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	SUBJECT

Update on the Development of the California State Plan for the Every Student Succeeds Act
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

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

As part of California’s transition to the ESSA, California must submit an ESSA Consolidated State Plan (State Plan) to the U.S. Department of Education (ED) in 2017. The State Plan will describe the State’s implementation of standards, assessments, accountability, and assistance programs. This agenda item provides an update to inform the State Board of Education (SBE) and the public regarding the development of the ESSA State Plan as well as a set of assurances that California must submit to receive ESSA funds in 2017–18.
RECOMMENDATION

The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the SBE review and approve any required ESSA assurances and authorize the SBE President to sign and submit the assurances to the ED by the due date established by ED. The CDE also recommends that the SBE take action as deemed necessary on the ESSA-related policy decisions provided in Attachment 2 of the item.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES

The ESSA maintains the original purpose of ESEA: equal opportunity for all students. Departing from the NCLB reauthorization, ESSA grants much more authority to states, provides new opportunities to enhance school leadership, provides more support for early education, and renews a focus on well-rounded educational opportunity and safe and healthy schools. The reauthorization of ESEA provides California with a number of opportunities to build upon the State’s new directions in accountability and continuous improvement. 
ESSA State Plan Guiding Principles
California intends to align state and federal education policies to the greatest extent possible to develop an integrated local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system grounded in the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). This will promote coherence across programs to better serve the needs of local educational agencies (LEAs), schools, educators, and students; recognize the diverse and multidimensional characteristics of LEAs, schools, educators, and students, and support LEAs, schools, educators, and students in diverse and multidimensional ways; and systematically and collaboratively identify and resource opportunities to build the capacity of local, regional, and state educators and leaders to better serve students and families.
At its January 2017 meeting, the SBE unanimously approved the following guiding principles as part of a framework to develop a working draft of the State Plan.

· Ensure that state priorities and direction lead the plan with opportunities in the ESSA leveraged to assist in accomplishing goals and objectives. 
· Create a single, coherent system that avoids the complexities of having separate state and federal accountability structures. 

· Refresh applications, plans, and commitments to ensure that LEAs are evidencing alignment of federal funds to state and local priorities. 
· Use the ESSA State Plan to draw further focus to California’s commitment to the implementation of rigorous state standards, equity, local control, performance, and continuous improvement. 

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

· Strategically approach state-allowed reservations from Title programs to further state priorities. 
Consistent with these principles, California’s ESSA State Plan will be drafted to meet statutory requirements in a way that furthers California’s actions to implement an effective education system that reflects a commitment to performance, equity, and continuous improvement. When completed, the State Plan will describe how California will use, manage, and monitor federal funds to support implementation of rigorous state academic standards within a continuous improvement-based accountability and support system consistent with California’s existing LCFF approach. 
Feedback on Remaining ESSA-related Policy Decisions

In January 2017, CDE staff presented to the SBE a set of questions that California must address in the ESSA State Plan:

· What is the purpose and focus of the plan as it pertains to maximizing the impact of federal funds?
· What are the State’s academic standards and assessments that provide a point of reference for other elements in the plan?
· How will the State provide funds to LEAs to further the goals identified in the plan?
· How is educator equity supported?
· How are the needs of English learners met?
· How is progress towards state goals measured and addressed?
· How will funds to meet stated goals be monitored?
· How will schools in need of assistance be identified?
· What assistance will be provided to support continuous improvement?

California’s emerging accountability and continuous improvement system is well positioned to address most of these questions and meet federal requirements. Many of the questions have already been answered through previous SBE action. However, several key policy questions remain. California’s current status relative to each of the questions that will be addressed in the State Plan is provided in Attachment 1.
In February 2017, the CDE solicited extensive feedback from diverse stakeholders regarding the remaining policy questions to help inform SBE decision-making. Staff conducted four regional meetings, hosted two webinars, and engaged the LCFF statewide organization policy input group and the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) in facilitated conversation regarding options the SBE might consider to address questions around accountability, school improvement, English learner reclassification, educator equity, and school leadership. Summaries of stakeholder feedback, including an analysis of advantages and disadvantages of available options based on stakeholder experience, along with CDE recommendations regarding next steps for each of the remaining policy decisions, are provided in Attachment 2. 
ESSA State Plan Assurances

Section 8304 of the ESSA provides that each state educational agency (SEA), in consultation with the Governor of the State, that submits a consolidated State Plan or individual program plan under the ESSA, must have on file with the U.S. Secretary of Education (Secretary) a single set of assurances. On November 29, 2016, ED made available the required assurances, provided in Attachment 3. Each SEA must submit to the Secretary agreement to these assurances no later than April 3, 2017, in order to receive federal allocations for the following programs for fiscal year 2017: 
· Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by State and Local Educational Agencies
· Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children
· Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk
· Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction
· Title III, Part A: Language Instruction for English Learners and Immigrant Students
· Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants
· Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers
· Title V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program
· Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney Vento-Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless Children and Youths 

On February 10, 2017, ED sent a letter to states indicating that it was reviewing the regulatory requirements of the consolidated state plan template made available on November 29, 2016 and planning to develop a revised consolidated state plan template that would address only the “absolutely necessary” elements of state plans consistent with Section 8302(b)(3) of the ESSA. The letter states that the new state plan template will be available by March 13, 2017. It is likely that the assurances document, which references ESSA regulations, will be similarly updated to reflect only statutory requirements. Consequently, CDE is requesting that the SBE authorize the SBE President to review, sign, and submit to ED any iteration of the assurances. 
Ongoing Communication and Engagement

States are required to consult with diverse stakeholders at multiple points during the design, development, and implementation of their ESSA state plans. The SBE and CDE are committed to ensuring a transparent transition to the new law and developing an ESSA State Plan that is informed by the voices of diverse Californians. A summary of outreach and consultation activities conducted by CDE staff in January and February 2017 is provided in Attachment 4. 

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

January 2017: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including proposed guiding principles and recommended approach for ESSA State Plan development. The SBE unanimously approved the guiding principles. 
November 2016: CDE staff presented to the SBE an update on the development of the ESSA State Plan including the ESSA Consolidated State Plan Development Draft Timeline; the first draft sections of the ESSA Consolidated State Plan; and the communication, outreach, and consultation CDE staff conducted in September and October 2016. The first draft sections of the ESSA Consolidated State Plan included the sections addressing Consultation and Coordination, Challenging State Academic Standards and Academic Assessments, and program specific requirements. SBE members approved CDE staff recommendations to authorize the SBE President to submit a joint letter with the State Superintendent of Public Instruction in response to ESSA regulations for supplement, not supplant under Title I, Part A. 

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

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

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

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

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

California’s total K–12 funding as of the 2016–17 California Budget Act is $88.3 billion:
State      $52.9 billion

Local       27.4 billion

Federal      8.0 billion

Total      $ 88.3 billion

This includes K–12 revenues from all sources. ESSA funds are only a portion of the total federal funding amount. The ESSA will be implemented in 2017–18. No fiscal changes are projected for the 2016–17 school year. The new law will become effective for non-competitive formula grants in the 2017–18 school year. 
The following fiscal information relates specifically to the programs included in the ESSA Consolidated State Plan. State allocations for fiscal years 2016 and 2017 are preliminary estimates based on currently available data. Allocations based on new data may result in significant changes from these preliminary estimates. The 2016–17 amounts provided below are based on actual grant awards, but are also subject to change. 
The 2017–18 amounts provided below are based on ED’s State Tables which are based on the President’s Proposed Budget. 

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

Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by State and Local Educational Agencies: California currently receives approximately $1.767 billion. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $1.803 billion in Title I, Part A funds in 2017–18.

Title I, Part B: State Assessment Grants: California currently receives approximately $28 million from ESEA Title VI, State Assessments program. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $26.4 million in ESSA, Title I, Part B funds in 2017–18.
Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children: California currently receives approximately $128.7 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $116.2 million in Title I, Part C funds in 2017–18.
Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk: California currently receives approximately $1.7 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $1.2 million in Title I, Part D funds in 2017–18.
Title II, Part A: Preparing, Training, and Recruiting High Quality Teachers, Principals, and Other School Leaders: The state grant formula will be adjusted, gradually eliminating the hold harmless provision by 2023 and increasing the poverty factor and decreasing the population factor from the current 65/35 ratio to 80/20 in 2020. According to a report by the Congressional Research Service, California’s Title II, Part A funding is projected to increase by more than $25 million by 2023 as a result of these changes. California currently receives approximately $249.3 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $252 million in Title II, Part A funds in 2017–18.

Title III: Language Instruction for English Learners and Immigrant Students: The state grant formula for Title III remains unchanged. California currently receives approximately $150 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $167.6 million in Title III funds in 2017–18.

Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants: California does not currently receive Title IV, Part A funding. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $58 million in Title IV, Part A funds based on the President’s Proposed Budget.

Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers: California currently receives approximately $132.7 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $113.7 million in Title IV, Part B funds in 2017–18.

