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Attachment 2: Differentiated Assistance Input Sessions Findings Report

This report synthesizes themes from six listening sessions, held in April 2026, across a wide range of educational partners. This report is intended to inform SBE’s decision-making process for potential refinement to the Differentiated Assistance (DA) and Direct Technical Assistance (DTA) criteria.
Third-Party Document Notice
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[bookmark: _Toc232618423]Executive Summary
In 2026, pursuant to Education Code Section 52064.5, the California State Board of Education (SBE) was charged with redesigning the California Differentiated Assistance (DA) and Direct Technical Assistance (DTA) eligibility criteria to more effectively identify and prioritize local education agencies (LEAs) with the greatest demonstrated need. In doing so, the SBE sought to revise the criteria to reduce year-to-year instability in identification and better align supports with the time needed for meaningful, sustained improvement.
This report synthesizes themes from six listening sessions intended to inform SBE’s decision-making process for potential refinement to the DA and DTA systems. Participants represented a range of perspectives, including statewide system of support providers, charter school and LEA representatives, equity-focused organizations, and other education partners. Across these groups, participants expressed broad interest in strengthening the clarity, coherence, and effectiveness of the California accountability and support framework while preserving responsiveness to local context and long-standing emphasis on student group performance.
Participants were asked a series of questions aligned to key focus areas about potential changes to DA eligibility criteria and DA supports under consideration by SBE:
Number of years of eligibility
Separating state indicators from Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) priority areas
Growth
All Students subgroup
Science
California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS) 
DTA
Dashboard Alternative School Status (DASS) and County Offices of Education–specific eligibility design
The goal of this report is to reflect listening session participant perceptions, opinions, and beliefs about the proposed changes to DA eligibility criteria.
Several cross-cutting themes emerged across listening sessions. Participants emphasized the need to balance greater consistency and predictability in DA identification with sufficient flexibility to account for the varied realities of California’s LEAs, including small districts, rural communities, charter schools, and DASS settings. They also underscored the importance of coherence across the statewide system of support, noting that changes to eligibility criteria alone will not improve outcomes unless they are paired with clear roles, strong implementation capacity, and high-quality assistance once LEAs are identified. In addition, participants repeatedly stressed that any redesign must maintain a strong focus on preserving visibility into the performance and needs of historically underserved student groups. Across sessions, participants also requested additional modeling and data runs to better understand how proposed changes would affect the number and characteristics of LEAs identified for support.
Findings across focus areas suggest general support for several possible changes to the DA framework.
There was strong support for removing CALPADS and local indicators from the DA eligibility criteria. However, participants recognized the need for another form of accountability for accurate and timely data submissions.
Many participants saw value in using multiple years of data, which could reduce year-to-year volatility and better align support with improvement cycles, but also warned that longer eligibility windows could delay assistance for LEAs with urgent needs.
Participants generally supported separating state indicators on the dashboard from LCFF priority areas if doing so improves clarity and better elevates academic outcomes. Separately, they cautioned that if the state moves away from the full set of LCFF priority areas, the system should draw on the full set of dashboard indicators rather than narrow academic indicators alone, which could weaken California’s broader multiple measures approach.
Participants also expressed interest in incorporating growth measures, science, and an All Students subgroup under certain conditions, especially when these additions might create a more complete picture of need or improve identification for smaller LEAs. At the same time, participants raised concerns about data quality, operational complexity, and overidentification.
Overall, these data demonstrate a keen interest among education partners in refining the DA system to enhance stability, clarity, and alignment with the broader statewide system of support, but not at the expense of equity, nuance, or timely intervention. Participants consistently signaled that future refinements should be guided by further analysis, transparent modeling, and continued engagement with the education community. The report therefore suggests that the most promising path forward is not a single policy adjustment but a careful, evidence-informed effort to improve how LEAs are identified for assistance and how that assistance is structured, delivered, and experienced in practice.
 	 Differentiated Assistance Listening Sessions: Summary Report
As SBE continues to consider refinements to DA and DTA, the findings in this report should be weighed alongside insights from SBE study sessions and other interest-holder engagement efforts. The perceptions and suggestions captured here offer valuable practitioner-informed insight into how proposed changes may be experienced across diverse local contexts, helping to surface promising directions for refinement and implementation considerations that may not be evident through policy analysis alone.
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[bookmark: _Toc232618424]Introduction 
In 2026, pursuant to Education Code Section 52064.5, the California State Board of Education (SBE) was charged with redesigning the California Differentiated Assistance (DA) and Direct Technical Assistance (DTA) eligibility criteria to more effectively identify and prioritize local education agencies (LEAs) with the greatest demonstrated need. In doing so, the SBE sought to revise the criteria to reduce year-to-year instability in identification and better align supports with the time needed for meaningful, sustained improvement.
SBE’s efforts to adopt revised performance criteria for LEA eligibility for DA and DTA included soliciting input on potential changes from practitioners across California who are affected by the DA system. As part of this effort, in April 2026 the SBE partnered with the American Institutes for Research® (AIR®), through the West Comprehensive Center, to facilitate six listening sessions with members of the California education community. The listening sessions fit within the broader context of statewide discussions regarding the effectiveness, coherence, and implementation of California’s statewide system of support. Participants represented a broad cross-section of statewide system of support providers, charter school and LEA representatives, equity coalition leaders, and other education partners with experience in the state’s approach to accountability, continuous improvement, and district and school support.
Listening sessions addressed a range of focus areas under consideration for potential changes by SBE, including accountability indicators to consider relative to DA eligibility criteria, technical assistance structures, and opportunities to strengthen alignment across state and local systems. Facilitators invited participants to reflect on their current implementation experiences, identify challenges, and highlight considerations for potential future refinements. The focus areas included:
Number of years of eligibility
Separating state indicators from Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) priority areas
Growth
All Students subgroup
Science
California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS)
DTA
Dashboard Alternative School Status (DASS) and County Offices of Education–specific eligibility design
The purpose of this report is to synthesize the themes that emerged across the listening sessions, highlight areas of alignment and divergence in perspectives, and elevate key considerations raised by participants. This report is intended to inform ongoing discussions and future exploration. The themes and considerations presented reflect participant input and should not be interpreted as formal recommendations or consensus positions.
[bookmark: _Toc232618425]Overview of the Listening Sessions and Polls
This section describes the recruitment process for the listening sessions, participants who attended the sessions, discussion focus areas and activities, and the approach to data analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc232618426]Participants 
AIR conducted a series of six virtual listening sessions with over 60 education partners representing a range of perspectives and roles within California’s education system. SBE invited representative groups through education partner networks and organizations. SBE intentionally sought a range of perspectives in an attempt to elevate important considerations about the design of DA eligibility criteria.
Invited participants represented one or more of the following six categories:

