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Summary of Key Issues

The purpose of this addendum is to provide a report on the public comment period for the draft Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan. The California Department of Education (CDE) is providing this addendum as Attachment 4 to Item 03. 
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Phase IV Public Comment Report 
for the Draft Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan

Introduction

As part of California’s transition to the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), California must submit an ESSA State Plan to the U.S. Department of Education. The State Plan describes the state’s implementation of standards, assessment, accountability, and assistance programs and will move us toward California’s goal of having a single, coherent local, state, and federal education system. The California Department of Education (CDE) is 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.
Since the ESSA became law, the state has engaged in public state board and advisory group meetings, webinars, regional stakeholder meetings, stakeholder surveys, and targeted consultation. Phases I through III of stakeholder engagement for the ESSA State Plan are described below. 
· In Phase I, which took place in May through the beginning of July 2016, the CDE and several county offices of education (COEs) across the state partnered to host a series of regional stakeholder meetings to provide an overview of the ESSA and an update on the development of the State Plan and to consult with stakeholders regarding what should be included in the State Plan. The results of this outreach were reported to the State Board of Education (SBE) as an August 2016 Information Memorandum entitled Every Student Succeeds Act Stakeholder Engagement - Phase I Report, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-aug16item02.doc. 
· Phase II of stakeholder outreach took place in November and December 2016 and focused on public review and comment on several draft sections of the ESSA State Plan. Stakeholders were encouraged to utilize resources in the ESSA Stakeholder Engagement Toolkit, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/toolkit.asp, to learn more about the timeline for the development of the State Plan and important overview information about ESSA and State Plan requirements. Stakeholders were also directed to the Stakeholder Engagement - Phase II Toolkit, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/toolkit2.asp. This set of tools included toolkit facilitator instructions, select draft sections of the State Plan, overview videos summarizing the context and contents of each section, and the public comment survey used to collect feedback on the draft sections. 

The results of this outreach were reported to the SBE as an April 2017 Information Memorandum entitled Every Student Succeeds Act Stakeholder Engagement - Phase II Report, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-apr17item01.doc.
· In February 2017, the CDE, in partnership with several COEs, conducted Phase III of stakeholder outreach, convening a second round of stakeholder meetings to inform the development of California’s State Plan. During these meetings, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on a set of ESSA-related policy options to inform SBE decision-making. Meeting materials are available on the CDE Policy Input Meeting Materials Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/policyfactsheets.asp. The results of this outreach were presented to the SBE in Attachment 2 of Item 04 at the March SBE 2017 meeting, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/mar17item04.doc. 
More information regarding these stakeholder engagement activities is available on the CDE ESSA State Plan Development Opportunities Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/essaopptopart.asp. 
Phase IV Stakeholder Engagement

The California Department of Education (CDE) presented a complete draft of the ESSA State Plan to the SBE at its May 2017 meeting. 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. The CDE revised the draft State Plan based on SBE direction and presented it to the public during Phase IV of stakeholder engagement. 

Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement included the statutorily required 30-day public comment period and was conducted 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. In this report, you will find information about the public comment toolkit, stakeholder meetings, participating stakeholders, and methods for gathering feedback. The final section of this addendum is the formal analysis of public comment, which includes proposed revisions to the draft State Plan. Appendix A includes all of the comments received during the public comment period. 
Public Comment Toolkit

A toolkit of resources to support stakeholder engagement with the draft plan was made available on May 22, 2017, on the CDE Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/draftplantoolkit.asp. Brief descriptions of toolkit resources are provided below. 
Draft ESSA State Plan 
The central feature of the Public Comment Toolkit is the draft ESSA State Plan. In order to make it more user-friendly, the State Plan was separated into ten sections:
1. Title I, Part A: Assessment

2. Title I, Part A: Accountability

3. Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement

4. Title I, Part A: Access to Educators, School Conditions, & School Transitions

5. Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

6. Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

7. Title III, Part A: Support for English Learner Students

8. Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants; and Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers
9. McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless Children and Youths
10. Title I, Part D: Prevention/Intervention Programs for Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk Children/Youth; and Title V, Part B: Rural and Low-Income School Program
Each section of California’s State Plan begins with an introduction in italic font that provides the purpose of the program, an estimate of how much funding California will receive under ESSA, and how many students are served by the program. This information is provided so readers of the plan have a common understanding about ESSA programs in California. The State Plan is organized into the U.S. Department of Education’s State Plan template structure. Template instructions and requirements appear in Times New Roman font. California’s responses to the prompts appear in blue shaded boxes. Within those boxes appears additional italicized text that provides readers with some contextual information about California’s response. 

Introduction, Glossary, and Executive Summary

The State Plan Introduction, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/documents/draftintroduction.doc, provides California stakeholders with background information about the development of the ESSA State Plan. The introduction describes how the plan aligns with the California Way; how it aligns with the state’s efforts to create a single and coherent local, state, and federal education system; and the current and future efforts of the state to develop the plan. The U.S. Department of Education does not require states to include an introduction to their State Plans. This introduction is only for the benefit of Californians participating in the plan development process and will not be submitted to the U.S. Department of Education.
The State Plan Glossary, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/documents/draftglossary.doc, is provided as part of the State Plan draft as a reference for readers of the plan to clarify terms that are used throughout the draft, and the Draft State Plan Executive Summary, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/draftsummary.asp, provides a brief summary of California’s draft ESSA State Plan. 
Section Summaries, Spanish Translations, and Section Videos

The Public Comment Toolkit also contains summaries of each section of the plan and the plan introduction. These summaries are written in a format and language meant to be more accessible to the general public. Each summary is also translated into Spanish. The Toolkit also includes brief narrated slide presentation videos based on the section summaries. 
Versions

Many California stakeholders have been following State Plan development closely, and began their review of the draft State Plan as it was presented to the SBE at its May 2017 meeting. At their request, the CDE provided a document in the Toolkit in tracked changes format that shows the revisions that were made per SBE direction before the draft was made available during the public comment period. 
Public Comment Survey

Another key feature of the Toolkit is the Public Comment Survey. The CDE provided an online version of the survey and a document version of the survey. More details about the survey are provided below, under the Public Comment Methods heading. 

