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ESSA State Plan Guiding Principles
• Goal: Create a single, coherent system that avoids the complexities of having 

separate state and federal accountability structures. 

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

• Refresh applications, plans, and commitments to ensure that local educational 
agencies 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 California Department of Education 
(CDE) operations to state priorities. 

• Strategically approach state-allowed reservations from Title programs to further 
state priorities. 
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Plan Development Timeline
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Month Plan Development Activity
July 12, 2017 • State Board of Education (SBE) provides direction 

regarding revisions to the draft ESSA State Plan

Early August 2017 • Revised draft posted on CDE Web pages and shared with 
the Governor

August 24, 2017 • California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) provides 
feedback on any remaining ESSA State Plan issues per SBE 
direction

September 13-14, 2017 • SBE approves ESSA State Plan 

September 18, 2017 • ESSA State Plan submitted to U.S. Department of 
Education
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ESSA Stakeholder Engagement
• Phase I: What Californians Want for Their Schools

• Webinars
• Regional meetings
• Survey

• Phase II: Public Comment on several draft ESSA State Plan 
Sections

• Toolkit
• Survey

• Phase III: Public Feedback on Specific ESSA Policy Questions
• Regional meetings
• Survey

• More information and links to the reports for each phase of ESSA 
stakeholder engagement are available on the CDE ESSA State Plan 
Development Opportunities Web page at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/essaopptopart.asp
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Stakeholder Engagement Phase IV

• Conducted from May 22, 2017 through June 30, 2017
• Included the 30-day public comment period required in 

statute
• California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) feedback

• Provided in Attachment 1 
• Variety of engagement strategies

• Partnerships
• County offices of education
• Professional associations
• Equity coalition

• In-person sessions
• Webinars
• Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit
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Stakeholder Engagement Phase IV

6

Regional Stakeholder Meetings

Date/Time Location
May 25 Lake County Office of Education
May 30 Sacramento County Office of Education
May 30 Sacramento County Office of Education
June 5 Stanislaus County Office of Education
June 7 San Diego County Office of Education
June 8 San Diego County Office of Education

June 12 Alameda County Office of Education
June 14 CARECEN, Los Angeles*
June 14 Los Angeles County Office of Education
June 15 Los Angeles County Office of Education
June 17 Coachella Valley Unified School District*

*Meeting held in partnership with Equity Coalition partners
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Stakeholder Engagement Phase IV
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Webinars

Date/Time Webinar Hosts

May 23
Webinar co-hosted by the Small School Districts' 
Association 

May 24
Webinar co-hosted by the Association of 
California School Administrators and the 
California School Boards Association

June 21 CDE Webinar
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Stakeholder Engagement Phase IV

8

Public Comment Toolkit
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Draft Plan Sections
• Title I, Part A: Assessment
• Title I, Part A: Accountability
• Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement
• Title I, Part A: Access to Educators, School Conditions, & School 

Transitions
• Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children
• Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction
• Title III, Part A: Support for English Learner Students
• Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants; and 

Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers
• McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless 

Children and Youths
• 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

9



TOM TORLAKSON
State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction

Survey Question

Please share your ideas about how this section of 
the ESSA State Plan could be improved to 
promote equity and support your students and 
schools.
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Phase IV Overview

• Survey participants: 466
• Participants at regional meetings and webinars: ~600

• ~1350 comments via Poll Everywhere
• Letters and e-mails received: 100+

• A preliminary analysis of feedback collected from CPAG 
and during Phase IV events is provided in Attachment 1. 

• A more comprehensive analysis, including all survey 
responses and correspondence, is provided in 
Attachment 4.
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Additional Revisions Proposed in 
Attachment 4

• Title I, Part A: 
• Assessment: No additional revisions
• Accountability: No additional revisions
• School Support and Improvement: No additional revisions
• Access to Educators: provide more clarity in the “California 

Educator Terms and Definitions” table (including “intern,” 
“misassigned,” and “out-of-field”)

• School Conditions: Provide more clarity re: specific supports
• School Transitions: change K-12 to P-12 where appropriate, 

reference role of LCAP Addendum, examples of supports and 
guidance to strengthen linkage between early education and 
K-12 and revise section to reflect recent policy changes in 
higher education
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Additional Revisions Proposed in 
Attachment 4 (continued)