Title V, Rural Education Initiative: California currently receives approximately $1.5 million from Title VI, Part B, Subpart 1 of ESEA. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $3.5 million in 2017–18.

Title IX, Part A: Education for Homeless Children and Youths: California currently receives approximately $8.2 million. The CDE anticipates that California will receive $10 million in 2017–18.
Additionally, CDE staff has also provided funding analyses and recommendations in the following documents: 

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

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

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

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

ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1:   California ESSA State Plan Framework Status Update (9 Pages)

Attachment 2: 
Stakeholder Feedback Regarding ESSA State Plan Policy Decisions (22 Pages)
Attachment 3: 
State Assurances Template Under the Every Student Succeeds Act 

(6 Pages)
Attachment 4:   ESSA State Plan: Communications, Outreach, and Consultation with Stakeholders: November–December 2016 (6 Pages)
California ESSA State Plan Framework Status Update

	Plan Element/ Issue to Address
	Policy Decisions (SBE)
	Administrative/

Management Decisions and Actions (CDE)
	Status
	March 2017 Update

	What is the purpose and focus of the plan as it pertains to maximizing the impact of federal funds?
	Determine system-wide goals:

· Implementation of state standards for all students

· Furthering Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) state priorities

· Supporting accountability and continuous improvement across the system
	Develop a description of proposed system-wide goals to inform policy discussions and State Board of Education (SBE) decision-making
	California Department of Education (CDE) has presented items to the SBE and California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) that capture the plan’s purpose and focus. The SBE has provided CDE direction to ground the plan in the California Way. 

Additional information may be drawn from several sources (e.g., Accountability and Continuous Improvement Task Force report, CPAG items).
	Complete: The plan’s purpose and focus will be aligned to the California Way.
Further Action: None required



	What are the State’s academic standards and assessments that provide a point of reference for other elements in the plan?
	Adopt academic content standards, and corresponding curriculum frameworks, including English language development standards.

Adopt statewide assessment system that includes formative tools and interim assessments for all students, including those in specific populations (e.g., English learners, students with disabilities).
	Develop and disseminate academic content standards.

Develop and disseminate curriculum frameworks.

Administer assessments; collect, analyze, and report data; use data to inform policymakers and stakeholders and to make administrative/management decisions.
	The SBE has adopted academic content standards, curriculum frameworks, and assessments, and the CDE has put in place curriculum frameworks and an assessment system to support student attainment of these standards. 

The November 2016 draft ESSA State Plan section on standards and assessment describes what is in place and what is in development.
	Complete: The plan will address California’s adopted standards, frameworks, and assessments and CDE has put in place curriculum frameworks and an assessment system.
Further Action: None required



	How will the State provide funds to local educational agencies to further the goals identified in the plan? 
	Based on system-wide goals, develop criteria or parameters to guide allocations and/or funding use (e.g., implementation of state standards, consideration of evaluation rubrics, equity). 

Direct CDE staff to design applications and templates OR adopt applications and templates consistent with goals and criteria. 
	Revise local educational agency (LEA) Consolidated Application and planning templates to reflect SBE policy priorities.

Develop and oversee application review process to support continuous improvement and adherence with SBE priorities. 
	The SBE adopted a new Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) template at its November 2016 meeting. CDE staff are working on options to address federal funds in coordination with the LCAP. CDE staff have reviewed and updated the Consolidated Application to reflect Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) requirements. In addition, the CDE has convened LEA representatives to assist in designing a new approach to meeting federal planning requirements within the context of the LCAP process. A new LCAP Addendum was developed through this collaborative process. More information regarding local planning requirements is available in a February 2017 information memorandum available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-essa-feb17item01.doc. 
	Complete: The CDE will continue to work with stakeholders to refine the LCAP Addendum and plans to make it available online for interested LEAs to pilot in 2017–18. All LEAs applying for ESSA funding in 2018–19 will be required to complete the appropriate sections of the LCAP Addendum in concert with their 2018–19 LCAP review and update. This will be described in the plan.

Further Action: None required



	How is educator equity supported?
	Adopt definition or guidelines for “ineffective/effective teacher” and related system of support.

Determine the level and type of technical assistance to support LEAs identified as having educator equity needs.
	Communicate definition or guidelines to LEAs.

Monitor and provide technical assistance to schools where improvements in educator equity are needed.
	The SBE adopted and CDE is actively implementing California’s Educator Equity Plan, which draws from Greatness by Design.
 CDE engaged stakeholders in conversations regarding educator equity throughout the development of the 2015 Educator Equity Plan and the 2016 update of the equity plan.
 

In February 2017, CDE staff conducted statewide ESSA stakeholder meetings to engage a variety of stakeholders in discussions regarding State support for LEAs whose low-income and minority students experience disproportionate rates of access to ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers. Staff collected feedback from stakeholders, including the CPAG, to inform SBE decision-making.
	CDE staff has prepared a brief, provided in Attachment 2, containing stakeholder input and options for the SBE to determine how LEAs should be supported to ensure that low-income and minority students are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers.

The CDE does not recommend any action on this topic for March.  Staff will engage stakeholders in focused conversations around the definition of “ineffective/effective teacher” to inform SBE decision-making.

	How are the needs of English learners met?
	Adopt composite accountability indicator for English learner (EL) progress 

Describe statewide, standardized definition of English learner (entrance and exit procedures and criteria). The reclassification criteria are currently defined in California Education Code (EC).
	Develop options for an EL accountability indicator in consultation with educators and experts.

Examine empirical data from current and new English language development (ELD) assessments to model options for ELD progress expectations.

Examine relationship of ELD progress to academic progress and time in system to model options for refining expectations over time.

Establish a process for stakeholder input around developing a statewide standardized EL definition with LEA consultation.
	The SBE has indicated key parameters to be considered regarding an EL accountability indicator. The CDE has established a working group to address an EL accountability indicator, which will provide information for policy options and decision-making. 

In February 2017, CDE staff conducted statewide ESSA stakeholder meetings to engage a variety of stakeholders in discussion regarding updating EL reclassification guidance. Staff collected feedback from stakeholders, including the CPAG, to inform SBE decision-making.


	CDE staff has prepared a brief, provided in Attachment 2, containing an overview of ESSA statewide EL definition requirements and stakeholder input, options, and recommendations for the SBE to determine the type of guidance and support that would be helpful to support standard exit criteria for English learners. 

As part of the complete draft ESSA State Plan that will be presented to the SBE in May, the CDE intends to recommend that California defer addressing the standardized definition of English learner and related ESSA requirements until the English Learner Proficiency Assessments for California are fully operational.

	How is progress towards state goals measured and addressed?
	Adopt accountability indicators and performance standards:

· California School Dashboard
	Develop and distribute results for these selected indicators and standards.

Provide technical assistance and support to LEAs to understand and use results.
	The SBE adopted the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics in September 2016, now known as the California School Dashboard, which has provided a framework for accountability measures and their use. CDE staff continues working on analysis and options for standards for identified indicators. The online California School Dashboard will be released in early 2017. Past SBE items provide useful documentation that explains rationale and approach.

In February 2017, CDE staff conducted statewide ESSA stakeholder meetings to engage a variety of stakeholders in discussion regarding this issue. Staff collected feedback from stakeholders, including the CPAG, to inform SBE decision-making.
	The CDE has identified several options for establishing long-term goals, described in Attachment 2. The CDE recommends that that the SBE discuss these options and provide any necessary feedback to the CDE before these options are discussed further with stakeholders. 

The CDE will collect additional input from the Technical Design Group (TDG) and CPAG before presenting a recommendation to the SBE regarding methodology for establishing long-term goals.



	How will funds to meet stated goals be monitored?
	N/A
	Design and manage Federal Program Monitoring (FPM) process.

Update and maintain FPM instruments and Consolidated Application Reporting System (CARS) to reflect changes in state policies and federal requirements.
	CDE currently monitors federal funding use through a cycle of FPM and the Consolidated Application. As part of the transition to ESSA, both the FPM instrument and CARS tools are being updated.
	Status: The CDE will continue to align the FPM process and Consolidated Application to the requirements of ESSA and to the final draft of California’s ESSA State Plan.

Further Action: None required 

	How will schools in need of assistance be identified?
	Adopt accountability indicators and standards

· California School Dashboard

Adopt criteria/methodology for identification of schools within the California School Dashboard structure.
	Develop scenarios to assist the SBE to establish policies that will determine how schools in need of assistance are identified.

Manage data to identify schools consistent with SBE policy.

Monitor results and oversee research to inform refinement of measures and approach.
	The SBE adopted a structure to classify outcomes using a color classification system. Performance in the red and orange categories are intended to indicate a need for assistance. The SBE further identified a multi-tiered system of support including the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE), county offices of education (COEs), and CDE. The exact pathways to assistance and specific criteria are yet to be determined. Furthermore, there is also a need to define the assistance structure to the school-level, which may include consideration of district performance status, areas of need, and concentration of need.