Facilitator Instructions

The CDE encouraged stakeholder organizations to host local stakeholder engagement activities hoping to extend the limited reach of CDE staff. In order to support local stakeholder engagement meetings, the Toolkit includes facilitator instructions, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/facilitator2.asp, that lead a facilitator through suggested steps for reviewing overview materials, the draft State Plan, and the public comment process.  
Regional Stakeholder Meeting Dates and Venues

During the public comment period, CDE staff partnered with COEs, professional associations, and civil rights organizations to host regional and online stakeholder meetings to review the contents of the draft State Plan and the public comment process. In-person meetings took place across the state and in-person and online meetings were organized to accommodate a variety of schedules. Below you will find information for all of the stakeholder meetings, including the number of participants for each meeting, a map of in-person meeting locations, and information about the promotion of these meetings. 
In-Person Regional Stakeholder Meetings 
	Map #
	Date/Time
	Location
	# of Participants

	1
	May 25
5:15–7:15 p.m.
	Lake County Office of Education
1152 South Main Street, Kesey Room
Lakeport, CA 95453 
	15

	2
	May 30
9–11 a.m.
	Sacramento County Office of Education
Conference Center, Suite 100
3661 Whitehead Street
Rancho Cordova, CA 95655 
	44

	2
	May 30
6–8 p.m.
	Sacramento County Office of Education
10474 Mather Blvd, Mather Room
Mather, CA 95655 
	5

	3
	June 5
9–11 a.m.
	Stanislaus County Office of Education
1100 H Street
Modesto, CA 95354 
	30

	4
	June 7
6–8 p.m.
	San Diego County Office of Education
6401 Linda Vista Road
San Diego, CA 92111-7319
	8

	4
	June 8
9–11 a.m.
	San Diego County Office of Education
6401 Linda Vista Road
San Diego, CA 92111-7319
	30

	5
	June 12
10 a.m.–12 p.m.
	Alameda County Office of Education
313 West Winton Avenue
Hayward, CA 94544 
	33

	6
	June 14
9 a.m.–3 p.m.
	CARECEN
2845 West 7th Street

Los Angeles, CA 9005
	75

	7
	June 14
6–8 p.m.
	Los Angeles County Office of Education
9300 Imperial Hwy - EC 281
Downey, CA 90242 
	9

	7
	June 15
9–11 a.m.
	Los Angeles County Office of Education
9300 Imperial Hwy - EC 281
Downey, CA 90242 
	53

	8
	June 17

9 a.m.–2 p.m.
	Bobby Duke Middle School

85-358 Bagdad Avenue
Coachella, CA 92236
	17


Map of In-Person Regional Stakeholder Meetings
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Online Stakeholder Webinars

	Date/Time
	Location
	# of Participants

	May 23
2–3:30 p.m.
	Webinar co-hosted by the Small School Districts' Association (SSDA)
	26

	May 24
9–10:30 a.m.
	Webinar co-hosted by the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) and the California School Boards Association (CSBA)
	170

	June 21
3–4:30 p.m.
	Webinar
	83


Promotion

Promotion for Phase IV meetings began the day after the SBE approved the draft State Plan to be presented for public comment. On May 11, 2017, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) sent a letter to all county and district superintendents and charter school administrators announcing the upcoming public comment period and related events and requesting recipients share this information with their school communities and encourage them to participate in the public comment period. This letter is available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/publiccommentletter.asp. That same day, the CDE shared similar information through the ESSA Update listserv with almost 1,800 listserv subscribers. This listserv message is available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/essaupdate11may17.asp. Similar messages were also shared through the SBE, Local Control Funding Formula, and California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress listservs prior to the start of the public comment period. 
To kick off the public comment period, the SSPI provided a news release announcing the availability of the draft State Plan for public review and related events. This news release is available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yr17/yr17rel39.asp. The CDE continued to promote the public comment period through the ESSA Update listserv through seven additional listserv messages. Through these messages, the CDE also distributed an event flyer, which was also translated into Spanish. As noted in the flyers and meeting registration, interpreter services and reasonable accommodations were available to participants upon request. 
Throughout the promotion of the public comment period, the CDE encouraged COEs, districts, schools, community-based and civil rights organizations, and all other interested educational stakeholders to host local stakeholder meetings for the constituents they serve. 

Stakeholder Participation
The ESSA requires states to consult with diverse stakeholders during the development of the ESSA State Plan. The statute lists specific types of stakeholders with which the state must consult. Participants in regional and online stakeholder meetings were asked to identify which stakeholder groups they represent, allowing for an individual to represent more than one stakeholder group. The table below provides the stakeholder category representation at the regional and online stakeholder meetings. 

	Stakeholder Group
	Meeting Participants

	Local educational agencies (LEAs)
	186

	LEAs in rural areas
	20

	Indian tribes
	5

	Teachers
	57

	Professional organizations
	39

	Principals or other school leaders
	69

	Paraprofessionals
	17

	Specialized instructional support personnel
	27

	Charter school leaders
	47

	Parents and families
	72

	Community-based organizations
	55

	Civil rights organizations, including those representing students with disabilities, English learners, and other historically underserved students
	24

	Institutions of higher education
	21

	Employers
	18

	Representatives of private school students
	7

	Early childhood educators and leaders
	31

	General public
	33

	Other
	29


Additional Stakeholders
It is important to note that CDE staff participated in additional stakeholder meetings whose participants are not included in the table above because the CDE did not host the registration for all events and does not have detailed information regarding those who participated in these meetings. 
· On May 23, CDE staff presented the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and gathered feedback on the accountability section of the draft State Plan from the Regional System of District and School Support Coordinators. 