• Title I, Part C: No additional revisions
• Title I, Part D: Provide more clarity re: purpose of the program, 

reference alternative accountability system
• Title II, Part A: Provide more specificity re: types of professional 

learning and need to address the teacher shortage
• Title III, Part A: Add new language re: guidance, tools, and 

toolkits to support English learners
• Title IV, Part A: No additional revisions
• Title IV, Part B: No additional revisions
• Title V, Part B: No additional revisions
• McKinney-Vento: No additional revisions
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Proposed Revisions

• Respond to stakeholder feedback
• Incorporate SBE discussion and decisions regarding 

accountability and school support and improvement
• Revisit peer review criteria and more closely align 

responses for the following State Plan sections:
• Title I, Part A
• Title III, Part A
• McKinney-Vento
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Peer Review Criteria Example: 
Accountability

• Does the SEA describe the Academic Achievement indicator used 
in its statewide accountability system, including that the SEA uses 
the same indicator for all schools in all LEAs across the State? 

• Does the description include how the SEA calculates the indicator, 
including: 1) that the calculation is consistent for all schools, in all 
LEAs, across the State; 2) a description of the weighting of 
reading/language arts achievement relative to mathematics 
achievement; 3) if the State uses one, a description of the 
performance index; 4) if, at the high school level, the indicator 
includes a measure of student growth, a description of the growth 
measure (e.g., a growth model); and 5) if the State averages data, a 
description of how it averages data across years and/or grades 
(e.g., does the State use a uniform averaging procedure across all 
schools)? 
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Peer Review Criteria Example: 
School Conditions

• Does the SEA describe how it will support LEAs receiving 
assistance under Title I, Part A to improve school conditions for 
student learning? 

• Does the SEA’s description include how it will support LEAs to 
reduce incidences of bullying and harassment? 

• Peer review criteria available on the CDE ESSA Web page and at 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/essastat
eplanpeerreviewcriteria.pdf
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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.
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Minor Revisions Needed

• Title I, Part A: School Conditions, & School Transitions
• Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children
• Title III, Part A: Support for English Learner Students
• Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning 

Centers
• McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for 

Homeless Children and Youths
• 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
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Today’s Presentation

• Title I, Part A: Assessment
• Title I, Part A: Accountability
• Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement
• Title I, Part A: Access to Educators 
• Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction
• Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic 

Enrichment Grants
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Assessment: Stakeholder Feedback
• Over three hundred comments received
• Respondents included 

– Teachers, principals, LEA administrators, professors, directors, advocacy 
groups, lobbyists, parents, students, school board member

• Public Review consistent with CPAG feedback
– Support for CAASPP expansion to be more reflective of the full breadth 

of curriculum
– California Spanish Assessment (CSA) 

• Support for including the CSA in accountability
• Eligibility requirements
• Test purpose
• Whether students should take both the CSA and the Smarter Balanced 

English language arts assessment
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Assessment: Proposed Revision

• Most comments received through public review are 
consistent with CPAG feedback.

• Proposed revision in response to the public review and 
CPAG feedback:

“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.”

21



TOM TORLAKSON
State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction

Title I, Part A: School Support and 
Improvement: Stakeholder Feedback

• Include more information on the roles of California 
Collaborative for Educational Excellence, county offices of 
education, CDE/State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
and how they interact with each other at each level of 
support.

• Focus on needs assessments and root cause analysis so that 
communities can continue to improve on their own.

• Create a coordinated system that is responsive to local 
needs and resources and builds upon the successes of 
similar schools and districts.

• Address the timeline for evaluation and exit of improvement 
status. 
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Title I, Part A: Accountability

Identification of the Lowest-
Performing 5 Percent of

Title I Schools
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Identifying the Lowest-Performing 
5 Percent

•Based on the eligible pool of schools that 
received 2015-16 Title I funds, the target 
number to reach five percent is 298 schools, this 
target number is likely to change for the 2018 
fall identification.

•In the June 2017 Memorandum on the 
identification of the lowest-performing five 
percent of Title I schools, three options were 
presented.
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Identifying the Lowest-Performing 
5 Percent (Cont.)

