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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 1: Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance dm — Update on K-12 School District Fiscal
Health (Information Only)

Description:

The Fiscal Crisis and Management Assistance Te&M@&T) provides a statewide resource to help
monitoring agencies in providing fiscal and managetrguidance and helps local education agencies
(LEAS) - school districts, county offices of eduoat (COEs), and charter schools, as well as
community college districts - fulfill their finanai and management responsibilities. Lead FCMAT
staff will provide a presentation on the finangtdtus of LEAs, including an update on the numifer o
these agencies with negative and qualified ceatiftmis on the latest financial status reports &ed t
status of state emergency loans.

Panel:

« Mike Fine, Chief Executive Officer, FCMAT

Background:

Assembly Bill 1200 (Eastin), Chapter 1213, Statute$991, created an early warning system to help
LEAs avoid fiscal crisis, such as bankruptcy or tleed for an emergency loan from the state. The
measure expanded the role of COEs in monitoringalctistricts and required that they intervene,
under certain circumstances, to ensure districts roaet their financial obligations. The bill was
largely in response to the bankruptcy of the Richdh8chool District, and the fiscal troubles of & fe
other districts that were seeking emergency loaos) fthe state. The formal review and oversight
process requires that the county superintendenbaephe budget and monitor the financial status of
each school district in its jurisdiction. COEs peni a similar function for charter schools, and the
California Department of Education (CDE) oversdes finances of COEs. There are several defined
"fiscal crises" that can prompt a COE to intervéma district: a disapproved budget, a qualified or
negative interim report, or recent actions by aridisthat could lead to not meeting its financial
obligations.

Beginning in 2013-14, funding for COE fiscal ovegtsi was consolidated into the Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) for COEs. COEs are stilluiegd to review, examine, and audit district
budgets, as well as annually notify districts oélifted or negative budget certifications, howeuee
state no longer provides a categorical fundings®tor this purpose.

AB 1200 also created FCMAT, recognizing the need dostatewide resource to help monitoring
agencies in providing fiscal and management guielaR€EMAT also helps LEAs fulfill their financial
and management responsibilities by providing fisadvice, management assistance, training, and
other related services. FCMAT also includes thef@ala School Information Services (CSIS). LEAS
and community colleges can proactively ask forsagsce from FCMAT, or the Superintendent of
Public Instruction (SPI), the county superintendehtschools, the FCMAT Governing Board, the
California Community Colleges Board of Governorstlog state Legislature can assign FCMAT to
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intervene or provide assistance. Ninety percenE@MAT’s work is a result of an LEA inviting
FCMAT to perform proactive, preventive services, pofessional development. Ten percent of
FCMAT’s work is a result of assignments by theestaggislature and oversight agencies to conduct
fiscal crisis intervention.

The office of the Kern County Superintendent of @b was selected to administer FCMAT in June
1992. The Governor's 2018-19 budget maintains agéor FCMAT at $5.3 million Proposition 98
General Fund for FCMAT functions and oversight\atitis related to K-12 schools and $570,000 for
FCMAT to provide support to community colleges.

Interim Financial Status Reports. Current law requires LEAs to file two interim repoannually on
their financial status with the CDE. First interneports are due to the state by December 15 of each
fiscal year; second interim reports are due by Mar¢ each year. Additional time is needed by the
CDE to certify these reports.

As a part of these reports, LEAs must certify wketthey are able to meet their financial obligagion
The certifications are classified as positive, digal, or negative.
* A positive certification is assigned when an LEAlwneet its financial obligations for the
current and two subsequent fiscal years.
* A qualified certification is assigned when an LEAymot meet its financial obligations for the
current and two subsequent fiscal years.
* A negative certification is assigned when an LEAI e unable to meet their financial
obligations in the current year or in the subsetiscal year.

AB 1200 states the intent that the legislative midgbcommittees annually conduct a review of each
qualifying school district (those that are ratecuabkely to meet their fiscal operations for therent
and two subsequent years), as follows: “It is thent of the Legislature that the legislative budge
subcommittees annually conduct a review of eaclifgjug school district that includes an evaluation
of the financial condition of the district, the iaqt of the recovery plans upon the district’s etiooal
program, and the efforts made by the state-appmbedeninistrator to obtain input from the community
and the governing board of the district.”

First Interim Report. The first interim report was published by CDE irbReary 2018 and identified
four LEAs with negative certifications. These LEW8| not be able to meet their financial obligatgon
for 2017-18 or 2018-19, based on data generatedlBAs in Fall 2017, prior to release of the
Governor’s January 2018-19 budget. The first imereport also identified 42 LEAs with qualified
certifications. LEAs with qualified certificatiomaay not be able to meet their financial obligatiéors
2017-18, 2018-19 or 2019-20.

Second Interim Report. The second interim report, which covers the peeonding January 31, 2018,
has not been verified and released by CDE atithis. t

Negative Certification
First Interim Budget Certifications
County: District:
Feather Falls Union
Butte Elementary
Los Angeles Inglewood Unified
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Los Angeles

Pasadena Unified

Madera

Yosemite Unified

Qualified Certification

First Interim Budget Certifications

County: District:

Alameda Oakland Unified

Butte Bangor Union Elementary
Calaveras Calaveras Unified

Contra Costa

Byron Union Elementary

Contra Costa

Martinez Unified

El Dorado Black Oak Mine Unified

El Dorado Gold Trail Union Elementary
Fresno Coalinga-Huron Joint Unified
Glenn Capay Joint Union Elementary
Humboldt Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified
Imperial Calexico Unified

Kern Southern Kern Unified

Los Angeles Bassett Unified

Los Angeles Burbank Unified

Los Angeles Los Angeles Unified

Marin Sausalito Marin City Elementary
Mendocino Anderson Valley Unified
Mendocino Fort Bragg Unified

Placer Placer Hills Union Elementary
Riverside Banning Unified

Riverside Coachella Valley Unified
Riverside Temecula Valley Unified

San Bernardino

Silver Valley Unified

San Bernardino

Upland Unified

San Bernardino

Victor Valley Union High

San Diego

Oceanside Unified

San Diego

San Marcos Unified

San Luis Obispo

Coast Unified

San Luis Obispo

San Miguel Joint Union Elementa

San Mateo Portola Valley Elementary
Santa Clara Alum Rock Union Elementary
Santa Clara Evergreen Elementary
Shasta Cascade Union Elementary
Shasta Gateway Unified

Solano Vallejo City Unified

Sonoma Bellevue Union Elementary
Sonoma Piner-Olivet Union Elementary
Sonoma Santa Rosa Elementary
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March 22, 2018




Subcommittee No. 1 March 22, 2018

Sonoma Santa Rosa High

Sonoma Sonoma Valley Unified

Somona West Sonoma County Union High
Ventura Rio Elementary

Source: California Department of Education

Looking back to 2001-02, the number of negativéifteations in the second interim peaked in 2008-
09 at 19, while the number of qualified certificets peaked in 2011-12 at 176.

