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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 1: Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)

Panel:

* Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office
» Lisa Mierczynski, Department of Finance
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:

K-12 School Finance Reform.As of the 2016 Budget Act, the state appropriatesemthan
$60 billion in Proposition 98 funding (General Fuamt local property taxes) annually for K-12 public
schools. In 2013-14, the state significantly refednhe system for allocating funding to school
districts, charter schools, and county offices didi@tion. The LCFF replaced the state’s prior syste
of distributing funds to local education agencieEAs) through revenue limit apportionments (based
on per student average daily attendance) and ajppatey 50 state categorical education programs.

Under the old system, revenue limits provided LBEigh discretionary (unrestricted) funding for
general education purposes, and categorical progmstricted) funding was provided for specialized
purposes, with each program having a unique allmtatmethodology, spending restrictions, and
reporting requirements. Revenue limits made up abwo-thirds of state funding for schools, while
categorical program funding made up the remainimgrthird portion. For some time, that system was
criticized as being too state-driven, bureaucratiomplex, inequitable, and based on outdated
allocation methods that did not reflect currentistut needs.

Local Control Funding Formula. The LCFF combines the prior funding from revenuerits and
more than 30 categorical programs that were elitathaand uses new methods to allocate these
resources and future allocations to school districharter schools, and county offices of education
allowing LEAs much greater flexibility in how thespend the funds than under the prior system. There
is a single funding formula for school districtdacharter schools, and a separate funding fornarla f
county offices of education that has some simi&gitto the district formula, but also some key
differences.

School Districts and Charter Schools Formula.This formula is designed to provide districts and
charter schools with the bulk of their resourcesnnestricted funding to support the basic edunatio
program for all students. It also includes addaiofunding, based on the enroliment of low-income
students, English learners, and foster youth, dexVifor increasing or improving services to these
high-needs students. Low-income students, Enghamers, and foster youth students are referred to
as “unduplicated” students in reference to the LOEEause for the purpose of providing supplemental
and concentration grant funding, these students@ueated once, regardless of if they fit into more
than one of the three identified high-need categorMajor components of the formula are briefly
described below.
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» Base Grantsare calculated on a per-student basis (measurstubgnt average daily attendance)
according to grade span (K-3, 4-6, 7-8, and 9-1#) adjustments that increase the base rates for
grades K-3 (10.4 percent of base rate) and grades (2.6 percent of base rate). The adjustment
for grades K-3 is associated with a requirementetiuce class sizes in those grades to no more
than 24 students by 2020-21, unless other agresnaeatcollectively bargained at the local level.
The adjustment for grades 9-12 recognizes the iaddit cost of providing career technical
education in high schools.

» Supplemental Grantsprovide an additional 20 percent in base grantifupébr the percentage of
enrollment that is made up of unduplicated students

» Concentration Grants provide an additional 50 percent above base grantdifig for the
percentage of unduplicated students that excegub&®nt of total enrollment.

» Categorical Program add-ons for Targeted Instructional ImprovementcRIGrant and Home-to-
School Transportation provide districts the samewarh of funding they received for these two
programs in 2012-13. The transportation funds nbestised for transportation purposes. Charter
schools are not eligible for these add-ons.

 LCFF Economic Recovery Targetadd-on is provided to districts and charter schablheir
undeficited per-ADA funding under the old fundingdel (adjusted to projected 2020-21 levels) is
at or below the 99 percentile and the district or charter school wouive been better off under
the old funding model rather than the LCFF moddkTEpayments are frozen based upon the
calculations made by the California Department @fi¢ation in 2013-14.

 Hold Harmless Provisionensures that no school district or charter schablraceive less state
aid funding under the LCFF than its 2012-13 fundew@l under the old system.

County Offices of Education Formula. The County Offices of Education (COE) formula isry
similar to the school district formula, in terms pfoviding base grants, plus supplemental and
concentration grants for the students that COEsesdirectly, generally in an alternative school
setting. However, COEs receive the bulk of themrds through an operational grant that is calculated
based on the number of districts within the COE #&mel number of students county-wide. This
operational grant reflects the additional respdtisés COEs have for support and oversight of the
districts and students in their county. The COHnigla also includes hold harmless provisions. Each
COE receives at least as much funding under LCHEraseived in 2012-13 from revenue limits and
categorical programs. In addition, each COE receatdeast as much state General Fund as it reteive
in 2012-13 for categorical programs. COEs are mgéo required to provide the services these funds
sources previously covered. COEs reached theiettdwgding levels in 2014-15 and are adjusted each
year for COLAs and ADA growth.

The California County Superintendents Educatiorabises Association (CCSESA) is requesting an
ongoing budget augmentation of $16.8 million for E¥Xo continue to support, review, and approve
school district Local Control and AccountabilityaBs (LCAPs). Specifically, the proposal would

increase the “target” level of funding for COEs anthe LCFF by $50,000 per school district and $3
per ADA in the county. Under the proposal, the retate funding would be allocated to the lowest-
funded COEs, while those at higher levels of fugdioommonly referred to as “hold harmless”

counties) would be expected to use their existumgling to provide support to districts on their LEA
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Budget Appropriations. The LCFF establishes new “target” LCFF funding ants for each LEA,
and these amounts are adjusted annually for celstio adjustments (COLAs) and pupil counts.
When the formula was initially introduced, fundia§j school districts and charter schools at their
target levels was expected to take eight yearscastian additional $18 billion, with completion by
2020-21 and the Administration still anticipateatthmeframe.

