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Eligibility Requirement B

Senate Bill 19, chaptered in 2009, specifically addressed the data systems-related changes
needed for the purposes of competing for federal RTTT funds. The bill explicitly deletes the
prohibition against data in the California Longitudinal Teacher Integrated Data Education
System (CALTIDES) being used, either solely or in conjunction with data from the California
Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), for purposes of pay, promotion,
sanction, or personnel evaluation of an individual teacher or groups of teachers, or of any other
employment decisions related to individual teachers.' Thus, the bill clarified that student growth
data that is associated with individual teachers and principals can be used in teacher and

principal evaluation.

''E.C. 10601.5.



Section (A): State Success Factors

(A)(1) Articulating the State’s Education Reform Agenda and LEAS’

Participation In It

Looking Toward Tomorrow: Today’s Education Choices Will Shape
California’s Future

California’s diverse demographics and unflagging record as a national leader in innovation
make the State an important exemplar as America confronts numerous educational challenges.
Encompassing over 6.2 million students, 1,000 school districts, and 10,000 schools, our State
includes some of the most varied and creative school and district practices in the nation.
California schools are a microcosm of the world, educating over 1.5 million children for whom
English is not their native language, and providing assistance to English learners from over 100
language groups. If all of our students were educated to the high standards we have set, our
workforce would be superbly competitive in a culturally diverse global marketplace. But
California, like the rest of the nation, struggles to ensure that all of its students are adequately
prepared.

The good news is that California has the necessary foundation to address its educational
challenges. Over 15 years ago, the State began building a system founded on the vision that
every student will graduate with the skills and knowledge needed for success in college and in
careers. In the late 1990s, California became one of the first states to adopt grade-level standards,
which are now widely recognized as world-class. We ensured that our instructional materials,
teacher professional development, assessments and accountability were aligned with these
standards. In addition, long before the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act took effect, we shined
a light on our student subgroups and held ourselves accountable for closing achievement gaps.
This foundation has led to achievement gains across all student subgroups. However, it is widely
recognized that such gains must be accelerated if California is to truly close achievement gaps,
reduce dropout rates, and prepare more students for success in college and careers.

To better understand our challenges, state leaders recently invested in comprehensive reviews
of state and local data, research, and policies. These efforts sought to examine areas of progress

and identify core barriers to the dramatic improvement envisioned by the State. The resulting



analyses, such as the Getting Down to Facts reports, led to several sets of recommendations—
including those issued by the Governor’s Commission on Education Excellence (November
2007), the Superintendent’s P-16 Council report on closing the achievement gap (January 2008),
and the STEM Collaborative Action Plan (2008).> These reports highlight a consensus that
California must accelerate the development and implementation of its standards-aligned system
and strengthen its schools. To do so, the reports urged the State to focus on strategies that
foreshadowed those in Race to the Top (RTTT): ensuring more timely information on student
learning to inform instruction; building an infrastructure to support the use of data to drive
decisions; developing and supporting effective teachers and school leaders; strengthening the
rigor and relevance of schools that are not meeting student needs; and turning around schools
that have languished in a cycle of low expectations and low achievement.

These recommendations, however, collided with a national and state financial crisis of
unprecedented proportions. The crisis has challenged leaders at all levels, but it has also served
as an opportunity to clarify priorities and move forward in some critical reform areas—such as
expanding LEA flexibility for using state funds—that can establish a foundation for innovation
and strengthen our focus on defining outcomes for schools rather than managing specific inputs
for them. RTTT offers a unique opportunity to forge additional, otherwise unlikely agreements
on actions that can strengthen our system and make it more cost-effective. There is widespread
enthusiasm for such action among Californians. As evidence, the State enacted legislation on
January 7, 2010, as part of a special legislative session called by the Governor, to address the
RTTT reform areas.’ Almost one-half of California’s LEAs, representing about 60 percent of the
State’s student population, have signed MOUs committing to undertake all of the fundamental

reforms called for in RTTT.

California Department of Education. (2008, January). Closing the achievement gap: Report of Superintendent
Jack O'Connell's California P-16 council. Sacramento, CA: Author.

