and quality COE staff or coaches to support the process. Stakeholders also suggested that the state support school improvement by focusing on effective educators, specifically providing more time for teacher planning and collaboration, principal coaching, additional funds for additional instructional time, culturally responsive curriculum resources, more information regarding parent engagement strategies, and data analysis support. Stakeholders also encouraged the state to focus on improving district systems to support schools, including a resource inequity analysis. Stakeholders also clearly commented that identifying best practices and educational systems that are achieving gains for student groups would be helpful so that districts and schools can learn from each other in a supportive environment.

Feedback also included a strong desire to look beyond academic interventions and provide support for school climate and culture and parent engagement initiatives tied to a needs assessment. Some stakeholders viewed the LCAP as a place to outline how a district plans to support schools identified for improvement and articulate a deep understanding of the system’s needs. Some brought up the need to understand the communities around schools and districts and bring them into the needs assessment.  Overall, stakeholders want a collaborative support system that focuses on improvement within districts and their schools.
Proposed revisions
The CDE recommends a few revisions to this section based on CPAG feedback. This section can be improved by the addition of more information about the roles of each organization and how they will interact with each other and the field at each level of support. To the extent possible, CDE also recommends adding more information about the resource allocation review.

The CDE recommends that this section of the plan be updated based on SBE discussion regarding the emerging statewide system of support during its July 2017 meeting. CDE staff also plans to refine this section of the plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria.
Title I, Part A: Access to Educators
Summary of CPAG feedback

Although the State Plan references the California Equity Plan and other documents as a means to gather more detailed information, many CPAG members expressed the need for more detail in the Access to Educators section. Specific interest areas included: the potential for requesting waivers, definitions of terms, and “what” and “how” data will be used. There were also a few recommendations to use stronger language (i.e., “required” versus “upon request”). 
CPAG members also provided input on how to address the statutory requirement for the definition of “ineffective teacher.” Feedback included interest in exploring proxy measures for effectiveness (such as credentialing, teacher absence and retention rates), and suggestions for shifting the direction of the definition towards effective practice and the necessary system supports (locally and from the state) related to building a strong teacher workforce. There was also a strong call for coherence with members stating the need for overall alignment with the LCFF State Priorities, particularly Priority 1, which provides in part, “The degree to which teachers of the school district are appropriately assigned…and fully credentialed in the subject areas, and, for the pupils they are teaching…” 

Additional considerations

The CDE has been working proactively with additional stakeholders to gather input around educator equity issues, specifically in the area of creating a definition for “ineffective teacher.” Key themes emerging from this work include: focusing on systems and not individuals, clarity on distinction among the teacher categories (ESSA requires three: inexperienced, out-of-field, and ineffective), the potential future use of additional metrics or proxies linked to teacher effectiveness, the need for consistency achieved by using a statewide definition or set of guidelines, the need for accessibility to educator equity data, and the need to consider the flexibility afforded to charter schools when considering definitions for inexperienced, out-of-field, and ineffective teachers. As with the CPAG, stakeholders agree that LCFF and educator equity definitions, data reporting, and technical assistance should be part of a coherent statewide system of support.     

Proposed revisions

Building on stakeholder input, the CDE recommends revision of the draft ESSA State Plan to include a working definition of “ineffective teacher.” (The draft plan already contains definitions of “inexperienced” and “out-of-field” teachers.) The revisions should focus on California’s ongoing efforts to implement LCFF Priority 1 and should reflect the SBE’s guiding principle for the ESSA State Plan, which calls for a “single coherent system that avoids the complexities of having separate state and federal accountability structures.” 

LCFF Priority 1 recognizes that LEAs should be accountable for having teachers who are fully credentialed and appropriately assigned (have official certification for the position they are teaching in). Strengthening this focus is particularly important as California confronts teacher shortages and moves into the next phases of LCFF implementation, including the development of the statewide system of support. The “ineffective teacher” definition should build on LCFF Priority 1 and focus on whether teachers are either misassigned or teaching without a full credential. 

California will meet the requirement by reporting – at the school and district levels and statewide – data about the various credential statuses recognized by state law: 

· the percent of teachers with emergency permits, provisional permits, or waivers; 

· the percent of teachers with intern credentials; 

· the percent of teachers who are fully credentialed (holding either preliminary or clear credentials); and 

· the percent of teachers who are misassigned.  

Utilization of these multiple data points is consistent with California’s use of multiple measures for accountability and continuous improvement purposes and provides a more complete picture of the educator workforce at school, district, and state levels. The data could also provide the basis for development of local plans for equitable access to teachers, especially annual goals for LCFF Priority 1. The multiple data points also will allow a more robust view of disparities that may exist within school districts based on the various credential statuses of teachers at school sites.

Concentrating on these elements responds to SBE direction and stakeholder input that calls for system coherence and alignment with LCFF. It also builds on California’s existing credentialing system, which is based on significant research indicating that subject matter competency and teacher certification are closely linked to teacher effectiveness. 

CDE further recommends that the draft ESSA State Plan be revised to indicate California’s interest in the continued development of the statewide system of support’s capacity to support teaching effectiveness and teaching conditions. The work of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s Task Force on Educator Excellence, which culminated in the publication of “Greatness by Design,” should be used to support this work along with continued stakeholder engagement. The CDE recognizes the value in investing time and resources to engage stakeholders in the further development of accountability and continuous improvement systems supporting educator excellence and equity. 

Title I, Part A: School Conditions
 
Summary of CPAG feedback

In relation to school conditions, CPAG members appreciated the alignment between the draft ESSA State Plan and California’s LCFF priorities and systems, including the California School Dashboard. Members questioned, however, whether the data capture and reporting requirements outlined by the current draft would be sufficient to spur LEAs into robust action.

While family engagement relates to more than school conditions, CPAG members indicated that the school conditions portion of the plan could benefit from a greater emphasis on family engagement. They further noted that the LCFF makes parent involvement a required component of both LCAP development, in the form of stakeholder engagement, and LCAP implementation by way of addressing LCFF Priority 3, parent involvement. The CPAG suggested that the ESSA State Plan provide mechanisms for supporting district performance in both of these areas and that CDE make this possible through the online dissemination of relevant reports and data.
 
Additional considerations

The CDE prepared a June 2017 Information Memorandum providing an update on the CDE School Conditions and Climate Work Group. The memorandum outlined a series of key recommendations for the improvement of the current systems supporting school climate improvement, including: annual vetted climate survey administration to school staff, family/caregiver stakeholders, and students; development of a state clearinghouse of valid and reliable school climate and conditions tools that LEAs can utilize when addressing LCFF school conditions and climate priorities; and development of continuous improvement resources to support data analysis and use at the LEA and school site levels.