· On May 24, CDE staff co-hosted a stakeholder webinar with the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) and the California School Boards Association (CSBA). The 170 webinar participants included principals and other school leaders (including school board members), paraprofessionals, and specialized instructional support. 
· On June 14, CDE staff partnered with the LCFF Equity Coalition and The California Endowment to host a stakeholder input session in Los Angeles. The 75 participants were mostly parents. 

· On June 17, CDE staff partnered again with the LCFF Equity Coalition and The California Endowment to host a stakeholder input session in Coachella. The 17 participants included parents, school leaders (including a school board member), and LEA staff. 
· On June 21, CDE staff presented the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and gathered feedback on the Title II, Part A section of the draft State Plan from the Advisory Commission on Special Education at its June meeting. 

· On June 27, CDE staff presented the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit and gathered feedback on the school transitions section of the draft State Plan from the Intersegmental Coordinating Committee. 

Public Comment Methods
The CDE received input on the draft State Plan through several methods described below. All of the comments, letters, and e-mails are provided as an appendix. A printed copy of this appendix will be made available during the July 2017 SBE meeting and will be available in the SBE Office thereafter. 
Public Comment Survey 

The online and document versions of the survey were made available throughout the public comment period. Participants had the option of identifying the stakeholder groups they represented and providing information about themselves to be attributed to their comments. The survey included the same question for each section of draft State Plan: Please share your ideas about how this section of the ESSA State Pan could be improved to promote equity and support your students and schools. This questions was drafted based on SBE concerns that the State Plan should fully demonstrate the state’s commitment to equity. This question is also broad enough to accommodate feedback from a broad array of stakeholders. Stakeholders were invited to provide comments on one or more sections of the plan. 
During the public comment period, 466 stakeholders provided comments through the public comment survey.
Live Meeting Feedback 
During in-person and online stakeholder meetings, CDE staff gathered input on sections of the plan that meeting participants elected to review during the meeting. Input was collected digitally through Poll Everywhere and through hard copy input forms. The CDE collected 1,354 individual comments through Poll Everywhere and 49 hard copy input forms. 
Stakeholder Letters and E-mails
When the first complete draft of the State Plan was presented at the May 2017 SBE meeting, and throughout the public comment period, stakeholders were also encouraged to provide letters and e-mails to the CDE with any feedback they had on the draft State Plan. During this time, the CDE received 118 letters and e-mails with input on the draft State Plan. 
Public Comment Analysis
Program staff across the CDE have reviewed all of the public comment received during the public comment period. Below you will find the following information for each section of the plan, if applicable:

· Poll Everywhere feedback: The number of in-person meetings where the topic was discussed and the number of comments gathered during the meeting through Poll Everywhere. 

· Public comment survey feedback: The number of comments submitted through the public comment survey related to the topic.

· Additional feedback: The number of letters, e-mails, and other additional feedback collected during the public comment period. 

· Summary of feedback: A brief summary of all of the public comment received related to the topic during the public comment period. 

· Additional proposed revisions: Staff recommendations for revisions to the State Plan section in addition to recommendations made in Attachment 1 of the July SBE Item 03. 

Title I, Part A: Assessment

Poll Everywhere feedback

3 meetings where the topic was discussed
62 comments
Public comment survey feedback

242 comments

Additional feedback 
18 letters
Summary of feedback
Over three hundred comments received during the public review were specific to the assessment portion of Title I, Part A section of the ESSA draft. These comments were authored by a wide range of stakeholders that largely identified themselves as teachers and local educational agency (LEA) administrators, but also included higher education professors, directors, advocacy groups, lobbyists, parents, and assessment measurement experts. Feedback reflected the full range from support for the assessment portion as a whole, to a call for rejection of entire portions of the draft language. Additionally, there was feedback that called for an expansion of the assessment system to be more reflective of the full breadth of the curriculum or to include a nationally recognized assessment. Several themes emerged from the comments received. 

By far, the most frequent topic addressed was a call to include the California Spanish Assessment (CSA) as part of the accountability system. Within this request, there were other topics related to the CSA such as eligibility requirements, test purpose, and whether students should take both the CSA and the Smarter Balanced English language arts (ELA) assessment. These comments were similar in nature to those received during the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) meeting of June 2017. 

Some of the comments submitted as part of the assessment review were actually topics that were not part of assessment, but in fact applicable to other portions of the draft State Plan.  
Additional proposed revisions

Most of the comments received as part of the public review are consistent with what we heard from the CPAG that was submitted for inclusion in the July SBE ESSA item. 
Title I, Part A: Accountability
Poll Everywhere feedback

280 comments about Identification of Schools from 13 meetings

234 comments about Long-Term Goals from 13 meetings

185 comments about 95 Percent Participation Rate from 11 meetings
Public comment survey feedback

97 comments
Additional feedback

33 letters and e-mails

Summary of feedback

Identification of Schools

· Of the three options presented for identifying the lowest-performing five percent of Title I schools, Option 1 (All Applicable Indicators) received the most support, nearly twice as much as the other two options.

· Supporters of Option 1 appreciated the equal weight given to academic and non-academic measures citing the increased fairness in evaluating the educational experiences of diverse student groups. Supporters were also concerned that weighting or giving preference to certain indicators would be biased against certain LEA contexts such as size or percentage of the English learner (EL) population.