State Emergency LoansA school district governing board may request aerg@ncy apportionment
loan from the state if the board has determineddibtict has insufficient funds to meet its cutren
fiscal obligations. Existing law states the intémat emergency apportionment loans be appropriated
through legislation, not through the budget. Theditions for accepting loans are specified in s&gtu
depending on the size of the loan. For loans tkeeed 200 percent of the district's recommended
reserve, the following conditions apply:

* The SPI shall assume all the legal rights, dutéesl powers of the governing board of the
district.

* The SPI shall appoint an administrator to act dmabfeof the SPI.

» The school district governing board shall be adyismly and report to the state administrator.

» The authority of the SPI and state administratallstontinue until certain conditions are met.
At that time, the SPI shall appoint a trustee tgaee the administrator.

For loans equal to or less than 200 percent ofdik&ict's recommended reserve, the following
conditions apply:

» The SPI shall appoint a trustee to monitor andesg\the operation of the district.

* The school district governing board shall retainegaing authority, but the trustee shall have
the authority to stay and rescind any action of ldeal district governing board that, in the
judgment of the trustee, may affect the financalidition of the district.

* The authority of the SPI and the state-appointastée shall continue until the loan has been
repaid, the district has adequate fiscal systen® @mtrols in place, and the SPI has
determined that the district's future compliancéhwviine fiscal plan approved for the district is
probable.

State Emergency Loan RecipientdNine school districts have sought emergency loeos the state
since 1991. The table below summarizes the amairtkese emergency loans, interest rates on loans,
and the status of repayments. Five of these districoachella Valley Unified, Compton Unified,
Emery Unified, West Fresno Elementary, and Richmé&fest Contra Costa Unified have paid off
their loans. Four districts have continuing stategergency loans: Oakland Unified, South Monterey
County Joint Union High (formerly King City Jointrlibn High), Vallejo City Unified, and Inglewood
Unified School District. The most recently authedzloan was to Inglewood Unified School District
in 2012 in the amount of $55 million from the GeaaleFund and the California Infrastructure and
Economic Development Bank (I-Bank). Of the fourtdiess with continuing emergency loans from the
state, Inglewood Unified School District is the yristrict under state administration and on the
negative certification list at first interim in 2p4.8. Oakland Unified School District continuesbi®

on the qualified certification list in the firstterim report in 2017-18.
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Emergency Loans to School Districts
1990 through 2015

March 22, 2018

District State Role Date of Amount of State Loan Interest Amount Paid Pay Off
Issue Rate Date
Inglewood Unified Administrator  11/15/12 $7,000,000) 2.307%  $5,495,952 11/01/33
11/30/12 $12,000,000 GF
02/13/13 $10,000,000
$29,000,000
($55 million authorizeo)
South Monterey| Administrator | 07/22/09 $2,000,000 2.307% $7,708,3€9 October
County Joint Unio 03/11/10 $3,000,000 2028
High (formerly 04/14/10 $8,000,000 I-bank
King City Joint $13,000,000
Union High)
Vallejo City Administrator | 06/23/04 $50,000,000 1.5% $43,896,904 January
Unified Trustee 08/13/07 $10,000,000 2024
$60,000,000 [-bank
08/13/24
GF
Oakland Unified Administrator 06/04/03 $65,000,000 1.778% $77,511,409 January
Trustee 06/28/06 $35,000,000 2023
$100,000,000 I-bank
6/29/26 GI
West Fresno | Administrator | 12/29/03 $1,300,0001.93% $1,425,77312/31/10
Elementary Trustee GF
($2,000,000 authorized) No Balanci
Outstandingy
Emery Unified | Administrator, 09/21/01 $1,300,0004.19% $1,742,50106/20/11
Trustee GF
($2,300,000 authorized) No Balanci
Outstanding
Compton Unified. Administrators 07/19/93 $3,500,000) 4.40% $24,358,06]L 06/30/01
Trustee 10/14/93 $7,000,000 4.313% GF
06/29/94 $9,451,259 4.387%  No Balanc
$19,951,259 Outstandiniy
Coachella Valley Administrators 06/16/92 $5,130,7083 5.338% $9,271,830) 12/20/01
Unified Trustee 01/26/93 $2,169,292 4.493% GF
$7,300,000 No Balanc
Outstandingy
West Contra Costa  Trustee 08/1/90 $2,000,000) 1.532% $47,688,62/05/30/12 I-
Unified (formerly | Administrator| 01/1/91 $7,525,0002004 refi bank
Richmond Unified)  Trustee 07/1/91 19,000,000 rate No Balanc
$28,525,000 Outstanding
Source: California Department of Education
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Suggested Questions:

1) What trends does FCMAT see across the state forsLtBAt need assistance in managing their

financial responsibilities? What does FCMAT seehesmost important challenge LEAs currently
face?

2) One of FCMATSs responsibilities is to complete asidif school districts in special circumstances

as requested by county offices of education. Hasnéired for these type of audits changed over
time?

3) How has the work of FCMAT changed over the past years to support LEAs as they align their
management and budget systems with the requireroétite LCFF?

Staff Recommendation:Information only.
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Issue 2: Local Control Funding Formula

Panel:

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

Background:

K-12 School Finance Reform.As of the 2017 Budget Act, the state appropriatesenthan $60
billion in Proposition 98 funding (General Fund aodal property taxes) annually for K-12 public
schools.Commencing in the 2013-14 fiscal year, the stagmiicantly reformed the system for
allocating funding to local educational agencieEAE) - school districts, charter schools, and cpunt
offices of education. The LCFF replaced the stagteier system of distributing funds to LEAs through
revenue limit apportionments (based on per studeatage daily attendance) and approximately 50
state categorical education programs.