CDE also partnered with members of the LCFF Equity Coalition and SBE staff to host two parent/family/caregiver feedback sessions. Participants at both meetings shared concerns regarding school climate, bullying, and parent engagement.

In addition, in April 2017, the CDE convened an Ad Hoc Family Engagement Work Group in order to build a foundation for the further development of accountability and continuous improvement systems related to family engagement. Over the course of several initial meetings, the group has prioritized working on improvements for accountability systems related to LCFF Priority 3 and the dissemination of corresponding continuous improvement supports.
Proposed revisions
CDE recognizes the critical need for access to effective data reporting mechanisms to ultimately support the ability of LEAs to evaluate their progress, set attainable goals, and develop and implement effective plans. 

CDE recommends that the draft ESSA State Plan section for School Conditions be expanded to describe the work of the School Conditions and Climate Work Group and the work of the Ad Hoc Family Engagement Work Group. 

Key resources and strategies that California’s integrated statewide system of support could draw upon as part of California’s collaborative effort to improve school conditions for student learning include:

A. School climate survey supports such as those being studied and recommended by the Superintendent’s School Conditions and Climate work group;

B. Student Mental Health strategies such as those developed through California’s Project Cal Well supported by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration;
C. Substance abuse prevention strategies, such as those developed through the Tobacco Use Prevention Education (TUPE) Program and other integrated and evidenced-based practices;
D. Chronic absenteeism identification and reduction strategies, such as those developed by the California Attendance Peer Learning Network in conjunction with COEs to reduce high reduce high rates of chronic absenteeism where identified; and 
E. Intensive planning and professional learning supports/technical assistance for LEAs with schools identified for comprehensive and targeted support and intervention that include the identification and dissemination of relevant 
evidence-based practices and resources, coaching, family/caregiver stakeholder engagement, and use of peer networks.

CDE staff also plans to refine this section of the plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria.

Title I, Part A: School Transitions

Summary of CPAG feedback
Several CPAG members suggested that this section of the plan would benefit from the addition of more details and stronger language. Specifically, some members asked that the plan include more details about career technical education and career pathways and that this piece be connected to the continuing work on the Dashboard indicators. Additionally, a couple of members wanted to know more about how the effectiveness of school transitions in general could be demonstrated through the Dashboard and addressed in LCAPs. Members noted that LEAs should explore, and address in the LCAP, Dashboard data that reveals issues related to school transitions, such as school climate, absenteeism, and parent engagement. At least one member was concerned about the lack of support for students transitioning from elementary to middle school and middle school to high school, as this is a critical stage to prevent drop outs. 

Proposed revisions
The CDE recommends several revisions to this section based on CPAG feedback. The section could be improved with more information about career pathways and additional ways the state is working to promote and expand student access. This could be supported with more information about the status of the State’s College/Career Indicator. This section could also be improved with information about the LCAP Addendum and the requirement for LEAs to describe local actions to support successful student transitions. Guidance for this section of the LCAP Addendum could encourage LEAs to review Dashboard data and LCAP actions related to school climate, absenteeism, and parent engagement. In regard to the lack of support to students transitioning in and out of middle school, this is an area that requires more public input about specific, effective state supports. As the state continues to define the emerging statewide system of support, CDE recommends that the issue of effective transitions for middle school students become an area of focus and differentiated support for struggling LEAs and schools to ensure success in high school and decrease the risk of students dropping out. 

CDE staff also plans to refine this section of the plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria.
Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

Summary of CPAG feedback
Most of the CPAG comments for this section can be grouped into three categories: 1) identifying and addressing migratory student needs, 2) how the Dashboard interacts with migratory students, and 3) preschool programs. There were several comments indicating the need for more detail on the sections addressing the identification of migratory students’ needs and the specific outcomes that will guide local Migrant Education Programs (MEP) in meeting those needs. Furthermore, there were a number of comments discussing the importance of linking migratory students as a subgroup in the LCFF and the Dashboard. CPAG members correctly noted that migratory students are not an identified subgroup of either of these tools. Members specifically noted that the state accountability system should track the academic achievement of migratory students. Additionally, some members had questions around migratory student tracking. Specifically, are migratory students monitored for dropouts, and how are breaks in service tracked?
Proposed revisions
Other than adding more detail to the sections identifying and addressing migratory student needs, the CDE does not recommend any further revisions to the Title I, Part C section of the ESSA State Plan. The CDE is in the process of finalizing the statewide Comprehensive Needs Assessment and State Service Delivery Plan. The sections identifying the needs of migratory children and the measureable program objectives and outcomes will be updated in July for inclusion in the final ESSA State Plan submission. Currently, migratory students are not a specifically recognized subgroup in the LCFF and Dashboard; however, the subpopulation is generally captured in socio-economically disadvantaged students and half of the migratory population is identified within the English language learner subgroup. Various CDE internal offices continue to work on identifying appropriate ways to include migratory students as a subgroup. 
Lastly, migratory student dropouts and breaks in service are monitored at the state and local level. DataQuest includes information on statewide migratory student graduation and dropout rates. Local MEPs monitor migratory students’ credit accrual at both the middle and high school levels, providing intervention services where needed. Breaks in services can be tracked easily when parents notify the MEP that they are moving to a new location outside of the MEP’s service area. Local MEPs consistently communicate with other in-state and out-of-state local MEPs to identify incoming and outgoing migratory families. This communication helps to ensure limited breaks in service. 
Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk

Summary of CPAG feedback
CPAG members requested that this section provide more information about how county offices of education (COEs) support connections between programs, similar to the information included about the work of community colleges. Additionally, members requested more information on program objectives and outcomes. Some CPAG members asked for information about the alternative accountability system in this section of the plan.  
Proposed revisions
Staff recommends adding information regarding the work of COEs. If it is available, staff also recommends including information about how the alternative accountability tool will interact with these programs.

Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

Summary of CPAG feedback

The majority of the CPAG comments expressed that the Title II section of the plan lacked sufficient detail. CPAG members requested more detail regarding the sections related to access and equity, how support will be targeted for low-performing districts, specific examples of what data will be used, clarification as to why California does not intend to use Title II, Part A funds to improve preparation programs, and the need to support continuous improvement. The most frequent area in which the CPAG requested more detail was in the area of supporting school leaders. 