Each session was limited to 20 participants to facilitate inclusive discussions. Participation was open equally to all groups, but the number of participants and representation per group varied based on who registered and attended. For example, across sessions designed for Geographic Lead Agencies (Geo Leads), COEs, and members of the Education Coalition, 29 representatives from 19 of the state’s 58 counties shared their thoughts in at least one session. In contrast, the listening sessions included five LEA leaders from the state’s 1,011 school districts.[footnoteRef:2] Thus, while the insights generated across the listening sessions elevate important considerations to inform the SBE’s decisions, they may not reflect the full range of perspectives and contexts of individuals and organizations who are connected to the statewide system of support. [2:  California Department of Education. (2026). Fingertip facts on education in California. https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/ceffingertipfacts.asp] 

[bookmark: _Toc232618427]Process
AIR and SBE staff designed the listening sessions to encourage discussion around the opportunities and challenges associated with potential refinements to DA and related support structures (see Appendix for session protocol). AIR facilitators invited participants to reflect on how potential changes could affect stability, equity, coherence, and the effectiveness of support provided to LEAs. Staff from SBE provided introductory context for each listening session to support participant awareness and understanding of resources and approaches embedded in DA. In addition, staff from both SBE and the California Department of Education (CDE) were on hand in each session to address technical questions raised during conversations.
[bookmark: _Toc232618428]Overview of the Polls
In addition to interactive discussions, facilitators periodically asked participants to respond to poll questions through Google Forms. Facilitators displayed poll results in real time and used them to prompt discussion, surface differing perspectives, and encourage participants to reflect on areas of agreement, divergence, or uncertainty. The combination of facilitated discussion and live polling provided participants with multiple opportunities to share perspectives and engage with each other’s viewpoints. The AIR team analyzed poll findings alongside qualitative discussion themes to help contextualize participant feedback and identify areas that may warrant additional exploration or analysis.
Poll questions explored participant perspectives on each of the focus areas. Each poll question offered participants the option to select from a set of response options (i.e., Yes, No, Yes with reservations), or answer with further context within an “other” option. This open-response format limits the interpretation of the polling data into specific categories of agreement or disagreement. Also, because sessions were customized to particular constituent groups, not all groups discussed or answered poll questions for every focus area.[footnoteRef:3] (See Exhibit 1 for a summary of focus areas addressed by each group.) [3:  Because Geo Leads are themselves members of COEs, our approach to reporting findings in this report combines the perspectives of Geo Leads and COE representatives.] 