The three options are:
Option 1: The “All Applicable Indicators”, which identifies 
schools with all Red indicators first, then moves to all Red 
except one Orange, and so on.
Option 2: “All Applicable Weighted Indicators”, which is the 
same as option one, but provides more or less weight to 
select indicators.
Option 3: The “Water Fall”, which selects schools 
sequentially, based on a pre-determined order of the state 
indicators.
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Recommended Methodology for 
Identifying the Lowest 5 Percent

•The CDE recommends that the SBE adopt 
the “All Applicable Indicators” (non-
weighted) methodology for identifying the 
lowest-performing Title I schools. This 
methodology was recommended by the 
Technical Design Group (TDG) and received 
the strongest support during the public 
comment period.
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Linking the Lowest-Performing 
Schools to LCFF

•At the May 2017 SBE meeting, several SBE 
members indicated an interest to link the 
identification of the lowest-performing 
schools to local educational agencies (LEAs) 
identified for support under the local 
control funding formula (LCFF).
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Linking the Lowest-Performing 
Schools to LCFF (Cont.)

•Linking the two identification processes 
aligns with the established goal of having 
one local, state, and federal accountability 
and continuous improvement system based 
on the LCFF eight state priorities and the 
system of support. 
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Linking the Lowest-Performing 
Schools to LCFF (Cont.)

Providing support for schools within LEAs 
identified for LCFF support will:

Ensure that supports provided to schools are aligned 
to supports provided to the LEAs

Enhance the ability for all supports to focus on 
building the capacity of LEAs to support all schools

Ensure that assistance provided to schools builds on 
the existing LCAP process within LEAs
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Baseline Methodology

• The CDE is proposing a two-step process to link the 
lowest-performing schools to LEAs identified for 
support under LCFF.

• The first step includes a Baseline Methodology that 
ensures that all schools in need of greatest assistance 
(i.e., referenced as very low-performing schools in the 
Attachment 2) are identified for support and link that 
support to LCFF.
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Baseline Methodology 

31

LEAs Identified by the 
SBE Adopted Criteria 

Based on Student Group 
Performance 

LEAs Identified Based on 
the Additional Criterion of 
Having a School in Need 
of Greatest Assistance

LEAs Identified for LCFF Level 2 Support
(LEAs are Required to Provide Support to 

all Schools in Need of Greatest Assistance) 
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Baseline Methodology (Cont.)

•A school in need of greatest assistance was 
defined for these simulations as a school that is 
Red on all applicable state indicators or is Red on 
all applicable state indicators except one, where 
the remaining indicator is Orange.

•The CDE is proposing to add a second criterion 
to identify LEAs for support under LCFF pursuant 
to Education Code sections 52071(6), 
52071.5(b), 52072, and 52072.5. (Note: the 
adopted criteria in September is based on LCFF 
legislation.) 
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Baseline Methodology (Cont.)

•The second criterion of the Baseline 
Methodology would identify any LEA for 
support under LCFF if they have one or 
more schools in need of greatest 
assistance.

•This new criterion is being proposed to 
address the ESSA requirement to identify 5 
percent of schools. 
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Baseline Methodology Results

Based on data simulations using the Spring 
2017 Dashboard data:

•181 LEAs would be identified for support 
under LCFF using the SBE criteria adopted at 
the September 2016 meeting
•59 of the schools in need of greatest assistance 
are located in these LEAs 
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Baseline Methodology 
Results (Cont.)

•An additional 25 LEAs would be identified for 
support if the second criterion is adopted 
•31 of the schools in need of greatest assistance 
are located in these LEAs

•Therefore, a total 206 LEAs would be 
identified for support under LCFF using the 
Baseline Methodology, with a total of 90 
identified schools in need of greatest 
assistance. 
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Recommendation

•The CDE recommends that the SBE adopt 
the Baseline Methodology to link the 
lowest-performing Title I schools to LEAs 
identified for support under LCFF. (Note: If 
approved, this change would be 
incorporated in the next draft of the State 
Plan for public comment.)
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Identifying the Remaining Schools

•The second step is to identify the 
remaining schools to reach the required 
target of 298 lowest-performing Title I 
schools. Therefore, an additional 208 
schools must be identified.