Over the past three years, the state has madedeoasie investments towards implementing the
LCFF, as shown in the tables below. Overall, thd=EGQvas about 96 percent fully funded as of the
2016 Budget Act and the proposed additional investsrin 2017-18 would effectively only cover
COLA adjustments on the target and maintain a 96goe funding level.

Amounts Provided to fund increased costs for LCFFQollars in Billions)

Original Estimated .
Fiscal Year Need to Fully Fund | Gap Appropriation RETTEIITG NEEH (8
Fully Fund LCFF
LCFF

2013-14 $18.0 $2.1 $15.8
2014-15 N/A $4.7 $11.3
2015-16 N/A $6.0 $5.6
2016-17 N/A $2.9 $2.7 (estimated)

Figures may not sum due to changes between yaagsdath and cost of living adjustments.
Source: California Department of Education

Statewide Percentage of LCFF Targets Funded by Year

Implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula

(in Billions)

03 Target
O Gap
B Floor

$60

54% of
Remaining
Gap Funded
(DOF
Estimate)

$50 53% Gap
Funded

30% Gap
Funded

12% Gap
$40 | Funded

$30 | 96% of

= 0% of | Target

80% of Target
_72% of Target

Target

$10

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Source: California Department of Education
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Each individual LEA was differently situated reletito its LCFF target when the formula was
implemented in 2013-14. Each LEA receives the sameentage of its remaining need in new
implementation funding, although the actual dokamnounts may vary. The intent is that all LEAs
reach full implementation at approximately the sdime. There are some exceptions as an LEA may
have already been at its target at initial impletagon or reached its target faster or slower based
other changes in its individual LCFF calculatiors éf 2015-16, of all the school districts and obart
schools in the state, 71 were at full implementatin362 were funded between 90 and 100 percent of
their target and 716 were between 82 and 90 pecateatget.

Because each LEA started at a different place laaskd on the students they serve, receive different
allocations of funding under the formula, LCFF imaogaLEAs differently. LCFF funding as a whole
increases 1.4 percent in 2017-18 under the Goverrimrdget projections. However under this
scenario, the Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO)tiesates that about 70 districts would experience
growth of two percent or more, 440 would experiegicavth of between one and two percent, and 435
districts would experience growth of less than peecent. LEAsS are also experiencing other costs
pressures including minimum wage increases, healtb increases, and rising pension costs that put
pressure on their budgets. A statutory formulaipuyilace by AB 1469 (Bonta), Chapter 47, Statutes
of 2014, will increase district contributions foemsions each year as a share of payroll through-202
21, while state contributions and teacher contiimst also increase. These increases for LEAS
commenced in 2014-15 while additional LCFF fundiagd other one-time fund sources were
significant. The LAO notes that for the years 2aB4through 2016-17, increases in LCFF have grown
significantly more than increase in pension coktyever, in 2017-18, that trend reverses with
pension costs growing more quickly. The LAO alstireates that over the full period of LCFF
implementation (anticipated to be through 2020-20FF growth is anticipated to outpace pension
costs. Finally, LEAs are impacted differently basaal their unique circumstances (numbers of
unduplicated students and LCFF funds, requireméntsspending based on supplemental and
concentration grants, planning for pension increaaed available reserves among other factors).

The significant ongoing allocations of funding fbre LCFF was made possible by considerable
growth in the Proposition 98 guarantee over thd f@as years. A strong economic recovery has
accelerated growth in the Proposition 98 guaranteding funding to make up for years of low
growth beginning in 2008-09. However, DepartmentFafance (DOF) projections for 2017-18
suggest a slowing in state revenues, as reflentadailable Proposition 98 resources for LCFF.

Governor’s Proposal:

The Governor’s budget proposes an increase of appately $744 million in 2017-18 to implement
the LCFF. Overall, this investment results in tbenfula funding at 96 percent of full implementation
in 2017-18, maintaining the same implementatiorc@aiage assumed as of the 2016 Budget Act. The
implementation percentage remains unchanged asethefunding is essentially covering the cost of
an adjustment to LCFF targets as adjusted in 2@lfblchanges in average daily attendance growth
and cost-of-living adjustments.

In addition, the 2017-18&overnor’s budget includes Proposition 98 estimfie2015-16 and 2016-17
that are below the levels assumed in the 2016 Buklige In order to avoid over-appropriating the
Proposition 98 minimum guarantee, the Governor @sep to defer $859.1 million of the funding
scheduled to be provided for LCFF implementati@amfr2016-17 to 2017-18. Thus payments to LEAS
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would shift from June 2017 to July 2017. This wob&la one-time deferral, fully paid off in the 2017
18 fiscal year.

The Governor also proposes minor technical chamgésiler bill to align statutory references under
LCFF.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

The LAO supports the Governor’'s budget proposapriavide additional ongoing funding towards
implementation of the LCFF. They note that the afsiinding to move towards full implementation is
consistent with the priorities of the Legislaturelahe Governor over the past few years, and utheer
adoption of the LCFF. The LAO also recommends thatstate exhaust all potential one-time options
before adopting a payment deferral for 2016-17.

