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	STAFF, California Department of Education, WestEd, and State Board of Education


	SUBJECT:
	Developing an Integrated Statewide System of Support: Goals and Desired Outcomes


An August 2016 State Board of Education (SBE) information memorandum described a framework for supporting local educational agencies (LEAs) – which include school districts, county offices of education, and charter schools – and schools within California’s integrated local, state and federal accountability system (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-aug16item02.doc).

That memorandum described three levels of support to LEAs (including school districts, county offices of education, and charter schools) and schools, based on the assistance and intervention provisions included in the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). Those levels are summarized in Table 1.
Table 1: Overview of Statewide System of Support
	Level of Support
	Description of Supports Available

	Support for All LEAs and Schools

(Level 1)
	Various state and local agencies provide an array of support resources, tools, and voluntary technical assistance that all LEAs may use to improve student performance at the LEA and school level and narrow disparities among student groups across the LCFF priorities, including recognition for success and the ability to share promising practices. 

	Differentiated Assistance

(Level 2)


	County superintendents, the California Department of Education, and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence provide differentiated assistance for LEAs and schools, in the form of individually designed assistance, to address identified performance issues, including significant disparities in performance among student groups.  

	Intensive Intervention

(Level 3)
	The Superintendent of Public Instruction may require more intensive interventions for LEAs and/or schools with persistent performance issues and a lack of improvement over a specified time period.


California currently provides support to LEAs and schools through numerous state and federal programs that will need to be integrated into California’s statewide system of support. 
The Goal and Desired Outcomes of the Statewide System of Support

To help LEAs and schools meet the diverse needs of every learner in the state, California’s system of support must effectively link school, district, county, regional and state resources. LCFF provides the foundation for building this statewide system of support. The key policy decisions reflected in LCFF will therefore be reflected in the system of support:
· Multiple measures of student success provide a more complete picture of how LEAs and schools are meeting the needs of all students than test scores alone. 

· Decisions about investment of resources should be linked to performance data. Services and programs should be adapted to meet identified needs, including addressing disparities in performance where they exist.

· The LEA is the primary focus for local accountability to improve student learning and outcomes. LEAs play an essential role supporting schools to sustain improvement.

Consistent with this policy framework, the overarching goal for the statewide system of support is: 

To help LEAs and schools improve their ability to meet the needs of all of their students, with a focus on equity and building local capacity to sustain improvement.
Developing the following characteristics within the statewide system of support will be critical to meeting this goal:

· Reducing redundancy or contradictions in the expectations or requirements across state and federal programs should be a priority.

· To the extent possible, guidance and resources and channels for distributing them should be integrated across state and federal programs.

· Assistance provided across state and federal programs should support LEAs in aligning, prioritizing, and utilizing resources to meet identified student needs through the LCAP process.

In contrast to the old system, which relied on sanctions and included prescriptive state-directed responses for low performance, the reinvisioned system is focused on building capacity to identify issues and implement strategies at the local level. This approach to providing support is grounded in working with local educators and stakeholders to analyze data and identify strengths and weaknesses.
· For supports for all LEAs and schools (Level 1), this means helping LEAs and schools identify and access existing resources that are responsive to their needs from among the array of resources that are available and developing new resources in response to changing demands at the local level. These resources may include professional learning opportunities, coaching, planning tools, and manuals and information on best practices. Past experience with online clearinghouses indicates that creating high-quality resources is not sufficient to meet the needs of LEAs, schools or stakeholders. The state system of support will focus on building the capacity of agencies charged with providing support to LEAs and schools to connect them with resources that are responsive to locally identified needs and priorities. Curating the resources on an ongoing basis to ensure that they are up-to-date and continue to be relevant is critical. Resource exchanges that rely on peer-developed and vetted materials also show promise. Finally, agencies involved in developing and disseminating resources or providing general assistance to all LEAs and schools will need to align resources and coordinate on how resources are distributed.
· Differentiated assistance (Level 2) and intensive intervention (Level 3) should help address the areas of low performance that lead to identification for assistance or intervention. But in doing so, those resources should focus on helping LEAs identify and understand the problems and develop and implement improvement strategies. Rather than “doing to,” the approach to assistance and intervention should be premised on “doing with” because it is more effective and more likely to lead to sustained improvement, even if additional supports cease.
Finally, the state has not identified metrics to monitor whether the statewide system of support is successful. Such metrics of success will assist policymakers in improving the statewide system of support over time and ensuring that it is meeting local needs. Metrics could include: overall progress statewide on one or more state indicator; improvement within LEAs, schools or among student groups identified as struggling; or potential metrics to assess alignment, quality, and use of resources and supports.