· Opponents to Option 1 wanted to weight academics more heavily and were concerned about the potential manipulation of non-academic measures like suspension rate. There were also concerns about the small number of schools which receive all red indicators and about the effect of this method on schools which receive few performance indicators.

· There was significant interest in integrating school identification with LEA identification through the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) to produce more integrated support.

· Many comments also focused on the indicators used in the identification process:

· Aligning with comments from select CPAG members during their June 2017 meeting, there were significant concerns about the accuracy of using suspension rates and chronic absenteeism as academic measures.

· There was some interest in separating ELA and mathematics measures.

· There were some requests to include more academic subjects like science, arts, and social studies in the academic measures.
· As with the feedback received from select CPAG members, there was concern from public commenters about the timeframe of identifying schools for support. Some commenters believed that three years was too long to wait for graduation rates and that underperforming student groups needed to be identified more frequently. Further, there was concern that the definition of “Consistently Underperforming” student groups was not well-defined.

· Finally, there were a number of concerns about the minimum number of students that are required for a student group (N size) to receive a performance level in the California School Dashboard (Dashboard). Aligning with select CPAG concerns which specifically related to students with disabilities, some commenters felt that an N size of 20 or 10 would be more appropriate than the current N size of 30.

Long-Term Goals

· Many commenters discussed the areas on the five-by-five colored grid which would count as achieving the long-term goal. 

· Most commenters advocated for a more relaxed goal of including the “Very High/Decline” area into the long-term goal or even making any blue or green area the long-term goal. They believed this would help account for normal fluctuation in school performance and reward schools who begin at a low level and make progress.

· Regardless of their interest for stricter or more flexible goals, many commenters believed that having some green areas achieve the goal but others not achieve the goal would be confusing and difficult to communicate. Suggestions ranged from recoloring the grid to including explanations of why an area did not achieve the goal on the grid.

· There was a relatively even divide between those who appreciated the same long-term goal for all student groups and those who desired differentiated goals.

· Those who supported having the same long-term goal believed it would hold school accountable to closing the achievement gap.

· Differentiation supporters worried that the achievement gap is too large and would be disheartening or that some student groups, like students with disabilities (SWD) or highly mobile students in alternative schools, would need different goals and timeframes for achieving them.

· There were also concerns about the timeframe of the long-term goals.

· Some indicated that the timeframe of five to seven years was too short to develop understanding of the goals amongst stakeholders. Additionally, these commenters indicated that it would be difficult to achieve a moving target and that the achievement gap was too large to overcome in such a short period of time.

· A significant number of commenters indicated that, regardless of the timeframe, there should be a specific timeline for goals to be met and that goals should not be reset downward if they are not met.

· Additionally, questions were raised about how the timeframe would interact with Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) adjustment and charter renewal periods. Some suggested that these plans be used to define the goals for individual LEAs.

· In regards to consequences for not meeting the goals, some commenters were averse to strong consequences with highly ambitious goals. There was a stronger interest to reward progress toward the long-term goal rather than punishing a lack of progress.

· There were also questions about what support would be provided to schools which did not meet goals.

· Many advocated for the development of tools to identify specific problems and to make communities aware of the efforts to address them.

· There were also requests for schools to be able to annotate their results on the Dashboard regarding the achievement of long-term goals.

· Across these differences in opinion, however, many commenters were aligned in their strong focus on the development of interim progress goals.

· Many stated that interim progress goals should be required with an explicit expectation of their role in closing the achievement gap through differentiated growth targets for student groups. To support this, they stated schools should be held accountable to these goals by displaying them on the Dashboard and/or by providing specific support when a school does not meet its interim goals.

· Some commenters recommended that LEAs be supported in developing interim goals and tools which specifically account for student groups’ progress.

Ninety-Five Percent Participation Rate

· Approximately equal numbers of commenters believed that an icon for schools achieving a ninety-five percent participation rate would be sufficient and that an icon was not enough.

· Of those who commented that the icon was not enough, some stated that schools should not be punished for parents choosing to opt their children out of testing. They often commented that parent opt-outs should be removed from the calculation of participation rates or that the percentage of opt-outs should be shown in addition to the participation rate.

· Others were concerned that without firmly holding schools to the participation rate, schools could encourage parents of children in 
low-performing student groups to opt-out of testing to improve the school’s performance.

· Suggestions for methods other than or beyond the icon included:

· Doing a follow-up investigation into schools and districts which do not meet the participation rate and requiring them to provide reasons they are not meeting the requirement.

· Including the percent participation of all schools on the dashboard (not just those who meet the participation requirement).

· Making participation rate a color indicator or making it affect the color a school receives on their academic indicators.

· Providing icons for all student groups or only giving the icon to schools that achieve the participation requirement for all student groups.

· Incentivizing rather than penalizing by giving schools a bonus in an indicator for meeting the participation requirement or by providing a financial incentive.

· Performing follow-up interviews with parents who opt-out to determine why they opted-out.

· Showing historical participation data on the Dashboard.

· Making schools who do not meet the participation rate requirement ineligible for awards or recognitions.

· Creating a campaign to educate parents about the importance and implications of the participation rate.

Additional Proposed Revisions

· There were many proposals (some matching CPAG suggestions) for adding new state indicators to the Dashboard including:

· The California Quality Rating and Improvement System (CA-QRIS)

· A separate student growth indicator

· The eleventh grade assessment

· Specific measures for alternative schools like credit recovery and Common Core aligned pre/post assessments (CPAG suggestion)

· Early childhood indicators like pre-school chronic-absenteeism

· Access to school nutrition programs

· Culture and climate surveys (CPAG suggestion)

· Separate, more flexible indicators for charter schools

· Advanced Placement (AP) participation in addition to AP performance

· Student participation in well-rounded curriculum

· There were also proposals to reevaluate or reinforce existing indicators.