[bookmark: _Toc232618451]Exhibit 1. Focus Areas Addressed by Listening Session
	Focus area
	Listening Session

	
	Geo Leads
	Charters
	Equity Coalition
	COEs
	Education Coalition
	LEA leaders

	Years of eligibility
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Separating indicators
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Growth
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	All students
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Science
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	CALPADS
	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 

	DTA
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	DASS
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 


In addition to the polls administered as part of the listening sessions, two constituent groups (Geo Leads and LEA leaders) requested opportunities to share the polls with additional colleagues asynchronously after the listening sessions concluded. Distributing the poll questions more broadly helped expand participation and allowed additional constituents to share their views on the focus areas discussed during the sessions.
[bookmark: _Toc232618429]Analysis Approach
AIR staff reviewed video and audio recordings, transcripts, chats, and facilitator notes from the listening sessions to identify recurring themes, patterns, areas of alignment, and key considerations raised across participant groups. The AIR team analyzed feedback qualitatively through a process that examined the consistency, frequency, and variation of perspectives within and across sessions using an Excel-based data capture sheet. Analysis also considered differences in how focus areas were discussed across participant types and organizational contexts.
Because the additional respondents from the Geo Leads and LEA groups were not present during live sessions, the AIR team analyzed and reported these poll results separately from those gathered during the listening sessions. This distinction aims to acknowledge the different contexts in which individuals offered their responses, as well as the substantially larger numbers of participants who completed the follow-up polls relative to the number of live participants. In addition, the follow-up distribution process was unique to the Geo Leads and LEA groups, because the polls were not redistributed to the other interest-holder groups in the same manner.
[bookmark: _Toc232618430]Considerations
Findings presented in this report are intended to capture the range and nuance of perspectives shared during the sessions rather than quantify constituent opinion or present formal recommendations. As described above, these findings represent the perspectives of 60 participants. The findings are based on a relatively small group of participants and therefore should not be generalized to represent all California education partners. Also, participation varied across constituent groups, with some groups—particularly LEA leaders—represented by fewer participants than others. In addition, not all groups discussed every focus area or completed every poll question, which limits comparability. Finally, strategies used in the collection and use of polling data are useful for contextualizing discussion themes but not for drawing precise conclusions about levels of agreement. Therefore, the findings presented in this report, although instructive, should be interpreted within the context of the listening session parameters.
[bookmark: _Toc232618431]Cross-Cutting Themes
Several cross-cutting themes emerged across listening sessions regardless of participant role or focus area.
[bookmark: _Toc232618432]Aligning With Research and Study Sessions
These listening sessions were not the first effort to engage members in the California education community in a process of reflection about strengths and areas for growth with the statewide system of support. Rather, these sessions built on independent research and SBE-facilitated study sessions that also explored opportunities to refine the state’s DA eligibility criteria. Feedback in the listening sessions conducted in spring 2026 echoed many of the observations that have previously been shared through those avenues.
[bookmark: _Toc232618433]Balancing Consistency and Local Context
California’s 1,011 school districts and 1,283 charter schools[footnoteRef:4] feature a wide range of district and school sizes, student demographics, geographies, and other contextual details that complicate efforts to apply a single approach to identify LEAs in need of assistance. Participants therefore frequently emphasized the importance of balancing stability and predictability within the accountability system while also ensuring that support structures remain responsive to student needs and local context. [4:  California Department of Education. (2026). Charter schools in California—CalEdFacts. https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/ch/cefcharterschools.asp] 