In February 2017, CDE staff conducted statewide ESSA stakeholder meetings to engage a variety of stakeholders in discussions regarding this issue, collecting feedback from the CPAG and other stakeholders. 
	The CDE has identified several options for identifying schools in need of assistance described in Attachment 2. The CDE recommends that that the SBE discuss these options and provide any necessary feedback to the CDE before these options are discussed further with stakeholders. 

The CDE will collect additional input from the TDG and CPAG before presenting a recommendation to the SBE regarding methodology for identification of schools eligible for additional supports.



	What assistance will be provided to support continuous improvement?

How do we support identified schools to improve?

How do we support educators to improve?
	Adopt technical assistance structure, including criteria for identification.

Once structure is in place, approve grants to low performing schools.

Adopt criteria or guidance for statewide initiative that supports educator excellence.
	Develop options with analysis and recommendations regarding technical assistance structure to inform SBE decision-making.

Develop options with analysis for how funds can be “braided” and/or coordinated to support low-performing schools and educator quality needs (i.e., set-asides
).

Once structure is in place, manage grants to low performing schools.

Manage and support cross-agency collaboration with CCEE, California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC), and county offices of education.
	As noted above, the SBE has considered a multi-tiered system of support for LEAs. It has not explicitly discussed or considered school-level assistance.

CDE staff provided examples of braiding funding to provide technical assistance and support to low-performing schools in a memo to the CPAG (http://www.cde.ca.gov/BE/cc/cp/documents/memo-cpag-oct16item1.doc). 

In February 2017, CDE staff conducted statewide ESSA stakeholder meetings to engage a variety of stakeholders in discussions regarding these issues. Staff collected feedback from stakeholders, including the CPAG, to inform SBE 
decision-making.
	CDE staff has prepared a brief containing stakeholder input regarding how best to allocate funds to LEAs, or consortia of LEAs, to support schools identified for additional assistance. 

In addition, staff has prepared a brief containing stakeholder input regarding establishing a statewide infrastructure to support school leadership. 

The information in these briefs, provided in Attachment 2, may be used to inform future SBE decision-making regarding the design of the emerging LCFF-based statewide system of support. The CDE welcomes any feedback or direction SBE members may have at this time regarding support for identified schools and school leaders. 


Stakeholder Feedback Regarding ESSA State Plan Policy Decisions 
Each state is required to submit a plan to the U.S. Department of Education (ED) that describes how Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) funds will be used, managed, and monitored to address state needs and federal statute. Within its State Plan, California will be required to address the following questions:

· What is the purpose and focus of the plan as it pertains to maximizing the impact of federal funds?

· What are the State’s academic standards and assessments that provide a point of reference for other elements in the plan?

· How will the State provide funds to local educational agencies to further the goals identified in the plan?

· How is educator equity supported?

· How are the needs of English learners met?

· How is progress towards state goals measured and addressed?

· How will funds to meet stated goals be monitored?

· How will schools in need of assistance be identified?

· What assistance will be provided to support continuous improvement?

For the most part, California’s emerging accountability and continuous improvement system is well positioned to address these questions and meet federal requirements. Many of the questions have already been answered through previous State Board of Education (SBE) action. However, several key policy questions remain. 

In February 2017, the California Department of Education (CDE) solicited feedback from diverse stakeholders regarding the remaining policy questions to help inform SBE decision-making. Staff conducted four regional meetings in partnership with county offices of education, hosted two webinars, and engaged the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) statewide organization policy input group and the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) in facilitated conversations regarding options the SBE might consider to address these questions. In addition, a survey was made available to encourage those unable to participate in a meeting or webinar to engage in the process. More information regarding these activities and a link to the materials used at the meetings is available on the CDE ESSA State Plan Development Opportunities Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/essaopptopart.asp.  

More than 500 stakeholders participated in the regional meetings and webinars, and dozens more reviewed the recording of the webinar and provided feedback through the online survey. Each of the stakeholder groups the ESSA requires states to consult during the development of the State Plan were represented by these event participants, with large representation from LEAs, teachers, professional organizations, and community-based organizations, and smaller yet active participation from parents and families, principals, charter school leaders, and classified staff.  
For each of the topics presented below, stakeholders engaged in a short presentation of relevant background information, after which they were presented with policy options and asked to consider the advantages and disadvantages of each option. This document includes the background information presented on each topic and summarizes stakeholder feedback. CDE recommendations regarding next steps for each of the remaining policy decisions are also provided. 

Accountability and Continuous Improvement

The ESSA requires states to establish long-term goals for students and identify the lowest performing five percent of schools in the state for additional supports. Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on various approaches to establishing long-term goals and how the California School Dashboard (Dashboard) might be used to identify the lowest-performing schools. 

Background Information Presented to Stakeholders

California is at the forefront, nationally, in using multiple measures of student success for district and school accountability. Based on the LCFF, established in 2013, California’s new accountability system provides a more complete picture of how schools are meeting the needs of the students they serve.  

LCFF also requires that the SBE adopt a new accountability tool, originally referred to as evaluation rubrics, which considers all LCFF State priorities. The new accountability system will be fully operational in 2017–18. In contrast to the targets that were in place under No Child Left Behind, the SBE approved realistic performance standards that take into account the present range of performance statewide and incorporate improvement as part of a district’s or school’s overall performance.

Educators, parents, and stakeholders will be able to track school and district progress on the concise set of indicators included in the new accountability tool now referred to as the California School Dashboard. The Dashboard will include a set of easy-to-use reports that will help parents, educators, and the public evaluate schools and districts, identify strengths and weaknesses, and allow targeted assistance to be given to districts and schools that need extra help. It will greatly assist efforts to improve equity by identifying student groups that may be struggling on one or more state measures.

Some of the indicators included in the new accountability tool apply uniformly across the state and show performance of all students and student groups at the local educational agency (LEA) and school levels. These are called “State indicators” and include:

· Student test scores for English language arts and mathematics (known as the “Academic Indicator”), 

· College and career readiness (known as the “College/Career Indicator”), 
· Proficiency for English learners (known as the “English Learner Progress Indicator”), 

· Graduation rates, 

· Chronic absenteeism, and 

· Suspension rates. 

For each of the state indicators, LEAs and schools will receive one of five color-coded performance levels, which are based on how current performance (Status) compares to past performance (Change). There are five possible ranges for Status and five possible ranges for Change. This results in a five-by-five grid (resulting in 25 results) for each indicator. LEAs, schools, and student groups receive one of the five color-coded performance levels based on the combination of their Status and Change.  

Figure 1 provides an example of how the five-by-five reference chart is used to determine performance. The chart displays how a school with “High” for Status and “Increased” for Change will receive an overall performance level of Green. 
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Figure 1.  Example Reference Chart
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Relevant Statute

ESSA Section 1111(c)(4)(A): 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT OF LONG-TERM GOALS.—Establish ambitious State-designed long-term goals, which shall include measurements of interim progress toward meeting such goals— 

(i) for all students and separately for each subgroup of students in the State— 

(I) for, at a minimum, improved— 

(aa) academic achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual assessments [for English and mathematics]; and

(bb) high school graduation rates, including—

(AA) the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; and

(BB) at the State’s discretion, the extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, except that the State shall set a more rigorous long-term goal for such graduation rate, as compared to the long-term goal set for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate;

(II) for which the term set by the State for such goals is the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and

(III) that, for subgroups of students who are behind on the measures described in items (aa) and (bb) of subclause (I), take into account the improvement necessary on such measures to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency and graduation rate gaps; and

(ii) for English learners, for increases in the percentage of such students making progress in achieving English language proficiency, as defined by the State and measured by the [English language development assessment], within a State-determined timeline.

ESSA Section 1111(c)(4): 

(C) ANNUAL MEANINGFUL DIFFERENTIATION.—Establish a system of meaningfully differentiating, on an annual basis, all public schools in the State, which shall— 

 (i) be based on all indicators in the State’s accountability system under subparagraph (B), for all students and for each of subgroup of students, consistent with the requirements of such subparagraph;

(ii) with respect to the indicators described in clauses (i) through (iv) of subparagraph (B) afford— 

(I) substantial weight to each such indicator; and

(II) in the aggregate, much greater weight than is afforded to the indicator or indicators utilized by the State and described in subparagraph (B)(v), in the aggregate; and

(iii) include differentiation of any such school in which any subgroup of students is consistently underperforming, as determined by the State, based on all indicators under subparagraph (B) and the system established under this subparagraph.

(D) IDENTIFICATION OF SCHOOLS.—Based on the system of meaningful differentiation described in subparagraph (C), establish a State-determined methodology to identify— 

(i) beginning with school year 2017–2018, and at least once every three school years thereafter, one statewide category of schools for comprehensive support and improvement, as described in subsection (d)(1), which shall include— 

(I) not less than the lowest-performing 5 percent of all schools receiving funds under this part in the State;

(II) all public high schools in the State failing to graduate one third or more of their students; and

(III) public schools in the State described under subsection (d)(3)(A)(i)(II); and

(ii) at the discretion of the State, additional statewide categories of schools.

