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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

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

As part of California’s transition to the ESSA, California must submit an ESSA Consolidated State Plan (State Plan) to the U.S. Department of Education (ED) in 2017. The State Plan will describe California’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.

California has developed the State Plan within the broader context of ongoing work to implement significant changes to all aspects of the kindergarten through grade 12 
(K–12) education system, including curriculum and instruction, school finance, and school accountability and improvement efforts. 
· California has overhauled four of its curriculum areas over the past seven years, with more rigorous standards and/or curriculum frameworks in English language arts/English language development, mathematics, science, and history-social science that emphasize the critical thinking, analytical writing, and problem-solving skills needed to be ready for college and the 21st century job market. These represent ongoing efforts that predate ESSA to build capacity within districts and schools to support educators in delivering instruction aligned to these more rigorous standards and frameworks.

· The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) significantly changed how California provides resources to public schools and holds local educational agencies (LEAs) accountable for improving student performance. The LCFF law reflects our state priorities and years of input from local educators and stakeholders about what worked and did not work in the past. California has worked to implement these changes since 2013, well before the ESSA was even under consideration in Congress. 

LCFF’s overhaul of school finance reflects California’s strong commitment to equity. The LCFF directs additional funding to LEAs based on the number and concentration of low-income students, English learners, and foster youth that they serve, which will total approximately $10.1 billion annually when LCFF is fully implemented. This additional state investment to increase or improve services for high-need student groups is more than four times the total funds covered by ESSA and five times the total amount of supplemental funds to serve low-income youth provided by the federal government through Title I. 

· LCFF’s accountability provisions focus specifically on the performance of thirteen statutorily defined student groups, including low-income students, English learners, foster youth, homeless youth, students with disabilities, and major racial and ethnic groups. The California School Dashboard is a public Web site that transparently reports performance data for all LEAs and schools, for all student groups, on multiple indicators of student success aligned to the state priorities set out in LCFF. The Dashboard provides information about current performance and change over time for all student groups on each indicator. It also explicitly notes when any student group is in the two lowest performance levels on any indicator, making achievement gaps impossible to overlook. 

State law requires that districts address performance issues and receive additional support if they have one or more student group struggling across more than one indicator in the accountability system. Assistance under the state system begins this fall and necessarily will include a focus on narrowing achievement gaps for low-performing student groups. School identification and support under ESSA, in contrast, will not begin until fall of 2018 and more intensive interventions under ESSA will not be undertaken any earlier than fall of 2021. 

This overhaul to California’s system of funding schools and holding them accountable for—and supporting them to improve—student outcomes is the foundation of California’s approach to K–12 education, including the state’s use of the supplemental federal dollars provided under ESSA. Broadly speaking, federal funds account for a relatively small share compared to California’s investment in K–12 public education, as illustrated by the graphic below. The ESSA State Plan covers programs that account for less than $2.5 billion, with the remaining federal funds supporting programs like school nutrition, special education, and career and workforce programs. 
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The state’s extensive investment in K–12 education supports a number of initiatives and programs that are codified in the California Education Code or described in the state’s annual budget. These investments are in addition to the provisions of LCFF itself that are the foundation for local planning and budgeting and require an unprecedented level of stakeholder engagement in local decision-making. The ESSA provides an important opportunity to leverage supplemental federal funds to support existing state priorities and complement the state accountability provisions that take effect this fall. 

The State Plan, however, is not intended to reflect the full extent of the state’s efforts in K–12 education. That is not what the federal statute requires or what the ED expects, as demonstrated by the State Plan template. The template calls for specific information about how the state will implement some of the ESSA’s provisions as part of the application for the federal funds. There are other provisions under ESSA that are not covered by the template. California will implement these provisions over the coming months relying on a transparent process to gather stakeholder feedback as the SBE and California Department of Education (CDE) have in revising the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) template and developing the Dashboard. For example, the ESSA requires LEAs to develop plans as a condition of receiving local subgrants, which account for approximately 95 percent of the $2.5 billion California expects to receive annually under ESSA. California must also develop a process for reviewing and approving these plans and determine the specific uses of state set-asides through the annual budget process. Additionally, the template does not address the requirement to report school-level expenditures, but states must implement this provision of federal law for the 2018–19 school year.

On August 8, 2017, the CDE provided the SBE with an Information Memorandum presenting a revised draft of the ESSA State Plan. This draft included revisions to the May 2017 draft of the State Plan as approved by the SBE at its July 2017 meeting. The availability of the memorandum was announced through the CDE ESSA Update listserv and the SBE mailing listserv. Stakeholders were encouraged to send feedback on the draft State Plan to the CDE by e-mail at ESSA@cde.ca.gov by August 25. 