[bookmark: _Toc232618434]Promoting Coherence Across Statewide System of Support
Listening session participants also urged prioritizing coherence across the components of California’s system of support. Participants emphasized the importance of aligning accountability indicators, eligibility criteria, and technical assistance structures to reduce confusion and improve implementation consistency across the state. They also stressed that improving eligibility criteria alone will not ensure that DA meets LEA needs. The success of the statewide system of support depends on not only accurately identifying LEAs for assistance but also the quality, alignment, and capacity of the support provided once LEAs are identified. As a result, discussions frequently extended beyond eligibility criteria to broader questions about implementation capacity, statewide consistency, and the coherence of support delivered through DA and DTA structures.
[bookmark: _Toc232618435]Maintaining Focus on Subgroups
Participants frequently raised tensions between simplicity and precision within the accountability system design. These observations reflect the balancing effort inherent to an accountability system built on multiple measures, in which the state has aimed to capture a broad range of contributing factors to and measures of student success. Some participants supported efforts to streamline indicators or eligibility structures, but others expressed concern that efforts to simplify the system could weaken attention to subgroups. This could reduce visibility into specific student group needs or unintentionally weaken subgroup-focused supports.
[bookmark: _Toc232618436]Reviewing Data Runs to Inform Opinions
By design, during listening sessions constituents were asked about proposed changes to understand their perspectives with respect to the principle of each proposed change. However, participants in every listening session requested an opportunity to better understand ways in which these changes would affect the number and composition of LEAs identified for DA. Although individuals responded to the questions posed to them, they clarified that their opinions might change depending on how shifts in the criteria would affect the LEAs eligible for support. It is important to note that the listening sessions described in this report were held before SBE’s May 2026 meeting, when data runs were presented. This timing should be taken into consideration throughout this report when participant feedback is noted relative to data runs.
[bookmark: _Toc232618437]Seeking Further Input From Colleagues
Listening session participants also often expressed a desire to explore proposed changes with colleagues before sharing their opinions. In some cases, AIR and SBE staff provided questions from the listening sessions to participants afterward to enable them to facilitate their own conversations. As with the data runs, however, these individuals sometimes warned facilitators that their perspectives might change based on those discussions.
[bookmark: _Toc232618438]Findings by Focus Areas
This section of the report provides learnings by each focus area included in the listening sessions. Each focus area section highlights areas of general support and alignment as well as key concerns and considerations.
[bookmark: _Toc232618439]Number of years of eligibility
	California designates LEAs for DA eligibility on an annual basis based on outcomes from the previous academic year. To reduce volatility and sharpen a focus on LEAs with clearly identified needs, SBE is considering a transition to a 3-year model in which DA determinations draw on 3 years of data rather than a single year.


Across listening sessions, participants generally perceived value in moving toward a 3-year eligibility cycle for DA for two primary reasons. First, it could help reduce year-to-year volatility in identification. Many participants felt that relying on a single year of data can produce unstable results and may not accurately reflect longer-term district or school performance trends. Second, it could create stronger alignment with Local Control and Accountability Plan cycles.
I like the idea of using multiple years of data to determine eligibility … in theory, in concept, it makes sense.… Those are the LEAs with the most need if they’re showing this lack of progress over time. —LCFF Equity Coalition session participant
The most common concern across groups was that a 3-year cycle could delay support for LEAs or schools with urgent needs. Participants questioned whether districts with emerging needs would “fall through the cracks,” whether struggling schools would not have timely access to needed assistance, and whether the system would be responsive enough to changing conditions.
Geo Leads/COEs raised concerns about districts that may clearly need support but would not yet qualify within a 3-year identification structure. However, charter representatives raised concerns that a longer eligibility cycle could create unintended consequences for charter renewal processes. Charter representatives noted that DA identification can sometimes be viewed negatively during renewal reviews, even when schools are actively implementing improvement efforts or demonstrating progress. As a result, some charter representatives worried that remaining identified for a multiyear period could affect public perception, relationships with authorizers, or renewal decisions, particularly if constituents interpret ongoing identification as evidence that a school is not improving.
Participants across groups emphasized that any changes to years of eligibility would be effective only if the underlying data to determine eligibility are accurate, reliable, and interpreted within the appropriate local context. They raised questions about whether the data adequately capture the realities of small districts with limited subgroup sizes, charter schools and DASS schools serving higher need populations, and LEAs experiencing significant demographic or enrollment shifts.
[bookmark: _Toc232618440]Separating State Indicators From LCFF Priority Areas
	Current DA eligibility decisions rely on California’s 10 LCFF priority areas, each of which is measured by one or more California School Dashboard and local indicators. SBE is considering decoupling DA designations from the LCFF priority areas and instead using the Dashboard measures alone to identify LEAs for support.