Additional considerations

Stakeholders discussed and provided feedback on the Title II, Part A section of the plan during five of the Phase IV meetings conducted by the CDE. Stakeholders most frequently commented on the need for clear definitions and a plan for educator equity, the need to include the California Subject Matter Projects (CSMP) as an ongoing support structure, the need to address the importance of a well-rounded education (visual and performing arts, health, science, social and emotional learning, etc.), how to address the recruitment and retention of teachers of color, and clarification regarding how to address the ongoing professional learning needs of educators through curriculum framework “rollout” events. As with the CPAG, a frequently requested area for additional detail was in the area of supporting school leaders. The most common comments related to supporting school leaders highlighted a need for administrators to connect with peers for support and knowledge-sharing, a need for consistent access to professional learning, and provision of personalized support through coaches or mentors from outside of the school site. Some stakeholders also mentioned thinking about a regional approach with COEs as a source of support for school leaders.
Proposed revisions

The CDE recommends that the statewide system of support incorporate expertise and capacity to bring LEA stakeholder teams together to engage in the equity planning process. The ESSA provides that up to five percent of the total Title II, Part A allocation can be used for state-level activities. Using a portion of the state-level activities allocation, this regional support structure will support LEA leadership teams to collaboratively design local approaches to address equitable access issues within their districts and schools. This work (modeled, in part, on successful “equity labs” being undertaken in other states) will focus on LEA-led solutions to equitable access issues. LEAs will have the benefit of intra/inter-district collaboration while engaging in facilitated regional learning sessions rooted in a continuous improvement approach on data review, stakeholder engagement, and implementation science to build the capacity of local leaders to spearhead equity work in their LEAs. Work will also coincide with the proposed California school leader system of support (described below), which will provide support to principals at schools that struggle with recruitment and retention of effective teachers and high-quality standards implementation.  
The CDE also recommends adding language that addresses equity and provides a high-level goal and plan for linking school leader support to the statewide system of support. The ESSA provides an option for states to set aside three percent of the Title II, Part A LEA subgrant allocation to establish state programs designed to improve the skills of principals or other school leaders. The intention to retain these funds for this purpose is identified in the draft ESSA State Plan. The CDE proposes adding the following detailed information to this section:

California will use the optional three percent reservation of the Title II, Part A LEA subgrant allocation to develop the expertise and capacity within the statewide system of support to strengthen school leaders’ abilities to identify (high leverage) areas of need and implement and sustain local actions that result in improvements while addressing inequities. This will emphasize the development of individual leaders and leadership teams to guide and support teachers and staff in engaging students in differentiated teaching and learning so that all students graduate ready for success in college and careers. The support structure will utilize lessons from past and current leadership initiatives focused on student-centered improvements. Emerging needs will be identified through analysis of Dashboard data in collaboration with the partners that contribute to the statewide system of support. 

The CDE also recommends revising the draft plan to provide detail regarding how the state will support standards implementation and a well-rounded education through professional learning. Specifically, staff recommends that additional language regarding curriculum framework “rollouts” and the role of the CSMP in building the capacity of educators to support standards implementation be included in the plan.  

Finally, based on stakeholder feedback, the CDE also recommends adding specific language to the plan to demonstrate California’s intention to use Title II, Part A state-level activity funds to improve equitable access to teachers (also discussed in Title I, Part A). 
Title III, Part A: Support for English Learner Students

Summary of CPAG feedback
Overall, CPAG comments were positive regarding the Title III section of the draft plan. This section has also been addressed in several public meetings, and members felt they were very familiar with this section. Other comments requested including more references to Long-Term English Learners (LTEL) in the plan in the areas of accountability, monitoring, biliteracy, and technical assistance. CPAG members also recommended guidance on instructional practice for this group of students. CPAG members commented on the need to add more clarity on establishing the validity and reliability of the English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC). They asked for clarity on the entry and exit criteria in the absence of new legislation and considering ELPAC and clarity regarding the California Spanish Language Assessment (CSA) purpose. The members commented on the language referring to the use of the stacked translations in the Smarter Balanced assessments suggesting there be language included. One group requested a report on the work of the English learner workgroup.
Additional considerations
Stakeholders discussed and provided feedback regarding the Title III, Part A section of the draft plan at two of the Phase IV meetings conducted by the CDE. Stakeholders called for increased training and guidance for teachers and administrators in regard to the following:
· Administration of the CELDT

· Reclassification procedures

· Integrated ELD across grade levels and content areas

· Native languages

· Support for long term English learners

· Supporting English learners who are also identified in other student subgroups (e.g., students with disabilities)

· Supporting English learners in early learning programs
Proposed revisions
To address feedback from CPAG members and other stakeholders regarding the appropriate use of primary language assessments, staff recommends including the following language in the assessment section of the State Plan:

California will engage in conversations with stakeholders and experts in the fields of language acquisition, measurement, and accountability over the course of developing the CSA with the goal of obtaining direction from the State Board regarding the use of a valid and reliable CSA in accountability.

The CDE will also update this section of the plan to reference the assessment sections that provide the clarity requested for the Smarter Balanced assessments, the CSA, and the ELPAC.

The CDE will revise the section on the exit criteria to the extent that pending legislation addressing exit reclassification criteria is enacted. CDE staff also plans to refine this section of the plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria.
Once the State Plan is adopted, the CDE plans to provide further guidance for all English learner programs through the English Learner Roadmap guidance document currently under development. This document will address newcomers, assessment, Dual Language Immersion, long-term English learners, and other topics related to English learner programs. 

Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Enrichment Grants

Summary of CPAG feedback
The majority of the CPAG comments requested more detail for this section of the plan including information regarding the historical context of this program at the federal and state levels and information about what California is currently doing and what needs to be improved. Comments and questions also focused on the development and implementation of the grant program, including: how would the grant program be measured and monitored and how would those results be tied into California’s accountability system and incorporated into the Dashboard? Who may apply for the funding? How will program sustainability be ensured?

Additional considerations
The Student Support and Academic Enrichment (SSAE) Grant Program was newly authorized under subpart 1 of Title IV, Part A when ESEA was reauthorized in December 2015. The SSAE program aims to increase the capacity of state educational agencies (SEAs), LEAs, schools, and local communities to: 1) provide all students with access to a well-rounded education; 2) support student health and safety; and 3) improve the use of technology in order to improve the academic achievement and digital literacy of all students. 
Prior to the reauthorization of ESEA in 2015, the activities that composed the previous version of the SSAE had were funded at approximately $1.6 billion. When ESEA was reauthorized, Congress authorized the same amount of spending for the new block grant. However, Congressional appropriators chose to spend only a small portion of that amount, allocating $400 million for the program in fiscal year 2017 and allowing states to allocate funding competitively to compensate.