•Attachment 2 presents three options for 
identifying the remaining schools. 
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Baseline Plus CDE Selects Remaining 
5 Percent from LEAs Identified for 

LCFF Support
Option 1:
•Identify the remaining schools in the LEAs 
that were identified using the Baseline 
Methodology (i.e., the 181 LEAs identified 
under the current SBE criteria and the 25 
LEAs identified using the proposed 
additional criterion).
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Baseline Plus Required 
Assistance to Schools in LEAs Identified 

for Support
Option 2:

• Identify the schools in need of greatest assistance. 

•Specify a level of performance above the schools in 
need of greatest assistance (e.g., additional 
combinations of Reds and Oranges) and require 
LEAs to support the Title I schools at or below that 
specified level. 
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Baseline Plus Required 
Assistance to Schools in LEAs Identified 

for Support (Cont.)

Option 2 (Cont.):
•Additionally, the state could establish a process 
for LEAs to seek school improvement resources 
to support additional schools that would benefit 
from differentiated assistance.

Note: This option may require a waiver from the 
U.S. Department of Education.
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Baseline with Expanded Definition
Option 3:
•Identify the lowest-performing 5 percent of 
Title I schools regardless of their LEA 
affiliation.

•Identify all LEAs with at least one school in 
the 5 percent for support under LCFF. 

•This option identifies an additional 74 LEAs 
for support, bringing the total to 255 LEAs.  
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Recommendations
The CDE does not recommend pursing the 
Baseline plus the Expanded Definition 
method (Option 3) because:

•It would nearly triple the number of additional 
LEAs identified for support under LCFF

•The “all students” group at the school level 
would become a significant driver of LEA 
identification for support

•It is the least aligned to LCFF
42
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Recommendations (Cont.)

The CDE is requesting that the SBE: 
•Approve the All Applicable Indicator (non-
weighted) option for identifying the lowest-
performing schools

•Approve the Baseline methodology
•Provide direction to staff regarding which option, 
or options, should be included in the next draft of 
the State Plan to obtain public feedback on how 
to identify the remaining 5 percent of the lowest-
performing schools.
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Title I, Part A: Accountability

Participation Rate, Long-Term 
Goals, and Interim Goals
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Participation Rate
Because the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA) requires that the 95 percent 
participation rate* be factored into the 
accountability system, the CDE is 
recommending the use of a symbol or icon 
to identify whether schools met the 95 
percent participation rate requirement.  

•The icon/symbol would be reported in the 
California School Dashboard (Dashboard). 

*Participation rate is calculated separately for the statewide 
mathematics and English language arts (ELA) assessments.
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Participation Rate (Cont.) 

•As required under ESSA, schools that do 
not achieve the 95 participation rate will 
receive assistance specific to this 
requirement. In California, the assistance 
will be provided through the statewide 
system of support. 
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Public Comments

•Of the comments received on the 
participation rate, half stated that using an 
icon was sufficient while the remaining half 
stated that an icon was not enough. 
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Use Multiple Icons to Report 
the Participation Rate

To strengthen the use of an icon, multiple 
icons could be used to better differentiate 
among schools. For example:  

• Use one icon to identify that both the school and 
each student group met the 95 percent requirement. 

• Use a second icon to identify when the 95 
participation rate is met schoolwide, but is not met 
for each student group.
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Use Multiple Icons to Report 
the Participation Rate (Cont.)

•Use a third icon to identify schools with a 
participation rate that is at least 85, but less 
than 95 percent.

•Use a fourth icon to identify schools with a 
participation rate that is less than 85 percent.
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Recommendation for the 
Participation Rate 

•The CDE recommends using multiple icons 
to report the participation rate in the 
Dashboard. (Note: If approved, this change 
would be incorporated in the next draft of 
the State Plan to obtain public comment.)
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Long-Term and Interim Goals

ESSA also requires states to establish long-term 
goals, which includes measuring interim progress 
towards meeting the goals, for all students and 
separately for each student group. These goals 
are specifically required for: 

• Academic achievement (measured by statewide 
assessments in ELA and mathematics)

• Four-year cohort graduation rates 
• Progress towards achieving English language 

proficiency for English learners 
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Long-Term and Interim Goals 
(Cont.)

•The California Model (represented through 
the five-by-five colored grid) already has 
long-term goals built in. Therefore, it can 
be used to determine the long-term and 
interim progress goals. 

