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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

This item provides an update on the development of California’s system of support for local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools. It was created in collaboration by several agencies charged with specific responsibilities to provide assistance and support to LEAs under the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). 
This item builds upon the July 2017 State Board of Education (SBE) Item 2, which outlined key questions for stakeholder feedback and summarized the goals and characteristics for the developing California’s system of support (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jul17item02.doc). It also builds upon key policy issues for developing a system of support based on the LCFF that were summarized in a June 2017 information memorandum (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-ocd-jun17item02.doc).
RECOMMENDATION
No action is recommended at this time. However, the California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the SBE provide feedback on the system of support update. 

The CDE also recommends that the SBE take additional action as deemed necessary and appropriate.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
In order to improve the education of our students, California must create a coordinated and coherent state structure to ensure that LEAs receive resources and support to meet identified student needs, including disparities in outcomes for those farthest from opportunity. 
The LCFF recognized that some LEAs may require additional assistance to improve student performance, and identifies several agencies with a role in providing differentiated assistance or more intensive intervention to LEAs: the CDE, county offices of education (COEs), and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE), with the SBE playing a central policy role. These agencies are responsible for coordinating those supports and aligning similar supports under federal and other state programs with the approach under LCFF.
These agencies have committed to meeting every other month to coordinate and align their approach to offering assistance and to systematically engage local educators and other stakeholders to incorporate their perspective, needs, and feedback into the development of the system of support. Over the past six months, representatives of these agencies have created common agreements about the approach to assistance and necessary elements of the system of support.
Due to the urgency of developing a consistent approach to providing differentiated assistance to LEAs identified for assistance with the Fall 2017 Dashboard release, this item focuses primarily on the approach to providing differentiated assistance to LEAs for the 2017–18 school year. Attachment 1 reviews the literature on school and district change efforts, which has helped inform the goal and characteristics of the system of support. Attachment 2 details work currently underway for supporting LEAs and schools that will be leveraged in the approach to differentiated assistance for LEAs in the 2017–18 school year. Attachment 3 outlines the initial stakeholder feedback collected and plans for feedback over the next three months. Attachment 4 details areas for further exploration in developing the system of support for the 2018–19 school year and beyond.
Approach to Assistance: What is different?

The State’s past experiences with improvement efforts have not proven successful in achieving the desired student outcomes. Attachment 1 outlines the lessons learned from previous improvement efforts in California and other states. These lessons reinforce the principles of LCFF and goals and characteristics of California’s system of support, which were included in the July 2017 SBE Item 2 and discussed in more detail in Attachment 4. For ease of reference, the updated goal for the system of support is:
To assist LEAs and their schools meet the needs of each student served, with a focus on building capacity to sustain improvement and effectively address inequities in student opportunities and outcomes.

There are various shifts that will take place with the implementation of California’s system of support to meet this goal. Table 1 identifies several key changes in the approach to assistance.
Table 1. Shifts in California’s Approach to Improvement

	Education Improvement Before LCFF
	Education Improvement After LCFF

	Top down transactional exchanges focused on schools in isolation
	Support providers work alongside LEAs and their schools to identify key challenges and opportunities

	Packaged approaches for interventions
	Systemic approach tailored to locally identified needs and strengths

	Isolated team decision making
	Engaging with local educators and communities as part of decision making

	Redundancy and contradictions across state and federal programs
	Streamlined and coherent expectations for LEAs across state and federal programs

	Assistance disconnected from local priorities and focus
	Assistance supports LEAs in aligning, prioritizing, and using resources to meet student needs identified in the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP)


Focus on Fall 2017 Dashboard Release

The 2017–18 school year has begun for most LEAs. CDE anticipates releasing the Fall 2017 Dashboard around December 1. Each year with the Fall release of the Dashboard, each LEA should analyze their data and reflect with their community about the underlying causes of both strengths and areas of weaknesses. The LEA develops and updates the LCAP with local educators and stakeholders to reflect how they will prioritize their areas of growth, set goals, and measure progress, with the ultimate focus on improving student outcomes. In that planning process, LEAs will allocate resources to support their improvement efforts. All LEAs will go through this process no matter what colors they have on the Dashboard because every community has room for improvement.
As noted above, some LEAs may need additional support in this process. Under LCFF, COEs are required to offer differentiated assistance to LEAs if they have one or more student groups that meets the criteria for assistance approved by the SBE at its September 2016 meeting and updated at the November 2016 meeting. The final criteria are summarized in a February 2017 information memorandum available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb17item01v2.doc (pp. 6–8). Accordingly, COEs will use the performance data from the Fall 2017 Dashboard to determine if they must offer differentiated assistance to school districts for the first time. 
This is the first year of implementing LCFF’s differentiated assistance provisions, so the state agencies have focused on developing a coordinated and consistent approach to assistance in this initial year. This approach includes articulation of various elements that are important in the design of the system of support. Four elements that will be initially implemented in the 2017–18 school year are described below:
· Identification Process: There are at least three pathways to differentiated assistance identified in statute

· Initial Outreach to LEAs: Initial communication by county superintendent and joint notification from state agencies to each LEA identified through the Dashboard for assistance and support

· Needs Assessment and Analysis of Student Outcomes: Focus on supporting LEAs and local stakeholders to identify the underlying cause of the challenges and identifying options for addressing that underlying issue

· Support to Districts and Schools to Improve Student Outcomes: The LCAP is a primary source that identified needs, goals, and outcomes are surfaced, which are reviewed through annual review processes conducted by COEs (California Education Code 52070).
Attachment 2 details these elements and how state agencies and COEs plan to support LEAs both in general and more specifically if they are identified for differentiated assistance this Fall. The following timeline outlines how the elements above will unfold during the 2017–18 school year.
	Draft Timeline for Differentiated Assistance (Fall 2017 through Fall 2018)

	October
2017
	Secure and advertise Webinars with LEA staff and stakeholders on Dashboard, indicators and data years, and overview of assistance/support.

Preview toolkit to be released to support communications about Dashboard and system of support at the local level.
Finalize content for Dashboard and agency Web sites related to differentiated assistance for Fall 2017 Dashboard release.

	November 2017
	LEA preview of Dashboard begins.

Academic Indicator data added to LEA preview based on SBE action at November meeting.

County superintendents contact districts eligible for differentiated assistance based on Fall Dashboard data.

Cross agency groups sends joint notification to districts eligible for differentiated assistance.

Districts receiving differentiated assistance provided opportunity to engage with key stakeholders prior to public Dashboard release.
Final toolkit released to LEAs (including communication staff, LEA leaders, and Dashboard coordinators) and stakeholders.

	December
2017
	Dashboard Web site goes public (approximately December 1).

County superintendents and districts identified for differentiated assistance begin needs-identification process, see Attachment 2 for more information.

	Spring 2018
	Differentiated assistance continues, in conjunction with LCAP development for districts receiving differentiated assistance.

CDE provides SBE update on Dashboard development at March 2018 meeting.