This item includes an overview of stakeholder feedback received on the August 2017 draft of the State Plan and staff recommendations regarding proposed revisions to the State Plan based on this stakeholder feedback. The final proposed State Plan reflects feedback from thousands of stakeholders over the past 18 months. Additionally, because the state priorities reflected in LCFF are the foundation for the final proposed State Plan, it also reflects the broader input of parents, students, educators, and communities across California that ultimately led to the enactment of LCFF and has guided the SBE’s implementation of that law over the past four years. 
California plans to submit its State Plan to ED on September 18, 2017.
RECOMMENDATION

The CDE recommends that the SBE approve the ESSA State Plan for submission to ED on September 18, 2017, pending SBE Executive Director approval of final revisions requested by the SBE and correction of any typographical errors. 
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES 
The ESSA maintains the original purpose of ESEA: equal opportunity for all students. Departing from the NCLB reauthorization, ESSA grants much more authority to states, provides new opportunities to enhance school leadership, provides more support for early education, and renews a focus on well-rounded educational opportunity and safe and healthy schools. The reauthorization of ESEA provides California with a number of opportunities to build upon the State’s new directions in accountability and continuous improvement. 

California is committed to aligning state and federal education policies to the greatest extent possible to develop an integrated local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system grounded in the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). This will promote coherence across programs to better serve the needs of local educational agencies (LEAs), schools, educators, and students; recognize the diverse and multidimensional characteristics of LEAs, schools, educators, and students, and provide support accordingly; and systematically and collaboratively identify and resource opportunities to build the capacity of local, regional, and state educators and leaders to better serve students and families.

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

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

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

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

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

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

· Strategically approach state-allowed reservations from Title programs to further state priorities. 
Consistent with these principles, California’s State Plan has been written to meet statutory requirements in a way that furthers California’s actions to implement an effective education system that reflects a commitment to performance, equity, and continuous improvement. 
California’s Consolidated ESSA State Plan

In May 2017, CDE staff presented to the SBE the first complete draft of the ESSA State Plan, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/may17item03.doc. SBE members engaged in discussion regarding the draft and approved the draft to go out for public comment pending edits and additions to two plan sections: A.3.iii - Native Language Assessments, and A.4.iii - Establishment of Long-Term Goals. These changes are shown in the ESSA Plan Updates document available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/documents/planupdates.doc. 
In July 2017, CDE staff presented to the SBE a number of proposed revisions for each plan section noted in the September 2017 SBE Meeting Agenda Item 03, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jul17item03rev.doc, and the Agenda Item 03 Addendum, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jul17item03addendum.doc. The SBE approval motion for Item 03 generally directed staff to revise the draft based on stakeholder feedback and to focus on the peer review criteria.

· Integrate stakeholder feedback: Agenda Item 03 and the Item 03 Addendum included recommended revisions based on feedback from the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) collected during its June 2017 meeting, and stakeholder feedback collected during Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement. Phase IV included the statutorily required 30-day public comment period, from May 22, 2017, through June 30, 2017. More information about Phase IV is provided below. 
· Address peer review criteria: Sixteen states and the District of Columbia submitted their State Plans to ED in spring 2017. Since then, more information regarding ED’s State Plan review process has emerged. Peer reviewers are paying close attention to state plans for both compliance with the law and completeness of responses. Per the July 2017 SBE-approved motion, the Title I, Part A; Title III, Part A; and McKinney-Vento sections of the State Plan have been streamlined and restructured to more directly and completely address ED’s peer review criteria and adhere to the plan template. The State Plan Peer Review Criteria are available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/essastateplanpeerreviewcriteria.pdf. 

For the exact language of the approval motion, please see the SBE July 2017 draft meeting minutes available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/mt/ms/index.asp.
On August 8, 2017, the CDE provided the SBE with an Information Memorandum, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-aug17item01-rev.doc, presenting the revised ESSA State Plan. As noted in the memorandum, California has been working to implement the LCFF since 2013, well before ESSA became law. LCFF reflects California’s state priorities and years of input from local educators and stakeholders regarding how to redesign the state’s educational system to improve outcomes for students. To emphasize the importance of LCFF implementation, the SBE has consistently asserted that state priorities and the principles of LCFF should drive ESSA state plan development with opportunities in the ESSA leveraged to assist in accomplishing state goals and objectives.
In keeping with this principle and per SBE direction, California’s State Plan has been written to meet, not exceed, federal requirements. The revised draft included in the August memorandum reflects further attention to this principle and direction. It describes how California plans to use, manage, and monitor federal funds to support implementation of rigorous state academic standards consistent with California’s existing LCFF approach. 