•Selecting the Green performance level as 
the long-term goal is a logical starting place 
to establish an ambitious goal. 
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Setting the Goal as Green

•However, because an LEA and school can 
achieve one of several Green performance 
levels, the CDE is proposing the High 
(Status) and Maintained (Change) as the 
specific Green cell for the long-term goal.
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Note: 27.2% of schools currently meet this proposed goal, making 
the goal ambitious. 



TOM TORLAKSON
State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction

Setting the Goal as Green (Cont.)

•Using the prior slide as an example, if the long-
term goal was set at the High (Status) and 
Maintained (Change) Green cell, all the Blue 
cells would exceed the goal. 

•In addition, the Green cell to the right of the 
goal (High [Status] and Increased [Change]) 
would exceed the goal as well.

•The SBE will need to decide if the Very High 
(Status) and Declined (Change) Green cell 
would also meet the goal. 
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Interim Progress Goals

•The CDE has produced a report, available 
on the California Accountability Model & 
School Dashboard Web page, that 
identifies the specific location of an LEA or 
school on the five-by-five colored grid. 
•This will allow schools to determine how much 
improvement is needed to reach the long-term 
goal and to establish their own interim goals. 

56



TOM TORLAKSON
State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction

Timeline

•The SBE anticipates revising the 
performance levels for state indicators 
once every 5 to 7 years. 

•Therefore, the timeline to reach goals 
should be aligned with when the 
performance levels are revised (i.e., every 5 
to 7 years). 
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Public Comments

Long-Term Goals: 
Of the comments received, many proposed not 
only including the “Very High/Declined” Green 
cell as meeting the goal, but suggested that all 
Green cells should be considered as meeting the 
goal. 

• The rationale was that it would be very confusing to 
explain why some Green cells achieve the goal while 
others do not. 
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Public Comments (Cont.)
• In regards to the timeframe, some indicated that 5 to 7 

years was too short for stakeholders to develop an 
understanding of the goals and the achievement gap was 
too large to overcome in such a short period of time.

• A significant number specified 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.
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Public Comments (Cont.)

Interim Progress Goals:
•Many commenters 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, schools should be held accountable 

by displaying them on the Dashboard and/or by 
providing specific support when a school does not 
meet its interim goals.
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Recommended Long-Term and 
Interim Goals

The CDE is recommending that the SBE 
approve that:

•The long-term goal be set at the High 
(Status) and Maintained (Change) Green 
cell 
• All Blue cells and all Green cells to the right of goal 

would exceed the goal
• The Very High and Declined Green cell would meet 

the goal
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Recommended Long-Term and 
Interim Goals (Cont.)

•The timeline for meeting the long-term goals 
be set at 7 years. 

•The interim goals be established by LEAs and 
schools at the local level and not be included 
on the Dashboard.

(Note: If approved, the recommended changes in the first two bullets 
would be incorporated in the next draft of the State Plan for public 
comment.)
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Title I, Part A: Access to Educators

• ESSA requirements: Inexperienced, out-of-field, and 
ineffective teachers

• Important issue because of equity of instruction
• “Ineffective teacher” public input

• Common agreement on the need for a consistent 
definition

• Desire not to disrupt good practices
• Challenge of creating a new consensus
• California Way: LCCF and Greatness by Design
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Title I, Part A: Access to Educators:
Proposed Revisions

• The “ineffective teacher” definition builds 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 or California 
Commission on Teacher Credentialing regulations: 

• 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.  
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Title I, Part A: Access to Educators:
Proposed Revisions (continued)

• Multiple data points provide 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.

• Use Titles I and II to develop the statewide system that connects 
and improves teaching effectiveness and teaching conditions. 
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Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective 
Instruction

• Improving Education Through Equity and a System of 
Support

• Two opportunities for state-level work in Title II, Part A:
• Statewide activities (5%) 
• Leadership initiatives (3%)
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Title II, Part A: Stakeholder Feedback

• Equity should be the focus
• Provide more details to match the aspiration
• Support existing efforts and partnerships with county offices 

of education and the California Subject Matter Project
• Address new areas of professional learning such as restorative 

practices, social emotional learning, and working with 
traumatized youth

• School leaders need to know evidence-based practices and 
how to support teachers in their work

• Include a plan to address teacher shortages in science, math, 
special education, and bilingual education
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Title II, Part A: Proposed Revisions
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• An equity planning process for part of Title II, Part A, 5% set 
aside for statewide activities, regional support structure. LEA 
leadership teams collaborative to address equitable access 
issues within their districts and schools: focus on LEA-led 
solutions through intra/inter-district collaboration and 
coordinated with the proposed California school leader 
system of support.  