Options Presented and Summary of Stakeholder Feedback 

First, stakeholders were asked to consider the advantages and disadvantages of measuring progress towards a color or a range within a color (e.g., green) when setting long-term goals. Many cited the clarity and simplicity provided by a color-based system as advantages while highlighting the focus this approach places on growth and progress towards goals, including the ability to examine status and change simultaneously. Multiple respondents commented that this system acts as a model for continuous improvement and should support conversations within LEAs and with local stakeholder groups about strategies for improving outcomes. 
For disadvantages, a common theme is the possibility that the information has been oversimplified in this representation and will therefore act as a barrier to identifying the most useful strategies at the school level. Other comments included concerns for 
color-blind stakeholders and the need for high-quality communication to ensure understanding of the indicators across stakeholder groups, especially in cases where the growth is minor and therefore not clearly apparent in the display. 

CPAG members felt that measuring progress towards a color could help reinforce a focus on growth and improvement. They also agreed that it is a simple strategy, but were concerned that the details of the indicators and underlying data could get lost in the simplicity. Some CPAG members also provided specific ideas for accompanying information that could go along with a focus on goal setting towards a color. Consistent with other stakeholders, CPAG members discussed the need for communication and professional learning to accompany the approach. 

Stakeholders were also asked to provide their perspectives on the advantages and disadvantages of giving equal weight to each indicator as well as the advantages and disadvantages of some indicators having more weight in identifying the lowest performing schools. Many commented that giving all of the indicators equal weight would help emphasize the message that all indicators are important and would provide a systems-level focus. This would hold LEAs accountable for all indicators, putting greater emphasis on the interrelatedness of the indicators and ensuring that some indicators do not get lost or ignored. Stakeholders also noted that communicating results to the community could be clearer if all indicators are weighted equally.
Alternatively, stakeholders remarked that giving some indicators more weight could provide more focus, thus prompting more focused resources. Stakeholders also noted that LEAs have more influence over some indictors and weighting them could underscore this. Additionally, this might allow a greater focus on academic indicators.

A number of stakeholders indicated an interest in weighting student group performance within and across indicators.

The majority of CPAG members felt that giving indicators equal weight helps reinforce that all indicators are important. They were worried, as were many other stakeholders, that a focus on a specific priority would signal to the public that the weighted indicator was more important than the others. However, some CPAG members also commented that there might be some merit to helping LEAs focus by weighting an indicator. 

Finally, stakeholders were asked to identify the indicator that should be weighted most heavily, if some indicators were to be given more weight for purposes of identifying the lowest-performing schools. More people suggested providing greater weight to the academic indicators than the other indicators, followed by College and Career with significantly less interest. Chronic Absenteeism was indicated slightly more often by stakeholders than the English Learner Progress indicator. Thereafter, stakeholders chose Graduation Rates and then Suspension Rates. Stakeholder responses to this question are quantified in the table below:

	Indicator
	Number of stakeholders who elected indicator be weighted the most

	Academic
	134

	College and Career
	45

	Chronic Absenteeism
	26

	English Learner Progress
	21

	Graduation Rates
	13

	Suspension Rates
	9


Proposed Next Steps

The CDE will bring recommendations regarding long-term goals and identification of schools to the SBE as part of the complete ESSA State Plan after staff gathers additional feedback from the Technical Design Group (TDG) and the CPAG. However, the CDE welcomes any feedback or direction SBE members may have at this time regarding long term goals and the process to identify the lowest performing schools. 
School Improvement

The ESSA requires states to identify and provide additional supports to their lowest performing schools. California must describe how it will support school improvement activities in its ESSA State Plan. Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on both the most effective approach for supporting school improvement and the advantages and disadvantages of funding school improvement activities through a competitive or formulary process. 

Background Information Presented to Stakeholders

Over the past two decades, California has provided support to low-performing schools through a variety of state and federally funded initiatives. Such initiatives have generally taken the form of multi-year, intensive, needs-based approaches that include, but are not limited to, Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program, Quality Education Investment Act, High Priority Schools Grants, School Improvement Grants, and Program Improvement interventions. The interventions have generally focused on schools with varied levels of attention to school district systems or districtwide intervention.  

California’s new system of state academic standards, assessments, LCFF, and accountability create a statewide focus on performance, equity, and improvement. While all components of California’s new system will impact school improvement, the accountability system will provide schools with information about their strengths and weaknesses, point districts to where interventions need to occur, and help the State identify those schools most in need of support to improve outcomes for all students.

Under the ESSA, California must create a system of support for schools in need of intervention under two designations: comprehensive support and improvement (CSI) or targeted support and improvement (TSI). Schools identified for CSI are the lowest performing five percent of schools participating in Title I, high schools with less than 67 percent graduation rates, and Title I schools with one or more consistently underperforming student groups over a number of years. TSI schools are defined as schools with one or more low-performing student groups. Using this information, states are required to determine the types and levels of support they will provide to districts and schools identified for CSI or TSI. States are required to implement comprehensive support and improvement activities beginning in the 2018‒19 school year and targeted support and improvement activities beginning in the 2019‒20 school year.

Furthermore, states are required to reserve seven percent of their Title I allocation for school improvement activities. Ninety-five percent of the seven percent must be allocated to local educational agencies (LEA) with at least one school identified for CSI or TSI. The remaining five percent of the seven percent is used by the State to:

· Administer the grant funds, including establishing the method to allocate the funds to LEAs; 

· Provide technical assistance and monitor and evaluate the use of funds; and 

· Reduce barriers and provide operational flexibility for schools implementing improvement plans and activities.

Examples of past practice include competitive and formulary subgrants through federal and state opportunities specifically designed to turnaround and improve the 
lowest-performing schools (e.g., School Improvement Grants, High Priority Schools Grants, Program Improvement Grants). In addition, CDE has also funded regional networks and consortia to provide support (e.g., Statewide System of School Support and County Office of Education [COE] Regional Leads).
Relevant Statute

ESSA Section 1003(b): 

Of the amount reserved under subsection (a) for any fiscal year, the State educational agency—

(1)(A) shall allocate not less than 95 percent of that amount to make grants to local educational agencies on a formula or competitive basis, to serve schools implementing comprehensive support and improvement activities or targeted support and improvement activities under section 1111(d); or 

(B) may, with the approval of the local educational agency, directly provide for these activities or arrange for their provision through other entities such as school support teams, educational service agencies, or nonprofit or for-profit external providers with expertise in using evidence-based strategies to improve student achievement, instruction, and schools…

ESSA Section 1111(d)(1)(A–B):

Each State educational agency receiving funds under this part shall notify each LEA in the state of any school served by the LEA that is identified for comprehensive support and improvement under subsection (c)(4)(D)(i), [and] upon receiving such information from the State, the LEA shall, for each school identified by the State and in partnership with stakeholders (including principals and other school leaders, teachers, and parents), locally develop and implement a comprehensive support and improvement plan for the school to improve student outcomes, that— 

(i) is informed by all indicators described in subsection (c)(4)(B), including student performance against State-determined long-term goals; 

(ii) includes evidence-based interventions; 

(iii) is based on a school-level needs assessment; 

(iv) identifies resource inequities, which may include a review of local educational agency and school level budgeting, to be addressed through implementation of such comprehensive support and improvement plan; (v) is approved by the school, local educational agency, and State educational agency; and

(v) upon approval and implementation, is monitored and periodically reviewed by the State educational agency.

ESSA Section 1111(d)(2)(A–B): 

Each state educational agency receiving funds under this part shall, using the meaningful differentiation of schools described in subsection (c)(4)(C)— 

(i) notify each local educational agency in the State of any school served by the local educational agency in which any subgroup of students is consistently underperforming, as described in subsection (c)(4)(C)(iii); and 

(ii) ensure such local educational agency provides notification to such school with respect to which subgroup or subgroups of  students in such school are consistently underperforming as described in subsection (c)(4)(C)(iii)…

Each school receiving a notification described in this paragraph, in partnership with stakeholders (including principals and other school leaders, teachers and parents), shall develop and implement a school-level targeted support and improvement plan to improve student outcomes based on the indicators in the statewide accountability system established under subsection (c)(4), for each subgroup of students that was the subject of notification that— 

(i) is informed by all indicators described in subsection (c)(4)(B),  including student performance against long-term goals; 

(ii) includes evidence-based interventions; 

(iii) is approved by the local educational agency prior to implementation of such plan; 

(iv)  is monitored, upon submission and implementation, by the local educational agency; and 

(v) results in additional action following unsuccessful implementation of such plan after a number of years as determined by the local educational agency.