· For the College/Career Indicator, many commenters wanted to develop more career readiness indicators like completion of integrated college and career pathways, completion of state recognized/endorsed industry-based credentials, completion of work-based learning experiences, and postsecondary enrollment and persistence rates. There were also proposals to provide support for programmatic shifting to encourage college/career readiness.

· For the English Learner Progress Indicator, many commenters proposed the inclusion of the progress of Long Term English Learners (LTEL) in this indicator.

· There were many proposals surrounding the Dashboard itself. Many stated that the Dashboard was too complicated and could be made more understandable with an overall rating or performance color for each school as well as the inclusion of the schools identified for support. 

· Some commenters proposed creating a numeric rather than color long-term goal which could be more nuanced and better account for schools’ individual differences.

Additional proposed revisions
None. 
Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement

Poll Everywhere feedback

15 meetings where the topic was discussed

418 comments

Comprehensive Support and Intervention (CSI)
10 meetings where the topic was discussed 

292 comments 
Targeted Support and Intervention (TSI)
4 meetings where the topic was discussed 

79 comments 

Intensive Support

1 meeting where the topic was discussed 

47 comments 
Public comment survey feedback

90 comments

Additional feedback 
23 letters and e-mails
Summary of feedback

General School Support and Improvement Feedback (from surveys, letters, emails)

· Early Education (provide free preschool for CSI/TSI/Intensive Support schools)

· More detail (requesting more description of how the system of support will work; roles and responsibilities of CDE, county offices of education (COEs), California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE), and districts; how long schools will have to exit; and stronger, more specific language)

· Professional development (more professional development for teachers and administrators)

CSI (from Poll Everywhere)

· Professional development (more professional development for teachers and administrators)
· Individualized, needs-based support (prioritize health and wellness)
· Support Network (i.e., with successful similar schools)

TSI (from Poll Everywhere)

· Timeline (How often will schools be evaluated? How long will they have to improve? Most prefer 4 years, all 3–4 years minimum)

· Professional development (more professional development for teachers and administrators)

· CDE Guidance (request for CDE-created diagnostic tools, examples of best practices, resources)

· More detail on criteria (exit criteria questions and suggestions)

Intensive Support (from Poll Everywhere)

· Accountability (i.e., LCAP monitoring, staff accountability - replace ineffective staff)
· Professional development (more professional development for teachers and administrators)

· Support Network (i.e., with successful, similar schools for support)

Outliers of Interest

· California Scale-up Multi-tiered System of Support (MTSS) Statewide (SUMS) Initiative as part of state system of support

· California Subject Matter Projects as part of state system of support

Additional proposed revisions
None.

Title I, Part A: Access to Educators
Public comment survey feedback

26 comments
Additional feedback 

24 letters and e-mails
Summary of feedback

Several key themes emerged from the public comments related to Title I, Part A: Access to Educators. These include:
· The need for a monitoring system and methodology that identifies gaps and disproportionalities related to effective versus ineffective teaching; 

· Further information regarding the strategies the state will implement to drive improvements in instruction and ensure teachers are not misassigned or disproportionately placed with low income or minority students; 

· The inclusion of disproportionality data in the Dashboard;

· The inclusion and support of early childhood education providers and librarians as we consider California’s approach to “Access to Educators”; 
· Increased attention to the flexibility that charter schools are given with respect to teacher credentialing; and
· Additional specificity for definitions in the “California Educator Terms and Definitions” table. Examples include:
· A definition for “ineffective teacher” (suggestions were provided by respondents);
· Reconsideration of the definition for “out-of-field” teacher due to overlap with the definition for “misassigned” teacher;

· Removal of the reference to “intern credentialed teachers”;

· Alignment between the reporting definitions and the metrics used by LEAs in their School Accountability Report Cards, and LCAPs under Williams and LCFF Priority 1. 

Additional conversations regarding the definition of “ineffective teacher” yielded the following feedback:
· Other measures or proxies to create a multiple measures approach for defining “ineffective”;  
· A cohesive system that includes LCFF priorities as a major building block for all California educator definitions;
· A focus on systems, not just individuals, when creating definitions; and
· Easily accessible and available educator access data.

Additional proposed revisions

The CDE staff recommendations for revision of the ESSA State Plan on pages 6–7 of Attachment 1 for Item 03 address many of the subsequent stakeholder comments received. However, based on stakeholder feedback, the CDE proposes to clarify the terms within the “California Educator Terms and Definitions” table in this section of the draft plan, including the terms “intern,” misassigned,” and “out-of-field.” 
Title I, Part A: School Conditions

Public comment survey feedback

12 comments

Additional feedback 

11 letters
25 comments from participants related to school conditions in the LCFF Equity Coalition and CDE ESSA Input Sessions held in Coachella and Los Angeles in June 2017

Summary of feedback

Several key themes emerged from the public comments received related to Title I, Part A: School Conditions. These include:
· Providing additional detail in the State Plan to describe strategies to:
· Reduce incidents of bullying and harassment;

· Reduce the overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the classroom; 

· Reduce the use of aversive behavioral interventions that compromise student health and safety; and

· Increase use of restorative practices and positive behavioral supports including support for training in MTSS, PBIS, restorative practices, social emotional learning, and trauma-informed practices.
· Describing in the State Plan the disproportionate impact of negative school conditions on students with disabilities. 
· Providing support for the use of school climate surveys, including teacher surveys, to monitor and promote positive climate; support should include providing vetted surveys (and survey-related reports) without charge.