California anticipates receiving $46 million in Title IV, Part A funds for the 2017–18 school year. The state’s allotment is based on its portion of the Title I appropriation. Of the state’s Title IV, Part A allotment, no less than 95 percent must be allocated to LEAs, not more than 1 percent may be used to administer the program, and the remaining 4 percent may be used by the state for activities described in ESSA Section 4104(b). President Trump’s Budget for 2018 proposes to eliminate funding for this grant program for the 2018–19 school year.

The following is a breakdown of the estimated 2017–18 school year funding:

$44,097,156

At least 95% allocated to LEAs 

  $1,856,722

No more than 4% for state-level activities*

     $464,181

No more than 1% for SEA administration 

$46,418,059

Total

*Under the ESEA, a state may transfer its SSAE state-level activities fund to certain other ESSA programs including, but not limited to: Title I, Part A; Title II, Part A; or Title III, Part A. LEAs may also transfer all of their local SSAE funds to these same programs.

The SSAE Grant Program includes three activity areas: 

· Well-rounded educational opportunities: at least 20 percent of the SSAE allocation must be utilized on activities and programs that support well-rounded educational opportunities which may include: college and career guidance and counseling programs, music and arts programs, STEM (including computer science) programs, accelerated learning programs, history, foreign language, environmental education, promoting volunteerism, and other activities that support a well-rounded education.
· Safe and healthy students: at least 20 percent of the SSAE allocation must be utilized on activities to support safe and healthy students which may include: drug and violence prevention; school-based mental health services; supporting a healthy, active lifestyle; preventing bullying and harassment, mentoring and school counseling; school dropout and reentry programs; and school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports.
· Technology: some of the SSAE allocation can be used on activities that support the effective use of technology which may include: providing school personnel with professional learning tools, building technological capacity and infrastructure, innovative strategies for delivering a specialized or rigorous academic course through the use of technology, blended learning projects, professional development in the use of technology in STEM subjects (including computer science) and providing students in rural, remote, and underserved areas with resources to take advantage of high-quality learning experiences.  LEAs are limited to spending no more than 15 percent of funding to purchase technology infrastructure for formula grants, and no more than 25 percent of funding to purchase technology infrastructure for competitive grants.
States have two options for distributing the SSAE Grant Program to LEAs:

· Option 1: Formula Allocation

LEA allocations will be based on their relative share of Title I, Part A funds and must be at least $10,000. LEAs may form consortia and combine SSAE funds. LEAs that receive more than $30,000 must conduct a needs assessment every three years, spend at least 20 percent on well-rounded education, at least 20 percent on safe and healthy students and no more than 15 percent on technology infrastructure. LEAs may use up to 2 percent for administration.

· Option 2: Competitive Grant

States that administer SSAE grants via a competition must award SSAE funds to LEAs (or a consortia of LEAs) across the same three priority areas: well-rounded education, safe and healthy students, and effective use of technology for a 
one-year term. The prioritization of the award of subgrants to LEAs will consider the greatest need in a manner that ensures geographic diversity and the minimum grant of $10,000. The SEA must maintain the set-aside requirements outlined in Option 1: Formula Allocation, on a statewide basis, with the technology infrastructure set-aside limited to 25 percent.

Proposed revisions

The CDE recommends revising the plan to reflect Option 2: A Competitive Grant to distribute the SSAE Grant Program to LEAs. This option will provide an important opportunity for LEAs and their schools to engage in both innovative and creative ways to address identified needs with equity and well-rounded educational opportunities. An important outcome of such a competitive grant program will be the lessons learned, best practices, and sustainable strategies resulting from the work of awardees.  

The CDE also recommends that the priorities for the competitive grant be informed by Dashboard data and be conducted within the statewide system of support. 

Although California’s grant amount for the 2017–18 school year has been established at $46 million, the future of this funding in subsequent years is uncertain. The benefit of aligning the focus of the grant dollars to the goals of the state system of support is twofold: grant proposals submitted by LEAs for consideration must be aligned with the other objectives of the State Plan and this strategy would integrate a potentially 
limited-term funding stream into a larger context of innovation and improvement. It is further recommended that language be included to articulate California’s intent to use state-level activity funds to strengthen statewide system of support activities.

At the SBE’s direction, the CDE will establish priorities for a competitive grant process for the 2017–18 school year. A competitive grant process will be designed with a variety of considerations including: 1) establishing that the priorities for the SSAE LEA grant awards align with the larger context of state and local reform efforts, 2) coordinating the SEA role in grant administration (for example: establishing timelines, developing a request for application, and coordinating support for grantees), and 3) ensuring that the state grant processes comply with federal requirements.

The SSAE LEA grant awards will align with the larger context of state and local reform efforts. At the SBE’s direction, the CDE will prioritize the SSAE grant funding to those LEAs (or consortia of LEAs) which articulate one or more of the following in their applications:

· Clear articulation regarding how implementation of the LEA’s LCAP will be further supported by the SSAE grant opportunity.

· Specific explanation concerning how the LEA (or consortia of LEAs) will utilize the resources and participate in the statewide system of support. The integrated system of support is focused on building capacity at the local level to identify issues that impact student learning and to implement strategies that address those issues.

· Focus on specific student populations (including but not limited to: English learners, homeless students, foster youth, underrepresented student populations, or children making the transition from early education to the primary grades).

· Focus on specific content areas (including but not limited to: technology, arts education, or visual and performing arts).

Coordinating the SEA role in grant administration: The CDE is poised to create a competitive grant process for the 2017–18 school year. This process will begin by seeking budget authority to utilize the funds in the upcoming school year. Simultaneously, the CDE will draft a request for proposals (RFP) for response by interested LEAs and consortia of LEAs. The SSAE Grant Program may be as 
open-ended or as specific as desired by the SBE. 

In order to set up SSAE grantees for success, the state must be well-positioned to provide technical assistance, monitoring, and support. The CDE recommends using the Title IV, Part A state-level activity funds (approximately $1.85 million) to strengthen statewide system of support activities. By doing so, robust technical assistance and monitoring will raise the likelihood of success for grantees.