Options Presented to Stakeholders and Summary of Feedback

Stakeholders were asked to provide input regarding the advantages and disadvantages of providing subgrants directly to school districts with low-performing schools as well as the advantages and disadvantages of providing subgrants to another entity (e.g., COEs or consortia of LEAs) to support low-performing schools. Some commented that giving funds directly to the school districts with low-performing schools supports California’s emphasis on local control, which would help ensure that plans would be developed with the best understanding of local needs and context. Another benefit identified by stakeholders in giving the grants directly to the school districts is that the funding goes directly to where it is needed and can be more effectively maximized. At the same time, there is concern among stakeholders that many districts lack the capacity to effectively support schools in determining and addressing needs. Additionally, stakeholders voiced concerns about accountability with this model.
Generally, CPAG members indicated that giving funds directly to the school districts with low-performing schools supports California's direction toward local control and flexibility. Members commented that this model would ensure that funds were directed closest to student and school needs. However, there was broad concern among CPAG members that school districts may not have sufficient expertise or capacity to implement meaningful school reform. Another disadvantage shared among CPAG members related to accountability with this model. CPAG members conveyed that giving the funds to another entity, such as a consortium of LEAs or a COE, could help to ensure sufficient expertise and capacity as well as to provide an opportunity for collaboration. Many CPAG members felt strongly that capacity, expertise, and talent were essential to school improvement success. Many CPAG members, however, expressed concerns that the school district could have less local control and flexibility under this model.
Stakeholders were also asked to provide feedback regarding the advantages and disadvantages of distributing school improvement funds through a formulary process or a competitive process. Many observed that a competitive process could encourage more thorough planning and that only grants with a strong plan based on evidence-based practices would be awarded funds. Stakeholders, however, questioned the equity of a competitive process since districts with the most resources and capacity, especially those with the ability to hire a grant writer, would likely be rewarded. Stakeholders remarked that a formulary process could ensure that all students could get access to school improvement funding, even those in rural districts with less grant writing capacity. Alternatively, stakeholders wondered if a formulary process would address accountability effectively and whether the funding would be sufficient to meaningfully support the number of schools identified as needing improvement.
CPAG members commented that a competitive process could result in larger awards that would be of sufficient size to support meaningful school improvement efforts and could encourage a more thorough and thoughtful planning process. Members shared that the planning process was an important consideration to meaningful change. However, several members commented that a competitive process may not be equitable and that districts with less resources and capacity to write a competitive application could be left out. CPAG members indicated that a formulary grant process could ensure more equity among the lowest performing schools and simplify the grant writing process, allowing for more time spent on developing and planning school improvement reform efforts and less time spent on writing a grant application. While some members wondered if a formulary funding model would lead to less accountability, others commented that a formulary grant process could negatively impact the amount of funds needed to make meaningful and sustainable change. In other words, members were concerned that there would not be sufficient funding to adequately support all schools identified for school improvement. Several members asked if a hybrid model was allowable.
Proposed Next Steps

Decisions regarding supports to LEAs and schools required by the ESSA will be made within the context of California’s emerging LCFF-based statewide system of support. The CDE will bring recommendations to the SBE regarding the process to award school improvement funds as part of the complete ESSA State Plan. 
Reclassification of English Learners

The ESSA requires all states to develop standardized statewide entrance and exit procedures for English learner (EL) programs. California currently has statewide entrance and exit procedures defined in California Education Code (EC), but there exists variability among LEAs regarding implementation of these procedures. Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback regarding whether the State should update reclassification guidance now or wait until the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) are fully operational in 2018–19.
Background Information Presented to Stakeholders

California currently has standardized statewide entrance procedures for initial EL classification as stipulated in EC Section 313(d)(3). For all students in transitional kindergarten through grade twelve, upon first enrollment in a California public school, the LEA uses a standardized procedure to identify potential ELs. A home language survey (HLS) is used to determine if a student is a potential EL. 

The California English Language Development Test (CELDT) is given as an initial assessment to newly enrolled students whose primary language is not English and as an annual assessment to ELs enrolled in transitional kindergarten through grade twelve in California public schools. Once the CELDT is administered, criteria from the CELDT Information Guide determine the student’s eligibility for EL services. 

The ELPAC will be the successor to the CELDT. California will transition from the CELDT to the ELPAC as the state English language proficiency (ELP) assessment by 2018. The ELPAC will be aligned with the 2012 California English Language Development Standards. It will be comprised of two separate ELP assessments: one for the initial identification of students as ELs, and a second for the annual summative assessment to measure a student’s progress in learning English and to identify the student's level of ELP. The ELPAC will be fully operational in 2018–19. 

California has standardized exit criteria defined in EC, the California Code of Regulations (CCR), and CELDT guidance. EC Section 313(f) and CCR, Title 5, Section 11303, state the following criteria for reclassification purposes: 1) a score of proficient on the State’s assessment of ELP; 2) teacher evaluation; 3) parental opinion and consultation; and 4) a comparison of the performance of the pupil in basic skills against an empirically established range of performance in basic skills based upon the performance of English proficient pupils of the same age.
ESSA accountability regulations go beyond statutory requirements and provide a greater level of specificity regarding requirements for exit criteria. The regulations state that, at a minimum, the standardized exit criteria for reclassification must: (A) include a score of proficient on the State’s annual ELP assessment; (B) be the same criteria used for exiting students from the EL subgroup for Title I reporting and accountability purposes; and (C) not include performance on an academic content assessment (ESSA Accountability and State Plan Regulations Section 299.19[b][4]). If the ESSA accountability regulations are implemented, California will need to change existing state law to remove the use of content assessments for reclassification purposes. 

Currently, there are no ELPAC data to inform new reclassification criteria. To ensure the exit from EL status is valid and reliable, a cut-score validation study is planned based on data from the preliminary ELPAC field test results in 2017–18. Once the ELPAC is fully operational in 2018–19, the cut scores will be confirmed. 

The Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program ended on July 1, 2013. Included in that program was the California Standards Tests (CST), which was used as the criterion for the comparison of basic skills noted in EC Section 313(f)(4). Since that time, LEAs have varied in the application of the defined reclassification criteria across the state. 

ESSA requires states to report “the number and percentage of English learners who have not attained English language proficiency within five years of initial classification as an English learner and first enrollment in the LEA” (Title III, Section 3121 [a][6]). This requirement prompts the CDE to recommend looking at five years as the target to have students attain proficiency from the date of initial classification for those students that are classified at beginning levels. Students that are initially classified at higher levels would take less time to reclassify. California currently collects data for students who have not attained proficiency within five years through the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS). The report is available in DataQuest on the CDE Data & Statistics Web page located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/. At this time, the information is only available at the district level. 
EC Section 313(b) provides that “the department, with the approval of the state board, shall establish procedures for conducting the assessment required pursuant to subdivision (a) and for the reclassification of a pupil from English learner to English proficient.”

Relevant Statute, Regulations, and Guidance

ESSA Section 3111(b)(2)(A):

(A) Establishing and implementing, with timely and meaningful consultation with local educational agencies representing the geographic diversity of the State, standardized statewide entrance and exit procedures, including a requirement that all students who may be English learners are assessed for such status within 30 days of enrollment in a school in the State.

ESSA Accountability and State Plan Regulations Section 299.19(b)(4):

(4) Title III, part A. (i) Each SEA must describe its standardized entrance and exit procedures for English learners, consistent with section 3113(b)(2) of the Act. These procedures must include valid and reliable, objective criteria that are applied consistently across the State.

(ii) At a minimum, the standardized exit criteria must—

(A) Include a score of proficient on the State’s annual English language proficiency assessment;

(B) Be the same criteria used for exiting students from the English learner subgroup for title I reporting and accountability purposes; and

(C) Not include performance on an academic content assessment.

California Education Code Section 313(f) outlines the four criteria for reclassification of EL students:

1. a score of proficient on the State’s assessment of English language proficiency;


2. teacher evaluation;


3. parental opinion and consultation; and


4. a comparison of the performance of the pupil in basic skills against an empirically established range of performance in basic skills based upon the performance of English proficient pupils of the same age. 

These criteria are further clarified in the California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Section 11303. The CELDT Information Guide provides guidance for the implementation of entrance and exit procedures (identification and reclassification criteria) for EL programs. 

Options Presented to Stakeholders and Summary of Feedback

Although any needed changes in law regarding EL reclassification will need to be made through the legislative process, the SBE could direct the CDE to modify current reclassification guidance. Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback regarding the advantages and disadvantages of keeping reclassification criteria as they are and updating guidance in 2018–19 once the ELPAC is fully operational. They were also asked to consider the advantages and disadvantages of revisiting current SBE approved guidelines and proposing revisions to be implemented in 2017–18.

When asked to provide disadvantages for continuing with the current implementation plan for reclassification, many stakeholders noted that the current plan is outdated. They expressed concern that waiting to offer additional guidance would result in continued inconsistency and confusion across districts. Stakeholders acknowledged that it would be problematic to make changes multiple times but were also concerned that waiting to act would be problematic in providing equity and access for ELs. Some thought that there may be more students who would be eligible to reclassify if districts were provided further guidance while issues regarding EC and the ELPAC are being addressed.

Stakeholders also offered many advantages to continuing with the current implementation plan for reclassification. Stakeholders suggested that waiting for changes to EC and full implementation of the ELPAC would allow for a systematic approach to implementing change one time, ultimately providing consistency across districts and resulting in less confusion. Furthermore, stakeholders noted that waiting would also give the State time to collect additional data, allowing the SBE to make better informed decisions regarding revisions to reclassification guidance.