Participants expressed support for separating state indicators from LCFF priority areas for purposes of DA eligibility. Many participants noted that decoupling these structures could simplify the system and allow for greater prioritization of academic outcomes within accountability determinations. Some participants viewed this approach as an opportunity to improve clarity and focus within the accountability system by concentrating on a smaller set of key indicators. Across groups, there was general agreement that the accountability system should maintain a strong focus on academic indicators (including English Learner Progress Indicators, or ELPIs) and that academic indicators should meaningfully inform eligibility decisions.
At the same time, support for reducing and/or separating indicators from LCFF priority areas was often paired with caution. Even participants who favored a stronger academic emphasis did not advocate abandoning California’s multiple-measures philosophy altogether. The most significant concern raised across groups was that reducing the number of indicators and/or separating indicators could unintentionally move California away from its broader systems-based approach to accountability and improvement. Individuals who expressed this opinion noted that narrowing eligibility too heavily around academic indicators could begin to resemble older accountability systems that relied primarily on test-based identification models.
Participants also expressed concern that prioritizing academic indicators above other measures could unintentionally minimize the importance of school climate, engagement, attendance, and other indicators that often serve as early signals of broader systemic challenges. Some participants specifically noted that local indicators should continue to play a meaningful role within the system, particularly for small rural schools or LEAs in which Dashboard measures alone may not fully capture local conditions or student needs.
Poll responses reflected varied perspectives regarding the prioritization of Dashboard indicators. Several respondents supported continuing to use Dashboard indicators while placing greater weight on academic indicators, particularly when combined with growth measures. Some participants recommended that SBE consider including the ELPI and College/Career Indicator as part of a broader academic category. Others argued that eligibility determinations should account for both current achievement status and academic growth, recognizing LEAs that are making meaningful progress even when overall performance levels remain low. Several respondents also emphasized the importance of supplementing Dashboard measures with additional contextual information, particularly for DASS schools and schools experiencing high student turnover.
[bookmark: _Toc232618441]Growth
	In 2025, California began publishing data about student achievement growth as a component of the Dashboard to be used for informational purposes only. SBE is considering whether and how to incorporate growth data into eligibility criteria for DA.


Many participants noted limitations associated with the use of status and change measures. Because status measures—that is, the percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations in a given year—capture only overall levels of performance, they may insufficiently capture LEAs in which achievement is improving. Additionally, because the California accountability system measures the performance of different students from year to year (e.g., Grades 8 students in 2025 vs. Grades 8 students in 2024), it is susceptible to cohort differences across years in which outcomes might change without necessarily reflecting meaningful improvement or declines in student learning.
Participants generally expressed support for the value of incorporating growth data into accountability and support discussions, particularly because growth measures may better capture LEA contributions to student learning over time and recognize improvement even when overall performance levels remain low. California’s newly available growth measure aims to address the concerns associated with the current system by measuring whether individual students improved their assessment scale scores from one year to the next—unlike status and change measures, which track average performance across potentially different groups of students each year. When the same students are followed over time, growth can capture whether an LEA is meaningfully improving student learning even when overall performance levels remain low.
Even though there was broad interest in growth measures, participants expressed differing perspectives regarding whether and how growth should be incorporated into DA eligibility criteria. Some participants noted concerns regarding the limited availability of longitudinal growth data, particularly given that in the California system, there are no growth data for high school grades. Others raised questions regarding how growth measures should interact with status measures and whether growth should function as a trigger for support, an exit criterion, or a complementary measure alongside status indicators. Several participants suggested that growth measures should be used in conjunction with status measures rather than replacing them entirely.
Using growth alongside the current status model creates a more balanced accountability approach. This helps distinguish between districts with persistently low outcomes but meaningful improvement trajectories and districts where performance remains low with limited evidence of progress. —LEA representative
Although the listening sessions asked participants to share their opinions about whether to incorporate growth data into DA eligibility determinations, they did not explicitly ask about the relationship between growth and change data. One participant, for example, suggested that SBE use growth data in place of the change data that currently determine eligibility. Both change and growth data arguably provide some insight into LEA contributions to student learning in a way that status alone does not. However, the listening sessions did not explore whether growth data—if they are incorporated—should complement the existing change data as a new lens into student academic performance or replace change data as a more effective measure of improvement. This relationship may merit further exploration to inform any final DA eligibility decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc232618442]All Students Subgroup
	SBE is considering incorporating a new All Students subgroup that captures the performance of all students in an LEA and the associated Dashboard color as a new eligibility criterion.


Two themes emerged in the data analysis: general support for the proposal with questions about applicability of the new subgroup, and concerns about manageability of supports. There was general support among participants for the inclusion of the All Students subgroup within DA eligibility criteria, particularly for smaller LEAs that do not consistently meet minimum subgroup size requirements. Participants noted that an All Students subgroup could help address situations in which subgroup performance fluctuates from year to year because of small student populations, potentially allowing for more stable identification practices over time. Several COE representatives asked whether the approach would apply only to small LEAs that lack qualifying subgroup counts (n-size) or if it would apply universally across all LEAs in addition to existing subgroup criteria.
The most common concern raised across groups was the perception that adding an All Students pathway could increase the number of LEAs identified for DA and potentially expand the system beyond what was intended or manageable. Geo Leads and charter representatives in particular questioned whether the proposal might move the system in the opposite direction of efforts to narrow or stabilize identification.
Additional considerations also emerged around the idea that smaller LEAs may require differentiated structures of support beyond eligibility changes alone. Charter and COE participants suggested that consortium models, regional partnerships, or greater access to county-level resources may help address capacity challenges faced by smaller LEAs.
Participants also raised considerations about whether there may be alternative solutions besides creating an All Students subgroup. Some LCFF Equity Coalition participants suggested exploring different subgroup thresholds or alternative triggering mechanisms specifically for smaller districts rather than creating an entirely new pathway for eligibility.
[bookmark: _Toc232618443]Science
	The state administers the California Science Test to students in Grades 5 and 8 and once in high school. In 2025, California began publishing data about student achievement in science as a component of the California School Dashboard to be used for informational purposes only. SBE is considering whether and how to incorporate science achievement data into eligibility criteria for DA.