Under the previous system, revenue limits provideds with discretionary (unrestricted) funding for
general education purposes, and categorical progestricted) funding was provided for specialized
purposes, with each program having a unique allmtamethodology, spending restrictions, and
reporting requirements. Revenue limits made up abwo-thirds of state funding for schools, while
categorical program funding made up the remainimge-third portion. That system became
increasingly cumbersome to LEAS as they tried tetnstudent needs through various fund sources
that were layered with individual requirements.

Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). The LCFF combines the prior funding from revehomets

and more than 30 categorical programs that weneirgdited, and uses new methods to allocate these
resources, additional amounts of new Propositiofud8ing since 2013-14, and future allocations to
LEAs. The LCFF allows LEAs much greater flexibility how they spend the funds. There is a single
funding formula for school districts and chartehaals, and a separate funding formula for county
offices of education that has some similaritiethtdistrict formula, but also some key differences

School Districts and Charter Schools Formula.The LCFF is designed to provide districts and
charter schools with the bulk of their resourceannestricted funding to support the basic edunatio
program for all students. It also includes add#iofunding based on the enroliment of low-income
students, English learners, and foster youth foreasing or improving services to these high-needs
students. Low-income students, English learnersl foster youth students are referred to as
“unduplicated” students in reference to the LCFEawse, for the purpose of providing supplemental
and concentration grant funding, these students@uated 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.

 Base Grants are calculated on a per-student basis (measuredtunjent average daily
attendance [ADA]) according to grade span (K-3,, 448, and 9-12) with adjustments that
increase the base rates for grades K-3 (10.4 peotdrase rate) and grades 9-12 (2.6 percent
of base rate). The adjustment for grades K-3 isc@ated with a requirement to reduce class
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sizes in those grades to no more than 24 studgn®0P0-21, unless other agreements are
collectively bargained at the local level. The atijoent for grades 9-12 recognizes the
additional cost of providing career technical edrsin high schools.

* Supplemental Grants provide an additional 20 percent in base grant igpndfor the
percentage of enrollment that is made up of undafgd students.

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

» Categorical Program add-ons for Targeted Instructional Improvement cBldGrant and
Home-to-School Transportation provide districts $aene amount of funding they received for
these two programs in 2012-13. The transportatiomd$ must be used for transportation
purposes. Charter schools are not eligible fordlaekl-ons.

* LCFF Economic Recovery Targetadd-on ensures that districts receive, by 2020aRlgast
the amount of funding they would have received uritte old finance system to restore
funding to their 2007-08 level adjusted for inftati Districts are not eligible for this add-on if
their LCFF funding exceeds the™®@ercentile of per-pupil funding rates estimatedemthe
old system.

« Hold Harmless Provision ensures that no school district or charter schablreceive less
funding under the LCFF than its 2012-13 fundingelawnder 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 CORsegdirectly, typically in an alternative schooltss].
However, COEs also receive an operational graritithealculated based on the number of districts
within the COE and the number of students countyewil his operational grant reflects the additional
responsibilities COEs have for support and ovetsfithe districts and students in their county.

Budget Appropriations. The LCFF established new “target” LCFF funding amis for each LEA,
and these amounts are adjusted annually for cesthoff (COLA) and pupil counts. When the
formula was initially introduced, funding all scHatistricts and charter schools at their targetlev
was expected to take eight years and cost an additi$18 billion, with completion by 2020-21.
However, as noted below under t®vernor's Proposalsection, with increased Proposition 98
growth for 2018-19, the Governor is proposing tiyftund LCFF. COEs reached their target funding
levels in 2014-15, which adjusts each year for COlaAd ADA growth.

Each individual LEA was differently situated relatito its LCFF target when the formula was
implemented in 2013-14. While each LEA receivedshame percentage of its remaining need in new
implementation funding, the actual dollar amoungsied. The intent was that all LEAs reach full
implementation at approximately the same time. Dythe transition period, LEAs were required to
estimate how much of their starting point of furglifor LCFF was base grant and how much was
supplemental or concentration grant funding. Thisneate then allowed an LEA to further estimate
how much of the new LCFF implementation fundingereed each year was attributable to the base
grant and how much is attributable to supplemeantdl concentration grant funds. With full-funding of
the formula, this split will no longer be an esttmaLEAs and stakeholders will be able to see how
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much funding is received through each categoryhenQiepartment of Education (CDE) website and
reported through each LEA’s local control and acdahility plan (LCAP).

Restrictions on Supplemental Funding.Statute requires LEAs to increase or improve sesvifor
unduplicated students in proportion to the suppleaigunding LEAs receive for the enrollment of
these students. The law also allows this fundingetaised for school-wide and district-wide purposes
The State Board of Education (SBE) adopted regulatigoverning LEAs expenditures of this
supplemental funding that require an LEA to inceeas improve services for unduplicated students,
compared to the services provided for all studentgroportion to the supplemental funding LEAS
receive for the enrollment of these students. LEAtrmine the proportion by which an LEA must
increase or improve services by dividing the amoaohtthe LCFF funding attributed to the
supplemental and concentration grant by the reneainfl the LEA’s LCFF funding. Whereas, this
percentage (known as the minimum proportionaliticpetage (MPP)), relied on an LEA’s estimates
during the transition period, under a fully fundsgstem it would instead be based on the actual
allocation to each LEA as determined by the CDEe Tagulations allow an LEA to meet this
requirement to increase or improve services in @igive or quantitative manner and detail these
expenditures in their LCAP.

Governor’'s Budget Proposal:

The 2018-19 Governor's budget proposes to providadalitional $2.9 billion in ongoing Proposition

98 funding for LCFF implementation. With the adaditiof this funding, all LEAs would be at their

targets and fully funded based on the LCFF. Thatutes the application of a 2.51 percent COLA in
2018-19.

In addition the Governor has proposed adoptindetrdiill language to require each school district

budget to include a summary document that linkggbtidxpenditures to corresponding goals, actions,
and services in the school district's LCAP. The S®Buld develop a template for this budget

addendum.

Additional Proposal:

On February 20, 2018, Senator Portantino, along ®#&nators Allen, Glazer, and Hill, introduced a
budget proposal to add $1.2 billion dollars to L&FF in 2018-19 in addition to the full funding of
LCFF. Of this amount, $1 billion would increase tase grant per grade span and $200 million would
fund the corresponding increase in supplementalcamdentration grants. Funding for the proposal
would be within the Proposition 98 formula and wbtdirect almost $1 billion from the Governor’s
proposed one-time discretionary funding for LEASthwthe remainder coming from anticipated
growth in the Proposition 98 minimum guarantee2®i8-19.