Stakeholders expressed that continuing with the current implementation plan allows time to ensure that any revisions in guidance are appropriate and complete the first time. While some stakeholders believed that providing partial guidance to districts during the interim is a good idea, they also talked about the importance of implementing a thoughtful and deliberate approach that only makes changes once. 

Consistent with feedback from other stakeholders, CPAG members expressed some concern regarding ambiguity and inconsistency in the absence of updated guidance, but noted that waiting to update the guidance would provide ample time for implementing thoughtful changes to the guidance and would ultimately result in less confusion and more consistency across the state.

Proposed Next Steps
As part of the complete draft ESSA State Plan that will be presented to the SBE in May, the CDE intends to recommend that California defer addressing the standardized definition of English learner and related ESSA requirements until the ELPAC is fully operational.

Educator Equity

The ESSA requires states to describe the measures used to identify and make public disproportionate rates of access to ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers by low-income and minority students, with “ineffective” replacing the term “unqualified” used under No Child Left Behind (NCLB). In order to identify the disproportionality rates, data will be collected and analyzed at the state level. “Ineffective” is not defined at the federal level and California does not have a statewide definition for this term. In addition, under NCLB, states were required to provide supports and interventions for LEAs with disproportionate rates of access. ESSA does not require these supports.
Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback regarding whether the State should provide technical assistance to LEAs around disproportionalities. 
Background Information Provided to Stakeholders

Educational equity has been a priority in California for many years. The state has implemented a number of ambitious and proactive research-based strategies and initiatives designed to recruit, prepare, and maintain a highly skilled educator workforce for the benefit of all students and to promote equitable access to an excellent education for all students, particularly those from historically underserved communities. These strategies are outlined in California’s State Plan to Ensure Equitable Access to Excellent Educators.

California EC sections 44660–44665 provide California’s primary guidance regarding educator evaluation. These code sections place the responsibility for the evaluation of educators within the LEA’s purview. Application of the law varies across LEAs and is dependent on locally bargained agreements for design and implementation of each evaluation system.  
In 2007, the Legislature authorized the Compliance Monitoring, Intervention and Sanctions (CMIS) Program for the CDE to monitor LEAs for compliance with federal laws regarding highly qualified teachers (HQTs) and to provide technical assistance to LEAs to ensure success in the development and implementation of a comprehensive teacher equity plan consistent with NCLB. 

LEAs were required to report annually, via the CALPADS, the number of NCLB core courses per site, including the number of those courses that are taught by HQTs. This reporting process provided the basis for validating the professional qualifications and certifications of teachers and their assignments, as well as the distribution of teachers. Based on this data, LEAs that were identified as being non-compliant were monitored and provided tiered levels of technical assistance via the CMIS program. 

The CMIS program proved effective in assisting LEAs to address disproportionality concerns. In CMIS, Level C represented the most out-of-compliance LEAs who received the most in-depth technical assistance from the CDE. In 2012–13, 152 districts were in Level C. By 2014–15, only 100 districts remained in Level C. The CDE received commendations for the early warning and proactive technical assistance elements of the CMIS program from U.S. Department of Education staff during a September 2014 Title II Part A monitoring visit. 

ESSA will be implemented in California within the context of the LCFF, the State’s approach to school funding, planning, and improvement. The LCFF significantly changed how California provides resources to public schools and holds LEAs accountable for improving performance in ten priority areas. These priorities define what a quality education entails. California’s COEs are responsible for reviewing LEA Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAPs). Additionally, the Legislature established the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) to provide “advice and assistance” to COEs, school districts, and charter schools in achieving their LCAP goals. 

Relevant Statute 

ESSA Section 1111(g)(1)(B): Each State Plan shall describe: 

(B) how low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under this part are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers, and the measures the State educational agency will use to evaluate and publicly report the progress of the State educational agency with respect to such description (except that nothing in this subparagraph shall be construed as requiring a State to develop or implement a teacher, principal, or other school leader evaluation system)…

States must also provide an assurance that they will “make public any methods or criteria the State is using to measure teacher, principal, or other school leader effectiveness” for equity purposes (Section 1111[g][2][A]). Moreover, the federal government is prohibited from prescribing “indicators or specific measures of teacher, principal, or other school leader effectiveness or quality” (Section 1111[e][1][B][iii][X]).

California Education Code Section 44662 establishes the minimum criteria by which district boards of education must evaluate and assess certificated employee performance. 

Section 44662:

(a) The governing board of each school district shall establish standards of expected pupil achievement at each grade level in each area of study.

(b) The governing board of each school district shall evaluate and assess certificated employee performance as it reasonably relates to:

(1) The progress of pupils toward the standards established pursuant to subdivision (a) and, if applicable, the state adopted academic content standards as measured by state adopted criterion referenced assessments.

(2) The instructional techniques and strategies used by the employee.

(3) The employee’s adherence to curricular objectives.

(4) The establishment and maintenance of a suitable learning environment, within the scope of the employee’s responsibilities.

(c) The governing board of each school district shall establish and define job responsibilities for certificated noninstructional personnel, including, but not limited to, supervisory and administrative personnel, whose responsibilities cannot be evaluated appropriately under the provisions of subdivision (b) and shall evaluate and assess the performance of those noninstructional certificated employees as it reasonably relates to the fulfillment of those responsibilities.

(d) Results of an employee’s participation in the Peer Assistance and Review Program for Teachers established by Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 44500) shall be made available as part of the evaluation conducted pursuant to this section.

(e) The evaluation and assessment of certificated employee performance pursuant to this section shall not include the use of publishers’ norms established by standardized tests.

(f) Nothing in this section shall be construed as in any way limiting the authority of school district governing boards to develop and adopt additional evaluation and assessment guidelines or criteria.

Options Presented to Stakeholders and Summary of Feedback

Stakeholders were asked to consider the advantages and disadvantages of the State providing technical assistance to LEAs to ensure that low-income and minority students are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers. They were also asked to consider the advantages and disadvantages of the State not providing technical assistance around disproportionalities.

Stakeholders provided a wide range of responses that can be grouped into three large and overlapping themes for advantages to State-provided technical assistance: increased consistency, accountability, and equity. Within the consistency theme, stakeholders cited coherence of approach (with resources, data, strategies, and practices if provided with guidance at the state level), comparable support for districts of varying sizes, and improved channels of communication between districts. Related to a coherent, consistent approach at the state level, stakeholders cited improved accountability at the district and at the state level. Some stakeholders noted that there would be an advantage to having an outside perspective provided by the State to the local level and the state partners could also share best practices from other districts by acting as a clearing house for successful strategies and practices. The third theme for advantages to a state approach hinges on the other two: increased equity across the state as a result of this approach. 

However, stakeholders shared a concern that State-provided technical assistance could result in services being perceived as punitive, top-down, and not customized to local needs. Many respondents felt technical assistance from the state level to be counter to the spirit of the LCFF process, which emphasizes local control. LEAs accepting the technical assistance from the state could view the support as an intrusion and the offered support as a punishment for disproportionality. Due to the scale of the state system and the wide variety of districts, many stakeholders doubted the State’s ability to truly customize the supports to meet local needs. 

CPAG members thought that the provision of technical assistance at the state level would symbolically place educator equity in the realm of a state priority; would serve as a sort of pressure on districts to address inequitable distributions, or shine a light on the matter; would provide consistency and a minimum bar for LEAs to attain; and could be one way for LEAs to be provided research and best practices in the areas of new teacher support, hiring practices, and collective bargaining processes. As for disadvantages to the State providing technical assistance, CPAG members mentioned four primary concerns: it could be seen as “top-down” and lead to a loss of local control; it may be perceived as punitive; attaching labels with a negative connotation (“ineffective” and “inexperienced”) to beginning teachers may lead to a stigmatization that would discourage new teachers from remaining in the profession; and, a one-size fits all approach may not take into account the nuances from one school district or charter school to another. A special mention was made regarding the attention that needs to be afforded to charter schools that open in low-income communities expressly to serve those communities as these schools would likely have a large number of new teachers. 

Proposed Next Steps

The CDE did not collect feedback from stakeholders regarding how best to address ESSA’s requirement to collect and report data regarding “ineffective” teachers. Staff will engage stakeholders in focused conversations regarding this topic to inform SBE decision-making, and include a recommendation for addressing this requirement in the complete ESSA State Plan. This recommendation will influence the recommendation regarding how to approach technical assistance to address disproportionate rates of access to ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers by low-income and minority students.  
Supporting Principals and Other School Leaders
The ESSA provides an option for states to reserve three percent of the Title II, Part A LEA subgrant allocation to establish state programs designed to improve the skills of principals or other school leaders. Stakeholders were asked to weigh the advantages and disadvantages of establishing a statewide system of support for school leaders.
Background Information Provided to Stakeholders

California is committed to building the capacity of educators to implement state standards; school leadership is key to the success of this endeavor. Greatness by Design, A Blueprint for Great Schools 2.0, and research all confirm what practitioners and others in education have long known: strong, focused school-site leadership is a critical component in student and school success, including school improvement. While California does not currently devote funds to a statewide leadership support system, in the past, the State has supported efforts for ongoing professional learning, along with certification and induction of school administrators. 