The LAO recently released a report, “Re-Envision@aunty Offices of Education: A Study of Their
Mission and Funding”, that examines the fundingatire for COEs under the LCFF and the activities
COEs are required to undertake. The LAO notes bested on data from 2014-15, per pupil spending
by COEs varies widely; generally COEs spend lesgyvenile court student than is generated by each
student (roughly 70 percent statewide). Therdtig ldata on expenditures on students that COE® ser
based on agreements with LEAs and this arrangecoemplicates data on student spending. However,
generally COEs serving smaller numbers of studesgend more per student. The LAO roughly
estimated that COEs are spending up to $20 mifiemyears on required fiscal oversight activitied a
roughly $20 million in LCAP activities. RemainingCIEF funds are spent on optional activities, these
may include additional LCAP support, professionav@lopment, enrichment programs, and other
priorities. COEs may also provide other servicesafbich they charge a fee.

The LAO recommends changing the model for fundif@ES to fund COEs directly for their core
oversight activities. The LAO suggests that a fdartbat reflects this would adjust for the numbed a
size of districts in each county, and could po#dlytinclude an allocation for base COE costs. LEAs
would be funded directly for alternative schoold&nts, including juvenile court school students] an
allowed to contract with COEs or choose an altéragprovider to serve these students. The LAO
believes this would allow LEASs to oversee the smifor these students, including the quality and
cost, and accountability for student outcomes wdéalldo the LEA. Funding that COEs previously got
for optional serves would be shifted to LEAs whaildouse those funds to purchase services from
COEs, if desired. Finally, the LAO recommends tiha&ses change be phased in over a multiple year
period.

Staff Comments:

The Governor's proposed budget for 2017-18 reflsitwer growth for the budget year and revises
revenues downward for the previous two years. éndtea of education, this essentially results in a
workload budget with few new programs funded aredlt&@FF maintained at 96 percent fully funded.
The Legislature may wish to consider whether tongize any additional Proposition 98 funding, if
available at the May Revision, for LCFF implemeiatiat Although the formula is almost fully funded,

it still will take billions in additional ongoingesources to meet the target.

Finally, the Legislature should monitor any changesthe 2015-16 and 2016-17 Proposition 98
guarantee levels at the May Revision. Any growthh@ guarantee in these years would reduce the
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need to defer LCFF payments from one year to tix¢ mecrease the 2017-18 guarantee, and free-up
funding in 2017-18 under the Governor’s proposabther education uses.
Subcommittee Questions:
» If there are additional Proposition 98 funds ayd#éaat the May Revision, does the Department
of Finance anticipate proposing to increase theusnof ongoing funds committed to fully
funding the LCFF?

* How would increases in the guarantee at May Reavisipact the need for a deferral?

» |s the Department of Finance considering any changehe funding formula for districts or
county offices of education?

Staff Recommendation:

Hold open pending May Revision funding projections.
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 2: Accountability Overview

Description:
Panel:

» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

» David Sapp, State Board of Education

* Debra Brown, Department of Education

* Josh Daniels, California Collaborative for EducasibExcellence
» Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

Background:

Accountability. Prior to 2013-14, local educational agencies (LEA®re held accountable in
different ways for variety of programs. Each indival categorical program had its own accountability
requirements, although often this was limited taoamtability for the expenditure of funds in
accordance with allowable uses, rather than theanpn actual student outcomes. State and federal
accountability systems provided an aggregate measuschool and district performance and relied
primarily on student assessment data. The statd tls® Academic Performance Index (API)
constructed data from previous statewide assessnadighed to the former academic standards to
create a performance target. School districts, @sh@nd student subgroups that did not meet the
performance target were required to meet growtpetar The federal accountability system used a
measure called Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) thks on student assessment scores, student
participation in assessments, graduation ratestlad\Pl. Schools and districts that failed to meet
benchmarks and make progress could be subjectetovémtions.

In 2013-14, the state began to transition to nesessmnents aligned to new statewide academic content
standards. Most student assessment scores wesaitdable for assessments given in the spring of
2014, since the state was piloting a new assesssystgm. Accordingly, based on statutory authority,
the SBE approved a recommendation by the stateiatgredent to not calculate the API for the 2013-
14, 2014-15, and 2015-16 years. In addition, Calitoinitially applied for and received a waiver of
federal law exempting the state from the calcufaiod the AYP for some schools and districts. In
December 2015, the federal No Child Left Behind et reauthorized as the Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA). Most federal accountability requirenteerare frozen based on 2016-17 during the
transition, with most new ESSA accountability regments effective in 2017-18.

This transition in test scores and, therefore, eggje accountability scores, aligns with an evotuin

what the state expects from LEAs with respect tcoantability. The LCFF statute included new
requirements for local planning and accountabtliigt focus on improving student outcomes in state
educational priorities and ensuring engagementaoéris, students, teachers, school employees, and
the public in the local process. In addition, tHeAE features a new system of continuous support for
underperforming school districts that do not maetrtgoals for improving student outcomes.
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Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAP). To ensure accountability for LCFF funds, the state
requires that all school districts, charter schoatsd county offices of education annually adopd an
update a LCAP. The LCAP must include locally-detieed goals, actions, services, and expenditures
of LCFF funds for each school year in support & $tate educational priorities that are specifred i
statute, as well as any additional local priorities adopting the LCAP, LEAs must consult with
parents, students, teachers, and other school gegdo

The eight state priorities that must be addressdatie LCAP, for all students and significant studen
subgroups in a school district and at each sclaoel,

Williams settlement issues (adequacy of credentialed tescimstructional materials, and school
facilities).