This proposal is in response to the concern thtt iwcreasing operational costs the base fundivgl le
in LCFF is too low for many school districts to papt core functions and services for students,
including special education, transportation, andispn costs. This increase in LCFF would be
ongoing with future COLAs applied to the higher éas future years.

The proposal also includes directing the SBE to addadditional section to the LCA&xecutive
summary for supplementaind concentration graeixpenditures information. Specifically, this new
section would require LEAs to report the amounsubplemental and concentration grants received in
the prior fiscal year, the minimum proportionalipercentage by which LEAS must increase or
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improve services for unduplicated students overtwhaprovided for all students, the amount of
supplemental and concentration grants an LEA ifledtifor expenditure in the prior year, and the
estimated actual expenditures of these funds. llf#inhere would be space for the LEA to explairyan

differences between planned and actual expenditiires addition to the LCAP executive summary
would provide greater clarity for the public on LEBSupplemental and concentration grant
expenditures, both planned and actual, supporégngces for unduplicated students.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations

In their recent publicationThe 2018-19 Budget: Proposition 98 Education Ariglythe LAO notes
that the prioritization of the bulk of new ongoifhding for LCFF is consistent with the approach of
the Governor and the Legislature over the pastyfears. The LAO also notes that full implementation
of LCFF includes additional transparency — reqgiridistricts to show all supplemental and
concentration funds received and how they are ltergefunduplicated students. The LAO also
comments that the Governor’s proposal for a budgdendum adds little value and recommends that
the Legislature instead focus on simplifying LCAPs.

The LAO also discusses the options for LCFF goomgvard once fully funding of LCFF is achieved.
Specifically, the LAO looked at the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Increasing Base Rates. This approach would heldistiticts and allow flexibility in meeting
their needs. Many districts are experiencing presswdue to pension costs and special
education in addition to others. The LAO estimdhed a one percent increase in the base rate
would cost roughly $600 million, with $100 millioof this due to supplemental and
concentration grant increases.

Increasing Supplemental and Concentration Ratds.agproach would focus on the additional
costs of supplemental services for English leaotdow-income students, however the LAO
notes that there is no conclusive research ondhts ©f the additional services. From LAO’s
research high poverty districts generally have éigtlass sizes and less competitive teacher
pay. The LAO estimates that a one percent increatige supplemental rate would cost $200
million, while a one percent increase in the com@dion rate would cost $60 million.

Changing Generation of Supplemental and Conceaotradtrants. Currently the state counts a
student who is low-income, English learner, or dostouth as one for purposes of calculating
supplemental and concentration grants, regardliegsame or more definition would apply.
The LAO notes that the state could instead couch e those factors separately, such that a
student that is both an English learner and lowaiine would generate two supplemental grant
amounts. The LAO estimates taking this approachlavoost roughly $2 billion.

Raising Concentration Threshold. Currently schomitridts are eligible for concentration
grants for the number of unduplicated students al&®percent of enroliment. The state could
consider raising this threshold such that conceatrdunding is more targeted specifically to
those school districts with significant populatiafsinduplicated students. The LAO notes that
raising the concentration threshold to 80 percemtild/ increase per-student funding by $750
per pupil in the 25 percent of districts serving thghest poverty students. This scenario would
reflect a redistribution of funds, holding totallldes constant.
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5) Providing Additional Flexibility to High-Poverty Btricts. The LAO suggests that providing
additional flexibility or additional guidance onespling restrictions for high-poverty districts
may make it easier for those districts to improweecservices, or take advantage of existing
flexibility for districtwide expenditures. The LA@otes that in high poverty districts, some of
these actions may have a greater benefit for urnzhiptl students than supplemental services
would.

6) Create New Categorical Programs. The LAO notesitisé¢ad of future investment in LCFF,
the state could invest in creating new or augmegnéxisting categorical programs to target
support to specific programs. The LAO notes thatéhare some concerns with this approach,
specifically that the state has funded many categjsrin the recent past and that this approach
could lead to increased complexity and siloed pires.

While the LAO doesn’t have a specific suggestiontlom above options, they recommend that the
Legislature consider their core policy objectivestlaey move forward with LCFF and note that the
Legislature could choose more than one of the abptiens.

Staff Comments

The Governor’s proposal fully funds LCFF two yeprir to the estimated full funding date of 2020-
21. The LCFF is one of Governor Brown’s signatuegomims during his time in office and fully
funding the LCFF by the end of Governor’s last terompletes this multi-year endeavor. After full
funding, current statute adjusts the formula byaghoin ADA and COLA in future years. With LEAs
concerned about rising operational costs (retirénsystem contributions, health care costs, and
special education costs among others), the Legrglahay wish to examine multi-year projections and
the implication for future growth in LCFF basedtbe current formula.

Full funding of LCFF not only provides LEAs withgsiificant new resources earlier than anticipated,
but also provides greater transparency for thee sttAs, and stakeholders about how much each
LEA’'s LCFF allocation is comprised of base granipglemental grant, and concentration grant
amounts. Since there are regulations that guideetipenditure of supplemental and concentration
grant funds, a fully funded formula provides greatansparency around what these grant amounts are
and how LEAs are meeting those regulations. The f@etransparency of expenditures has been one
of the continued themes of some stakeholder grolips.Legislature may wish to examine how the
clarity that fully funding the formula brings mapmdribute to transparency and whether the proposal
for a new budget alignment document would increaisetransparency.

Suggested Questions

1) Has the Administration considered changes to thadta or funding beyond fully funding the
LCFF?

2) What group of stakeholders is the Governor’'s predoBudget addendum geared towards?
How will these stakeholders use the document?

Staff Recommendation

Hold Open.
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Issue 3: Statewide Accountability System Structure

Panel:

Sara Cortez, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

David Sapp, State Board of Education

Debra Brown, California Department of Education

Background:

Prior to 2013-14, LEAs were held accountable irfedént ways for a variety of programs. Each
individual categorical program had its own accobility requirements, although often this was
limited to accountability for the expenditure ohfis in accordance with allowable uses, rather than
impact on actual student outcomes. State and fedecauntability systems provided an aggregate
measure of school and district performantée state and federal accountability systems relied
primarily on student assessment data. The stat theeAcademic Performance Index (API), which
included constructed data from previous statewidsessments, aligned to the former academic
standards, to create a performance target. Schs&taoicts, schools, and student subgroups that did n
meet the performance target were required to meetth targets. The federal accountability system
used a measure called Adequate Yearly Progress A& relied on student assessment scores,
student participation in assessments, graduati@s wnd the API. Schools and districts that faited
meet benchmarks and make progress could be stbjeterventions.