The development of the system of support is evolving and in parallel to the initial implementation of the system of support beginning in the Fall 2017; work will continue to further develop the structure for the system of support in the Fall 2018. These design efforts will build and evolve from the initial rollout of the system of support in Fall 2017. Attachment 4 identifies areas of further investigation and development for the system of support, building on the elements identified above.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
In August 2016, the SBE received the following information memorandum:


· California’s Local, State and Federal Accountability and Continuous Improvement System: Framework for Supporting Local Educational Agencies and Schools (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-aug16item01.doc)
In June 2017, the SBE received the following information memorandum:


· Developing an Integrated Statewide System of Support (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-ocd-jun17item02.doc) 
In July 2017, SBE Item 3 includes a recommended framework for identifying the lowest performing 5 percent of schools under ESSA in a manner that is aligned to the identification of LEAs for additional support under LCFF. That SBE item builds upon a June 2017 information memorandum that included numerous data simulations showing options for identifying schools under ESSA and aligning that process with the identification of LEAs for additional support under LCFF (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun17item01.doc). In July 2017, SBE Item 2 includes proposed goals and characteristics of an integrated statewide system of support (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jul17item02.doc).
FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
Various state and federal funds could be utilized within an integrated system of support. Staff will incorporate a more detailed fiscal analysis in future items, as appropriate, based on feedback and direction provided by the SBE on the structure of the overall system of support.
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1:
Review of Literature on School and District Change Efforts (9 Pages)

Attachment 2:
Summary of Fall 2017 Support for Districts (11 Pages)

Attachment 3:
Summary of Stakeholder Feedback on Key Questions (7 Pages)
Attachment 4:
Areas for Further Exploration and Development for the System of Support (2 Pages)
Review of Literature on School and District Change Efforts

Research and Evaluation to Inform Statewide Technical Assistance Design for Low-Performing Local Educational Agencies
The California Comprehensive Center at WestEd assisted the California Department of Education by identifying and summarizing research to inform California’s approach and design of a statewide support system. This research includes evaluations of past improvement efforts within California, examples from other states, and school improvement frameworks. Following is a summary of research for these areas with references should more details be of interest.

Evaluations of California’s Past Improvement Efforts
California has created and supported numerous programs aimed at improving student outcomes through systemic support of schools and districts. Efforts include:

· Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP). The II/USP, approved by the legislature in 1999, provided funds to low-performing schools in the State to develop and implement an Action Plan for school improvement, with the assistance of a state-approved External Evaluator. Schools subsequently had two to three years to implement the Action Plan, and were subject to sanctions at the end of this implementation period if they did not improve student performance.

· High Priority Schools Grant (HPSG) Program. In 2001, the HPSG Program was established to provide additional funds to the lowest-performing schools in the State, taking the place of the prior II/USP. Priority for participation in the HPSG Program was given to the lowest ranked schools in the State, and participating schools received $400 per student per year for three years (and a possible fourth year depending on progress) to use toward implementing improvement strategies. Schools were required to develop an Action Plan (or use one previously developed) to serve as a blueprint for the school and community to focus on improving student achievement and meeting growth targets. Planning year funds of $50,000 were available to schools to use for the development of the Action Plan. Schools not making expected progress at the end of three years would then be subject to sanctions.

· School Assistance and Intervention Teams (SAIT). The SAIT approach was created in 2001–02 to provide support to schools that failed to make significant growth as measured by the Academic Performance Index (API). The State Board of Education (SBE) approved a list of SAIT providers that SAIT schools could engage. Funding for SAIT services and interventions were paid for through state and local resources. 

· District Assistance and Invention Team (DAIT). The DAIT was developed to provide support to districts designed for corrective action under No Child Left Behind. After a small pilot with volunteer districts and county office of education (COE) technical assistance partners, the SBE approved providers to support districts in Program Improvement Corrective Action. Districts received funding from state Title I set-­‐‑asides to pay for support from providers and initial intervention actions.

· School Improvement Grants (SIG). The SIG program authorized under Section 1003(g) of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, are grants to state educational agencies (SEAs) that are used to make competitive subgrants to local educational agencies (LEAs) that demonstrate the greatest need for the funds and the strongest commitment to use the funds to provide adequate resources in order to substantially raise the achievement of students in their lowest performing schools. California is currently working with its fourth cohort of SIG schools.

· Regional System of District and School Support (RSDSS). The RSDSS is a component of California's Statewide System of School Support (S4), which was established to meet state and federal requirements for a support system that would increase the opportunity for all students to meet academic content and achievement standards. The statewide system consists of regional consortia, which may include COEs and school districts, aligned to the 11 regions established by the California County Superintendents Educational Services Association. Funding supports one RSDSS lead office per region.
While many recipients of services from all of these support approaches report positive results, the data generally show a lack of overall, sustained program effect when compared to a control group of low-performing schools and districts that did not receive state support. This may be a result of overall pressure on and general support for all low-performing schools and districts, which resulted in growth for both schools that received state interventions and those that did not.

On the other hand, many individual schools and districts participating in these reform efforts show longitudinal growth, but results are not statistically significant in the aggregate when related to comparison schools not receiving the treatment. In addition, often any small advantage demonstrated during program participation dissipated after program completion.

Below are recommendations that were common in at least three evaluations.
· Balance standardization with customization by allowing differentiation for contextual differences.

· Build district capacity to support schools, rather than focusing exclusively on individual schools.

· Ensure that all stakeholders, including teacher unions, are involved in the school planning and improvement process.

· Support principal capacity for leadership during the school improvement process.

· Tailor support based on readiness, needs, and performance of schools and districts prior to beginning reform effort.

· Think about sustainability and a long-term approach at the beginning of the process.
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Support System Examples from Other States

Many states utilize intermediary agencies to provide local support; this document provides three examples of states that are using different network approaches to provide technical assistance to LEAs and schools. Ohio, Texas, and Washington use regional education service centers as extensions of the SEA. These partnerships are typically formalized through contracts between the regional centers and the SEA. In all three of these states, SEA staff are housed at regional centers, allowing the SEA to have a closer physical presence and more regular interactions with schools and districts throughout the state.

Ohio
Ohio’s Educational Service Centers (ESCs) are dedicated to providing school districts with professional development, technology, support, planning, and administrative services that help improve student learning, enhance the quality of instruction, expand equitable access to resources, and maximize operating and fiscal efficiencies. 

ESCs are large-scale service providers offering support services to Ohio’s school districts, community schools, and science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) schools. Every district with an enrollment of 16,000 or fewer students is required to be aligned with an ESC. Districts can realign to a different ESC (anywhere in the state) every two years. Districts with enrollments of more than 16,000 students also have the option to align with an ESC. Districts may purchase services from any ESC at any time. ESCs are consortia by definition and would not exist without their client school districts. 

Although ESC services typically are customized to the specific needs of client districts, 95 percent of ESCs offer the following types of services: preschool special education, curriculum and instruction consulting, special education supervision, professional development for school improvement, special education speech services, special education school psychology services, professional development on standards, curriculum and assessments, and criminal background checks and fingerprinting. ESCs also provide district support in implementing state and federal regulations, and they help establish and sustain community partnerships. 

ESCs serve as an extension of the state. In this capacity: 
· Five hundred and ten ESC personnel have been trained in the Ohio Improvement Process to provide a network of school improvement services for school districts and charter schools.