* Implementation of academic content standards.
» Parental involvement.

» Pupil achievement (in part measured by statewidesasnents, Academic Performance Index, and
progress of English-language learners toward Emglisficiency).

* Pupil engagement (as measured by attendance, gadusnd dropout data).
» School climate (in part measured by suspensioreapdision rates).
* The extent to which students have access to a lwmade of study.

* Pupil outcomes for non-state-assessed coursesdy. st

County offices of education must also addressdheviing two priorities:
» Coordination of services for foster youth.

» Coordination of education for expelled students.

School district LCAPs are subject to review andrapal by county offices of education, while county
office of education LCAPs are subject to review apgroval by the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction (SPI). Statute also established a m®der districts to receive technical assistantzted

to their LCAPs. The SPI is authorized to intervéma district that is failing to improve outcomes f
students after receiving technical assistance.

At the November 2016 SBE meeting, the board todlkmdo adopt an updated version of the LCAP.

As part of the updating process, the CDE and SBE stvolved stakeholders and reviewed input.

Along with formatting changes to make the LCAP easo complete and review, the new version
includes an executive summary section includingnps designed to highlight how LEAs are

addressing the needs of their students. In addittee new LCAP, for use in the 2017-18 fiscal year

is a three year static plan that is updated ampuedther than a rolling three-year plan as in the
previous versions of the LCAP. Initial reactionsrr the field on the new template have been very
positive.
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Evaluation Rubrics. As required by LCFF statute, the SBE adopted ttws evaluate performance
based on specified criteria, known as evaluatiobrica, in September 2016. Specifically, the
evaluation rubrics developed by the SBE will: (19siat LEAs in evaluating their strengths,
weaknesses, and areas that require improvementasd¥t county superintendents of schools in
identifying and providing resources for LEAs in des technical assistance; and, (3) assist tharSPI
identifying LEAs for which technical support andiatervention is warrante&tatute further requires
that the evaluation rubrics provide for a multidmmnal assessment of district and school site
performance, including adopting standards for parémce and improvement in each of the state
priority areas.

The SBE is continuing work to refine the rubricsdainas developing an online tool called the
California School Dashboard, which was made avilamline in March of 2017. This new tool
includes the following components, some of whiah still in progress:

1) State and local performance indicators thaectfberformance on the LCFF priorities:

» State level indicators are available through theEGQiata system, CALPADS, are comparable
statewide, and include the following:

o Academic indicator based on student test scordsnglish Language Arts (ELA) and Math
for grades 3-8, including a measure of individwatient growth, when feasible, and results
on the Next Generation Science Standards assessaiamt available.

o College/career indicator, which combines Gradee$i 4cores on ELA and Math and other
measures of college and career readiness.

o English learner indicator that measures progregngfish learners toward English
language proficiency and incorporates data on seifleation rates (reclassification
standards vary by district).

o0 High school graduation rate.

o Chronic absence rates, when available.

0 Suspension rates by grade span.

» Local indicators rely on local data and are nobregdl at the state level. These include:

o Appropriately assigned teachers, access to cuancidligned instructional materials, and
safe, clean, and functional school facilities.

o Implementation of state academic standards.
o Parent engagement.
0 School climate — local climate surveys.

o Coordination of services for expelled students (tpwffices of education).
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o Coordination of services for foster youth (countfices of education).

2) Performance standards for each indicator allgwiBEAs and schools to identify both progress and
needed improvements. For each state indicatorSBte has determined a measurement based on an
LEA’s current performance and improvement over tifoeer a three-year period if available). This
combined measure then falls into a color-coded eamgth each LEA, school, and student group
measured annually. This method will allow for asigeaccessible display as part of the dashboard fo
district and school administrators, teachers, stigjeparents, and other stakeholders. Currently the
SBE has approved performance standards for thegegtareer indicator, English learner indicator,
academic indicator, graduation rate indicator, angpension rate indicator. The SBE is working on
performance standards for the Chronic Absence atalicfor which state data will be collected foe th
first time in 2017. For local indicators, the SB&shapproved some self-reflection tools and a method
for LEASs to self-assess as “met”, “not met”, or tmoet for more than two years.” The SBE and CDE
have several working groups in special subjectsatieat will continue to inform and help refine the
indicators over the next few years.

3) Criteria for determining when an LEA is eligilfler technical assistance or intervention. Based on
the performance standards for each of the indisatbe SBE has adopted a plan that details for each
state priority area, the levels for each indicabrwhich technical assistance and intervention are
needed.

4) Statements of model practice that describe reseand evidence-based practices related to each
indicator, as well as links to vetted external tegses. The development of these statements of model
practice is still underway through working groupsl dave not yet been approved by the SBE.