In 2013-14, the state began to transition to nesesmments, aligned to new statewide academic
content standards. Most student assessment sceresnot available for assessments given in the
spring of 2014, since the state was piloting a asgessment system. In addition the state was moving
away from using test scores as the main determwfaEA success. Accordingly, based on statutory
authority, the SBE approved a recommendation bySilygerintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) and
the Legislature and Governor agreed, to not caleutse API for the 2013-14, 2014-15, 2015-16, and
2016-17 fiscal years.

Federal Accountability. The federal school accountability system was ewglhduring the same time-
frame as the state-level reforms. In December 2@1&,federal No Child Left Behind Act was
reauthorized as the Every Student Succeeds ActAE&Rlifornia initially applied for and received a
waiver of federal law exempting the state from tadculation of the AYP for some schools and
districts. Most federal accountability requirememtsre frozen during the transition, with most new
ESSA accountability requirements effective in 2aQB7and 2018-19.

Under ESSA, of the total Title | grant amount (apgmately $2 billion), states must set aside seven
percent for school improvement interventions archécal assistance. The majority of these funds
must be used to provide up to four-year grantsEé4. States may also set aside three percent of the
total Title | allocation for direct services to dants. States must develop accountability systéas t
rate schools using academic achievement, growds 1@-8), graduation rates (high school), English
learner progress in language proficiency, and otaetors determined by the state. Title | requires
identification of, and intervention in, the lowgstrforming five percent of schools, high schoobst th
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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.

California’s implementation of a federal accounlipisystem is dependent on approval of the state
plan for ESSA by the federal Department of Educat@urrently the SBE has approved a revised plan
(updated to respond to feedback from the federglament of Education) at their January meeting
and subsequently submitted it for consideratiore $BE will vote on methods to identify schools that
fall under the Title | requirements for intervemtiand support at a special meeting in April 2018 T
selected method would be submitted to the fedeggdaiment of Education as a supplement to the
state plan.

State Accountability

Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAP). To ensure accountability for LCFF funds, the state
requires that all LEAs annually adopt and updat€AP. The LCAP must include locally-determined
goals, actions, services, and expenditures of L&iRES for each school year in support of the state
educational priorities that are specified in s&tats well as any additional local priorities. dopting

the LCAP, LEAs must consult with parents, studet@achers, and other school employees.

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

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

* Implementation of academic content standards.

» Parental involvement.

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

* Pupil engagement (measured by attendance, graduatid dropout data).

* School climate (measured in part by suspensioreapdision rates).

* The extent to which students have access to a lmmade of study.

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

County offices of education must address the falowwo priorities, in addition:

» Coordination of services for foster youth.
» Coordination of education for expelled students.

School district LCAPs are subject to review andrapal by COEs, while COE LCAPs are subject to
review and approval by the State Superintendefudlic Instruction (SPI). Statute also establisaed
process for districts to receive technical asscamrlated to their LCAPs. The SPI is authorized to
intervene in a district that is failing to improvaitcomes for students after receiving technical
assistance.

In addition, under changes made as part of the Batget Act, COEs are also required to provide a
summary of the plan for supporting schools and sklaistricts within their county, including a

description of goals for LCAP review, and provisiohtechnical assistance and support. COEs must
measure progress towards meeting these goals Iifyileg and assessing metrics, as well as
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specifying the actions and expenditures to meestetigoals. Finally, COEs must identify how they are
collaborating with the California Collaborative feducational Excellence, the CDE, and other county
offices of education.

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 are reduive (1) assist LEAs in evaluating their strengths
weaknesses, and areas that require improvementasdyt 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 developed an online tool and interface tfa rubrics, called the California School
Dashboard, which was launched at the end of 204i8. few tool includes the following components,
some of which are still in progress:

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

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

o0 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 ssiflaation rates.

o High school graduation rates.
o Chronic absence rates, when available.

0 Suspension rates by grade span.
» Local indicators rely on local data and are nobregd at the state level. These include:

o0 Appropriately assigned teachers, access to cuaneidligned instructional materials, and
safe, clean and functional school facilities.

o Implementation of state academic standards.
o Parent engagement.

0 School climate — local climate surveys.
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o Coordination of services for expelled students (§0OE
o Coordination of services for foster youth (COES).

2) Performance standards for each indicator allgwiBEAs and schools to identify both progress and
needed improvements. For each state indicatorSBIe has determined a measurement based on a
LEAs current performance and improvement over t{oeer 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 the isi@ditators and for local indicators, the SBE has
approved some self-reflection tools and a method.EAs to self-assess as “met”, “not met”, or “not
met for more than two years.” The SBE and CDE rsexesral working groups in special subject areas

that will continue to inform and help refine thelicators over the next few years.

The dashboard uses color-coded pie shapes to stmvam LEA scores on a particular indicator. For

example, a full pie (blue in color) means that it is in the highest performance category, while a

pie with one slice (red in color) means that an LiEAn the lowest performance category. Additional

functionality allows for the user to look at schawid student group data and understand if an LEA is
improving in any indicator area. A sample of theau dashboard is below:

Equity Report Status and Change Repert | Detailed Reports | Student Group Report

The Equity Repart shows the performarnice levels for all students on the state indicators. It also shows the total number of student groups that

received a performance level for each indicator and how many of those student groups are in the tweo lowest performance levels (Red/Crange),
Tie total number of student groups may vary due to the number of grade levels included within each Indicator
. All Students Total Student Student Groups
State Indicators Performance Groups in Red/Orange
Chronic Absenteeism N/A N/A N/A
Suspension Rate (K-12) 9 2
. - : : &
English Learner Progress (K-12) L7 1 0
Graduation Rate (7-12) 4 4

College/Career

Available Fall 2017, Select for Grade 11 assessment results, N/A N/A
= ore (7.8 "}.

English Language Arts (3-8) LS 8 0
Mathematics (3-8) L] 8 1

Source: Department of Education

The LCAP template was updated in 2017 to includiescription of those indicators for which the
LEA scored orange or red and the actions and s\dn LEA is undertaking in these areas.