· Sixteen ESCs hold contracts to serve as State Support Teams (SSTs); they intervene with the lowest-performing school districts and charter schools and ensure universal access to special education-support services.

· More than 100 ESC personnel have been trained to support all school districts and community schools in implementing the Common Core standards, student growth measures, and student learning objectives.

· More than 185 ESC and SST personnel have been certified as Ohio Leadership Advisory Council trainers.

· ESCs support state work through contracts with the Ohio Department of Education (ODE) around the Resident Educator program and Race-to-the-Top, among other initiatives.
ESCs are school districts under state law (3311.055 Ohio Revised Code) and LEAs under federal law (20 USC Section 7801[17]; ESEA; Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA]; Higher Education Act [HEA]; Perkins). They are governed by publicly elected boards of education. Sixteen of the roughly 56 ESCs hold contracts with the ODE to serve as SSTs and support districts and schools in need of improvement. SST staff members are an extension of the Office of Innovation and Improvement at ODE and are considered ODE staff who are housed at the regional level. These 16 SSTs serve 223 districts and 84 community schools in differentiated accountability, 548 improvement schools, 46 alert schools, 232 focus schools, and 157 priority schools under Ohio’s ESEA waiver.
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Texas
Texas has 20 ESCs that serve geographic areas across the state. The purpose of the ESCs is to help school districts improve student performance in each region of the system, enable school districts to operate more efficiently and economically, and implement initiatives assigned by the legislature or the commissioner. 

ESCs provide professional development, technical assistance, program support, leadership meetings, and resources to enhance many aspects of instructional and administrative effectiveness in school districts and charter schools. Many of the tools and resources developed and delivered are in direct response to a request from a school district or charter school. Some of these tools and resources include, but are not limited to: administrator's guides, accountability, school finance codes, discipline codes, comprehensive needs assessment, special education operating guidelines, State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) analysis guides, and Financial Organizational Review & Compliance. In addition, many ESCs have entered into shared service agreements and purchasing cooperatives. These arrangements enable school districts and charter schools to cluster and leverage pricing structures for needed services. 

The Office of the Director of Education Service Centers encompasses functions related to managing the relationship between the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and the 20 ESCs, including oversight of any function included in the Texas Education Code (TEC), Chapter 8, Regional Education Service Centers. TEC grants the commissioner the power to decide on any matter concerning the operation or administration of ESCs, including the number and location of centers, the regional boundaries of centers, and the allocation among centers of state and federal funds administered by the agency. The Regional Education Service Center Performance Standards and Indicators Manual, adopted in April 2014, is a resource outlining performance expectations for ESCs. 

A unique feature of the collaboration between ESCs and TEA is the designation of lead centers for “decentralized functions.” For example, the Region 13 ESC serves as the state’s primary technical assistance provider for schools in improvement. These services are provided through the Texas Center for District and School Support (TCDSS) housed in the Region 13 ESC. Although funded by the TEA, TCDSS is physically located within and operates under the direction and supervision of the ESC. A TEA contract outlines the roles and responsibilities of each entity as well as major activities and deliverables. Staff from TEA and TCDSS meet regularly to review progress and address ongoing and anticipated needs (Reed & Partridge, 2014). 

The Texas Turnaround Leadership Academy (TTLA) is an example of the collaborative process between ESCs and TEA. In 2008, the Region 13 ESC proposed the TTLA to representatives of TEA. After funding approval, TEA collaborated with Region 13 ESC staff to develop a more detailed design for the program. As in all other projects managed by Region 13 on behalf of TEA, performance contracts outlined the scope of work, timeline for implementation, expected outcomes, evaluation criteria, program budget, and reporting requirements. Region 13 ESC staff gathered district input to finalize and implement the TTLA (Reed & Partridge, 2014). 

In addition to existing expertise within the ESCs, TEA contracts with external experts to provide additional training and support for ESCs. For example, the Texas Comprehensive Center (TXCC) at the American Institutes for Research (AIR) supported ESCs in managing the transition from evaluation systems that were mainly supported by contractors with ESC participation to systems that are owned and managed by the ESCs with input from TEA. In particular, TXCC provided TEA with thought leadership on system design, feedback on training design, review of and suggestions to improve training manuals developed by contractors, and beta testing of training with ESC staff. TXCC has also hosted meetings of ESC consultants and provided staff training on the LEA Equity Toolkit through a contract that AIR won from TEA that included Region 13 ESC as a subcontractor. 
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Washington

The Student and School Success Regional Improvement Network (Success Network) in Washington State is an online community that aims to support the improvement of all identified underperforming schools in the state of Washington. Washington’s State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) launched the network in 2012 and it includes all underperforming schools identified through federal Title I regulations, Washington State Law (E2SSB 5329), including School Improvement Grant schools, Priority and Focus schools, and Required Action Districts (Center on School Turnaround, 2014). 
The Success Network supports the implementation of statewide initiatives such as state-adopted academic content standards, the Teacher/Principal Evaluation Program, and statewide academic assessments. 

The Office of Student and School Success (OSSS) at OSPI sponsors the network and serves as facilitator and coordinator of the network in partnership with nine Education Service Districts (ESDs) around the state. ESDs were created by state statute and operate as regional service providers to support initiative implementation statewide.  

Each ESD serves a specific geographical region and contracts with OSSS to provide services with specific, expected outcomes anchored in anticipated changes in educator practice resulting from ESD services and consequent changes in student learning. ESDs are only one part of the network. The other part consists of 100 technical assistance providers paid by OSSS. The majority of these providers are leadership coaches who spend 15–50 days a year providing “shoulder-to-shoulder” coaching for principals at their school sites. The rest are instructional coaches—experts in English language arts, math, English language learners, or special education—who support schools upon the request of principals and/or leadership coaches. 

The Success Network is an OSSS effort to have as much daily presence in improvement schools as possible. To support the coaches, OSSS has instituted a professional development system that includes four face-to-face meetings and six interim videoconferences. To maintain regular and ongoing interaction, coaches visit the ESD in their region on a monthly basis to discuss regional themes, data, problems of practice, and other regional challenges. 
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Improvement Frameworks

Researchers have studied and identified key characteristics, frameworks, and strategies to support school and district improvement. A recent brief by the Center on School Turnaround captured this research into a framework organized into the following four domains: 
· Domain 1: Turnaround Leadership -- prioritize improvement and communicate its urgency, monitor short- and long-term goals, and customize and target support to meet needs


· Domain 2: Talent Development -- recruit, develop, retain, and sustain talent; target professional learning opportunities; and set clear performance expectations 

· Domain 3: Instructional Transformation -- diagnose and respond to student learning needs, provide rigorous evidence-based instruction, and remove barriers and provide opportunities 

· Domain 4: Culture Shift -- build a strong community intensely focused on student learning, solicit and act upon stakeholder input, and engage students and families in pursuing education goals
References:

Baroody, K. (2011). Turning Around the Nation’s Lowest-performing Schools: Five Steps Districts Take to Improve Their Chances of Success. Washington, DC: Center for American Progress. 

Brady, R. C. (2003). Can failing schools be fixed? Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham Foundation.