• Title II, Part A LEA subgrant allocation, 3% set aside - develop 
the expertise and capacity within the statewide system of 
support to strengthen school leaders’ abilities to address 
inequities by supporting teachers and engaging students. 
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State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction

Title II, Part A: Proposed Revisions 
(continued)

• Support standards implementation via curriculum 
framework “rollouts.”

• Affirm the continued support of the California Subject 
Matter Projects and their vital role in innovative 
professional learning.

• Use Title II, Part A funds to improve equitable access to 
teachers (also discussed in Title I, Part A).

• A plan to increase the number of teachers in teacher 
shortage areas such as; science, math, special education, 
and bilingual education.
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Title IV, Part A: Background

• Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants (SSAE)
• SSAE program aims to increase the capacity of SEAs, LEAs, 

schools, and local communities in the following areas:
• Well-rounded education
• Safe and healthy students
• Effective use of technology

• SSAE grant program was newly authorized when ESEA was 
reauthorized
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Title IV, Part A: Funding
• Prior to reauthorization, activities that composed the 

previous version of SSAE were funded at approximately $1.6 
billion

• Congress authorized $1.6 billion in ESEA reauthorization
• Formula grants to LEAs, based on Title I, Part A allocations 

(Option 1)
• Congress allocated only $400 million in fiscal year 2017 

and allowed states to allocate funding competitively to 
compensate (Option 2)

• California will receive $46 million for 2017-18 school year
• President Trump’s budget for 2018-19 proposes to eliminate 

all funding for this program
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Title IV, Part A: Funding

Estimated 2017-18 school year funding 
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$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

* Both  LEAs and the State may transfer these funds to other titles.
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Title IV, Part A: Stakeholder Feedback

• Call for more detail
• Request for additional historical context
• Questions related to administration and 

implementation of grant (for example: measurement, 
monitoring, and evaluation)
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Title IV, Part A: Stakeholder Feedback

• Requests for inclusion in guidance materials:
• Ideas for how LEAs may use funding across three areas of the 

grant, for example:
• Student nutrition
• School libraries
• Advancement Placement test fees for low income students
• Arts education

• Ideas for how to include early learning in a birth to age 8 
continuum

• Additional comments:
• Target to underperforming LEAs
• Support for professional development for teachers
• “More than providing a device to every student”
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Title IV, Part A: Options
Option 1: Formula Allocation Option 2: Competitive Grant

CDE recommendation
• LEA allocations based on relative 

share of Title I, Part A funds
• $10,000 minimum grant
• Grantees receiving $30,000+ must 

conduct a needs assessment 
every 3 years 

• Must spend:
• At least 20% on well-rounded 

education
• At least 20% on safe and 

health students
• No more than 15% on 

technology infrastructure

• Award prioritization of greatest 
need, ensuring geographic
diversity

• $10,000 minimum grant
• 1-year term
• SEA must maintain the following, 

at a statewide level:
• At least 20% on well-rounded 

education
• At least 20% on safe and 

health students
• No more than 25% on 

technology infrastructure
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Title IV, Part A: Why Option 2?
Option 2: Competitive Grant

CDE recommendation
Opportunities

• Award prioritization of greatest 
need, ensuring geographic
diversity

• $10,000 minimum grant
• 1-year term
• SEA must maintain the following, 

at a statewide level:
• At least 20% on well-rounded 

education
• At least 20% on safe and 

health students
• No more than 25% on 

technology infrastructure

• Supports LEAs and their schools to 
engage in innovate and creative 
ways to address equity, academic, 
and whole child needs and 
opportunities

• Provides California the opportunity 
to collect lessons learned and 
sustainable strategies to be infused 
in all technical assistance

• Allows for increased calibration 
and  alignment with LCFF/LCAP and 
the developing statewide system of 
support
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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.
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