Across multiple groups, participants generally acknowledged that science is an important component of a well-rounded academic program and that it should play a role in broader conversations about student outcomes and accountability. Several participants noted that science represents a core area of learning and that elevating science within the accountability framework could reinforce its instructional importance at the local level.
Another area of alignment involved the need for additional data analysis and modeling before making design decisions. Participants across COEs, Geo Leads, and LCFF Equity Coalition and Education Coalition groups consistently emphasized the importance of understanding how incorporating science would influence DA identification rates and whether the resulting changes would improve the system’s ability to target support effectively.
The most significant concern raised across groups involved the current reliability and maturity of the science indicator. Many participants questioned whether the science assessment system is stable enough to carry higher stakes accountability consequences. County office representatives, Geo Leads, and district participants frequently noted that the science assessment is still relatively new compared with ELA and mathematics and may not produce sufficiently stable longitudinal data for identification purposes.
A related concern involved the possibility that incorporating science as an additional indicator could increase the number of LEAs identified for DA. Several groups expressed concern that adding another indicator without narrowing or restructuring other parts of the system could contribute to overidentification and reduce the system’s focus and coherence. Some participants also raised concerns that the statewide science assessment results are available only in Grades 5 and 8 and once in high school, which some felt may limit the indicator’s comprehensiveness compared with ELA and math.
Participants also repeatedly emphasized the importance of understanding how science would interact with the broader accountability system if incorporated more formally. Several participants across groups questioned whether science would function as an independent trigger for eligibility, as part of a broader academic category, or simply as a supplemental indicator. Some participants supported adding science to DA eligibility using a phased or delayed approach.
Including science in DA eligibility would help create a more comprehensive view of district performance beyond ELA and math alone. However, implementation should be delayed until the next cycle to allow time for greater stability, statewide familiarity, and confidence in the science data and accountability methodology. 
—LEA representative
[bookmark: _Toc232618444]CALPADS
	LEAs under the current system are identified to receive DA if they fail to submit accurate and timely CALPADS data to the state. SBE is considering the removal of CALPADS data submission compliance as a determining factor for DA eligibility.


Participants expressed strong support for removing CALPADS submission issues from DA eligibility criteria. All participants viewed compliance with state deadlines as disconnected from student outcomes and expressed concern that their inclusion within eligibility determinations may not accurately reflect LEA performance or support needs.
It would enable us to really focus on that meaningful system support, should we not have these compliance matters in the DA criteria. —COE representative
At the same time, participants emphasized the continued importance of maintaining accountability for accurate and timely data submissions, even if these measures are no longer included in formal DA eligibility criteria, to ensure access to quality information about the state’s education system.
Questions about data accuracy and local context surfaced repeatedly throughout the discussions. Participants emphasized that CALPADS reporting capacity varies considerably across LEAs, particularly for small districts and rural systems with limited staffing. Some participants worried that differences in local capacity could unintentionally affect eligibility determinations if data-quality issues are not adequately accounted for within the system.
[bookmark: _Toc232618445]Direct Technical Assistance
	California has identified an additional level of support, DTA, to improve the performance of LEAs with persistent performance challenges. The criteria for DTA eligibility differ for noncharter LEAs and charter LEAs. However, in both cases, guidelines can result in LEAs participating in DA and DTA simultaneously. SBE is considering the relationship between DA and DTA and how they interact as part of the broader statewide system of support.