California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE). The CCEE was created as part of the
new LCFF accountability framework, with its goaladvise and assisthool districts charter schools,
and county offices of education to achieve goalgheir LCAPs under the LCFF. The CCEE is
required to advise and assist school districtshgowffices of education, and charter schools in
meeting the goals in their LCAPs. The CCEE may ramttwith individuals, LEAs, or organizations
with expertise in the LCAP state priority areas axgerience in improving the quality of teaching,
improving school and district leadership, and assireg the needs of student populations (such as
unduplicated students or students with exceptioealds.) The 2013 budget provided $10 million in
Proposition 98 funding for the CCEE; and subseqlemslation, SB 858 (Committee on Budget and
Fiscal Review), Chapter 32, Statutes of 2014, elddrthe encumbrance date for these funds through
the 2014-15 fiscal year. Of the total, $4.4 millimas encumbered. The remaining $5.6 million was
reallocated through the 2016 Budget Act in additima new appropriation of $24 million in one-time
Proposition 98 funds for the CCEE to conduct statewtraining for all LEAs and education
stakeholders on the evaluation rubrics and theg tasinform development of local control and
accountability plans, with a focus on improvingdsat outcomes and closing the achievement gap. At
least $20 million of the total is to be used fog Btatewide training activities. Up to $9.6 milliohthe
remaining funds may be used to support a pilot raogfor the CCEE to assist LEAS in improving
pupil outcomes.

Since the initial allocation of funds, the CCEE ha&gd an executive director and key staff, whoehav
conducted outreach and visited the 58 county daffiokeducation, involving study sessions with a
select, diverse group of LEAs. The CCEE has alseldped an expenditure plan for the statewide
training activities and pilot program. Some compueare already underway, as summarized below:
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Professional Development Plan:

« Annual workshops in the fall of 2016 (completeddl éime spring of 2017. These are held across
the state and open to all levels of interestedgmmftom school boards and district personnel to
the general public.

* A content library that houses vetted, aligned, acdurate materials to be used by local
trainings in local trainings. Initial content fohe libraryis currently being reviewed, and
additional contentvill be added over the next few years.

« Professional Learning Networks (PLNs) hosted bentowffices of education, statewide
organizations, and non-profits with LEA participard support collaborative efforts to build
capacity. Professional learning exchanges will levthe ability for PLN facilitators to
collaborate and work together to ensure consistantnaining and sharing of information.

« Customized trainings on the Dashboard upon redrmstassociations and individual LEAS.

Pilot Program

The pilot program is designed to assist the CCE#&eweloping and designing their work in providing
technical assistance and intervention to LEAs. G@EE Governing Board has approved 10 pilot
LEAs (nine school districts and one county offiéeeducation) that reflect urban, suburban, andlrura
areas with different needs for technical assistaimcselecting a pilot, the CCEE considers whether
LEA has: 1)persistent academic/achievement challenges asreadeby achievement gaps between
student demographic groups, test scores, or otk&ias; 2)aleadership team, including the Board of
Trustees overseeing the LEA, that fully commitpaoticipating in pilot processind 3) thesupport of
their county office of education. In spring of Z0the CCEE held a summit for pilot participant©QE
partners, staff, and CDE to inform the progresthefpilot program and collaborate on innovativeagléor
assisting LEAs.

Federal Accountability

Under ESSA, of the total Title | grant amount (appmately $2 billion), states must set aside seven
percent for school improvement interventions archiécal assistance. The majority of these funds
must be used to provide up to four-year grantsBEAd4. States may also set aside three percent of the
total Title | allocation for direct services to dants. Additionally, under Title | states are reqdito
adopt challenging academic standards (federal appiie not required) and implement standards-
aligned assessments in specified grade spans hjetsareas (the same as under NCLB).

States must develop accountability systems thatsetiools using academic achievement, growth rates
(K-8), graduation rates (high school), English tesair progress in language proficiency, and other
factors determined by the state. Academic growtlstnitave the greatest weight. Title | requires
identification of, and intervention in, the lowgstrforming five percent of schools, high schookst th
fail to graduate more than one-third of their studeand schools in which any subgroup is in the
lowest performing five percent and has not improveer time.

Governor’s Proposal:
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The Governor proposes trailer bill on the followisgues related to accountability:

» Current law allows the SBE to adopt the LCAP tertgpla accordance with the Bagley-Keene
Open Meetings Act, but exempts the adoption ofUGAP template from the Administrative
Procedures Act through January 31, 2018. The pebpesuld remove the sunset date for the
SBE to revise the LCAP template without going tlylothe regulatory process.

» Current law states that the SPI, with after comsiolh with the chartering authority and the
approval of the SBE, may assign a charter schachdsistance from the CCEE. The proposal
would instead allow a chartering authority to resjuafter consultation with the SPI and the
approval of the SBE, that the CCEE provide advind assistance a charter school. This
change in assignment of the CCEE’s services algtisthe structure for school districts and
county offices of education to access technicattswe from the CCEE.

Staff Comments:

The Legislature should continue to monitor the ang@ccountability work of the SBE and partners.
The new California Schools Dashboard is intendeldelp make a new more complex, multi-measure,
accountability system easily understandable tosttteol community and broader public. While the
dashboard has just been unveiled, the state slemgdre that the CCEE, SBE, CDE, and LEAs are
ensuring that information on how to use this neul ts accessible statewide and for all stakeholders
The information provided in the dashboard shouldkwio conjunction with the LCAP. Over the past
few years, LEAs have been uneven in the abilitgdmplete comprehensive LCAPs. The new LCAP
template combined with is designed to address roathese concerns and the Legislature may wish to
review progress as LEAs continue work with the nemplate and the dashboard.