Ensuring that the state grant processes comply with federal requirements: States that administer SSAE grants via a competition must develop a set of state priorities which include a prioritization for need based on the number or percentage of Title I students and ensures geographic diversity. Additionally, states must distribute SSAE funds to LEAs (or a consortia of LEAs) across the three priority areas on a statewide basis: well-rounded education; safe and health students; and supporting the effective use of technology. The remaining funds can support any of the three priority areas (individual LEA grantees do not have to fund each of the three activity areas under the competitive approach, and in fact are explicitly not required to comply with the distribution of funds requirements).

Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers

Summary of CPAG feedback
CPAG members asked clarifying questions regarding services provided by expanded learning programs, program evaluations, and program sustainability. Some members wanted to know more about changes from the original 21st century learning plan as ESSA and current California policy seem similar.  

Proposed revisions
The CDE does not recommend changes to the Title IV, Part B section of the draft plan. California policy establishes local governance to identify and meet local community needs. The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program is not designed to be a source of continuous funding; it is considered seed money to develop programs. Local grantees are encouraged to implement sustainability plans that they articulate in their applications. Every program is required to implement a continuous quality improvement process based on the quality standards for expanded learning in California. The quality standards address the conditions that lead to outcomes, including school climate and parent involvement. The CDE is in the process of working with WestEd to complete a biennial report for the legislature. 

Title V, Part B: Rural and Low-Income School Program

Summary of CPAG feedback
CPAG members requested that the plan include clarification that all rural and low income schools are eligible for the subgrant program. Additionally, members suggested that the plan include an overview of the programs for which funds may be used.
Proposed revisions
Staff recommends adding the clarification requested by CPAG members and providing a cross reference to other parts of the plan for background on the programs listed.

McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless Children and Youths

Summary of CPAG feedback
The CPAG noted opportunities to strengthen plan contents regarding homeless preschoolers, identifying/tracking of homeless children and youth, and professional development opportunities to better prepare staff to address the needs of homeless children and youth.
Proposed revisions
The CDE proposes to add more details to the State Plan regarding activities designed to heighten awareness for homeless preschool-age children. The CDE uses professional development, coordination, and outreach activities to better identify, enroll, and provide services to homeless preschool students. 

CDE staff also plans to refine the McKinney-Vento section of the draft plan to more closely align with the peer review criteria. 
Eligibility Criteria for the Identification of the Lowest-Performing 

Five Percent of Title I Schools 

Under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), the State Board of Education (SBE) is required to adopt eligibility criteria for the identification of the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools. In this attachment, the California Department of Education (CDE) provides the SBE a recommendation for this purpose, based on data simulations requested by Board members during the May 2017 SBE meeting and subsequent stakeholder feedback on the identification and eligibility process. 
Background

The SBE received two Information Memoranda related to this topic. The April 2017 Memorandum discussed the relationship between the SBE’s adoption of the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics and Title I school accountability requirements under ESSA (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-apr17item02.doc). It identified three options for identifying the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools using the color-coded performance levels for state indicators. Based on the direction from the SBE during the May 2017 meeting, the June 2017 Memorandum provided additional detail and data simulations for the three options (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun17item01.doc). 

All three options were also presented to the Technical Design Group (TDG) and to stakeholders during the public comment period. The TDG, which provides feedback on the technical aspects related to accountability to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, confirmed that the all Applicable Indicators Option was technically sound. In addition, this option received the strongest support during the public comment period.

The All Applicable Indicators method identifies schools based on the combination of performance levels on the indicators that apply for each school. Schools that are Red on all indicators applicable to that school would be identified first. Schools with Red on all indicators except one, where the remaining indicator is Orange, would be identified next, and so on until the necessary percent of schools are identified. 

The CDE recommends that the SBE adopt this methodology for identifying the lowest-performing Title I schools under ESSA because:

· It provides equal weight to each of the state indicators, which aligns with the SBE’s consistent message that all indicators are important in the new multiple measures accountability system. 

· Using ELA and mathematics as two separate indicators provides greater differentiation among schools.

· It identifies fewer schools with at least one Green or Blue indicator than the other options, indicating that it is technically sound and produces valid and reliable results. 
At the May 2017 SBE meeting, several SBE members indicated an interest to link the identification of the lowest-performing five percent of schools to LEAs identified for support under LCFF. The June 2017 Memorandum included data simulations applying the LCFF criteria to identify LEAs for assistance and support that the SBE approved at its September 2016 meeting. These criteria, including the clarification about how the criteria apply to charter schools that the SBE approved at its November 2016 meeting, are shown in the Appendix to this Attachment. 

The June 2017 Memorandum also included simulations demonstrating five options for linking the identification of schools under ESSA to the LCFF criteria for LEA assistance and support. The data simulations for these five options used the All Applicable Indicators method discussed above, which the CDE recommends that the SBE approve.

The simulations in the June 2017 Memorandum are based on the data included in the Spring 2017 Dashboard, which is a field test before the system becomes fully operational with the Fall 2017 Dashboard release. These data have limitations, including that several state indicators were calculated using 2014-15 data for Status; two state indicators (the College/Career Indicator and chronic absence) do not currently have color-coded performance levels; and the local indicators will include Met/Not Met/Not Met for Two or More Years ratings for the first time in Fall 2017. 

Recognizing these limitations, the data simulations provide the best information currently available about how the LCFF criteria and school identification process will work when LEA identification begins with the Fall 2017 Dashboard release and school identification begins with the Fall 2018 Dashboard release.

Linking School Identification to LEAs Identified for LCFF Support

Based on the SBE’s prior actions and direction, LCFF is the foundation for California’s integrated accountability system. Under LCFF, LEAs are the primary focus for improving outcomes and opportunities for students and addressing disparities, based on the recognition that LEAs play an essential role in supporting schools to sustain improvement. LCFF requires LEAs to adopt and annually update Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAPs), which must identify goals and actions/services for all students and student groups within the priority areas identified in the LCFF statutes. LEAs can also establish distinct goals and actions/services for school sites.

The data simulations from the June 2017 Memorandum resulted in the identification of 181 districts based on the LCFF criteria for assistance, which is approximately 18 percent of the districts statewide. (Note: There are 999 districts statewide. Because charters and COEs cannot be identified for LCFF support in the fall of 2017, they were excluded from the denominator.) One hundred and fifty two (152) LEAs were identified based on one student group only, and of those, 119 were identified solely because of students with disabilities. A significant number of school districts are likely to be eligible for differentiated assistance from county offices of education beginning in Fall 2017.