Across multiple groups, participants generally agreed that the current relationship between DA and DTA can sometimes feel fragmented or difficult for LEAs to navigate. County office representatives, Geo Leads, and LEA participants frequently emphasized the importance of creating a more coherent and understandable system of support, particularly for LEAs already managing multiple accountability and improvement requirements.
Layers of support aren’t as supportive as they might appear, and so I think that just focusing in on just a few things at a time is much better. —Charter school representative
Several respondents described the importance of measuring the outcomes and value of current DTA supports to better understand whether the model is functioning as intended across different county and LEA contexts. Concerns about effectiveness surfaced frequently throughout the poll responses. Some participants stated directly that DTA has not consistently functioned as a value-add in all counties and argued that continuation or expansion of the process should depend on stronger evidence of efficacy. Several respondents suggested that the current structure requires reevaluation before additional alignment or expansion occurs.
Participants also repeatedly emphasized the need to clarify the purpose, goals, and logic model underlying DTA. Some participants questioned whether there is sufficient statewide clarity around what DTA is intended to accomplish, how it differs from DA, and how success should be measured. Relatedly, several respondents noted that the current process of supporting LEAs that have been identified can feel inconsistent across regions, and they suggested that clearer articulation of roles, expectations, and intended outcomes would strengthen implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc232618446]DASS- and COE-Specific Eligibility Design
	In California, DASS schools are designed to support students who may not thrive in traditional school settings, such as transient students, homeless or foster youth, and credit-deficient students. COEs also operate specialized programs or schools that serve students who need alternative education placements. SBE leveraged the listening sessions to gather early input on how in future iterations of DA eligibility it could incorporate DASS schools in a way that reflects the realities of the students they served.


Participants generally expressed support for modifying DA eligibility criteria for DASS schools and COE programs in recognition of the unique contexts and student populations these schools serve. Discussions reflected an understanding that traditional accountability indicators and eligibility criteria may not fully capture the circumstances, mobility patterns, and instructional settings associated with alternative education environments. For example, many DASS schools serve students who remain enrolled for short periods of time after significant interruptions in schooling or enter the school as credit deficient, which can make it more difficult for traditional Dashboard indicators to fully reflect student growth, progress, 4-year graduation rates, and the impact of school supports. Participants suggested that supplemental measures could provide a more accurate understanding of the extent to which DASS schools are contributing to student learning and engagement. Moreover, participants shared that current indicators can “bounce around” significantly for DASS schools because of the small populations and high student mobility rates that are built into the design of these schools.
At the same time, participants strongly emphasized that concerns about measurement should not result in DASS schools being excluded from accountability or support systems altogether. Several respondents cautioned against removing supports simply because current metrics are imperfect, stressing that DASS schools serve highly vulnerable student populations that still require meaningful assistance and oversight. Participants repeatedly emphasized the importance of “getting the data right” while also recognizing the critical support needs of these schools.
I really feel strongly about how we measure these schools, and I really would love for our state to look … to create a baseline for what the most successful DASS schools are doing, and then use that as criteria … to measure the other schools against. —LEA representative
A key point of concern within the charter school representatives involved the disproportionately high rate at which DASS charter schools are identified for support. Charter representatives noted that DASS schools represent a relatively small percentage of charter schools overall but account for a much larger share of charter schools identified for DA or DTA.
[bookmark: _Toc232618447]Perspectives Across Focus Areas
Three focus areas rose to the surface as the most popular options among poll respondents. By design, listening sessions asked participants for their perspectives about individual proposed changes to DA and DTA instead of exploring the relationships across the changes. Each session ended with a final poll that asked participants to rank the proposed changes in order of preference. Top among these was the shift to using 3 years of data to determine DA eligibility. On average, respondents ranked this option as first or second among available options. The other two most preferred changes were separating LCFF indicators from the Dashboard to determine DA eligibility and the incorporation of growth data into the criteria. On average, both of these options were selected as second and third among available options. We emphasize again that these polling data were not collected in a systematic way that enables us to conclude that they are representative of listening session participants or members of the California education community overall. These selected focus areas may nevertheless offer some insight into the relative perceived value of the proposed changes discussed during the sessions.
[bookmark: _Toc232618448]Conclusion
Taken together, the main findings suggest broad interest in refining California’s DA framework to improve clarity, stability, and coherence while maintaining a strong focus on subgroups and responsiveness to local context. Across listening sessions, participants generally supported potential changes such as the inclusion of multiyear eligibility, separating LCFF priorities from the Dashboard, and eliminating CALPADS as a trigger for DA identification. Participants also expressed interest in incorporating growth, science, and an All Students subgroup, while raising several key considerations of how these changes could be implemented. Across all focus areas discussed in the listening sessions, participants consistently emphasized caution. Concerns about overidentification, reduced subgroup visibility, uneven impacts across LEA types, and the readiness of available data surfaced throughout the discussions. Overall, the findings point to a need for careful modeling, continued engagement with the education community, and close attention to implementation capacity so that any future refinements strengthen both the quality of identification and the effectiveness of support provided through the statewide system of support.