The accountability system is intended to be a gsttdbr improvement. LEAs and their stakeholders
can use the information to drive change in prastaiethe local level to support outcomes for sttglen
and to make progress towards closing the achievegem However, for our schools and districts
facing the most challenges, the tools provided uphothe SBE and the work of the CDE, county
offices of education, and the CCEE will be criticalproviding the guidance to ensure these schools
and districts are providing the education the sttsldeserve. There have been multiple intervention,
turnaround, and support programs through federdl state law in past years, this new approach is
designed to create a continuous improvement culiaee build local capacity. The Legislature and
Governor have worked over multiple years on thiw approach. As with any new system, there will
be the need for adjustments along the way and #gslature should continue to be engaged in
oversight of the system and keep the focus on autsofor all students, including unduplicated and
subgroups of students.

Suggested Questions:

+ What feedback has been received on the dashbdamit® Are there additional functions or
upgrades that are planned to fully take advantage online tool?

» What progress has the CCEE made on implementints@hd when can the state anticipate
information on how the pilots are informing futlG€EE activities?

* What work is currently underway on developing aiddil indicators for the dashboard?
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 3: Statewide Academic Content Standards andgRources

Panel:

» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office
» Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance
» Debra Brown, Department of Education

Background:
Academic Content Standards.

Although the flow of funding and the new focus andent outcomes has significantly changed K-12
education, the biggest change in the classroombkas a conversion to new academic standards.
According to the CDE, “content standards were dexigto encourage the highest achievement of
every student, by defining the knowledge, concepitsl skills that students should acquire at each
grade level.” To incorporate new statewide acadeocamntent standards, the Legislature and the
Governor approved legislation that requires the 8Precommend, and the SBE to adopt, the
standards. California first adopted academic cdntandards in the late 1990s for English,

mathematics, science, and history-social scienaesuant to requirements in Education Code Section
60605. Additional adoptions of standards for othdrject areas followed over the next decade.

In August 2010, California adopted the Californian@non Core State Standards in English language
arts (ELA)/literacy and mathematics, through thesage of SB 1200 (Hancock), Chapter 654, Statutes
of 2012. These new standards were developed byaktion of states under the initiative of the
National Governors Association and the Council die€ State School Officers. The standards are
based on the College and Career Readiness anchutastis that define expectations for student
preparation for higher education and/or the worddorThe ELA standards include literacy standards
that cross other academic content subject areaddition to ELA.

In 2012, California adopted the California Engliskinguage Development (ELD) Standards, through
the passage of AB 124 (Fuentes), Chapter 605, t8satii 2011. These standards are aligned with the
California Common Core State Standards in Enghsigliage arts and describe the knowledge, skills,
and abilities that English learner students neegbadicipate fully in the appropriate grade-level
academic content. This adoption replaced the paosion of the ELD standards, adopted in 1999.

In 2013, California adopted the Next GeneratioreBee Standards (NGSS), through the passage of
SB 300 (Hancock), Chapter 624, Statutes of 201&. NGSS were developed by a coalition of states

and experts in science education, led by the NatiBesearch Council, the National Science Teachers
Association, and the American Association for thdv&ncement of Science and include the science
knowledge that all K-12 students should know bamethe most current science research.

Additional legislation chaptered in 2016 requirg@slating or creating standards in the following area
computer science (AB 2329 [Bonilla] Chapter 693prid languages (AB 2290 [Santiago] Chapter

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 15



Subcommittee No. 1 April 20, 2017

643), visual and performing arts (AB 2862 [O’'Dorh&hapter 647), and the creation of a model
curriculum for ethnic studies (AB 2016 [Alejo] Chap327).

Supporting Local Implementation. The SBE also adopts curriculum frameworks for gea-12,
which the CDE describes as instruction guidelimes“providing a firm foundation for curriculum and
instruction by describing the scope and sequencknoWwledge and the skills that all students are
expected to master”. The frameworks are writteruduents developed through a public process by the
Instructional Quality Commission and adopted by $isE. The adopted frameworks are available on
the CDE website. The SBE is also required to adopapproved list of instructional materials for
grades K-8 that meet state criteria, includingratignt with academic standards. These instructional
materials can be printed or non-printed, includigjtal materials. Under current law, school ddsi
can choose instructional materials for all gradegardless of whether or not they are on the state-
adopted instructional materials list, as long as/timeet state standards. The most recent adostion i
the history social science curriculum frameworkthwan adoption of the aligned instructional
materials list anticipated in November of 2017. Tolowing table is a snapshot of when the state ha
adopted standards and related resources in eagtsatea.