· Utilizing parent engagement strategies to support work on school conditions and climate.
· Including additional indicators related to school conditions, including: number of teachers receiving training on restorative practices and positive school discipline; teacher and staff attendance; teacher and staff turnover/retention rates; and pupil arrests on school sites.

· Addressing the impact of the current national environment on undocumented students and students from mixed-status families.

Additional illustrative comments included:
· “Even more troubling is the lack of any discussion at all of the strategies to reduce aversive behavioral interventions, a significant concern to parents of and advocates for students with disabilities. At a minimum this should merit a mention in the Draft Plan on ensuring every student experiences success.” 

· “We find it imperative that the state address the impact that the current environment has on undocumented students and students from mixed-status families. The possibility of immigration sweeps is affecting the psychological, emotional and physical well-being of students and their families. If districts and schools fail to establish the policies and provide the resources that ensure the physical, emotional and social safety of students and their families, these students will have difficulty learning and their parents or siblings may fear interaction with their schools.”
· “In regard to student engagement in LCFF, the students’ engagement is dismissed. We would like to see more accountability and respect for students’ input. What is the accountability for the district and state listening to actual students about their needs?”
Additional proposed revisions

The CDE staff recommendations for revision to the ESSA State Plan on pages 8–9 of Attachment 1 for Item 3 address many of the subsequent stakeholder comments received. On the basis of the themes emerging from additional stakeholder input obtained following the drafting of Item 3, CDE recommends several additional revisions indicated by the italicized text below.

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; 
· Revise A to specify student, teacher, and parent surveys as delineated by LCFF.
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.

· Revise E to specify:
· Work with students with disabilities and their families
· Addressing the needs of undocumented students and students from mixed-status families
· Use of evidence-based practices to reduce: incidents of bullying and harassment; overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the classroom; use of aversive behavioral interventions that compromise student health and safety; and increasing use of evidence-based positive behavioral supports
Title I, Part A: School Transitions

Poll Everywhere feedback

This section of the plan was discussed in one meeting with the Intersegmental Coordinating Committee. Poll Everywhere captured 11 comments from this meeting. 

Public comment survey feedback

23 comments

Additional feedback 

3 comments received through letters and emails 

Summary of feedback

Most of the feedback received from stakeholders related to this section was in regard to the transition from early education programs to elementary school. Several LEA representatives, early education educators, higher education faculty, community-based and civil rights organizations, and parents and families provided similar comments requesting the following:

· Change any use of “K–12” in the State Plan to “P–12”

· Include information about how the State will address the ESSA requirement for reporting the number and percentage of preschool enrollments in the state. 

· Support data sharing between early educator providers and elementary schools. 

· Include guidance and prompts in strategic plans regarding LEA use of funds to support, coordinate, and integrate early childhood programs. 

· Include articulations agreements between early education programs and elementary schools. 

· Provide more details about supports and guidance LEAs will receive from the State for working with early education providers. 

Additional comments related to this section included the following recommendations:

· Vertical articulation needs to occur at all sites.

· Provide information directly to teachers; do not rely on administrators or district officials.

· Provide universal preschool or expand transitional kindergarten to include all 4 year olds. 

· Support access to teacher librarians. 

· Ensure parents, teachers, and administrators communicate expectations for student growth and support students who encounter issues in transitioning.  

CDE staff also gathered feedback related to this section from the Intersegmental Coordinating Committee (ICC) meeting in June 2017. The ICC focused on the transition of high school students to postsecondary settings, and made the following recommendations:

· Revise section to reflect that English and mathematics placement testing is in transition at many California State Universities (CSUs) and California Community Colleges (CCC).

· Ensure that students who are deemed less than “ready” through the Early Assessment Program receive adequate support. 

· Promote data sharing between high schools and colleges, including transcript data. 

· Utilize grants to incentivize K–12 and higher education partnerships.

· Consult with the ICC for resources.

· Include California Partnership Academies since they target at-risk students

The ICC also recommended the following for early education and middle grades transitions: 

· Ensure that transitional kindergarten is structured more like pre-kindergarten settings to ensure students have access to playing to learn and certified educators. 

· Consult with the ICC Middle Grades Subcommittee. 

Additional proposed revisions

Based on this feedback, the CDE recommends the following changes to the State Plan:

· Change references to “K–12” in the State Plan to “P–12” where appropriate. 

· Include information about the LCAP Addendum as it requires LEAs describe how they will support transitions of students from early education programs through postsecondary education. 

· Provide examples of supports and guidance LEAs may receive that will help them to work with early education providers and support students to make successful transitions across grade levels. 

· If available, provide information about current and future plans for data sharing related to early education access and postsecondary transitions.

· Revise section to address college placement testing in more general terms to reflect CSU/CCC policy changes. 

Much of the more specific feedback will also help to inform the State’s continuing work to develop a statewide system of support. 
Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children
Public comment survey feedback 
21 comments

Additional feedback
5 letters

Summary of feedback
1. The CDE received one letter from a group of early childhood education (ECE) advocates and organizations recommending that the Migrant Education Program (MEP) expand funding focused on educational supports for dual language learners and their families.

2. Another stakeholder recommends that a uniform exit survey be used for all migrant families. The exit survey should include information for parents about how to help their students, the work of parent advisory councils, and other school resources. Migrant student needs assessment should be integrated into the LCAP process to ensure appropriate supports.

3. Each MEP subgrantee should include school readiness instruction and offer summer programs that extend to pre-kindergarten students. Offer wraparound services and develop a plan to increase food security among pre-kindergarten children and their families. Offer pre-kindergarten services in the summer and conduct family literacy programs. Increase access to basic health care and develop a plan to serve those students with no regular care.

4. Professional development and planning for LEA staff in anticipation of months where there is a high influx of migrant students arriving at an LEA.