Herman, R., Dawson, P., Dee, T., Greene, J., Maynard, R., Redding, S., & Darwin, M. (2008). Turning Around Chronically Low-performing Schools [IES Practice Guide] (NCEE 2008-4020). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance. 

Knudson, J., Shambaugh, L., & O’Day, J. (2011). Beyond the School: Exploring a Systemic Approach to School Turnaround [Policy and Practice Brief]. California Collaborative on District Reform. 

Lane, B., Unger, C., & Souvanna, P. (2014). Turnaround Practices in Action: A Practice Guide and Policy Analysis. Baltimore, MD: Institute for Strategic Leadership and Learning. Retrieved from http://www.instll.com/resources/2014practicesreport.pdf 
Public Impact. (2007). School Turnarounds: A Review of the Cross-sector Evidence on Dramatic Organization Improvement [Center on Innovation and Improvement]. Retrieved from http://www.centerii.org/survey/downloads/turnarounds-color.pdf 
Summary of Fall 2017 Support for Districts

This attachment highlights support efforts already underway for local educational agencies (LEAs) that will be identified for differentiated assistance in the Fall 2017 California School Dashboard (Dashboard) release. It includes sections addressing: 
· Elements and Features of the System of Support

· An Example: Kern County Model of Support

· An Example: Sacramento County Support
· Coordinated Approach of County Offices of Education

· California Collaborative for Educational Excellence: Professional Development and Pilot Program Preliminary Summary Highlights

· California Department of Education: Update on Staff Realignment
Elements and Features of the System of Support

Since the July 2017 update to the State Board of Education (SBE), various agencies charged with providing assistance to LEAs under the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) have worked to outline the system of support’s elements—those distinguishing areas of work that will occur in the system of support—as well as the features of those elements. These features have emerged from discussion and dialogue between these agencies as well as recent feedback from stakeholders in August 2017. Some of the elements are taken from guidance in statute. Table 1 provides a brief description of each element and offers features that have been agreed upon by the agencies, which included representatives from the California County Superintendents Educational Services Association (CCSESA), the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE), the California Department of Education (CDE), and the SBE.
Table 1. Description and Features of the System of Support

	Element
	Description and Features

	Pathways to Support and Assistance
	· At least three pathways to support and assistance identified in statute: (1) through identification in the Dashboard, (2) LEA volunteers and requests support, and (3) county office of education (COE) denies approval of the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) and provides assistance.

· County superintendent contacts LEA identified for differentiated assistance. 



	Initial Outreach to Districts


	· County superintendent contacts superintendent of school districts identified through the Dashboard for assistance and support.

· Joint communication from state agencies to each LEA identified through the Dashboard for assistance and support.

· The various agencies charged with providing assistance/support follow a consistent approach and are aware of the resources and supports available to LEAs and schools. LEAs and schools receiving assistance are not responsible for coordinating support.



	Needs Assessment Root Cause Analysis of Student Outcomes


	· The consistent approach to assistance should focus on supporting LEAs and local stakeholders to identify the underlying cause of the challenges and identifying options that address them.

· The Dashboard helps LEAs identify strengths, weaknesses, and areas in need of improvement, in conjunction with locally available data.

	Support to LEAs and their Schools to Improve Student Outcomes
	· LEAs are the primary drivers of the technical assistance and support they receive under LCFF.

· The LCAP process is the driver for identifying needs, goals, and outcomes that can be addressed by aligning resources and actions/services to identified needs. Since COEs review and approve school districts’ LCAPs, the assistance process should support and align with the LCAP development. 

· The approach to assistance should maintain and leverage points of connection through the LCAP development and review cycle which creates connections between the Dashboard, LCAP process, and the system of support.


An Example: Kern County Model of Support 

The Kern County Superintendent of Schools (KCSOS) has engaged in a multi-year effort to build internal capacity to support all districts and to provide differentiated assistance. Key efforts to date include:

· Restructured KCSOS Instructional Services Division to meet the changing needs of districts and redeployed existing staff to align with LCAP efforts;

· Collaboratively developed a model to describe and articulate the work;

· Met numerous times with 47 district superintendents and instructional teams to jointly develop a common understanding of the importance, purpose, and vision of the work; 

· Through site visits and regular communication, the team developed trusting relationships with 47 different leadership teams;

· Developed an understanding of the individual needs of 47 different districts through multiple site visits, data mining, and in-person interviews;

· Hired and built a team of professional experts in the area of continuous improvement, professional development, and instructional pedagogy. These experts are required to have recent experience in the field implementing continuous improvement processes at the district level;

· Built the capacity of the new team by providing a six-month training in cognitive coaching (partnered with Ventura COE), New Pedagogies for Deeper Learning (Fullan), Innovate Ed, and other relevant trainings;

· Determined the available resources and areas of expertise and/or promise within KCSOS, school districts, and outside the county to address district needs;

· Created multiple Learning Networks (Superintendent, Principal, Instructional Coaches) that is shaping the next level of leaders in Kern County and articulating a common vision among Kern’s 47 districts;

· Piloted a Continuous Improvement Process (CIP) with three districts in 2016 based on Harvard’s Public Education Leadership Project (PELP);

· Developed a model CIP that can be scaled to large or small districts. KCSOS is piloting this CIP in our internal programs in the fall of 2017 in preparation for multiple cohorts of eligible districts during the 2017–18 school year;

· Coordinated efforts and shared practices across multiple COEs and external entities to better understand systems work efforts across the state; and

· Determined which districts would be eligible for differentiated assistance using the 2016 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress results and communicated with each district to develop plans to address in the 2017–18 LCAP. 

The internal capacity building efforts mentioned above supported the development of Kern County’s model of support. The LCFF and the accompanying LCAP has transformed the manner in which the KCSOS provides support to the 47 school districts it serves. In the early years of implementation, in addition to their regular duties, county instructional and fiscal team members provided support in the understanding and implementation of LCFF regulations, use of the LCAP template, stakeholder engagement, plan implementation, and progress monitoring with a focus on continuous improvement.  

The process of developing this initial model revealed a need for a dedicated team and a restructuring of services designed to build structures, practices, and systems that lead to improved student outcomes for school districts. The new team focused on building relationships with LEAs to encourage a genuine dialogue about current performance, existing barriers and possible solutions. Specifically, face-to-face meetings were held with district and county teams to: (1) improve and increase communication between districts and the county office; (2) evaluate data and identify gaps in student outcomes; (3) illuminate district priorities; and (4) identify county office resources and supports for district initiatives, including, but not limited to, professional learning, promising practices, and the development of collegial networks.

In order to provide comprehensive assistance, the KCSOS designed the following model of support to systemically respond to the need of our districts.

· Continuous Improvement Process – Teams of LEA stakeholders will participate in a series of trainings facilitated by KCSOS to: (1) determine their current status through an examination of multiple data points; (2) identify their problem of practice; (3) analyze what caused the problem(s) to occur; (4) develop an action plan based on those causes; and (5) monitor and adapt their plan using a model of continuous improvement.

· Professional Learning – KCSOS will provide professional learning to LEAs on: (1) state priorities; (2) analyzing student data; (3) LCAP development; (4) countywide trend data; and (5) LEA self-identified needs.