Previous versions of the State Plan template provided by ED were organized thematically, supporting states to describe how they planned to utilize resources across programs to support state priorities. However, the current template, released on 
March 13, 2017, does not lend itself to descriptions of integrated programs. It is more concise than previous versions and is organized by program, not by theme. The State Plan does not describe a number of important activities or aspects of California’s ongoing work to support students and schools within its public education system because they are not responsive to the specific prompts included in the State Plan template. These activities and ongoing implementation of California’s integrated local, state, and federal accountability system will continue.
· To signal the state’s commitment to a coherent system, various sections of the revised draft contain common language. However, the structure of the application, together with the direction to address but not go beyond what is required for each prompt, has limited the CDE’s ability to fully describe integration across programs. Any gaps in coherence across programs as described in the document reflect the constraints of the application, not the extent of California’s commitment to developing an aligned, coherent system. The SBE will continue to consider policies that further the alignment of local, state, and federal programs and supports (e.g., continuing work regarding the emerging statewide system of support) outside the State Plan process and stakeholder feedback will continue to play a key role in informing that work.

· The concise template does not require states to provide detailed descriptions regarding implementation of all ESSA programs and provisions. For example, under ESSA, each LEA will be required to submit a new local plan that details how federal funds will be used to support state priorities. The draft plan included in the August memorandum refers to this new planning requirement, the LCAP Addendum, at a high level. The CDE will provide more details regarding how the LCAP Addendum will be implemented after it is piloted this fall, well after the State Plan is submitted. 
· The May 2017 draft included introductory material and additional italicized text to provide context for individuals providing public comment about how federal requirements fit into the broader state system. These elements are not part of the template and have been deleted from the August 2017 draft.
A document in tracked changes format showing the changes made to the May 2017 draft plan that appear in the August 2017 draft plan is available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/documents/august17planupdates.doc, and all drafts of the State Plan are available on California’s ESSA State Plan Drafts Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/plandrafts.asp. 

The August memorandum encouraged stakeholders to provide feedback on the revised draft plan to the CDE by e-mail at ESSA@cde.ca.gov. Attachment 1 includes all of the feedback that was submitted to the CDE by August 28. 

The final State Plan must be submitted to ED on September 18, 2017.

Ongoing Communication and Engagement

Since the ESSA became law, the state has engaged in public state board and advisory group meetings, webinars, regional stakeholder meetings, stakeholder surveys, and targeted consultation. Thousands of Californians have contributed to the State Plan.

· In Phase I, which took place in May through the beginning of July 2016, the CDE and several county offices of education (COEs) across the state partnered to host a series of regional stakeholder meetings to provide an overview of the ESSA and an update on the development of the State Plan and to consult with stakeholders regarding what should be included in the State Plan. The results of this outreach were reported to the SBE as an August 2016 Information Memorandum entitled Every Student Succeeds Act Stakeholder Engagement - Phase I Report, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-aug16item02.doc. 

· Phase II of stakeholder outreach took place in November and December 2016 and focused on public review and comment on several draft sections of the ESSA State Plan. Stakeholders were encouraged to utilize resources in the ESSA Stakeholder Engagement Toolkit, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/toolkit.asp, to learn more about the timeline for the development of the State Plan and important overview information about ESSA and State Plan requirements. Stakeholders were also directed to the Stakeholder Engagement - Phase II Toolkit, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/toolkit2.asp. This set of tools included toolkit facilitator instructions, select draft sections of the State Plan, overview videos summarizing the context and contents of each section, and the public comment survey used to collect feedback on the draft sections. 

The results of this outreach were reported to the SBE as an April 2017 Information Memorandum entitled Every Student Succeeds Act Stakeholder Engagement - Phase II Report, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-apr17item01.doc.

· In February 2017, the CDE, in partnership with several COEs, conducted Phase III of stakeholder outreach, convening a second round of stakeholder meetings to inform the development of California’s State Plan. During these meetings, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on a set of ESSA-related policy options to inform SBE decision-making. Meeting materials are available on the CDE Policy Input Meeting Materials Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/policyfactsheets.asp. The results of this outreach were presented to the SBE in Attachment 2 of Item 04 at the March SBE 2017 meeting, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/mar17item04.doc.
· As noted above, Phase IV of ESSA stakeholder engagement included the statutorily required 30-day public comment period and was conducted from May 22, 2017, through June 30, 2017. During Phase IV, the CDE deployed a variety of strategies to engage hundreds of California stakeholders in providing feedback on the draft ESSA State Plan. Stakeholders were encouraged to utilize resources in the Draft ESSA State Plan Public Comment Toolkit, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/draftplantoolkit.asp, including:

· The draft state plan separated into sections; 
· An introduction to the State Plan, a glossary, and an Executive Summary; 
· Videos and English and Spanish summaries for each section of the plan; 
· A tracked changes document showing the changes made to the plan since it was presented to the SBE at its May meeting;    
· The public comment survey available as an online form and a document version; and

· Facilitator instructions for stakeholders wishing to host local stakeholder engagement activities. 