[bookmark: _Toc232618449]Appendix: Listening Session Discussion Questions and Poll Questions
[bookmark: _Toc232618450]Listening Session Questions
Number of Years of Eligibility
Discussion Questions
What needs to be considered with the potential to use multiple years of data to determine eligibility?
What are some unintended consequences that the state would need to prepare for?
For charter schools, should a 3-year support cycle and the same DA eligibility criteria as traditional LEAs be used?
Poll Questions
Do you support the shift to using 3 years of data to determine DA eligibility?
Yes
Yes, with reservations
No
Other
Do you support a 3-year support cycle for DA compared to a shorter timeline? For charters, this is in comparison to a 1-year support cycle. For traditional districts, this is in comparison to a 2-year support cycle.
Yes
Yes, with reservations
No
Other
Separating Indicators From Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) Priority Areas
Discussion Questions
How might the separation of indicators from LCFF priority areas change how support is targeted for DA?
What do you see as the pros and cons of this approach?
If DA eligibility explicitly requires at least one academic indicator, can you think of any unintended consequences that might change the type of support that is provided? 
Poll Question
What do you recommend as the most effective source for determining DA eligibility?
Keep the system as is
Use the Dashboard indicators
Use the Dashboard indicators, but one has to be an academic indicator (math, ELA, science)
Other
Growth
Discussion Questions
When performance level and growth send different signals (e.g., low status but strong growth, or higher status but weak growth), which should matter more for DA eligibility, and why?
What do you see as the concerns and opportunities for using growth data?
Poll Questions
Should growth be included in any capacity in DA eligibility determinations based on current data and system readiness?
Yes, for 2026
Yes, but it should be delayed
No, it should not be included
Other
If you would like to see growth used, how would you like to see growth incorporated?
As an additional state indicator
Instead of the math/ELA 5x5
With the math/ELA 5x5 (e.g., a district would need to be in the red and low growth to be eligible)
Other
All Students Subgroup
Discussion Questions
How effective might an All Students subgroup be for identifying LEAs that need support?
Are there other approaches the state should consider for ensuring that small LEAs receive the support they need?
Poll Question
Should DA eligibility include an All Students subgroup?
Yes, for all districts
Yes, for small districts only
No, stay with student groups only
Other
Science
Discussion Question
What do you see as the concerns and opportunities of adding science to DA eligibility criteria?
Poll Question
Should science be included as part of the DA eligibility criteria alongside ELA and math?
Yes, for 2026
Yes, starting next cycle (2029)
No
Other
Other Design Features—CALPADS
Discussion Question
Should submission of CALPADS and local indicators data continue to factor into DA eligibility, or should they play a different role within the broader improvement system?
Poll Question
Should CALPADS-related submission delays continue to be part of DA eligibility?
Yes
No, better supported through technical assistance
Other
Direct Technical Assistance
Discussion Questions
Is there anything you would like to share around current DTA criteria?
How do you currently experience DTA in relation to DA? (for LEAs and charters only)
How does overlapping DA and DTA criteria eligibility affect your ability to support districts? (for COEs only)
Poll Question 
As DA eligibility becomes more targeted, how should DA and DTA relate to one another?
They should continue to have the potential to overlap but be better aligned
An LEA should only be eligible for one type of support at a time
Other
DASS- and COE-Specific Eligibility Design
Discussion Question
Given the challenges inherent to serving highly mobile students at DASS and COE schools, how do you think the criteria could shift to more fairly identify DASS for DA eligibility?
Note: No poll question for this focus area
Closing Poll Questions
Please rank the top five DA focus areas you think should contribute to the state’s DA eligibility criteria.
Number of years of eligibility
Separating state indicators from LCFF priority groups
Growth
All Students subgroup
Science
Other design features (CALPADS, timing)
Direct Technical Assistance (DTA)
DASS- and COE-specific eligibility design 
Is there another area you feel is important to consider that was not discussed today?
Are there any final thoughts you’d like to share based on our discussion today?
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Geographic leads


Members of California’s Geographic Lead Agencies, statewide networks of county offices of education (COEs) charged with building the capacity of COEs to best support LEAs


Charter schools


Educators who lead or work in a charter school or charter management group and members of organizations who represent and support them


LCFF Equity Coalition


Members of a coalition of civil rights, advocacy, community, family, student, educator, and other organizations working to implement the state’s LCFF and focus resources on closing opportunity and achievement gaps


COEs


Representatives from COEs charged with providing DA to identified LEAs and members of organizations who represent and support them


Education coalition


Representatives from a group of major statewide associations representing teachers, administrators, school employees and districts


LEA leaders


Educators who lead LEAs, including school districts, and members of organizations who represent and support them
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