· Promising Practices – KCSOS will identify, evaluate, and share LEA practices showing high performance on state priorities. Sharing of practices will include the creation of a database warehousing promising practices according to the state priorities and the pairing of LEAs according to their strengths and needs.

· Networks – KCSOS will develop and facilitate LEA teacher and administrator learning networks to create space and time for “job alike” meetings focused on systems improvement, educational leadership, collaborative practices, and LEA self-selected topics. 

· Connection to Resources – KCSOS will share and make connections to existing and future KCSOS supports, resources, and expertise.

· Regulatory Support – KCSOS will support LEAs to successfully comply with local, state, and federal requirements by disseminating information, delivering workshops, providing guidance and coaching, and approving budgets and LCAPs.

An Example: Sacramento County Support

The Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE) believes that all students thrive as their needs are met. SCOE supports school district communities’ implementation of the LCFF and LCAP to create sustainable multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) to serve all students. These systems feature a single, coherent system of teaching and learning accommodating all students including advanced learners, students with disabilities, and English learners. SCOE’s academic learning programs seamlessly merge Common Core State Standards, social emotional learning, mental health services, restorative justice, and positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) for an equitable school community climate. 

SCOE’s support in nurturing school district capacity to serve students via MTSS yields consistently high-quality teaching and learning; timely, targeted interventions; expanded learning opportunities; and wrap-around care and support for all students. Additionally, with SCOE supports, LCAPs serve as dynamic strategic plans for continuous improvement in service to students throughout Sacramento County.  

The following key points outline SCOE’s differentiated technical assistance: 

1. Networks: Through a grant received from the CCEE, SCOE is partnering with WestEd to facilitate a network consisting of district leaders and their staff who are responsible for coordinating the LCAP process in Sacramento County districts. District teams will work to achieve their goals through a series of Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) cycles that address challenges that are unique to their local context. 

Examples of PDSA cycles include: 
· A study of the current school district stakeholder engagement process, identification of strategies to improve the process, and the development of an improved stakeholder engagement plan.

· A study of current LCAP metrics that are aligned to the eight state priorities and measure progress towards district goals, identification of refinements to existing metrics, or the development of new metrics to improve progress towards district goals.

· A study of current LCAP services and actions through an MTSS lens to ensure LCAPs reflect a comprehensive equitable system that provides high quality core instruction, differentiated learning, individualized student learning, and the alignment of all systems necessary for student academic, behavioral, and social success.

Additional SCOE networks provide opportunities for district staff to learn about recent planning and accountability efforts which use data to improve services for students: 

· State and Federal Programs Director Network

· Capital Region Assessment Network

· Foster Youth Services Network

· English Learner Coordinators Network 

2. Products: SCOE has developed guidance documents and protocols to use with district staff when analyzing Dashboard results and conducting root cause analyses of challenges related to overall student achievement and the academic performance of all student groups. These tools are designed for use within a PDSA cycle and are aligned with the principles from the MTSS model. SCOE staff will work directly with district teams to coach them through this process, develop action plans, and monitor implementation.

3. Customized Assistance: SCOE works with districts to use the Dashboard information, local formative data, and information from broader needs-assessments to create customized LEA assistance and support plans. SCOE coordinates services through an MTSS approach to support districts and schools in the areas of identified need. We use data analytics to map the areas where a district needs to focus their improvement efforts. SCOE organizes appropriate services to support district improvement efforts including services such as professional learning opportunities for teachers and principals to support the needs of students with special needs in the general education setting. Another example of SCOE support of district improvement efforts include SCOE working closely with the Human Resources Departments in our local districts to address staff shortages and place highly trained teachers and administrators in our local schools. The SCOE School of Education prepares teachers and new leaders to implement effective instruction for students.

4. General Workshops: This year, SCOE will host two general workshops featuring current information and effective processes for analyzing data and developing local plans (e.g., LCAP, LCAP addendum, improvement plans), common understandings of LCFF and the elements of the LCAP process, and updates regarding the new, seamless, state and federal accountability and continuous improvement system. The audiences for the workshops will include a broad range of stakeholders (families, leadership teams, administrators, community members, Parent Advisory Committee members, and school district board members). Promising practices will be shared widely.
5. Personalized Technical Writing Sessions: SCOE staff provides multiple, as needed, individualized opportunities for school district staff working with the LCAP. District staff receive feedback on their respective plan implementation efforts, analyses, and development in small group settings.
Coordinated Approach of County Offices of Education
A major priority of California’s county superintendents has been to build capacity and consistency across the COEs as the LCAP template and the accountability system have continued to develop and evolve. The CCSESA formed an LCAP Coordinating Committee to develop and share county office systems and protocols for county office support, and review and approval of school district LCAPs. The Committee is led by county superintendents from across the state—but also purposefully included leaders from county committees on school finance, instruction, and student services in order to bring a comprehensive approach to the LCFF/LCAP process. Among other activities, in 2015–16, CCSESA hosted “calibration” conferences where COE staff from across the state came together in one place to discuss how they would respond to various samples of school district LCAPs.

With state approval of the revised LCAP template and the Dashboard in 2016, a series of four workshops were sponsored by CCSESA in 2016–17 (between September 2016 and January 2017) to prepare county office staff to support their school districts on the use of the new template and Dashboard data. Content for these workshops was reviewed by SBE and CDE staff to ensure consistency and accuracy. SBE and CDE staff also helped present specific portions of the workshops. CCSESA worked with various COEs to ensure the teams were in attendance at each of the trainings from every county that reviews school district LCAPs. As a result, approximately 250 county office staff from 51 COEs were prepared to support every school district in the state with the implementation of the new LCAP template and Fall 2017 Dashboard.

In support of the commitment to shift from a compliance model to one of continuous improvement, the county superintendents are now co-sponsoring trainings on continuous improvement and differentiated assistance. These workshops are co-sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the CCEE. These workshops will provide in-depth training to over 230 individuals, including key staff from COEs, CCEE, CDE, and school districts, so they are prepared to support school districts when the Fall 2017 Dashboard is released.
California Collaborative for Educational Excellence: Professional Development and Pilot Program Preliminary Summary Highlights
The purpose of the CCEE is to advise and assist school districts, county superintendents of schools, and charter schools in achieving the goals set forth in an LCAP adopted pursuant to California Education Code Section 52074(b). The overarching goal of the CCEE is to partner with LEAs, including COEs and charters, to help accelerate continuous improvement through capacity building, collaboration, and support. To this end, the CCEE also received $24 million to develop and provide statewide training on the newly developed Dashboard and LCAP template. The CCEE’s approach to this training work is outlined in the LCFF Professional Development Training Implementation. The CCEE also received $9.6 million to conduct a Pilot Program with a small number of LEA participants to deliver deep, multi-year technical assistance that will inform long-term efforts in advising and assisting LEAs in improving student outcomes, closing the achievement gap, and establishing a system of continuous improvement across the state. This preliminary update is intended to highlight the work from the LEAs, state agencies, associations, nonprofits, etc. and field experiences preceding the formal evaluation.

Highlights of CCEE’s Work

State-level Professional Development:

· Two sets of large-scale trainings were provided by region and were open to all stakeholders statewide. Multiple dates and locations were provided to accommodate LEA needs. 