The CDE partnered with several COEs, professional associations, and civil rights organizations to host regional and online stakeholder meetings to review the contents of the toolkit and the public comment process as well as discuss audience-selected sections of the plan and gather real-time feedback from participants. The results of Phase IV stakeholder engagement were presented to the SBE in the July 2017 SBE Agenda Item 03 Addendum, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jul17item03addendum.doc. 
More information regarding these stakeholder engagement activities is available on the CDE ESSA State Plan Development Opportunities Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/es/essaopptopart.asp. 
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

July 2017: CDE staff presented to the SBE a summary of feedback from the California Practitioners Advisory Group and feedback collected during the 30-day public comment period for the draft State Plan. Based on this feedback and new information regarding ED’s application of the State Plan Peer Review Criteria, staff presented a set of proposed revisions to the draft plan. The SBE discussed and approved most staff recommendations, directing staff to make adjustments to the following State Plan sections: 

· Title I, Part A: Access to Educators section: clarify that the definitions and approach to reporting educator equity data will account for the statutory flexibility afforded to charter schools under state law.

· Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Enrichment Grants section: include the option to distribute funds to LEAs in a formula allocation. 

· Title I, Part A: Accountability section:

· Utilize the “All Applicable Indicators” option to identify the lowest performing 5 percent of schools.

· Utilize the proposed baseline methodology for identifying these schools within LEAs identified for support under LCFF and add a criterion to the LCFF identification criteria to identify LEAs that serve at least one very low-performing school.

· Ensure plan states that the SBE will consider a plan supplement in January 2018 to be submitted to ED that describes the approach for identifying schools beyond the baseline methodology after more current data becomes available. 

· Utilize multiple icons to report the assessment participation rate in the Dashboard.

· Specify that the long-term goal will be set at the High (Status) and Maintained (Change) Green cell for the required indicators, with all Blue and Green cells to the right of the goal exceeding the goal and the Very High and Declined Green cell meeting the goal, and that the timeline for meeting the long-term goals will be 7 years. 

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

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

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

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

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

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

California’s total K–12 funding from the 2017–18 California Budget Act is $92.5 billion:
State      $55.4 billion

Local       29.0 billion

Federal      8.1 billion

Total      $ 92.5 billion

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additionally, CDE staff has also provided funding analyses and recommendations in the following documents: 

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

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

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

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

ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1:
Public Comment Regarding Revised Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan (8 pages)
Attachment 2:
Proposed Revisions to California’s Draft Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan (6 pages)

Public Comment Regarding Revised Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan

On August 8, 2017, the California Department of Education (CDE) provided the State Board of Education (SBE) with an Information Memorandum, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-aug17item01-rev.doc, presenting the revised Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan. The availability of the memo was announced through the CDE ESSA Update listserv and the SBE mailing listserv. Stakeholders were encouraged to send feedback on the draft State Plan to the CDE by e-mail at ESSA@cde.ca.gov by August 25, 2017. 

The CDE and SBE received 368 comments by August 28. The collection of comments is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy of an appendix to this attachment that includes all of the collected public comment will be made available during the September 2017 SBE meeting and will be available in the SBE Office thereafter. 

The table below displays the number of letters received regarding specific topics.

Table 1. Revised ESSA State Plan Public Comment Letters by Topic
	Topic
	Number of Public Comment Letters

	Visual and Performing Arts
	198

	Title I, Part A: Access to Educators
	146

	Gifted and Talented Education Programs
	7

	Comments addressing multiple topics
	4

	Title I, Part A: Accountability
	4

	Health and Wellness
	3

	Education for Homeless Children and Youth program, McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
	2

	Foster Youth
	1

	Title II Leadership Development
	1

	Miscellaneous: school gardens and teacher librarian positions
	2


Below is a brief summary of the public comments.

Visual and Performing Arts

Most of the comments received regarding visual and performing arts (VAPA) were form letters addressing the same issues. Commenters shared concerns regarding the inclusion of VAPA in the ESSA State Plan. Suggestions included mentioning VAPA anytime content standards are mentioned, ensuring that the term VAPA is used to refer to all of the arts, and ensuring that the VAPA are an equal partner to all subjects.

Title I, Part A: Access to Educators

Most of the comments received regarding the access to educators section were form letters addressing the same issue. Most commenters were concerned about how the ESSA State Plan defines an ineffective teacher. Specifically, most commenters took issue with the definition including teachers who are teaching without a “full” credential, as it will “result in the arbitrary labeling of thousands of intern credentialed teachers as ineffective.” Commenters noted that the intern credential helps to address teacher shortages and that intern teacher programs “continue to bring proportionally more underrepresented minorities (49%) into teaching.” Commenters noted that the definition focuses on teacher training, certification, and placement rather than teacher quality and effectiveness. Many commenters suggested that the definition utilize evidence of student learning and effective practices, not credential types, such as unsatisfactory teacher performance ratings on recent evaluations, teacher chronic absence, staff turnover, participation in continuous professional development, or student growth. However, commenters noted that if credentialing statuses must be used as a proxy for teacher effectiveness, only “missassigned” teachers should be included in the definition. 