The dashboard is also now used in 2017-18 to iiyehttAs in need of additional support and
assistance under the state’s accountability sysédamg with the release of the dashboard, the SBE
identified LEAs in need of assistance based orddshboard and created a tiered structure, based on
statute, to provide this assistance. The tiersippert are described below in more detail.
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Overview of Statewide System of Support

Level of Support Description of Supports Available

Various state and local agencies provide an arfragsources, tools, and
Support for All | voluntary assistance thal LEAs may use to improve student performance at

LEAs and the LEA and school level and narrow disparities agistudent groups across
Schools the LCFF priorities, including recognition for sess and the ability to share
(Level 1) promising practices.

County superintendents, the CDE, charter authajzard theCalifornia
Differentiated | Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCHEi)videdifferentiated
Assistance assistancdor LEAs and schoolsn the form of individually designed
(Level 2) assistance, to address identified performancesssududing significant
disparities in performance among student groups.

Intensive The State Superintendent of Public Instructiorfarcharter schools, the
Intervention charter authorizer may require manéensive interventionsfor LEAS or
(Level 3) schools with persistent performance issues ovpeeaified time period.

Source: State Board of Education: January 18, 2@khda, Item 3

In December, COEs, coordinated by the Californiaur@®p Superintendents Educational Services
Association (CCSESA)eached out to the LEAs in identified in need dffedentiated assistance
within their county to begin the technical assist&aprocess and discuss additional meetings toefurth
assess LEAs’ data. Also notable, in this first atldentified for technical assistance in December
2017, a total of 228 districts, approximately tvnirds of the identified LEAs have been identified
based on the performance of their students withbdiies student group in one or more priorityase

Governor’'s Proposal:

The Governor’s Budget proposes to build out theeStime System of Support moving forward to a
system that would increase capacity at COEs toigeaechnical assistance to school districts irdnee
of support.

Specifically, the Governor proposes to provide $8ilion in ongoing Proposition 98 funding for
COEs to support districts that are in need of imprnoent as identified under the new dashboard
system as described above. The formula for fun@i@ds would consist of a base grant of $200,000
per COE (regardless of the number of districtshia ¢ounty identified for differentiated assistance)
and an amount (ranging from $100,000 to $300,0@0)djstrict in need of assistance adjusted by size
of the district. COEs who are also a single distiould not receive additional funding as their
technical assistance would be provided by the GRints would be averaged over a three year period
to ensure consistency of funding amounts.

In addition, the Governor proposes to refine regments for COEs to support districts in need of
technical assistance in statute to align to thelutm of the tiered support system at the SBE,
including a description of the ability of a schali$trict to seek assistance their own and from rothe
county offices. The trailer bill language specifigmat COEs must provide technical assistance to
districts identified for differentiated assistaribat includes identification of the district’s sigghs and
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weaknesses, and assignment of experts (includioghan school district or COE). If a district is
already undergoing this process, the COE must dentints communication with the district in a
timely manner. To the extent needed after the C@viges technical assistance, the California
Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) nieyassigned to provide advice and assistance.
School districts are required to accept technissistance.

COEs are also required to report on their plangpfovision of technical assistance to the CDE, whic
in turn will compile the information and make itaalable on their website by November 1 of each
year, beginning in 2019. Similar language is ineltith the sections for support of COEs by the SPI.

In addition, $4 million ongoing Proposition 98 itoaated for the selection and support of betwegn s
and 10 COEs as lead agencies in their region atedl by the California Collaborative for
Educational Excellence (CCEE) in collaboration vilie CDE and approved by the executive director
of the SBE and the Department of Finance. Thesd [E®Es, which could include COEs in
partnership with institutes of higher educationn4poofits organizations, or other COEs or districts
would be selected for five year terms. The resiniitges of the lead COEs would include building
the capacity of COEs in the region, coordinatingl @ollaborating technical assistance across the
region, providing technical assistance if a COEumable to, identifying existing resources and
developing new resources upon request of the CQBEEeoSPI. In addition, the Governor includes
trailer bill language that would allow, subjectliodget act appropriation, the creation of an aololi
COE lead specifically to provide support on a sfpetistatewide issue.

The Governor also includes language that would i§péleat any program identified in law that
utilized a calculation pursuant to the API of sdhdecile rankings would utilize the 2013 growth
calculation. In previous budget trailer bills, updg the API had been suspended on a year by year
basis.

The Governor also proposes to extend the abilithefSBE to adopt the LCAP template following the
Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act requirements, ratheough the Administrative Procedures Act
requirements through January 31, 2019, previouslk éxemption was provided through December
31, 2018.

Finally the Governor proposes to provide $300,00Brioposition 98 to San Joaquin County Office of
Education to improve the interface for the Califar8chool Dashboard based on stakeholder input.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations

The LAO has identified several concerns with thes&oor’s proposal in their recent publicatidrne
2018-19 Budget: Proposition 98 Education AnalySigecifically, the LAO notes that because disrict
are required to accept differentiated assistarara their COE, this reduces the ability of the de$tio
choose their support provider (unless they useicisunds). In addition, the COE regional lead
structure in combination with the SELPA regionahdestructure (discussed in detail later in the
agenda) when combined with existing structuresuggpert districts, creates a system of too many
actors and potentially duplicative roles. Finatlyge LAO is concerned that the approach would focus
support at the COEs rather than on the districtls performance issues.

The LAO also notes that COEs already receive funthmough their LCFF formula for the support of
districts in their counties and do not believe B&Es need additional funding to perform this work.
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The LAO recommends an alternative approach thatdvoontinue the Governor’s plan of requiring
COEs to work with their districts on conductinga®tr cause analysis, but allowing districts to iadte
choose from a list of experts, vetted by the CQBE&t could include COEs, districts, and other etgoer
and providers, to address their performance isgletified through the analysis. Funding for this
support would be provided to the CCEE to awardidisfjrants, oversee contracts, monitor identified
districts, and conduct statewide trainings.

Staff Comments

The Legislature should also continue to monitor ¢imgoing accountability work of the SBE and
partners. The accountability system is intendeddoa catalyst for improvement. LEAs and their
stakeholders can use the information to drive ceangractices at the local level, to support ootes

for students, and to make progress towards clabm@chievement gap. The LCAP is intended to be a
dynamic planning tool that helps to focus resouraed drive improvements. The new California
Schools Dashboard is intended to help make a newve rmomplex, multi-measure, accountability
system easily understandable to the school comgnand broader public and inform and underpin the
LCAP.