5. Exempt migratory students from state testing and high school graduation requirements.

6. Two recommendations to include physical education and visual and performing arts within the core instruction.

7. Many of the comments provided strategies to assist migratory students (e.g. language supports, connecting to community-based organizations, create a welcoming environment, increase funding, support libraries, and enhance summer school offerings/support).

8. A couple comments listed the challenges facing migratory students.

9. Three public comments did not specifically address migrant education.

10. One public comment stated that migratory students should not receive additional services without understanding that many migratory children are citizens.

11. One public comment noted that the Migrant Education Office considered their feedback and already made revisions.

Response to Letters and Public Comment 
1. Approximately half of California’s migratory children are English language learners. The CDE provides training and resources to its MEP subgrantees for students learning English via funding for early education services such as Family Biliteracy, the Binational Program, and expanded funding for English language development (ELD) focused services. Subgrantees determine the best use of funding to meet the diverse needs within their program areas.

2. The CDE will review and discuss the exit interview process in the future. There are many challenges to conducting an exit interview with such a highly mobile population and most of the information identified for discussion is presented to parents in other ways (e.g., during parent advisory council meetings, phone calls, flyers, orientations, etc.).

3. School readiness services, including family biliteracy services, are offered both during the regular school year and in the summer.

4. The CDE provides statewide training on identification and recruitment, including regional mobility patterns, to assist LEAs in planning for migrant students’ arrival.

5. The purpose of the MEP is to assist migratory students in meeting the same challenging academic standards set for all students; therefore, exempting migratory students from and high school graduation requirements is in direct conflict with the MEP’s purpose.

6. The CDE will revise language to include physical education and visual and performing arts.

7. The 20 local MEPs design their programs to address specific needs within their program areas. Although many of the MEPs already include many of these suggestions, the CDE will pass along these comments to the local MEPs.
Additional proposed revisions
None. 
Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk
Public comment survey feedback
3 comments
Additional feedback 
3 letters
 
Summary of feedback
· Request to include SWDs and state specifically how the state will ensure that students in such facilities are provided with special education and related services as needed, as well as how child find will be carried out.
· Include information on the alternative accountability system and how it will work to ensure equitable access to educational resources. Invest in additional data collection to support the development of appropriate indicators for the alternative schools accountability tool. Ensure support for alternative schools during the building of the alternative schools accountability tool.

· Take a collaborative approach with leaders from the fields of health, public health, education, and school health. Providing resources and support for educating the whole child, create pathways to build strong community partnerships to improve overall school conditions.

· Important to provide transition services for students as they integrate back into schools.
Additional proposed revisions
· Revise the plan to include information aligned with the future alternative schools accountability tools as applicable and as information becomes available. Potentially reference part of the State Plan that outlines more information about the tools for the alternative accountability system.  
· Make sure that the purpose of Title I, Part D comes through in the plan so that stakeholders know that the funds are for providing educational services for all children and youth in local, tribal, and State institutions for neglected or delinquent children and youth so that such children and youth have the opportunity to meet the same challenging State academic standards that all children in the State are expected to meet. The funds are also intended to provide such children and youth with the services needed to make a successful transition from institutionalization to further schooling or employment; and to prevent at-risk youth from dropping out of school, and to provide dropouts, and children and youth returning from correctional facilities or institutions for neglected or delinquent children and youth, with a support system to ensure their continued education and the involvement of their families and communities.

Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

Poll Everywhere feedback

3 meetings where the topic was discussed
115 comments
Public comment survey feedback

138 comments
Additional feedback 

95 letters and e-mails
Summary of feedback

Several key themes emerged from the public comments related to Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction. These include:
· Ongoing professional learning/development for teachers (including teacher librarians) to improve instruction in special education; Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM); Dual Language and English learner programs; and mental health and social and emotional learning;
· Professional learning and systemic support for school site leaders/administrators and teachers. Specific examples include:

· California’s Quality Professional Learning Standards as a frame for support,

· Training in access and equity, and

· Strategies to engage students, families, and the community.
· Professional learning and collaboration between preschool and kindergarten through grade three teachers, administrators, and program staff;

· A focus on “civics education;”
· Language to explicitly state that the CDE and SBE will maintain and enhance programmatic and fiscal support for the California Subject Matter Projects;

· A plan to address teacher shortages in science, math, special education, and bilingual education; and

· Additional detail in how the State will approach equitable distribution for private schools.

Additional proposed revisions

The CDE staff recommendations for revision of the ESSA State Plan on pages 11–13 of Attachment 1 for Item 03 address many of the subsequent stakeholder comments received. Additional proposed revisions include:
· Specificity regarding professional learning support for improving the capacity of educators to incorporate inclusive best practices like social and emotional learning, mental health, and other whole child initiatives; and the need to increase the number of teachers in teacher shortage areas such as science, math, special education, and bilingual education.
Title III, Part A: Support for English Learner Students
Poll Everywhere feedback

3 meetings where the topic was discussed

45 comments
Public comment survey feedback

109 comments

Additional feedback 
21 letters 

Summary of feedback 
A total of 154 comments and 21 letters from organizations were analyzed. Most addressed themes already presented in the July SBE Item 03 or not required in the template provided by the U.S. Department of Education. The common themes include: 

· A request for guidance and tools for early education of dual language learners (children still learning their first language and a second language as well), 
two-way immersion programs, and charter schools

· Standardization of Entry and Exit criteria; set ELPAC scores after a validity study

· Coordination of early education with the TK–12 system and making reference to P–12 programs instead of K-12 programs in the State Plan

· Overwhelming support of the Title III County Leads for providing technical assistance to LEAs on plan and program development

· Assessment considerations, data collection and reporting on long-term English learners and former English learners

· Professional development for teachers and administrators

· Clarify and monitor supplement not supplant provisions

Additional proposed revisions

The CDE recommends including the following language in the State Plan to address recommendations to provide additional guidance, tools, and toolkits:

California will develop tools, toolkits and guidance documents to support English learners, their teachers, parents, school administrators, and other school personnel, from preschool through grades 12.
Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Enrichment Grants
Public comment survey feedback

33 comments

Additional feedback 

13 letters

Summary of feedback

There were no universal themes identified from the public comments received related to the use of Title IV, Part A funding in California. The majority of comments called for the CDE to release guidance to LEAs regarding the permitted uses of Title IV, Part A funding. 