Focusing assistance and support for schools within the LEAs identified for support under the state accountability system will:

· ensure that supports provided to schools are consistent and aligned with the supports provided to the LEA; 

· enable agencies providing support and LEAs receiving support to leverage all available resources; 

· enhance the ability for all supports to focus on building the capacity of LEAs to support all schools based on the differential needs of students across school sites, as demonstrated by the multiple measures within the LCFF priority areas; and 

· ensure that assistance provided to identified schools builds on the existing LCAP process within LEAs. 

The differentiated assistance provided to LEAs that have an identified school will include working with the LEA on analyzing the needs of that school and its students and developing a plan for improvement, consistent with ESSA’s school improvement requirements. This improvement plan could be included as part of the LCAP addendum that LEAs will complete as their LEA plan under ESSA. This approach will maximize alignment with LCFF and strengthen ongoing implementation of LCFF by assisting LEAs in analyzing and aligning resources to meet the needs of students across the LEA.

The simulations presented in the June 2017 Memorandum, however, revealed that limiting the identification of schools only to those LEAs identified for support under the LCFF criteria approved by the SBE at the September 2016 meeting excludes a number of the very low-performing schools (All Red/All Red except One Orange). Specifically, of the 90 very low-performing schools, 17 schools that had all Red performance levels and 14 schools that had all Red except one Orange performance level would be excluded. 

Staff recommends that the SBE adopt a baseline methodology that adds a second criterion for LEA identification for support under LCFF: whether an LEA has a very low-performing school based on the state indicators. The Appendix to this Attachment shows how this additional criterion works in conjunction with the criteria for LEA assistance that the SBE approved at the September 2016 meeting.

Identifying LEAs with very low-performing schools for LCFF support ensures that these schools receive support from their LEA through a single coherent system of support. Any LEA that has a very low-performing school would become eligible for assistance under LCFF, and that assistance would have to focus, at a minimum, on helping the LEA analyze the needs of that school and develop a plan for addressing those needs. 

Several SBE members emphasized at the May 2017 meeting the importance of ensuring that very low-performing schools located in school districts not identified for assistance under LCFF receive appropriate support from the school districts. The recommended baseline methodology will ensure such districts receive appropriate support focused on the needs of that school. 

Based on the simulations provided in the June 2017 Memorandum, the proposed baseline methodology identifies 181 LEAs based on the LCFF criteria that the SBE adopted in September 2016 and an additional 25 LEAs based on the inclusion of the criterion that would identify LEAs for LCFF support if they have at least one very low-performing school. Approximately 90 of the LEAs identified using the existing LCFF criteria also have at least one very low-performing school (i.e., would meet both the existing criteria and the new proposed criteria for LEA identification).

Additional SBE Considerations

The proposed baseline methodology attempts to align ESSA requirements to LCFF, but some outstanding issues remain. The proposed framework proposes identifying additional LEAs for assistance under LCFF based on having a very low-performing school, defined as all Red or all Red but one Orange. In total, 90 schools met those criteria in the data simulations, which represents less than five percent of Title I schools (298 schools is exactly five percent). There are several potential options for identifying additional schools that build on the baseline methodology. 

Option 1: Baseline methodology + select remaining 5% of schools from the identified LEAs. Additional non-charter schools could be selected only from within the LEAs identified for assistance based on the recommended expanded criteria. This would ensure that the identification and support of schools is focused on LEAs receiving support under LCFF, consistent with LCFF’s focus on LEAs as the primary entity responsible for improving outcomes for students and identifying and addressing disparities. 

This approach raises the question of how charter schools would be incorporated in this second phase of school identification. Specifically, charter schools are schools under ESSA, but are defined as LEAs under LCFF. The proposed baseline methodology identifies charter schools if they are a very low-performing school (All Red/All Red except One Orange). But, under state law, charter schools are not within a school district or county office of education, so they could not be selected as an additional school during this second phase of school identification without some modification to account for their status as LEAs.

Excluding charter schools from consideration in the second phase of school identification treats charter schools differently from non-charter schools. In addition, it does not align with the ESSA requirement to treat charter schools as schools. One solution is to include all charter schools that receive Title I funds in the eligibility pool for the second phase of selection along with all the non-charter schools in the LEAs identified for support. 

On the other hand, including all Title I charter schools in the eligibility pool results in some slightly higher performing charter schools being identified over lower-performing non-charter schools in LEAs not identified for support. However, the same scenario occurs whether or not charter schools are included in this eligibility pool, because limiting the pool to LEAs identified for support excludes a small portion of non-charter schools in LEAs that are not identified for support that are slightly lower-performing than the schools in the LEAs identified for support. 

The June 2017 information memorandum includes two simulations illustrating this option, with option 1.d excluding charter schools from the second phase of identification and option 1.e including charter schools.  

Option 2: Baseline methodology + required assistance to additional group of schools within identified LEAs.  Under the proposed baseline methodology, the state will identify more than 200 LEAs for assistance without any further identification of schools (including 25 LEAs identified because they have a very-low performing school). Collectively these LEAs have substantially more than five percent of the total Title I schools statewide. All these LEAs have at least one Title I school.  

LEA assistance under LCFF will be defined to include helping LEAs to identify the needs of low performing schools and to develop strategies to address those needs within the existing LCAP process. Assistance will focus on building the capacity of LEAs to differentiate among the needs of student groups and schools. Targeting the resources available for school assistance on the LEAs serving very low-performing schools will therefore benefit more than the very low-performing schools identified. 

Rather than identifying additional schools beyond the 90 schools identified in the baseline methodology, the state could specify a level of performance above very low-performing (e.g., additional combinations of Reds and Oranges) and require that the agency providing assistance work with the LEA to assess the needs and develop strategies to support Title I schools at or below the specified level. Additionally, the state could establish a process for LEAs identified for assistance to identify, working collaboratively with the agency providing assistance, additional schools that would benefit from differentiated assistance and to seek school improvement resources for those schools. However, this approach may not meet the ESSA requirement that the state identify five percent of the lowest-performing schools and may require a waiver. 

Option 3: Baseline methodology, with expanded definition of very low-performing school to identify 5% of schools. Rather than using All Red/All Red except one Orange as the definition for very low-performing, the state could identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools statewide, regardless of their LEA affiliation, and all LEAs with at least one school in the five percent would be identified for support under LCFF. Doing so would nearly triple the number of additional LEAs identified for support (74 versus 25) and raise the total percent of LEAs identified for assistance to nearly 25 percent. 