However, with the release of the dashboard anddietification of LEAs in need of differentiated
assistance, for schools and districts facing thetroleallenges the tools provided through the SBE an
the work of the CDE, COEs, and the CCEE will beical in providing guidance. There have been
multiple intervention, turnaround, and support pamgs through federal and state law in past years,
this new approach is designed to create a contgurmprovement culture and build local capacity.
The Legislature may wish to examine whether the g&owr’s proposal to build out the capacity of
COEs provides enough support and structure to ersdurggling LEAs are provided with pathways to
improvement.

Suggested Questions

1) What feedback has been received on the Califorofle@& Dashboard? Are there additional
functions or upgrades that are planned to fullgtalvantage of an online tool?

2) How will COEs identify experts for assignment tcstdcts in need of assistance? Is there
expertise available in the field for the types effprmance issues many districts are struggling
with, i.e. special education?

3) How will regional lead COEs be held accountableti@ir work with COEs in their region and
districts in need of support?

4) How would a statewide lead COE coordinate withdtier players in the system?

5) How does this new structure align with supportseady in place under the federal
accountability system, i.e the Regional Systemistrigt and School Support?

Staff Recommendation:Hold Open.
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Issue 4: California Collaborative for Educational Excellence

Panel:

» Josh Daniels, California Collaborative for EducaibExcellence
* Sujie Shin, California Collaborative for Educatib&xcellence

» Jessica Holmes, Department of Finance

» David Sapp, State Board of Education

» Sara Cortez, Legislative Analyst’'s Office

Background:

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 (COEs) to achiedeniified outcomes in their LCAPs under the
LCFF. Statue allows the CCEE to accept requestsferrals for technical assistance after consulting
with the SPI. The CCEE may contract with individydlEAs, or organizations with expertise in the
LCAP state priority areas and experience in imprguhe quality of teaching, improving school and
district leadership, and addressing the needsualest populations (such as unduplicated students or
students with exceptional needs.) Since its inoeptihe CCEE has been provided one-time funding,
totaling over $30 million for its initial operatisnand one-time work to inform future operations.
Although the initial infusion of funding was proed in the 2013-14 year, the CCEE has taken a few
years to fully staff up and develop as an agenbysTar the CCEE has conducted statewide training
for LEAs and education stakeholders on the LCAP #ral school dashboard, with a focus on
improving student outcomes and closing the achievengap. Statewide trainings and webinars
focusing on different components of the accounitgbdystem are continuing through the 2017-18
year, as well as training for individual LEAs byqteest, or groups of stakeholders. The CCEE is also
developing and curating materials and resourcea ftaainer’s library to allow registered trainetstee
local level to continue to support administrativaffs teachers, students, parents, and the public a
needed at an LEA. In addition, the CCEE has fatdd the development of Professional Learning
Networks (PLNs) made up of COEs, statewide orgaiozs, and non-profits led by facilitators to
support collaborative efforts to build capacity.eTiesponse to PLNs from the field has been positive
thus far.

The CCEE was also charged with conducting a pilaigam designed to assist the CCEE in
developing and designing their work in providingheical assistance and intervention to LEAs. The
CCEE has undertaken pilot projects in 11 LEAs tlediect urban, suburban, and rural areas with
different needs for technical assistance, includngOE and a charter school. LEAs volunteered for
the pilot program and the CCEE selected LEAs tdippate based on whether the LEA had: 1)
persistent academic/achievement challenges as neddeby achievement gaps between student
demographic groups, test scores, or other metlrsa leadership team, including the Board of
Trustees overseeing the LEA, that fully commitpaoticipating in pilot processind 3) thesupport of
their COE. The CCEE is conducting pilots over aedhyear period beginning in 2016-17 and is
required to provide a final evaluation to the Gonrand Legislature at the conclusion of the pilot
program.
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Governor’'s Proposal:

The Governor proposes to provide a total of appnately $11 million Proposition 98 funding ($4.6
million was reappropriated from prior allocatiorig) the operations of the CCEE in the 2018-19 year.
Of this total, $3.1 million is for basic adminidikee costs, $500,000 is for conducting statewide
trainings, $5 million is for supporting the statedeisystem of support, including building capacay f
COEs, and $3 million is for direct technical atmise to LEAs (includes reimbursement authority of
$500,000). In addition, proposed budget bill andilér bill language further detail the future
operations of the CCEE including ongoing profesaiodevelopment activities, support of lead
agencies, and direct technical assistance to LE#emlimited circumstances.

As described in other issues in this agenda, thEEC@ould have a new role in the selection of
regional lead COEs and lead SELPAs under the pempasatewide accountability structure. The
CCEE's role in providing direct technical assise&anc LEAs would be at the request of a COE, in
consultation with the applicable regional lead COEIf the LEA request and pays for the assistance
of the CCEE. LEAs who are at risk of qualifying &iate intervention shall have priority for teatati
assistance from the CCEE.

The CCEE would continue to provide statewide psifasal development as determined by the CCEE
governing board. In addition proposed trailer l@hguage designates that the Department of Finance
contract with an LEA or consortium of LEAs to sea® the administrative agent for the CCEE. The
CDE would apportion funds to the administrativerdg®e operate the CCEE in accordance with the
contract.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

As referenced in Issue 3, the LAO recommends asrrative support system through which the
CCEE’s role would be identify experts that LEAs kbuwhoose from when selecting technical
assistance.

Suggested Questions:

1) What has been learned from the work of the CCEE thuthat has informed the Governor’'s
proposals for the role of the CCEE in the stat@actability structure?

2) What are specific examples of improvements or cbarigat LEAs have made as the result of
participating in a CCEE pilot or PLN?

3) How did DOF arrive at the funding amounts for tlagacity building role and direct technical
assistance role for the CCEE?

Staff Recommendation:

Hold Open.
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Issue 5: Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAjccountability

Panel:

* Ryan Anderson, Legislative Analyst’s Office

» Sara Cortez, Legislative Analyst’'s Office

* Amber Alexander, Department of Finance

» Lisa Mierczynski, Department of Finance

* Debra Brown, California Department of Education

Background:

“Special education” describes the specialized stppnd services that schools provide for students
with disabilities under the provisions of the Indiwals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). $¢a
special education funds total about $4 billion ailyuand were not included in the Local Control
Funding Formula (LCFF) per pupil grants. Fedeaal fequires schools to provide “specially designed
instruction, and related services, at no cost temna, to meet the unique needs of a child with a
disability.” The law requires schools to provideidgnts with exceptional needs with these special
supports from age 0 until age 22, or until theydgeate from high school with a diploma.