Adoption of State Standards and Related-Resources

Subject Area Initial New Curriculum |Instructional
Standards | Standards |Frameworks| Materials
English Language Arts* 1997 2010/2013 2014 2015
English Language Development 1999 2012 2014 201%
Mathematics 1997 2010/201B 2013 2014
Science*** 1998 2013 2002 2006
History Social Science 1998 N/A 2016 2005
Career Technical Education*** 2005 2013 2007 N/A
Visual and Performing Arts 2001 N/A 2004 2006
Physical Education** 2005 N/A 2008 N/A
Health Education*** 2008 N/A 2002 2004
Foreign/World Language*** 2009 N/A 2001 2003

*Includes Literacy Standards

**Model Standards

*** Curriculum Frameworks not currently aligned witdopted standards
Source: Data from California Department of Eduaatio

Funding for State Standards Implementation.Although most categorical funding that would have

previously been targeted to standards implememtatias collapsed into the LCFF, the state has still
provided a variety of fund sources for local impértation of statewide academic content standards.
An initial $1.25 billion was provided through anuedtion trailer bill, AB 86 (Committee on Budget

and Fiscal Review), Chapter 48, Statutes of 20@3support the implementation of state adopted
academic content standards. LEAs could encumieeiutids in 2013-14 or 2014-15 and use the funds
for (1) professional development, (2) instructiomadterials and (3) technology. The 2015 Budget Act
included $490 million in educator effectivenessdsinOne of the uses prescribed by statute, AB 104,
(Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), ChapterSt&tutes of 2015, is professional development
aligned to recently-adopted statewide academicetrgtandards. LEAs continue to receive funds
from the state lottery, of which a portion mustdgent on instruction materials. The state also has
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provided one-time discretionary funding over thetplgw years and continues to provide ongoing
LCFF funding, both of which may be used for staddamplementation.

Governor’s Budget:

As discussed in the MarchH'%earing of this subcommittee, the Governor propdseprovide $287
million for school districts, county offices, andhaster schools in one—time Proposition 98 funds.
These funds would offset any existing mandate daimilar to prior years, this funding would be
allocated on a per-ADA basis. LEAs can use theirdfufor any purpose, however the Governor
includes language suggesting that school distrie®Es, and charter schools dedicate their one—time
funds to implementation of Common Core State Statsjaechnology, professional development,
induction programs for beginning teachers, andrdedemaintenance.

The Governor has also suspended funding for theuktgonal Quality Commission in 2017-18 due to

the reduction in available General Fund resounassjlting in one-time savings of $948,000 in 2017-
18. The workload of the commission in 2017-18 imtexl to statutory deadlines for updating or

creating standards in the following areas: compstéence, world languages, visual and performing
arts and the creation of a model curriculum fometlstudies. The Governor has proposed trailer bill
language that delays each of these workload regemés by one year. Finally, the Governor has
proposed trailer bill language to amend the goveraastructure of the computer science strategic
implementation advisory panel, requiring the Goeernather than the SPI, to convene the panel.

The Governor also proposes trailer bill language tould allow the CDE to charge publishers a fee
for participation in the instructional materialsoption process. This practice has been in placgesin
the recession for the adoption of instructionalariats for specific subject area adoptions anchie
language would allow CDE to continue a fee-basedtgss for any instructional materials adoption.
The Governor also proposes other minor techniedetrbill language related to assessments.

Suggested Questions:

 What resources do LEAs have to support their atilen of the new History and Social
Sciences Frameworks?

* Has any work been underway by the IQC on any ofstaadards-related work the Governor
has proposed to delay by one year?

* How are small publishers impacted by the fees reduior participation in the instructional
materials process?

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 4: Statewide Assessments

Panel:

» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office
* Debra Brown, Department of Education
» Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

Background:

Students’ grasp of academic content is measured biatewide student assessment system. The
system is in the process of being updated to reflee state’s adoption of new statewide content
standards. AB 484 (Bonilla) Chapter 489, Statufe®0d.3, eliminated several assessments that were
aligned to prior academic content standards, awodiged for a transition to assessments that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards in §ilnddnguage arts and mathematics, English
language development standards and Next Generdfioence Standards. Of the statewide
assessments, in 2016-17, only ELA and Mathemaiticsu@ling California Alternative Assessments)
are aligned to the state’s most recently adoptaadstrds, as a result of the state’s participatioting
multi-state Smarter Balanced Assessment Consof®BAC) beginning in June, 201In the other
subject areas, new assessments are under devekoanaenntil they are operational, local educational
agencies will continue to use existing assessmailitgjed to previous standards, or pilot test new
assessments. Once fully implemented, this new eligtatewide assessments will align with new state
academic content standards.

California Assessment of Student Performance and Bgress (CAASPP)

1) English Language Arts and Math Assessments

The 2016-17 school year includes the third statmimidtration of ELA and mathematics
assessments aligned to the common core standandse Thew assessments are computer-based
and include computer-adaptive multiple choice goast as well as performance tasks, and require
access to computing devices and the internet fer absessment to be administered. These
assessments are given to students in grades tiglgeaad eleven.

In August of 2016, scores were released for thermkgear of ELA and mathematics assessments
and they showed improvement from the 2014-15 scdre€LA, the percentage of students
meeting or exceeding standards increased by 4t fleas percentage points in all grades except
grades eight and eleven, which increased by thoags In mathematics, the largest gains were
seen among third-graders, with 46 percent meetmgxceeding standards, an increase of six
points from last year. Other grades posted gairt@ofor three percentage points. However, scores
continue to show large disparities in performanoeiag different subgroups of students.
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2) Science Assessments
The Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) fadegr kindergarten through 12 were
adopted by the SBE in September of 2013. Underrédaw, students must be assessed in
science at least once in each of the following grspgans: 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12. A new NGSS-
aligned assessment is under development and irttludéhe CAASPP contract and will be
pilot tested this spring in grades five, eight amte in high school (students from different
grades will be selected for the pilot). CDE antitgs an operational assessment to be available
in 2018-19. In the meantime the state has opteahaio assess students using the prior
assessment that is not linked to state standards.