As a result, all student performance at the school level, based only on the state indicators, would become a significant driver of LEA identification for support, rather than a secondary criterion that ensures very low-performing schools are not left out of assistance. Staff does not recommend pursuing this option because it is the least aligned with LCFF. But it is available if the SBE prefers to focus exclusively on ESSA’s statutory provisions for school identification.  

Recommendation and Next Steps

The CDE recommends that the SBE:

1. Approve the “All Applicable Indicators” Option, described in the Background section, for identifying the lowest-performing Title I schools, where English languages arts (ELA) and mathematics are treated as two separate indicators. This option is technically sound, provides greater differentiation among schools, and received the strongest support during the ESSA public comment period. 
2. Approve the proposed baseline methodology for identifying the lowest-performing Title I schools, based on LEAs identified for support under LCFF, described in the Linking School Identification to LEAs Identified for LCFF Support section, as follows: 
a. Focus the identification of schools under ESSA within LEAs identified for support under LCFF, using the criteria the SBE adopted at the September 2016 SBE meeting.

b. Add a new criterion to the LCFF identification criteria, which would identify LEAs that have at least one very low-performing school. The current definition of very low-performing school is All Red and All Red except One Orange on the state indicators. 

3. Provide direction to staff around which option or options identified in the Additional SBE Considerations section should be incorporated into the revised draft of the ESSA state plan that will be posted for further stakeholder feedback in early August.

4. Approve specifying in the state plan that the state will identify the lowest-performing Title I schools as required by ESSA once every three years.
The CDE received extensive feedback on the methodology for identifying the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools and developed the proposed baseline methodology based on feedback from the SBE and stakeholders. But the proposed baseline methodology was not explicitly included as an option during prior stakeholder feedback. Additional feedback from stakeholders on the proposed baseline methodology and one or more of the options identified in the preceding section, will be helpful in finalizing the proposed approach. Based on guidance from the SBE, the CDE can include more than one of the options identified in the preceding section in the August update of the State Plan, which will allow focused stakeholder feedback on those options to inform final action by the SBE at the September 2017 meeting. 

Appendix. Recommended Criteria for Identifying LEAs for Differentiated Assistance within the Integrated Statewide System of Support.
LEAs are eligible for differentiated assistance (Level 2) within the integrated statewide system of support if:

EITHER

For a school district or county office of education, any student group met the criteria below for two or more LCFF priorities. Education Code (EC) 52071(b) & 52071.5(b).  

For a charter school, three or more student groups (or all the student groups if there are less than three student groups) met the criteria below for one or more state or school priority identified in the charter for three out of four consecutive school years.  EC 47607.3*   
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 Language Arts and Math tests OR 

· Red on English Language Arts 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/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
*Note: When using the evaluation rubrics to determine charter school eligibility for technical assistance, referral to the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence, or potential revocation under EC 47607.3, an authorizer may consider only performance on indicators that are included in the charter school’s underlying petition. Additionally, the criteria to determine LEA eligibility for technical assistance and intervention under LCFF do not apply to and are not to be used for charter renewals under EC 47607.
OR
For any LEA, the LEA has one of the very lowest-performing Title I schools, as determined by all student performance on the state indicators.

ESSA State Plan Development: Communications, Outreach, and Consultation with Stakeholders: May – June 2017
States are required to consult with diverse stakeholders at multiple points during the design, development, and implementation of their Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) state plans. The California Department of Education (CDE) is committed to ensuring a transparent transition to the new law and developing an ESSA Consolidated State Plan (State Plan) that is informed by the voices of diverse Californians. A summary of communications, outreach, and consultation activities conducted by CDE staff in May and June 2017 is provided below. 
This document includes information regarding the stakeholder meetings conducted during Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement, which included the statutorily required 30-day public comment period. 
Date: May 5, 2017
Meeting: Bilingual Coordinators Network Meeting
Participants: Members of the Bilingual Coordinators Network and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development, including local planning requirements for 2017–18, and the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) Addendum.

Date: May 17, 2017
Meeting: Regional Assessment Network Meeting
Participants: Regional Assessment Network members and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff presented an update on ESSA State Plan development, highlighting opportunities to participate in the plan development process during the 30-day public comment period. 

Date: May 18, 2017
Meeting: Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee
Participants: Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee members and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff presented an update on ESSA State Plan development, highlighting opportunities to participate in the plan development process during Phase IV of stakeholder engagement, previewing materials in the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit, and encouraging participants to host local stakeholder engagement events. 

Date: March 19, 2017
Meeting: State and Federal Programs Directors Meeting
Participants: State and Federal Program Directors and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff presented an update on ESSA State Plan development, highlighting opportunities to participate in the plan development process during Phase IV of stakeholder engagement, previewing materials in the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit, and encouraging participants to host local stakeholder engagement events. 

Date: March 23, 2017
Meeting: Regional System of District and School Support Coordinators Meeting
Participants: Regional System of District and School Support Coordinators and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff presented an update on ESSA State Plan development, highlighting opportunities to participate in the plan development process during Phase IV of stakeholder engagement, sharing materials in the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit, and encouraging participants to host local stakeholder engagement events. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress. Participants also shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive or targeted support and intervention should be supported and how school leaders should be supported under ESSA.
Date: March 23, 2017

Meeting: Webinar co-hosted by the Small School Districts' Association
Participants: Diverse stakeholders from across the state including Small School Districts' Association members; teachers, principals, and other representatives from rural local educational agencies (LEAs); representatives from Indian tribes, charter schools, civil rights organizations, and institutions of higher education, and CDE staff.
Details: 

CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress. Participants also shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive or targeted support and intervention should be supported.
Date: March 24, 2017
Meeting: Webinar co-hosted by the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) and the California School Boards Association (CSBA)
Participants: ACSA and CSBA members from across California and ACSA, CSBA, and CDE staff. 
Details: 
Staff presented an update on ESSA State Plan development, highlighting opportunities to participate in the plan development process during Phase IV of stakeholder engagement, sharing materials in the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit, and encouraging participants to host local stakeholder engagement events. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress. Participants were also asked to share their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive or targeted support and intervention should be supported and how school leaders should be supported under ESSA.

Date: March 25, 2017 
Meeting: Lake/Mendocino County Professional Learning Network Meeting
Participants: Members of the Lake and Mendocino Counties professional learning network and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development, including the ESSA State Plan guiding principles, opportunities to participate during Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement, and local planning requirements for 2017–18.