· The creation of multiple improvement networks across the state were implemented to deepen initial trainings. Two levels of networks were established:

· Professional Learning Networks (PLNs) were designed to support the use of a collaborative approach to build capacity and support deeper learning in regards to using the Dashboard and the LCAP template as tools for continuous improvement. 

· The PLNs are modeled on the concept of professional learning communities and clustered by region.

· Hosts of the PLNs may include COEs, statewide associations, advocacy/equity organizations, community-based organizations, or other non-profit organizations.

· Currently, the CCEE has expanded from 28 early adopter networks to 57 networks which are geographically located across the state:

· 15 Central Valley

· 11 Northern California

· 10 Southern California 

· 10 Statewide

·  5 Bay Area 

·  4 Central Coast

·  2 Inland Empire

· The 57 PLNs represent a variety of hosts: 

· 37 COEs

·  9 statewide associations

·  8 non-profit organizations

·  2 charter managements

·  1 being developed by Pilot LEAs

· Professional Learning Exchanges (PLXs) were designed to provide a second level of support in which the PLN facilitator receives coaching from a hired or contracted staff member who oversees a cluster of networks. 

· The PLXs provide collaborative support for the PLN facilitators in their role as facilitators, establish a framework to help “de-silo” the field, connect participants in different PLNs from different parts of the state, and create a structure to aggregate and disseminate information consistently across the state.

Pilot Program:

· A total of 11 LEAs have committed to a multi-year partnership focused on receiving technical assistance from CCEE in support of continuous improvement:

	Pilot LEA
	Approval

Date
	COE
	Enroll-ment
	Un-duplicated #/%
	EL

#/%
	FY

#/%
	Urban/City

	Sausalito Marin City
	October

2016
	Marin
	140
	110/

79%
	50/

36%
	<10
	Urban

	Palo Verde Unified School District (USD)
	October 2016
	Riverside
	3,149
	2,283/

73%
	347/

11%
	23/

.73%
	Rural

	Kern County Superinten-dent of Schools
	October 2016
	Kern
	181,393
	133,791/

74%
	41,179/

23%
	1,223/

.67%
	Urban/

Suburban/

Rural

	Greenfield Elementary USD
	December 2016
	Monterey
	3,510
	3,231/

92%
	2,249/

64%
	<10
	Rural

	Dos Palos Oro Loma Joint USD
	December 2016
	Merced
	2,293
	2,090/

91%
	616/

27%
	<10
	Rural

	Newark USD
	December 2016
	Alameda
	6,013
	3,287/

57%
	1,398

23%
	<10
	Suburban

	Pilot LEA
	Approval

Date
	COE
	Enroll-ment
	Un-duplicated #/%
	EL

#/%
	FY

#/%
	Urban/City

	Anaheim Union High School District (HSD)
	February

2017
	Orange
	31,276
	22,393/

73%
	6,461/

21%
	115/

.36%
	Urban

	Victor Valley Union HSD
	February 2017
	San Bernardino
	13,812
	7,845/

84%
	1,228/

9%
	131/

.95%
	Suburban

	LD Central

(LAUSD)
	April

2017
	Los 

Angeles (LA)
	87,684
	78,640/

88%
	30,642/

34%
	543/

.60%
	Urban

	Pomona USD (SIG Grant)
	N/A
	Los Angeles
	24,716
	20,803/

85%
	8,583/

35%
	329/ 1.33%
	Suburban

	Borrego Springs USD
	Will be presented to CCEE Board October

2017
	San Diego
	772
	367/

88%
	284/

37%
	<10
	Urban/

Suburban


Data in this table are from Ed-Data (School Year 2015–16). Data for LD Central (LAUSD), specifically, were provided by LAUSD staff.

· The CCEE’s on-going assistance and support is delivered both at the group and individual level to participating pilots: 

Group-level: To date, a total of three Summits have been provided to district and county superintendents centering on the elements of coherent planning, a deeper understanding of the pilot framework, and disruptive innovation and human centered design thinking. 

· Moving forward, PLNs will replace the Pilot Summits in order to provide greater structure and support to each of the Pilots.

Individual-level: Each LEA works with an identified CCEE staff lead to deepen and apply the group learning in support of shaping a systems approach to localized continuous improvement efforts. 

· Together, the LEA and CCEE determine areas of potential refinement and strategic planning to accelerate organizational capacity.

The Work Ahead
The CCEE’s working theory of action can be briefly articulated as: Engagement with CCEE will increase the capacity (i.e., knowledge, skill, application) of participants around the information, resources, and processes associated with LCFF (e.g., Dashboard, template, CI cycles) that lead to decision-making, the California Way (i.e., equity-focused, evidence-based, increased informed engagement) that ultimately increases student outcomes.

This theory of action will support the development and refinement of strands of work as the CCEE continues to expand, as well as provide, a framework for developing metrics of success and measuring impact. 

Over the next year, we will examine the ways in which these outcomes, which are broad and less immediate, will be measured. Some examples may include:

· Concrete examples of LEA decisions focusing on student achievement

· Examples of authentic stakeholder engagement and application 

In summary, the pilot and professional development work has led the CCEE to a greater understanding that the transparency promise of LCFF is realized when all stakeholders are active participants at all stages of the continuous improvement process. As the CCEE moves forward with this work, it will continue to value and promote the contributions of all voices throughout the state.

California Department of Education: Update on Staff Realignment
The CDE has multiple support structures for LEAs and their schools that align to state and federal programs. For an in depth look at some of the work at the CDE, please see Item 04 of the September 2017 SBE meeting (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/agenda201709.asp). In addition to all the work highlighted in the Every Student Succeeds Act state plan, the CDE realigned staff to ensure cross division teaming in an effort to reduce any duplication and redundancy of work related to state and federal programs. This realignment will also encourage program integration and coordination. The CDE will continue with this work through the 2017–18 school year. Attachment 4 also details the significant stakeholder engagement efforts that the CDE is leading to inform the development of California’s system of support.
Summary of Stakeholder Feedback on Key Questions

Stakeholder engagement and feedback is critical in designing support that reflects the needs of students and educators. This attachment summarizes stakeholder outreach over the month of August and describes further stakeholder engagement through November.

The June 2017 Information Memorandum brought forward key questions for the State Board of Education (SBE) and stakeholders to consider for designing an integrated statewide system of support, including:

1. What type of assistance and resources will local educators find helpful?
2. What approaches to assistance and support will advance the goal of building local capacity?
3. What structures will assist in developing the characteristics that are critical to meeting the goal for the statewide system of support identified in Section II?
4. How will agencies coordinate statewide while remaining responsive to regional and local needs and incorporating locally developed supports?
5. What do research and past experience indicate will be the most effective forms of assistance and support to improve student learning and outcomes, for all students and for student groups with greater needs?
6. How will successes in closing achievement gaps be shared so that others can learn from these successes?

Preliminary Feedback

During the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) meeting in June 2017, the group reflected on the fourth and fifth questions above. The CPAG member discussion highlighted the following:

· Support needs to build capacity for local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools to continue improving on their own.
· Facilitated communities of practice that access relevant resources are a possible means to help build that local capacity.
· Supporting LEAs, schools, and stakeholders to engage in root cause analysis is a critical step to building capacity to identify and develop strategies to address areas of need identified locally.