3) Assessments for Students with Disabilities
California includes students with disabilities itatewide assessments, as required by federal
law. The current Smarter Balanced ELA and mathammatissessments include options for
assessing students with disabilities using acciéisgibupports and accommodations and this
takes the place of the previously used Californ@died Assessment (CMA). The CMA was
used to assess students with disabilities who havadividualized education plan that requires
modifications. Federal regulations also requireittodusion of students who cannot participate
in the general statewide assessment system. A rexgiom of the California Alternate
Assessment (CAA) for ELA and mathematics has beseldped and is currently operational.
The 2017 spring pilot CAA for science will be givém students enrolled in grades five and
eight and once in high school (i.e., grade tenjezigor twelve).

4) Primary Language Assessment
California has also historically provided for arpary language assessment for English learner
students to demonstrate mastery of reading/langadgestandards. Currently, the state allows
LEAs the option of continuing to administer thesixig standards-based test in Spanish (STS)
until a successor assessment is operational. LE&g ailso administer the STS to students
enrolled in dual-immersion programs at their owrpense. CDE anticipates that a fully
operational exam may be available in 2018-19.

Assessment of Language Developmenthe state currently administers an annual assesstoen
determine the progress of English learners in dg@net) English language proficiency. The current
assessment for this purpose is the California Bhdlanguage Development Test (CELDT). SB 201
(Lui) Ch. 478, Statutes of 2013, authorized theettggment of a new English Language Proficiency
Assessment for California (ELPAC). This new assesgnwill differ from the current annual
assessment in that it will include an assessmaninfoal identification of English learners and an
annual assessment to gauge a student’s progreasd®inglish proficiency. The new assessment will
also be aligned to the CCSS, including the new iEhghnguage development standards. According to
the CDE, an operational ELPAC will be availablehe spring of 2018. Until the ELPAC is in place,
the state will continue to administer the exist@ELDT to meet federal Title Il of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act reporting requiremeAtsiew ELPAC assessment is intended to
provide additional information for LEAs as they ko reclassify English learners.

California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) SavingsSenate Bill 172 (Liu), Chapter 572, Statutes

of 2015, suspended the administration of the CAHS&tE the requirement that students pass this
exam as a condition of graduation from high schthwing the 2016-17 through 2018-19 school years,
or when the CAHSEE is no longer available. The diagiion also required the SPI to provide a

recommendation to the Legislature on the futurethef CAHSEE; the SPI released a report in

September 2016 and recommended that the CAHSEBRenaded as a graduation requirement.
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Other AssessmentsThe CDE also maintains a variety of other assessm@miracts, such as the
California High School Proficiency Exam, the PhgsiEitness Test and other outreach and technical
reporting contracts.

Assessment FundingStatewide assessments have historically beenfaptiied between federal Title
VI funds and Proposition 98 General Fund. The 208Budget included funding for the second full
administration of the new Smarter Balanced ELA arahematics assessments in grades three
through eight and eleven, and the CAA in ELA andimin addition, funding continues to be
provided for development of new science and prinf@nguage assessments.

The CAASPP administration and assessment contesctbren awarded to the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) for activities from July 2015 throu@fecember 2018. The ETS contract covers
administration of the assessments, including telclyyp scoring, reporting, and development of new
assessments. CDE is also a member of the Smar@md@a Assessment Consortium (SBAC), which
owns the item bank (exam guestions) and tools, asdlormative assessments and the digital library.
In addition to contract costs, the state providEa's with a per-pupil apportionment amount to cover
the costs of administering assessments. Apportiatsnare paid one year in arears. The proposed
budget for assessments in 2017-18 (Governor’s ludgsummarized below, however, adjustments to
these amounts may be made in the May Revisiomatdontract costs are known and as adjustments
are made for the amount of available federal fugdin

Proposed 2017-18 Statewide Assessment Costs

Asssessment Activity Prop 98 Funds | Federal Funds | Total Projected

Projected Costs| Projected Costs Costs
Other Assessment-Related Contracts $1,490,000 $600,000 $2,090,000
English Language Development Assessment $5,014,000 $13,432,000 $18,446,000

Califomia Assessment of Student Performance and Bgress $80,763,000 $6,964,000 $87,727,000

Assessment Apportionments $23,223,000 $23,223,000
High School Proficiency Exam $1,244,000 $1,244,000
Reimbursements for High School Proficiency Exam 284,000 ($1,244,000)
Totals $110,490,000 $20,996,0P0 $131,486,000

Source: Department of Education

Suggested Questions:

 What plans does the CDE have for smooth implemientadf new assessments as they are
completed? Does this include outreach to parerdsaments?

 What resources are available for LEAs, parents, stndents to interpret score results and
understand the implications for instruction andvidual students?
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* What is the state’s plan for assessing studentscience until the new NGSS-aligned
assessment is operational?

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open. The budgeted amounts for statewidesassents will be
updated at the May Revision, based on final cdshases
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