The organizations submitting comments requested the following topics be covered in future guidance materials:

· Ideas for LEAs to use funding to access the three areas of the grant 
(well-rounded education, safe and healthy students, and the enhancement of technology to improve academic achievement and digital literacy for all student populations, including those students with disabilities)

· Ideas for how to include early learning within a continuum that spans ages 0 to 8

· Whether funds may be used to:

· Support student nutrition

· Support school libraries and teacher librarians and related access to technologies

· Cover Advanced Placement test fees for low-income students

Additional comments included:

· Enrichment programs should be targeted to underperforming LEAs

· Supports should be provided for students and postsecondary transitions

· This grant should be about more than providing a device to every student

· Measures must be put in place to ensure the effectiveness of programs funded by this grant opportunity

· Grantees should be prioritized related to the enhancement of learning opportunities during the learning breaks (summer and winter) 

· Support for investments in professional development opportunities for teachers 

· Social emotional learning crosses all three areas of the grant

· Students should have access to programs that provide instruction in multiple languages

Additional proposed revisions

None.
Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers

Public comment survey feedback

33 comments

Additional feedback
12 letters, emails, and other comments
Summary of feedback

There were no universal themes identified from the public comments received related to the use of Title IV, Part B funding in California.

Comments received:

· Consider opening up the application to all LEAs without giving first priority to existing grantees

· Guard against privatization schemes and create a supportive, collaborative, and safe learning environment 

· Utilize the school library as the 21st Century Community Learning Center, and teacher librarian be the manager, coordinator, and instructor for the program 

· Fund enrichment programs at underperforming school districts

· Grantees should be prioritized related to the enhancement of learning opportunities during the learning breaks (summer and winter) 

· Tighten requirements for determining effectiveness of these programs

· Inform and encourage local school districts to support student access to school libraries staffed by certificated librarians

· Use the terms like “music” and “the arts” instead of “enrichment” and “Learning Centers”

· Target charter school investments

· Support efforts of community-based learning programs serving Dual language learners (DLL)

· Identify and disseminate best practices for family engagement

· Include the training of educators in the reduction and elimination of bullying and harassment

· Train staff and volunteers to understand social-emotional needs, Individualized Education Plan (IEP) and 504 Plans, including adding IEP to the outcome variables

· All students should have access to enhanced learning opportunities, including foster and homeless youth  

Additional proposed revisions

Many of the suggestions are being implemented and guidance material is being developed. Thus, there are no additional proposed revisions.

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

Public comment survey feedback

1 comment
Summary of feedback
There is only one minor suggested revision to the RLIS section of the plan revising the wording from the current version: 
“To support California students, the RLIS Program objectives will include …”

and change it to: 

“The state will support California students, the RLIS Program objectives will include…”

Additional proposed revisions
None. 
 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless Children and Youths
Public comment survey feedback

11 of comments

Additional feedback 
6 letters and e-mails
Summary of feedback

Key highlights of the survey feedback and other communications include the following:
Preschool-age students
· Suggest that LEAs include school readiness instruction and offer summer programs for homeless preschool-age students 

· Develop a plan to increase food security for homeless preschool-age students and their families

· Suggest that LEAs conduct family literacy programs 

· Increase access to basic health care, and develop a plan to serve those homeless students with no regular care

· Strengthen data infrastructure to enable transfer of homeless children’s information and school reports from early education programs to elementary schools

· Coordinate with local programs enrolled in California’s Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS)

Professional Development Opportunities
· Engage multiple stakeholders in the development and dissemination of training modules and work with parents to make sure that homeless students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) receive the services they need

· Offer training for all Student Attendance Review Boards

· Align training modules with the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) and encourage the inclusion of best practices in the Statement of Model Practices or other statewide platforms 

· Identify and support high quality professional development for preschool through grade 12 teachers regarding working with homeless children and homeless families

· Guide LEAs to strengthen relationships with local police department, health agencies, and community groups

· Have an accountability process in place that requires a person in the school to work with homeless students closely

· Add timeline to professional development opportunities

· Add SB 445 to Section 4(iii).

Poster Redesign and Dissemination
· Have alternatives for the use of homeless posters in rural areas

· Include information from SB 177

Dispute Resolution Process
· Get stakeholder input to the revision of the dispute resolution process

· Ensure that the process is accessible to unaccompanied homeless students

Funding
· Encourage LEAs to identify local dollars to support the Homeless Youth Liaisons, under Section 1

· Put more focus on ensuring that LCFF and LCAPs are working to appropriately support and meet the needs of homeless students

· Ensure that all aspects of the State Plan can be fulfilled by adding additional resources and personnel at the state level

Additional proposed revisions

Many of the suggested recommendations are routine and will be incorporated into CDE and LEA implementation planning. Other key suggestions will be incorporated into planning for the statewide system of support and to inform the revisions suggested by Attachment 1.
Appendix: Comments Collected During Phase IV of ESSA Stakeholder Engagement
This appendix is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy will be made available during the July 2017 State Board of Education meeting and will be available in the State Board of Education Office thereafter. 