Additionally, participants at a June 12, 2017, meeting among SBE staff, representatives from County Offices of Education (COEs), California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) staff, and California Department of Education (CDE) staff, and a June 23, 2017, Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) Policy Stakeholders Input Session discussed some of the key questions identified above, with several common themes emerging:

· There should be multiple pathways to support LEAs based on the needs of LEAs or schools, and there should be no “wrong door” for LEAs to enter and access resources or support available through the statewide system of support.
· The various agencies charged with providing assistance should have a consistent approach and be aware of the resources and supports available to LEAs and schools. Responsibility for coordinating lies with the various agencies that provide support, not with LEAs or schools receiving assistance.
· The consistent approach to assistance should focus on supporting LEAs and local stakeholders to identify the underlying cause of the challenges and identifying options for addressing that underlying issue.
· There should be an explicit focus on disparities among student groups and across schools sites, if applicable, and strategies to help LEAs improve their own analysis and responses to any disparities.
· A broad range of expertise is needed to support LEAs and schools successfully, due to the range of potential underlying issues. Various participants referenced to case management strategies, student study teams, or multi-disciplinary teams as analogues, but consistently emphasized the importance of LEAs and stakeholders being part of that team rather than a passive “recipient.”

August Webinars

A total of 22 individuals and 15 districts participated in three stakeholder engagement Webinars (two on August 14 and one on August 15). Four districts had two or more administrators join in the Webinars (Los Angeles COE, Oakland Unified School District [USD], Riverside COE, and Sacramento City USD). The purpose of these stakeholder engagement sessions was to review California’s accountability and continuous improvement system and collect feedback on the forthcoming statewide system of support. The feedback is themed below by question.

Q5:
What types of continuous improvement support is helpful for LEAs and their schools during the 2017–18 school year?

	Themes
	

	Doing CI (n=1)
	“Conducting needs assessments, developing action plans…monitoring for implementation.”

	Using data (n=1)
	“Assistance with data analysis or fine tuning where the short falls are.”

	Professional development

(n=3)
	“Depends on the need - professional development may be high on the list,” “Professional Development Opportunities to support creating school site plans that are aligned with Best Practices for Academic and Culture and Climate,” & “PD and coaching.”

	Sharing best practices

(n=3) 
	“Sharing of best practices in programs that target identified student groups” & “Examples of research/evidence-based practices and consultation on implementation ideas,” & “LEAs should receive a menu of services available.”

	Using CA School Dashboard

(n=3)
	“Understanding of the California Dashboard for communication purposes intended for different audiences: School Board, District Leaders, School Communities, Parents, etc.” “support to understand the system/requirements,” & “County Office provided training on using the Dashboard to assess school services and inform decisions.”


Q6:
What type of planning support and assistance do LEAs need when identifying improvement needs and determining root causes of those needs?

	Themes
	

	Developing plans/practice

(n=2)
	“Developing Sustainable Practices that support those students at different levels within the LEA e.g. supporting English Learners in Elementary vs. Secondary)” & “help to focus plans that address the needs/causes.”

	Professional development

(n=3)
	“Staff development,” “Ongoing professional learning” & “Strategic planning sessions with consultant partners.”

	Networking/ collaboration

(n=4)
	“Networking with other LEAs with similar demographics,” “Opportunity for feedback and/or collaboration with other LEAs,” “Assistance with forming collaboratives with school and school districts focused on improvement needs and sharing practices/strategies; Connecting districts with similar populations and varying achievement results” & “Opportunity for similar districts to collaborate.”

	Using data

(n=5)
	“Looking at Data and the use of current curriculum in the classroom. Is it effective, is it working? What else is needed?” “Deep analysis of data (process),” “Data analysis process,” “Corollary data on comparison student groups across other districts,” & “Facilitation of the data analysis.”

	Conducting needs assessment/ root cause analysis

(n=6)
	“Dealing with opportunity gaps/equity,” “Identifying Needs for Student Groups,” “Tools, and processes used to determine root causes,” “Needs assessment in district,” “Support (point person or team) to help administer a needs assessment, facilitate discussion of results” & “Facilitation getting to the WHYs of the data and root cause analysis to determine what the needs might be beyond the raw data.”


Q7:
What specific assistance is needed to build local capacity?

	Doing CI 

(n=2)
	“Strategic planning that includes a step by step cycle of continuous improvement model that includes progress monitoring for implementation as well as predetermined outcomes (student and systems)” & “Commitment from LEA to implement processes that will assist improvement efforts. Depending on the needs, support from experts for the identified areas (e.g., EL, leadership...). Support for the "implementation" of the new practices (monitoring, coaching, reporting, PD...).”

	Using data

(n=2)
	“Support with deconstructing data to determine root causes. For example, reviewing sub-test or claims information on standards on the CAASPP where students need support” & “Data analysis skills.”

	Networking/ Collaboration

(n=3)
	“Convening LEAs to share best practices, share success stories and areas of improvement,” “Time for…collaboration and reflection” & “teamwork focused on cycles of inquiry.”

	Professional development

(n=4)
	“Time for professional development, planning,” “Providing guidance and coaching to the LEA. Researched based strategies that are effective,” “Differentiated opportunities and modalities (online, face to face) to support educators” & “ongoing professional learning.”


Q8:
In developing a new Statewide System of Support, please identify any support structures that would need to be in place in order to ensure efficient and effective implementation of improvement efforts?

	Guidance

(n=1)
	“LCFF revenues provide all school districts with basic services and supplemental/concentration dollars are intended to enhance the services at the basic and Tier II level of intervention. Are enough resources being provided to enhance Tier II and III interventions?”

	Using data (n=1)
	“The Data Analysis process that we use for CAASPP data analysis provides us with an effective process.”

	Sharing best practices

(n=2)
	“Clearinghouse for vetted resources and effective practices, local support systems/teams that can be in the district/schools to support actions, networks for collaboration, PD opportunities (on-line and in person)” & “Proven support structures and systems adapted for the LEAs local context.”

	Professional development

(n=3)
	“Coaching, Implementation guides, models of effective practice,” “CDE consultants and training opportunities,” & “Coaching Partner for Implementation.”

	Networking/ Collaboration

(n=4)
	“Networking,” “A format that includes individual support tailored for the needs of the district along with cohort meetings with other districts that are achieving at higher levels,” “Replicate the "CORE" concept where like districts are working together,” & “Collaboration of support groups and structures. Facilitation skills to build relationships that lead to the trust needed for real and authentic conversations to overcome the root causes”


Q9:
What is the best way for statewide agencies to collaborate and coordinate their efforts so that LEAs and their schools get the support and assistance that they need?

	Interagency alignment 

(n=2)
	“There needs to be alignment with the various support systems (CDE, CCEE, COE, ESSA, FCMAT)” & “CDE should be the "clearinghouse" for coordination of efforts. Regional Teams (Title I, Tittle III, CTE, etc.) that work with the CDE to provide local assistance based on the identified needs.”

	Communication

(n=2)
	“Be consistent in information and message” & “LEAs need to create an infrastructure that shares ongoing communication from the various statewide agencies.”