One commenter stated support for the definition as it is presented in the draft. 

Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) Programs

Commenters called for the inclusion of language in the ESSA State Plan that will allow local educational agencies (LEAs) to use Title I and Title II funds to support “the diversity of economic, linguistic, cultural and academic students who are Gifted and Talented learners” and ensure their teachers participate in the necessary professional learning. Commenters wanted to ensure that LEAs may use Title I and Title II funds flexibly to support GATE identification screening, services, and educator professional learning. 

Health and Wellness

Two commenters requested stronger language that commits to adequate funding to support student health, wellness, and physical literacy. One commenter requested that all of the adopted curriculum frameworks be listed under the Title II section to ensure that all teachers have access to professional learning provided under Title II, including health, physical education, and visual and performing arts. The commenter also suggested that funding that used to be available under Title I and Title IV be restored in order to fund student health surveys and quality health and physical education programs. One commenter requested that the plan include health-related indicators on the Dashboard and ensure plans and needs assessments of schools and students identified as needing improvement address student health and nutritional needs and the overall wellness environment within the school. 

Title I, Part A: Assessment

One commenter noted that the plan is not responsive to prompts for sections 3.ii, 3.iii, and 3.iv.a and c because these responses focus on statewide tests that are not Native Language Assessments. 

Title I, Part A: Accountability

Several commenters were supportive of the seven-year timeline for the long-term goals, the baseline methodology for identifying low-performing schools, and using an icon on the Dashboard to report the 95 percent assessment participation rate requirement. Several commenters raised concerns about the following:

· General Comments

· The plan does not provide details about how programs and resources will be deployed to enhance state and local activities and therefore lacks a coherent vision to harmonize federal requirements with LCFF/LCAP requirements.

· The plan does not propose significant state operation reprogramming to leverage flexibility to rebalance oversight, monitoring, transparency, and technical assistance in order meet long-term goals and ensure compensatory resources are explicitly targeted toward equity. 

· In order to fully implement the plan, the state must provide adequate resources and capacity building throughout the system. Investments are lacking for school and district supports and assistance and state staffing to develop and implement the new system, develop the new dashboard, collect new data, perform data analysis, and finish the assessment system.

· The Dashboard lacks transparency and functionality, makes comparisons challenging, and is missing key components that would promote continuous improvement.

· Federally required school-site fiscal reporting is not included in the plan.

· Long-Term Goals

· All green and blue cells should be considered meeting or exceeding the long-term goals. 

· There is no plan to monitor or impact school and student interim progress towards the long-term goals even though the ESSA requires states to report on this progress. 

· Indicators

· The plan lacks provisions for transparency of academic outcomes in high school. One commenter suggests using scale scores on the grade 11 assessments for the “assessment indicator” for high schools. 

· Indicators repeat the failures of the Academic Performance Index with an error bias greater than actual positive or negative results when focusing on status-based cross-cohort outcome comparisons.

· Career Technical Education (CTE) participation, not just completion, and industry certifications should be included in the system. 

· One commenter asserted that the target set of multiple measures is currently not a robust set of outcome data capable of contributing to a quality accountability system due to several issues with the data being used for the indicators. 

· In developing the student growth model, do not combine it with proficiency to create a composite indicator; this is not allowable under ESSA and separating these two indicators is good policy because they measure very different and important things.

· The rating system oversimplifies data on each indicator, eliminating significant variations that allows for very different performing schools to be identified as the same.

· The English Learner Progress Indicator absolves districts for long-term English learners who do not make progress.

· Identification of Schools

· The accountability system tolerates low academic performance by allowing students to maintain academic performance that is three grade levels behind for which a school can still receive a yellow status that keeps them from being identified. 

· The plan does not include consequential accountability for persistent 
sub-par outcomes and academic achievement. Within the model, failing schools can be removed from the red and orange status without increasing in overall or sub-group academic achievement and closing 
sub-group academic achievement gaps. In considering identifying schools for support beyond schools with red on all indicators, prioritize identifying additional schools that have red for students groups but are still ranked orange because of high-performing student groups. Further, exit criteria should require some level of improvement over the 3–4 years of interventions. The current criteria allows a school to exit interventions without making progress.

· Small districts are disproportionally represented in the low-performing category because they do not have as many student groups and in some cases only qualify for consideration of suspension rates. In order to address this issue, identify districts for assistance based on more measures and consider utilizing the 3x5 approach being considered for small schools to be used for LEAs with 2,500 students or less.