An example of a past statewide effort to support aspiring, novice, and experienced administrators throughout the state is the California School Leadership Academy (CSLA). Launched in 1983 under Senate Bill 813, the CSLA was structured with a state center and 12 regional centers hosted through grants to COEs. These CSLA School Leadership Centers provided 1- to 3-year leadership programs. CSLA was identified as one of California’s professional learning assets in Greatness by Design. The CDE administered CSLA grants and required annual plans. The CSLA was eliminated due to budget cuts in 2003.

The Principal Training Program, later renamed the Administrator Training Program (ATP), was established under Assembly Bill 75 of 2000 and later renewed as AB 430. Initially, the program was supported by both federal and state funds and a Gates Foundation grant; later it was supported by federal funds, exclusively. The program officially closed June 30, 2012. The program specified the content areas to be covered via State-approved textbooks in reading, mathematics, and technology. Training requirements included 80 hours of coursework and 80 hours of individualized practicum provided by State-certified trainers. The ATP offered LEAs partial funding to support the State-approved training. Participation was voluntary, although principals in 
low-performing schools were encouraged to attend. Participation could lead to a preliminary administrator credential. 
Relevant ESSA Statute

ESSA Section 8101(44): 

SCHOOL LEADER — The term ‘‘school leader’’ means a principal, assistant principal, or other individual who is—

(A) an employee or officer of an elementary school or secondary school, local educational agency, or other entity operating an elementary school or secondary school; and

(B) responsible for the daily instructional leadership and managerial operations in the elementary school or secondary school building.

ESSA Section 2101(c)(3): 

PRINCIPALS OR OTHER SCHOOL LEADERS … a State educational agency may reserve not more than 3 percent of the amount reserved for subgrants to local educational agencies under paragraph (1) for one or more of the activities for principals or other school leaders that are described in paragraph (4). 

ESSA Section 2101(c)(4) states that the funds may be used for a variety state activities, such as: 

· Leadership in a standards-based and curriculum rich school environment where student learning is the focus;

· Improving principal certification (regular and alternative), evaluation, and support systems;

· Preservice (principal preparation programs and academies);

· Training or professional development on such topics such as differentiating performance; evaluating teachers; cultural competency; instruction and student learning; postsecondary education for students; Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics and Career and Technical Education instruction; and technology; 

· Recruiting, retaining, and professional learning for principals and other school leaders;

· Induction, mentoring, and coaching for early career principals;

· Differential pay for hard-to-staff positions; and

· More-focused opportunities, such as transition to elementary school and school readiness, Pre-K–3 alignment, bullying prevention, restorative justice practices, and sexual-abuse prevention.

Options Presented to Stakeholders and Summary of Feedback

Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback regarding the advantages and disadvantages of establishing a statewide system of support for school leadership. Of the advantages provided, respondents commented most frequently that implementing a statewide system of support would allow the State to better leverage resources (monetary, structural, and human) and could promote equity. Many stakeholders noted that pooling the 3 percent of the Title II, Part A funds might “have a greater impact.” Some participants noted that the State could utilize the structures that are already in place, such as the California Subject Matter Project (CSMP), and that a statewide system of support for school leadership would have “more credibility.” Of those that touched on the idea of equity, some noted that a statewide system of support would be advantageous for smaller districts that could not do anything significant if these funds are not set aside and distributed through their Title II allocation. A few also noted that this would help with equity amongst all students. 
The second most frequently noted advantage was “consistency.” Most stakeholders simply stated “consistency,” while others provided slightly more detail about consistency related to expectations, quality of support, and providing “best practice.” Many stakeholders expressed the belief that a statewide system of support for school leadership would result in collaboration and/or networking of school leaders throughout the state. There were many comments on the general benefits of implementing an effective school leadership program that were not necessarily directly connected to a statewide school leadership program.  

The majority of disadvantages provided stated concern about the ability of a statewide system to provide support that takes local needs into consideration and then differentiates that support. Some commenters felt that a statewide initiative might take away some local control. The second most frequent disadvantage noted was related to a lack of capacity of the CDE. Many respondents raised concerns that a statewide system of support would not reach all the districts that need it. Others expressed doubt that the CDE could successfully implement a statewide system of support for school leadership on this scale. Others felt that this would become an exercise in compliance and that it would just add to the bureaucracy. A few respondents noted a lack of capacity at the local level due to the time constraints that are already placed on administrators. Furthermore, some participants did not believe that the Title II, Part A, funds, even pooled at the state level, would be adequate to make a significant impact. Other respondents felt that the State should leverage the structures already in place, such as the CSMP or other local experts, which could provide, or are already providing, support for school leaders.

CPAG members agreed that all school leaders need support and that there is ample research that “effective support” is valuable in increasing student achievement. They stated that using the three percent set-aside for school leadership support would provide opportunities to school leaders for collaboration and local, regional, and statewide networking with other school leaders. It was important to CPAG members that the support be differentiated, aligned to local needs and context, and designed to teach school leaders how to use a design-based process for continuous improvement. Potential disadvantages include support that takes a “one size fits all” approach, little or no accountability for how the funds are spent, and potential misalignment to local continuous improvement goals. 
Proposed Next Steps

The CDE plans to include a recommendation regarding whether the State should reserve three percent of the Title II, Part A LEA subgrant to implement a statewide system of support for school leadership as part of the complete draft ESSA State Plan that will be presented to the SBE in May. The discussion of this recommendation is more appropriately situated in a broader discussion regarding the LCFF-based state-wide system of support and uses of other federal funds that will be included in the complete ESSA State Plan.
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COVER SHEET FOR STATE PLAN ASSURANCES

Overview
Section 8304 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
, provides that each State Educational Agency (SEA), in consultation with the Governor of the State, that submits a consolidated State plan or individual program plan under the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, must have on file with the Secretary a single set of assurances. Each SEA must submit to the Secretary agreement to the enclosed sets of assurances no later than April 3, 2017 in order to receive Federal allocations for the following programs for fiscal year 2017: 

· Title I, Part A:  Improving Basic Programs Operated by State and Local Educational Agencies

· Title I, Part C:  Education of Migratory Children

· Title I, Part D:  Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk

· Title II, Part A:  Supporting Effective Instruction

· Title III, Part A:  Language Instruction for English Learners and Immigrant Students

· Title IV, Part A:  Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

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

· Title V, Part B, Subpart 2:  Rural and Low-Income School Program

· Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney Vento-Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless Children and Youths 

Instructions

Each SEA must review the enclosed assurances and demonstrate agreement by selecting the boxes provided. In order to demonstrate agreement, the authorized SEA representative must complete the fields below and provide a signature in the space provided. 
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The SEA, through its authorized representative, agrees to the enclosed assurances. 

General Assurances

Each SEA must assure that—

☐  Each such program will be administered in accordance with all applicable statutes, regulations, program plans, and applications;

☐  The control of funds provided under each such program and title to property acquired with program funds will be in a public agency, a eligible private agency, institution, or organization, or an Indian tribe, if the law authorizing the program provides for assistance to those entities; and

☐ The public agency, eligible private agency, institution, or organization, or Indian tribe will administer those funds and property to the extent required by the authorizing law;

☐ The State will adopt and use proper methods of administering each such program, including—

☐ The enforcement of any obligations imposed by law on agencies, institutions, organizations, and other recipients responsible for carrying out each program;

☐ The correction of deficiencies in program operations that are identified through audits, monitoring, or evaluation; and

☐ The adoption of written procedures for the receipt and resolution of complaints alleging violations of law in the administration of the programs;

☐ The State will cooperate in carrying out any evaluation of each such program conducted by or for the Secretary or other Federal officials;

☐ The State will use such fiscal control and fund accounting procedures as will ensure proper disbursement of, and accounting for, Federal funds paid to the State under each such program;

☐ The State will—

☐ Make reports to the Secretary as may be necessary to enable the Secretary to perform the Secretary’s duties under each such program; and

☐ Maintain such records, provide such information to the Secretary, and afford such access to the records as the Secretary may find necessary to carry out the Secretary’s duties; and

☐ Before the plan or application was submitted to the Secretary, the State afforded a reasonable opportunity for public comment on the plan or application and considered such comment.

Program-specific Assurances

Title I, Part A

☐ The SEA will assure that, in applying the same approach in all LEAs to determine whether students who are enrolled in the same school for less than half of the academic year as described in 34 C.F.R. § 200.20(b) who exit high school without a regular high school diploma and do not transfer into another high school that grants a regular high school diploma, those students are counted in the denominator for reporting the adjusted cohort graduation rate using one of the following (select one) —

☐ 
At the school in which such student was enrolled for the greatest proportion of school days while enrolled in grades 9 through 12; or

  ☐  At the school in which the student was most recently enrolled. 