California Space Education and Workforce Institute. (2008). High Stakes: STEM Education — The essential
ingredient for California competitiveness. San Luis Obispo, CA: Author.

Governor's Committee on Education Excellence. (2007). Students first: Renewing hope for California's future.
Sacramento, CA: Author. Retrieved December 23, 2009, from:
http://www.everychildprepared.org/docs/7data.pdf.

Loeb, S., Bryk, A., & Hanushek, E. (2007). Getting down to facts: School finance and governance in California.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University.

SBXS5 1, SBXS5 2, and SBX5 4. (Unless otherwise indicated, all references in this application to “SBX” refer to
Senate Bills passed in extraordinary session in Fiscal Year 2009-2010.)



If California is to remain the engine of a knowledge-based economy, we must accelerate our
work to prepare students who can contribute to society in meaningful ways. In a recent analysis,
the Public Policy Institute of California looked at projections for the number of jobs in 2025 that
will require at least a bachelor’s degree, and estimated that if current trends persist, our supply of
such degree-holders in California will fall short by one million.* The implications of that
research are stark: If we don’t change our current achievement patterns, California faces a deeply
troubled future. In short, we see RTTT as an opportunity to consolidate the changes already
under way in California and to accelerate our pace in building the high-performing system that

our students need and deserve for a prosperous future.

A call to action: California’s approach to RTTT

Achieving dramatic gains in student performance will require significant investments in
critical reform drivers, as called for in RTTT and as identified by previous analyses within
California: standards and assessments, data systems to inform instruction, effective teachers and
leaders, turning around the lowest-achieving schools, and creating conditions for success.
Recognizing that these one-time dollars are aimed at some of the most challenging issues that
have stymied reforms in the past, we have chosen throughout this plan to invest in the creation of
a new local-state relationship that focuses on achieving mutual goals. In this relationship, the
State, in consultation with the field, will establish clear performance expectations, provide tools
and guidance, and hold LEAs accountable for achieving performance goals. LEAs will determine
the details around strategies for achieving those expectations, continuously examine data to
monitor progress, and adjust strategies along the way. The State will assist with local reform
through infrastructure investments, a stronger system of support, and improved data reporting, all
of which will help California focus on the needs of its students.

Lastly, the funding decisions made in this application reflect three general types of
investments: (1) those that build vital infrastructure supports that can spur change; (2) those that
help create and test different approaches to better supporting our schools to meet the instructional
needs of our diverse student population; and (3) those that build our capacity to evaluate what
works and to learn from our experiences. All of our investments must focus on strengthening

student achievement and allowing educators to get to the core business of schools: student

* Johnson, H. (2009). Educating California: Choices for the future. San Francisco, CA: Public Policy Institute of
California.



learning. In fact, one of the State’s first activities will be to develop an accountability model that

provides information on individual student learning year over year. This is one example of the

types of investments that will enable us to base all decisions—in local schools and at the state

Capitol—on a cycle of continuous inquiry and improvement. We recognize, however, that taking

actions to improve student learning, as called for in this plan, will require both common sense

and courage.

Great teachers and leaders

Altering our current achievement trajectory will require highly effective people in the right

places, equipped with the knowledge and skills to help all students learn. The State will invest in

key supports to ensure that highly effective teachers and leaders are recruited, supported, and

placed in all of our schools, especially those with the highest needs. This plan addresses key gaps

in California’s current system to support effective teachers and school leaders.

Improve teacher and leader effectiveness based on performance. To begin reorienting
our systems for teacher and principal evaluation to emphasize effectiveness, we will link
the development of new evaluation systems with the development of our student growth
accountability model. Participating LEAs have made significant and unprecedented
commitments to reforming teacher and principal evaluation practices in their RTTT
MOUs, in a concerted effort to strengthen supports for effective teaching and school
leadership. The State will facilitate a collaborative process with teacher unions,
management organizations, and participating LEAs to design model teacher and principal
evaluations, rooted in student achievement, that employ multiple measures to determine
teacher and leader effectiveness, which LEAs can elect to use at the local level. The State
will also create tools to implement those models, develop training on conducting
evaluations, and build online resources for the new state models and materials. To
encourage local innovation and flexibility, LEAs will be given the option to implement
the state models or develop and implement their own evaluations, following defined
criteria. Throughout, this work will be documented and evaluated so that we can refine
and improve it along the way.