· K–2 only schools are somewhat unfairly held accountable for the performance of students they did not educate by using the pairing methodology. The commenter recommends using the Wisconsin approach that requires these schools to undergo a district-supervised school 
self-evaluation around specific performance indicators, including local indicators where state indicators are not available, or using the Colorado approach where P–2 schools are classified as not in need of being identified because the criteria for identification is not relevant to these schools.

· While the baseline methodology is supported, many questions have yet to be answered regarding how LCFF identification, supports, and timelines will be aligned to identification under ESSA. 

· The plan excludes alternative education schools from the accountability system. Adopt policy proposals that consider alternative education students as part of the traditional school they attended prior to transferring to the alternative school to remove incentive to transfer students to alternative schools to improve accountability ratings.

Title I, Part A: School Support and Improvement

One commenter asserted that the public wants to better understand what intensive support for schools will look like and how an LEA demonstrates improvement in order to exit interventions, including better clarity around how data will drive actions and which agencies will be responsible for providing particular supports and services. A few commenters requested that the plan explicitly identify the supports and interventions that will be provided to identified schools, such as supporting schools to provide student access to a full and rich curriculum with multiple options for college and career readiness, wrap-around services, community schools, and other supports that have proven successful. At least one commenter requested that this section, and all others, include specific information about supports for students with disabilities. 

Title IV, Part A: Academic Support and Enrichment Grants

Two commenters stated their support for awarding these funds through a formula and, if possible, awarding the larger portion of the 4 percent state-level activities funds through the formula grant. At least one commenter noted that if the state-level activities funds cannot be distributed through formula grants to LEAs, that these funds be transferred to Title I, Part A to be used for the state’s system of support. 

Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program, McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act

One commenter provided the following recommendations for this section: Address the need to prevent and end criminalization of homeless children and youth in schools; clarify the procedural safeguards available under CDE’s dispute resolution procedures; specify practices and steps undertaken by CDE to facilitate homeless students’ access to preschool and extracurricular activities including varsity sports; and elaborate on how CDE will expand the capacity of LEA liaisons and the state coordinator to ensure full compliance with McKinney-Vento. 

Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction 

One commenter requested that the plan describe how Title II activities will provide essential learning supports for teachers such as teacher-led professional development, professional development for all current teachers on working with students with disabilities, and up-to-date professional development on all new state assessments and adoption of instructional materials. The commenter recommended that the plan define “equity” and “access” to provide clarity about the goals of LEA stakeholder teams and ensure these teams include classroom teachers. 

One commenter provided the following recommendations regarding leadership development: include a more coherent and sustained strategy to provide school leaders with the knowledge, skills, and tools needed to positively impact instruction and improve student learning at every grade level; enhance certification and licensing offerings by adding an evidence-based, comprehensive, rigorous, job-embedded leadership development component for all current principals through Title I and Title II funding; create a principal career ladder from a basic principal licensure to a master principal certification and develop effective principal coaching initiatives; and insert more detail on identified schools plan of action including a cohesive leadership development system of supports with a correlating coaching component and correlating teacher development. 

Title III, Part A: Support for English Learner Students

One commenter recommended that LEAs should be required to write a transition plan for their English learners so these students can attain English language proficiency, and signaled anticipation for working with the state on how to ensure Long Term English Learners are appropriately addressed in the accountability and support systems. 

Foster Youth

Two comments were received regarding foster youth. One commenter recommended addressing the rights of foster care students to educational continuity and stability within the plan, while another commenter recommended that the CDE should issue guidance to LEAs to support effective implementation of the foster youth educational stability requirements, noting that many LEAs are already far out of compliance with these requirements. 

Miscellaneous

One commenter stated her support for gardening programs. Another commenter stated her support for helping library workers seek and obtain teacher librarian positions, including affordable and flexible preparation programs. 

Attachment 1 Appendix: Public Comments Collected Regarding the August 2017 ESSA State Plan Draft

This appendix is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy will be made available during the September 2017 State Board of Education meeting and will be available in the State Board of Education Office thereafter.