	Networking/ Collaboration

(n=5)
	“Implement communities of practice - LEAs meet and discuss to work together with the same vision,” “Through inter-agency meetings and job alike collaboratives,” “CDE could convene periodic sessions where regional networks/leads meet together (T1, T3, SELPA) to share resources, plan support opportunities, etc.” “Webinars and video conferences,” & “local COEs have the relationships with the local LEAs. It seems to make sense to utilize those relationships in a different way than in the past.”


Q10:
How can LEAs and their schools that are demonstrating improvement share their promising practices with other LEAs and schools throughout the State?
	Personnel

(n=1)
	“We have to figure out how to get the information to LEAs instead of "list" that they need to look for to find what they need. An agency or support team to get the information where it is needed.”

	Clearinghouse

(n=5)
	“Statewide resource bank…Printed materials that highlight practices focused on specific student groups,” “Dedicated Web site created by CDE which shares promising practices,” “Database of Successful Practices,” “Statewide database with "promising practices" tagged by priority, student group, grade level/span to allow LEAs to search. A vetting process should be established. In addition, include the story of the systemic approach (the "journey" to success) in addition to the outcomes (the results) to enable others to determine a "starting point" should they want to emulate, replicate, pilot” & “Use of a clearinghouse of promising practices (online resources), presentations at regional workshops and state conferences, publications of promising practices (newsletters, reports), Webinars, during network meetings.

	Networking/ Collaboration

(n=7)
	“Webinars,” “Recorded Webinars, screencast recordings, at regional and state conferences (e.g. Title I, CAASFEP, etc.), local networks,” “in the same community of practices,” “Holding Conferences at Local County Offices (to limit travel),” “Through Presentations, workshops at meetings/conferences,” “Through communities of best practices, web conferences, and professional development networks” & “This could occur through multiple channels. Online, Conference type events that "show off" promising practices in action”.


Q11:
What additional metrics of success could be used to show that the State’s support efforts are having a positive impact?
	Materials 

(n=5)
	“Needs assessments with rubrics,” “LEA Surveys, LCAP progression,” “A report that shows progress over time,” “Surveys from participating districts” & “Use surveys that combine data/results and changes noted at the local level. Report improvement for LEAs based on Dashboard results.”

	Using data

(n=6)
	“Records of School and LEA engagement; # of downloads of digital content/resources; results/analysis of annual survey of SSS stakeholders/users,” “implementation data-example could be the FIA,” “Feedback from LEAs throughout the process (through surveys), have LEAs name Local Indicators that we are using to track success throughout the year (e.g. Reading Inventories, Interim Benchmarks),” “The same data that identifies that LEAs are in need of additional support should be used to assess the impact of various supports,” “Metrics that reflect changes in the affective domain, such as student beliefs and attitudes about school, goals for the future. Metrics that reflect social-emotional domains” & “Include measures of the level of implementation of improvement efforts as well.”


Additional CPAG Feedback

During the CPAG meeting in August 2017, the members further reflected on the key stakeholder questions. The CPAG member discussion highlighted the following:
· LEAs and schools need protected time to reflect in teams on their data and understand root causes.

· Community members need tools to understand local data and Dashboard data.

· Staffing stability matters in building and sustaining capacity at the local level.

· Intentionally create a plan to build capacity within each LEA.

· Connect LEAs with peers and resources aligned with their identified needs and help county offices of education match LEAs with their peers.
Stakeholder Engagement from September through November

Several LEAs and county offices of education reached out to set up individual feedback sessions. The feedback from the September SBE update on the system of support will inform how the questions evolve. The CDE will conduct feedback sessions from September through November in conjunction with another state agency, such as a county office of education. The CDE will create a feedback toolkit that agencies and outside organizations can use with their membership to support the feedback collection. The CDE will be available to joint present whenever possible, either in person or virtually.
CDE staff piloted a joint presentation with Kern County Office of Education that collected feedback from all the district superintendents and leaders throughout the region. Joint sessions like this will continue and ensures a wide variety of stakeholder feedback that will inform the work of the cross agency team. Given stakeholder feedback, the team will build out how to institutionalize the feedback process as part of the system of support for LEAs and schools.
Areas for Further Exploration and Development for the System of Support
A June 2017 information memorandum and a July 2017 State Board of Education (SBE) agenda item on the system of support laid out a framework for California’s system of support that included principles, a goal statement, and characteristics for the system. Since the July SBE meeting, the cross agency group has continued to meet and has solicited feedback from stakeholders, as shown in Attachment 3. 
This attachment updates the content presented in July to reflect feedback from SBE members and stakeholder input and identifies areas for further exploration as California continues implementing the system of support in the 2018–19 school year.
Goals, Characteristics, and Major Shifts

The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) provides the foundation for building a statewide system of support that effectively links school, district, county, regional, state, and federal resources. Key policy decisions reflected in LCFF will therefore be reflected in the system of support. The table below has been updated from the version included in the June 2017 information memorandum to reflect feedback from SBE members that the overall focus within the system of support must be on students.
	Resource Decisions Driven by Student Need

Educators and policymakers should adapt services to meet identified student needs, including disparities in student opportunities and outcomes.
	More than a Single Number

Quality education for students is defined by more than a test score.
	Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) Are the Primary Unit for Improving Student Outcomes

Students exist in an educational system where LEAs play an essential role in supporting schools to improve student outcomes.


The overarching goal for the statewide system of support, which has also been slightly updated to reflect feedback, is:

To assist LEAs and their schools meet the needs of each student served, with a focus on building capacity to sustain improvement and effectively address inequities in student opportunities and outcomes.

The body of the item and Attachment 2 expand upon the initial characteristics of the system identified in the June 2017 information memorandum, including more specific descriptions of elements of assistance and how the system of support differs from past approaches to assistance. 
Areas for Further Investigation and Development
As California moves forward implementing the system of support, there is an opportunity to develop a formalized structure for the system of support that builds on the roles and responsibilities of agencies currently identified in statute, including providing clarity of roles and responsibilities within the system of support. California also has the opportunity to develop metrics for assessing the effectiveness of the system of support. Ultimately, these metrics would reflect shared accountability at every level for improved student outcomes and should include interim measures of progress beyond the annual, summative measures reflected in the Dashboard. 
Below are several questions related to these two areas that will be central to discussions over the next three months among the cross agency group and will be the basis for continued stakeholder outreach and feedback.

· How does the structure of the system of support ensure that LEAs can connect with resources aligned to their identified needs at the right time?

· How does the structure of the system reflect the needs of LEAs and a shift from support being done to a LEA to support working alongside an LEA?

· How can the system of support complement and supplement the work of county offices of educations (COEs) with LEAs, in part, by leveraging or developing expertise to address identified needs across LEAs in California?

· How can California encourage partnerships among COEs, professional associations, LEAs, institutions of higher education, research organizations, private providers, and others to connect LEAs and schools with resources and supports responsive to locally identified needs?

· How will agencies involved in the system of support for accountable for providing assistance aligned to the overall goal for the system of support?

· What metrics will California identify to evaluate the effectiveness of our system of support and if it is actually supporting LEAs and students? What implication does this have for the interaction between LEAs and support providers?
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