☐ To ensure that children in foster care promptly receive transportation, as necessary, to and from their schools of origin when in their best interest under section 1112(c)(5)(B) of the ESEA, the SEA will ensure that an LEA receiving funds under Title I, Part A of the ESEA will collaborate with State and local child welfare agencies to develop and implement clear written procedures that describe:

(A)
How the requirements of section 1112(c)(5)(B) of the ESEA will be met in the event of a dispute over which agency or agencies will pay any additional costs incurred in providing transportation; and 

(B)
Which agency or agencies will initially pay the additional costs so that transportation is provided promptly during the pendency of the dispute.
☐ The SEA will assure, under section 1111(g)(1)(B) of the ESEA, that it will must publish and annually update—

☐ The statewide differences in rates and disproportionalities required under 34 C.F.R. § 299.18 (c)(3) of this section;  

☐ The percentage of teachers categorized in each LEA at each effectiveness level established as part of the State-determined definition of “ineffective teacher” under 34 C.F.R. § 299.18 (c)(2)(i)) of this section, consistent with applicable State privacy policies;

☐ The percentage of teachers categorized as out-of-field teachers consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.37; and 

☐ The percentage of teachers categorized as inexperienced teachers consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.37. 

☐ The information required under 34 C.F.R. § 299.18(c)(4)(i) through (iv) of this section in a manner that is easily accessible and comprehensible to the general public, available at least on a public Web site, and, to the extent practicable, provided in a language that parents of students enrolled in all schools in the State can understand, in compliance with the requirements under 34 C.F.R. § 200.21(b)(1) through (3).  If the information required under paragraphs (c)(4)(i) through (iv) is made available in ways other than on a public Web site, it must be provided in compliance with the requirements under 34 C.F.R. § 200.21(b)(1) through (3).

Title III, Part A
☐ In establishing statewide entrance procedures required under section 3113(b)(2) of the ESEA, the SEA will ensure that—

☐ All students who may be English learners are assessed for such status using a valid and reliable instrument within 30 days after enrollment in a school in the State; 

☐ It has established procedures for the timely identification of English learners after the initial identification period for students who were enrolled at that time but were not previously identified; and

☐ It has established procedures for removing the English learner designation from any student who was erroneously identified as an English learner, which must be consistent with Federal civil rights obligations.

☐ In establishing the statewide entrance and exit procedures required under section 3113(b)(2) of the ESEA and 34 C.F.R. § 299.19(b)(4) , the SEA will ensure that the criteria are consistent with Federal civil rights obligations.

Title V, Part B, Subpart 2

☐ The SEA will assure that, no later than March of each year, it will submit data to the Secretary on the number of students in average daily attendance for the preceding school year in kindergarten through grade 12 for LEAs eligible for funding under the Rural and Low-Income School program, as described under section 5231 of the ESEA.

ESSA State Plan Development: Communications, Outreach, and Consultation with Stakeholders: January – February 2017
States are required to consult with diverse stakeholders at multiple points during the design, development, and implementation of their Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) state plans. The California Department of Education (CDE) is committed to ensuring a transparent transition to the new law and developing an ESSA Consolidated State Plan (State Plan) that is informed by the voices of diverse Californians. A summary of communications, outreach, and consultation activities conducted by CDE staff in January and February 2017 is provided below.
Date: January 5, 2017

Meeting: Plan Alignment Meeting 

Participants: Representatives from the SBE, CDE, select LEAs, and WestEd staff

Details: 

CDE staff convened a meeting of key stakeholders, CDE and SBE staff, and WestEd staff to discuss the integration of local control and accountability plans with the local educational agency plan elements required by the ESSA. 

Date: January 20, 2017
Meeting: California County Superintendents Educational Services Association Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee
Participants: Curriculum and Instruction Steering Committee Members, California County Superintendents Educational Services Association staff, and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development and highlighted the guiding principles and framework for the plan as well as the nine key questions that the plan will address. Staff also presented information regarding the February stakeholder input sessions to promote participation. 

Date: January 20, 2017
Meeting: State and Federal Program Directors Meeting
Participants: State and Federal Program Directors and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development and highlighted the guiding principles and framework for the plan as well as the nine key questions that the plan will address. Staff also presented information regarding the February stakeholder input sessions to promote participation. 

Date: January 24, 2017
Meeting: California Subject Matter Project Directors Meeting
Participants: California Subject Matter Project Directors and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development and highlighted the guiding principles and framework for the plan. Staff also presented information regarding the February stakeholder input sessions to promote participation. 

Date: January 25, 2017
Meeting: Association for California School Administrators
Participants: Association for California School Administrators Members and staff and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development and highlighted the guiding principles and framework for the plan as well as the nine key questions that the plan will address. Staff also solicited feedback regarding opportunities to support school leadership in the ESSA and presented information regarding the February stakeholder input sessions to promote participation. 

Date: February 2, 2017
Meeting: California Federation of Teachers Leadership Conference
Participants: California Federation of Teachers Members and staff
Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on the ESSA State Plan development and highlighted the guiding principles and framework for the plan as well as the nine key questions that the plan will address. Staff also presented information regarding the February stakeholder input sessions to promote participation. 

Date: February 3, 2017
Meeting: ESSA Legislative Briefing
Participants: Legislators, legislative staff, and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff presented an overview of the ESSA and the ESSA State Plan development process, highlighting the integrated accountability system, changes to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act that resulted from the December 2015 reauthorization, and the guiding principles and framework for plan development. 
Date: February 6, 2017
Meeting: ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Input Meeting (Orange County Department of Education)
Participants: Any interested member of the public and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff, with the support of Orange County Department of Education staff, presented options to address each remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making. 

Date: February 7, 2017
Meeting: ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Input Meeting (Riverside County Office of Education)
Participants: Any interested member of the public and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff, with the support of Riverside County Office of Education staff, presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.

Date: February 8, 2017 

Meeting: ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Input Meeting (Webinar)

Participants: Any interested member of the public and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff hosted a webinar that presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 9, 2017
Meeting: ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Input Meeting (Sacramento County Office of Education)
Participants: Any interested member of the public and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff, with the support of Sacramento County Office of Education staff, presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 10, 2017
Meeting: ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Input Meeting (Fresno County Office of Education)
Participants: Any interested member of the public and CDE staff
Details: 
CDE staff, with the support of Fresno County Office of Education staff, presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 11, 2017

Meeting: ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Input Meeting (Webinar)

Participants: Any interested member of the public and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff hosted a webinar that presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 14, 2017

Meeting: ESSA State Agencies Meeting
Participants: State agency staff and CDE and SBE staff 

Details: 
CDE staff presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 15, 2017

Meeting: ESSA Policy Input Session 
Participants: Representatives from diverse equity groups, California County Superintendents Educational Services Association, Commission on Teacher Credentialing, Association for California School Administrators, California School Boards Association, California Collaborative on Educational Excellence, legislative staff, and CDE and SBE staff

Details: 
CDE staff presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. Stakeholders had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 16, 2017

Meeting: California Practitioners Advisory Group Meeting
Participants: California Practitioners Advisory Group Members and CDE and SBE staff

Details: 
CDE staff presented options to address remaining key policy decisions required for the plan. California Practitioners Advisory Group Members had the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options to help inform SBE decision-making.
Date: February 17, 2017

Meeting: State and Federal Program Directors Meeting
Participants: State and Federal Program Directors and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development, including an update regarding federal regulations and local planning requirements for 2017-18.
Date: February 24, 2017

Meeting: California Reading and Literature Project Regional Directors Meeting
Participants: California Reading and Literature Project Regional Directors and CDE staff

Details: 
CDE staff provided an update on ESSA State Plan development, including an update regarding federal regulations.

Other Communication Channels

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

	Month
	Page Views

	March
	2,715

	April
	5,376

	May
	7,803

	June
	12,259

	July
	8,963

	August
	9,888

	September
	9,169

	October
	9,054

	November
	16,805

	December
	11,046

	January
	14,714


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


	Month
	Subscribers
	Messages

	April
	299
	4

	May
	562
	6

	June
	931
	5

	July
	1,061
	4

	August
	1,144
	3

	September
	1,253
	7

	October
	1,440
	3

	November
	1,542
	6

	December
	1,587
	3

	January
	1,690
	5


Change





Status








� Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/in/documents/greatnessfinal.pdf" �http://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/in/documents/greatnessfinal.pdf� 


� Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-ilssb-plsd-dec16item01.doc" �http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-ilssb-plsd-dec16item01.doc�. 


� The September 2016 SBE Meeting Agenda Item 01 Attachment 3 provides context to inform decision-making regarding uses of ESSA funds at the state and local levels, including an overview of how ESEA funds are currently used and considerations for using ESSA funds to supplement state investments (� HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/sep16item02.doc" �http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/sep16item02.doc�).


� Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA.
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