Proposed Revisions to California’s Draft Every Student Succeeds Act State Plan

The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) approve the following revisions to the August 2017 draft of California’s Ever Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan, available at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-aug17item01.doc. Staff recommends that the SBE: 

1. Revise language on page 4 regarding the definition of curriculum frameworks,

2. Make several revisions on page 51 in the section of the plan regarding disproportionate rates of access to educators, and

3. Select one of the two options presented on page 84 regarding use of Title IV, Part A state-level activities funds.

More information regarding the each of these revisions is provided below. Revisions are displayed as follows:

<begin add> new, added text <end add>
<begin change> text that has more than one revision<end change>
<begin delete> deleted text <end delete>
Pages 3–4: Glossary: Definition of Curriculum Frameworks

Rationale for proposed revision: 
The definition of curriculum frameworks included in the glossary of the August 2017 draft of the ESSA State Plan described the development of frameworks to support the implementation of core curriculum areas as defined by California Education Code Section 60605. As noted in Attachment 1, the CDE received considerable stakeholder feedback expressing concern regarding the appropriate inclusion of visual and performing arts education in the plan. Based on this feedback, staff recommends revising the definition of curriculum frameworks in the plan glossary to go beyond “core” curriculum areas to reference all curriculum areas for which the SBE has adopted curriculum frameworks.
Proposed revision:
The California State Board of Education (SBE) adopts curriculum frameworks for kindergarten through grade twelve (K–12) in accordance with California Education Code (EC) Section 51002, which calls for the development of “broad minimum standards and guidelines for educational programs.” Curriculum frameworks <begin delete>in the core curriculum areas of English language arts/English language development, mathematics, history–social science, and science<end delete> are aligned to the SBE-adopted academic content standards. <begin add>The SBE has adopted curriculum frameworks in various content areas, including English language arts/English language development, mathematics, history–social science, science, visual and performing arts, career technical education, health, world language, and physical education.<end add> The Instructional Quality Commission (IQC) develops the curriculum frameworks under the authority of EC Section 33538, in a process defined in the California Code of Regulations, Title 5, sections 9510–9516. 

The process begins with the California Department of Education conducting four focus groups of educators to get input on improvements to an existing framework. The IQC recruits members for the Curriculum Framework and Evaluation Criteria Committee (CFCC). The CFCC is composed of a minimum of nine to a maximum of 20 members, at least half of whom are classroom teachers. The IQC makes recommendations to the SBE about the development of a curriculum framework and appointments to the CFCC. 

Curriculum frameworks are developed in a public manner. The CFCC develops a draft document, and the IQC prepares the draft framework for field review and holds public meetings on the document. The IQC is responsible for the draft framework that is recommended to the SBE. After a 60-day public comment period, the SBE also holds a public hearing prior to considering the framework for adoption. After adoption, the frameworks are available for purchase through the CDE and may be viewed on the CDE All Curriculum Frameworks Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/allfwks.asp. 

Curriculum frameworks have drawn state and national recognition for focusing directly on the curriculum and for contributing substantively to the improvement of teaching and learning. Based on current research in education and the specific content area, the frameworks provide a firm foundation for curriculum and instruction by describing the scope and sequence of knowledge and the skills that all students are expected to master. The frameworks’ overarching dedication is to the balance of factual knowledge, fundamental skills, and the application of knowledge and skills. 

In addition, the frameworks establish criteria to evaluate instructional materials. These criteria are used to select, through the state adoption process mandated in EC sections 60200–60206, instructional materials for K–8. Frameworks also guide district selection of instructional resources for grades nine through twelve. Although curriculum frameworks cover the K–12 educational program, their effect can be seen in preschool programs, child-care centers, adult education programs, higher education instruction, and university entrance requirements.
Pages 50–52: Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators
Rationale for proposed revisions:

At the July 2017 SBE meeting, the SBE approved proposed revisions to the section of the draft ESSA State Plan regarding access to educators. The proposed revisions relied on one of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) state priority areas, which specifically addresses access to teachers, for the definition of “ineffective” teacher required under ESSA. The state priority specifically references access to teachers who are “appropriately assigned” under state law and “fully credentialed.” The definition of “ineffective” teachers included in the revised August 2017 draft of the ESSA State Plan reflected the statutory language. 

As noted in Attachment 1, the CDE received considerable stakeholder feedback expressing concern that teachers holding an intern credential would be considered ineffective under the proposed definition. Based on this feedback, staff recommend revising the proposed definition of “ineffective” to focus on whether a teacher is misassigned or teaching without a credential. This approach maintains the alignment with the LCFF state priority by focusing on a teacher’s credential and assignment status.
Proposed revisions: 
Evaluating and Reporting Equity Gaps Under the Every Student Succeeds Act

California’s Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), enacted in 2013, fundamentally changed how all local educational agencies (LEAs) in the state are funded, how they are measured for results, and the services and supports they receive to allow all students to succeed to their greatest potential. California is committed to aligning state and federal education policies to the greatest extent possible to develop an integrated local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system grounded in the LCFF.
Under the LCFF, LEAs are held accountable for improving student performance. Specifically, California’s LCFF-based system sets eight priorities for school districts and charter schools (ten for county offices of education). LCFF Priority 1 recognizes that LEAs should be accountable for providing all students with access to standards-aligned instructional materials, facilities that are in good repair, and teachers who hold teaching credentials and are appropriately assigned (have official certification for the position in which they are teaching). Teachers are not appropriately assigned if they are placed in a position for which the employee does not hold a legally recognized certificate or credential or if placed in a certificated teaching or services position that the employee is not otherwise authorized by statute to hold. State law provides that teachers in charter schools shall hold a certificate, permit, or other document equivalent to that which a teacher in other public schools would be required to hold, but grants charter schools credentialing flexibility with regard to non-core, non-college preparatory courses.5

Under NCLB, California did not collect data regarding teacher effectiveness, nor did the state have a definition for the term “ineffective teacher.” The CDE has consulted with diverse stakeholders regarding the most appropriate approach for addressing the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) requirement to evaluate and publicly report data regarding “ineffective” teachers and the students they serve.