Date: March 25, 2017 
Meeting: Lake County Regional Meeting
Participants: School-, district-, and county-level staff from Lake, Mendocino, and Sonoma Counties and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress.
Date: May 30, 2017
Meeting: Sacramento County Regional Meetings
Participants: Diverse stakeholders (including students; teachers; parents; representatives from charter schools, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, institutions of higher education, and the Legislative Analyst’s Office; and district and county-level administrators) from Sacramento, Placer, Solano, Yolo, Sutter, and Alameda Counties and CDE staff   

Details: 
During morning and evening meetings, CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive or targeted support and intervention should be supported. Participants were also asked to provide feedback regarding how the Title II, Part A and Title III, Part A sections of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June 1, 2017
Meeting: California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting

Participants: CPAG members, SBE members, CDE staff, SBE staff, and the public

Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development and solicited feedback from CPAG members regarding each section of the draft ESSA State Plan. 

Date: June 5, 2017
Meeting: Stanislaus County Regional Meeting
Participants: Diverse stakeholders (including district and county-level administrators and representatives from community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, and institutions of higher education) from Stanislaus, San Joaquin, San Benito, Fresno, and Monterey Counties and CDE staff   
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive or targeted support and intervention should be supported.
Date: June 7, 2017
Meeting: San Diego County Regional Meeting
Participants: Teachers, specialized instructional support personnel, representatives from institutions of higher education, and county-level administrators from San Diego County and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how the Title II, Part A and Title III, Part A sections of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June 8, 2017
Meeting: San Diego County Regional Meeting
Participants: Diverse stakeholders (including teachers, specialized instructional support personnel, representatives from charter schools and institutions of higher education, and district and county-level administrators) from San Diego County and CDE staff   
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive support and intervention should be supported. Participants were also asked to provide feedback regarding how the Title II, Part A section of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June 12, 2017
Meeting: Alameda County Regional Meeting
Participants: Diverse stakeholders (including parents, principals, representatives from charter schools and civil rights organizations, and district and county-level administrators) from Alameda, Sonoma, Marin, and San Mateo counties and CDE staff   
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive support and intervention should be supported. Participants were also asked to provide feedback regarding how the assessment section of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June14, 2017
Meeting: Los Angeles Regional Meeting co-hosted by Families in Schools, CARECEN, Public Advocates, The Education Trust-West, Californians Together, and the Parent Organization Network with the support of the California Endowment
Participants: Parents, community members, representatives from community-based and civil rights organizations, SBE and CPAG members, and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Participants were asked to provide feedback regarding how the Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement and Title III, Part A sections of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools. 
Date: June 14, 2017
Meeting: Los Angeles County Regional Meeting
Participants: Parents, teachers, researchers, and representatives from the California Parent Teacher Association, the California Teachers Association, and Californians Together and CDE staff   
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive support and intervention should be supported. Participants were also asked to provide feedback regarding how the assessment section of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June 15, 2017
Meeting: Los Angeles County Regional Meeting
Participants: Diverse stakeholders (including teachers; parents; specialized instructional support personnel; representatives from charter schools, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, and institutions of higher education; and district and county-level administrators)  from Los Angeles, Riverside, and Orange Counties and CDE staff   
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive support and intervention should be supported and what intensive interventions for schools that do not exit comprehensive support and intervention status might be considered. Participants were also asked to provide feedback regarding how the assessment section of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June 16, 2017
Meeting: State and Federal Programs Directors Meeting
Participants: State and Federal Program Directors and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff presented an update on ESSA State Plan development, highlighting remaining opportunities to participate in the plan development process during Phase IV of stakeholder engagement.

Date: June 17, 2017
Meeting: Coachella Regional Meeting co-hosted by Families in Schools, Public Advocates, and The Education Trust-West with the support of the California Endowment
Participants: Parents, community members, teachers, district administrators, local school board members, representatives from community-based and civil rights organizations, SBE staff, and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Participants were asked to provide feedback regarding how the Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement and Title I, Part A: School Conditions sections of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools. 

Date: June 21, 2017
Meeting: Advisory Commission on Special Education Meeting
Participants: and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Commissioners were asked to review and provide feedback on a portion of the Title II, Part A section of the plan.
Date: June 21, 2017
Meeting: Webinar
Participants: Diverse stakeholders (including parents; teachers; paraprofessionals; principals or other school leaders; specialized instructional support personnel; employers; representatives from LEAs (including rural LEAs), Indian tribes, charter schools, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, institutions of higher education; researchers; and the public) from across California and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Staff solicited feedback regarding the accountability section of the plan, specifically how the state should identify the lowest-performing five percent of schools and how the 95 percent participation rate requirement should be integrated into the accountability system. Participants also discussed the setting of long-term goals and measures of interim progress and shared their ideas regarding how schools that are identified for comprehensive support and intervention should be supported. Participants were also asked to provide feedback regarding how the Title II, Part A section of the plan could be improved to promote equity and support students and schools.

Date: June 27, 2017
Meeting: Intersegmental Coordinating Committee Meeting

Participants: and CDE staff 
Details: 
CDE staff provided an overview of the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and encouraged meeting participants to use the toolkit to provide additional feedback on the draft plan during the public comment period. Meeting participants were asked to review and provide feedback on the Title I, Part A: School Transitions and Title II, Part A sections of the plan.
Other Communication Channels

Below is a table and graph displaying the total number of Web page views for the CDE ESSA Web pages since their inception in March 2016. 
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	Month
	Page Views

	March 2016
	2,715

	April
	5,376

	May
	7,803

	June
	12,259

	July
	8,963

	August
	9,888

	September
	9,169

	October
	9,054

	November
	16,805

	December
	11,046

	January
	14,714

	February
	20,866

	March 2017
	12,683

	April
	10,901

	May
	19,558


Below is a table and graph displaying the number of CDE ESSA listserv messages and the number of subscribers to the CDE ESSA listserv since its inception in April 2016. 
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	Month
	Subscribers
	Messages

	April 2016
	299
	4

	May
	562
	6

	June
	931
	5

	July
	1,061
	4

	August
	1,144
	3

	September
	1,253
	7

	October
	1,440
	3

	November
	1,542
	6

	December
	1,587
	3

	January
	1,690
	5

	February
	1,744
	2

	March
	1,774
	2

	April 2017
	1,796
	1

	May
	1,804
	6
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