In 2016-17, 754,337 children, ages 0-22 receivettigpeducation under the provision of IDEA. This
represents approximately 11 percent of the totaesttudent population.. Specific learning distibsi

is the most common disability category for whichdg&nts are identified, followed by the disability
category of speech and language impairments. \east the disability category of autism moved in to
the position of third highest category. This iseafd decade of increased incidence — now comprising
of nearly 14 percent of the students with disabgistudent population.

Federal law requires schools to provide speciakatiion supports and services to eligible students
with disabilities. To determine eligibility for sp@l education, schools must conduct a formal
evaluation process within a prescribed timelineschools determine that a child is an eligible shid
with disabilities, they develop an individualizedueation program (IEPs) to define the additional
special education supports and services the sehidigbrovide. Each student’s IEP differs based on
his or her unique needs. Specialized academicuctgin is the most common service that schools
provide. This category includes any kind of spegiftactice that adapts the content, methodology, or
delivery of instruction to help students with dididles access the general curriculum. Other
commonly provided services include speech and lkagegu physical and occupational therapy,
behavioral support, and psychological servicesdeFa law dictates students are to receive a Free
Appropriate Public Education in the Least RestretEnvironment. This means to the greatest extent
possible students with disabilities are to receheasr education in the general education envirortmen
with peers without disabilities. California is cemtly 48" in the nation in terms of students with
disabilities spending at least 80% or more of tlday in general education. In accordance with
recommendations from the Special Education Taskd;oCalifornia is attempting to move toward
treating all students as general education studestsnd increasing access to general education.

Special Education Local Plan Areas (SELPAs)Special education funding is distributed regiopnall
through 127 Special Education Local Plan Areas (&&4) to district and charter LEAs in the state.
Most SELPAs are collaborative consortia of nearisyridts, county offices of education (COEs), and
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charter schools, although some large districts Haumed their own single district SELPAs, while
three SELPAs consist of only charter schools.

California relies primarily on a “census—based”dung methodology that allocates special education
funds to SELPAs based on the total number of stigdatiending, regardless of students’ disability

status. This funding model implicitly assumes tbiatdents with exceptional needs—and associated
special education costs—are relatively equallyrifisted among the general student population and
across the state. The amount of per—pupil funé@iach SELPA receives varies based on historical
factors. After receiving its allocation, each SELB@&velops a local plan for how to allocate funds to

the school districts and charter schools in itsoredpased on how it has chosen to organize special
education services for students with exceptionatise

In the development of the template for the Locaht@a and Accountability Plan (LCAP), the State
Board of Education (SBE) specifically included refece to students with disabilities, as follows:
“For school districts, the LCAP must describe, fitbe school district and each school within the
district, goals and specific actions to achievesigoals for all students and each student group
identified by the Local Control Funding Formula (EE) (ethnic, socioeconomically disadvantaged,
English learners, foster youtipupils with disabilities,and homeless youth), for each of the state
priorities and any locally identified priorities.As such, the SBE, and through authorizing statbe,
Legislature intended the goals, actions, and seswuathin the LCAP to be aligned with priorities fo
all students, including students with disabilities.

As noted earlier in the agenda, in the first colobritEAs identified for technical assistance unthex
new Dashboard system in December of 2017, a td622® districts, 163 (approximately two-thirds of
the identified LEAS) have been identified basedla performance for their students with disab#itie
student group in one or more priority areBsrformance of student with disabilities on staddad
tests (including the California Alternate Assesstrepecifically designed for students with significa
cognitive disabilities) has improved over the pasteral years, but a majority of students with
disabilities still fail to meet state and federah&vement expectations. The most recent graduatio
rate data (reflecting the 2015-16 cohort) showd #imout 65 percent of student with disabilities
graduate on time with a high school diploma.

Governor’'s Proposal:

The Governor proposes to provide $10 million in@ng Proposition 98 funding to support between
six and 10 SELPAs selected as lead agencies to withk COEs to improve outcomes for students
with disabilities. These lead SELPAs would be delédy the CCEE in consultation with the CDE,
subject to the approval of the executive directdhe SBE and the Department of Finance.

The Governor also adds trailer bill language tadvealign the SELPA planning process with the
LCAP process for LEAs. New requirements are adaedah LEA to consult with their SELPA to
ensure actions and services in the LCAP are camsistith strategies in the SELPA plan to support
students with disabilities. Specifically, the suptmdent of a school district (or county supemlent

of schools) shall consult with their SELPA to detéere that actions included in the LCAP for students
with disabilities are consistent with strategiesluded in the local plan for education of studeits
disabilities.

In addition, the CDE is required to develop a teatglfor the SELPA local plan, required under
current statute, that includes a budget plan andnaual services plan. The CDE is also required to
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develop a template for a summary document thatlsogmts the SELPA plan and links SELPA
budgeted activities with services and activitied demonstrates consistency with the LCAPs of LEAs
in the SELPA. SELPA local plans are also updateaktthree-year plans beginning July 1, 2020. Plans
shall be posted on the websites of the schoolidisi@nd county offices of education.

LAO Analysis and Recommendations:

The LAO notes concerns that the proposed SELPAonadilead roles are unclear and may be
duplicative of the role of the regional COE leads. addition, they are concerned that this approach
would continue to keep support for special educatperformance siloed from other student

performance issues. For example, LAO notes thaetigpeducation performance issues can often by
intertwined with English learner performance issues

Staff Comments:

The California School Dashboard has highlighteduasurprising inequity in our education system,
that of outcomes for students with disabilitiesnéimg for students with disabilities is provided by
both a state categorical program and a federak gvitn the remainder made up by LEA funds, likely
primarily LCFF funds. The LCAP specifically requsre. EAs to detail actions and services for all
student subgroups, including those students wehlidiities. The Governor’'s proposal to better align
the SELPA plans with the LCAP has merit. The Ledisle may wish to ensure that the capacity
building of COEs and the CCEE, as proposed by tbee@or, are aligned with the new SELPA
proposals to better incorporate special educatemwices into LCFF accountability, and that the
resources are available statewide to address #wfoeimproved outcomes for these students.

Suggested Questions:

1) How are SELPASs currently coordinating with theirAg€on the development of LCAP? How
does this look different for single district versusilti-district SELPAs?

2) How does the Governor envision lead SELPAs cootdimath regional lead COEs when an
LEA is struggling with supporting students with alidities?

Staff Recommendation:

Hold Open.
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