To meet ESSA requirements, California’s definition for “ineffective teacher” builds on LCFF Priority 1 <begin add>by focusing on credential and assignment status – specifically<end add><begin delete>and focuses on<end delete> whether teachers are not appropriately assigned or are teaching without a <begin delete>full<end delete> credential<begin change> – <end change>while recognizing the flexibility afforded charter schools under state law. California will meet the requirement by reporting – at the school and district levels and statewide – data illustrating the various credential statuses recognized by state law <begin add>and teacher misassignments,<end add> and any equity gaps that may exist within each status. The data profile will include:

· The percent of teachers who are holding either preliminary or clear credentials; 

· The percent of teachers with intern credentials;

· The percent of teachers who are misassigned; and

· The percent of teachers with emergency permits, provisional permits, or waivers.

Under the ESSA, the definitions provided in Table 13 below will be used to collect relevant teacher and student data and calculate equity gaps.
Table 13. California Definitions for Purposes of Collecting Equity Data Under ESSA

	Term
	Definition 

	Ineffective teacher
	A teacher who is: (a) misassigned (placed in a position for which the employee does not hold a legally recognized certificate or credential or a certificated employee placed in a teaching or services position in which the employee is not otherwise authorized by statute to serve), or (b) teaching without a <begin delete>full<end delete> credential.

	Out-of-field teacher
	A teacher who has not yet demonstrated subject matter competence in the subject area(s) or for the student population to which he or she is assigned. Under this definition, teachers with the following limited permits would be considered out-of-field:

· General Education Limited Assignment Permit (GELAP)

· Special Education Limited Assignment Permit (SELAP)

	Inexperienced teacher
	A teacher who has two or fewer years of teaching experience.

	Minority student
	A student who is American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, African American, Filipino, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, or Two or More Races Not Hispanic.

	Low-income student
	A student who is eligible to receive Free or Reduced-Price Meals. 


The CDE will use data collected via the CALPADS, data collected by the CTC, and CalEdFacts to create data profiles that provide information regarding the rates at which low-income and minority children are taught by teachers in the credential <begin add>and assignment<end add> statuses recognized by state law<begin change>, consistent with <end change> the ineffective teacher definition, out-of-field teachers, and inexperienced teachers, compared to the rates at which other children are taught by these types of teachers. The data profile will include comparisons for each of these components. To provide a more precise depiction of equity gaps, California will continue to organize data by deciles. 

Each year, the CDE will use this data to evaluate equity gaps and prepare a report that communicates the state’s progress toward eliminating equity gaps. The report will be provided to the State Board of Education and posted on CDE Web pages.

Page 84: Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants
Rationale for proposed revision: 
The SBE has not yet determined how to use California’s Title IV, Part A state-level activities funds. The revised August 2017 draft of the ESSA State Plan identified two options for using these funds to support decision-making at the September 2017 SBE meeting. Staff recommend that the SBE take action to direct staff to revise the final plan to reflect one of the options. 

Option 1:

To promote student access to a well-rounded education, California plans to use a portion of its Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 state-level activity funds to build the capacity of California educators to successfully implement state academic content standards while emphasizing the importance of meeting the specific, and often multiple, learning needs of diverse students, including, but not limited to, English learners, students with disabilities, foster youth, and low-income students. Specific activities and strategies are described in more detail in the Title II, Part A section of this plan.

In addition, California will use a portion of its Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 state-level activity funds to support LEAs to improve school conditions for student learning. Specific activities and strategies are described in more detail in the Title I, Part A: School Conditions section of this plan.
Option 2:

California will transfer its Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 state-level activities funds to one of the following programs: Title I, Part A; Title II, Part A; or Title III, Part A. [image: image2][image: image3][image: image4]
� California Education Code (EC) Section 47605(l) states that teachers in charter schools shall hold a CTC certificate, permit, or other document equivalent to that which a teacher in other public schools would be required to hold. However, EC Section 47605(l) grants charter schools credentialing flexibility with regard to non-core, non-college preparatory courses. Therefore, the ESSA required definitions and approach to reporting data for ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced teachers will account for the statutory flexibility afforded to charter schools under state law.    
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