Ensure equitable distribution of effective teachers and school leaders. The State, in
collaboration with LEAs, teachers, and administrators, will develop a definition of

teacher and principal effectiveness based on multiple measures, including—in significant



part—student achievement on state and local assessments. This will allow us to re-think
our systems for examining teacher and principal distribution, and then strengthen
programs to draw effective teachers and leaders to hard-to-staff schools, subjects, and
specialty areas. Already recent legislation is addressing staffing needs and just authorized
the creation of a new credentialing pathway for teachers in high priority STEM and
career technical education (CTE) fields.’

e Ensure effectiveness of preparation programs for teachers and leaders. We are proud
of our robust system of multiple routes to certification. Yet we need to significantly
increase the number of candidates coming through our most effective pathways and
significantly improve our less effective pathways. Expanding efforts already underway,
the State, in collaboration with institutions of higher education, will make
recommendations for evaluating teacher and administrator preparation programs based on
their graduates’ performance and other outcomes. LEAs and the State will work with the
higher education institutions that credential most of our teachers and leaders, all of whom
have signed MOUs with us to engage in reporting program participation and outcome
data rooted in student achievement and closing gaps. Such data will be reported to
stakeholders in accessible, clear reports and built into the state accreditation process.

e Provide effective supports to teachers and school leaders. Given that some of the
hardest work will be done in turning around persistently low-achieving schools, we will
strategically invest RTTT funds in developing an intensive program to train and support
school turnaround leaders. We will evaluate and learn from this effort to further
strengthen our supports for all principals. Furthermore, we intend to continue supporting
our exemplary teacher induction program and work with LEAs, professional associations,
higher education, and other support providers to apply lessons learned in California's
teacher induction program to improve and support principal induction programs.
Leveraging resources for induction, mentoring support, and professional development,
LEAs will institute a menu of job-embedded options tied to rigorous evaluations of
teachers’ and principals’ strengths and weaknesses. The regional system of support will
assist LEAs in this endeavor and in identifying professional development programs that

emphasize building knowledge and skills in critical areas such as use of data to inform

> SBXS5 1; E.C. 44227.2. (Unless otherwise noted, all citations to “E.C.” refer to California’s Education Code.)



instructional practices, early literacy, English language development, differentiated
instruction, approaches to support STEM subjects including Algebra I, and strategies to
increase high school graduation rates such as early interventions, engaging courses, and
supports for students. Data systems will also be strengthened to track program

participation and inform evaluation of professional development offerings.

Standards, assessments, and curricular supports

California will strengthen its already high standards by adopting a set of common core
standards and by working with one or more consortium of states to develop aligned assessments
in mathematics and reading/language arts. This work will result in better data on annual student
growth, including subgroup student achievement data, which will allow national comparisons,
and will facilitate the identification and sharing of successful practices across the nation. The
State has a well-established system for the development of curriculum frameworks and the
adoption of aligned instructional materials, and will support the transition to new standards by
accelerating the refinement of those frameworks and instructional material. The State will also
invest in aligned interim assessments as a part of its instructional materials adoption process, to
develop an item bank for formative assessments upon which LEAs can draw, and to support
related professional development to help build the capacity to use data at the classroom and

school levels.

Data systems to support instruction

Throughout this plan, the State has emphasized the development of performance metrics and
data to inform policymakers and educators about progress. Data will be strengthened at the state,
district, and school levels to inform practice and programmatic decisions to achieve results for
students.

e Strengthen the State’s longitudinal data system. California intends to use RTTT funds
in combination with other ARRA funds to build out our longitudinal data system and
strengthen our analytic capacity. We will connect to postsecondary and workforce data,
track data from teacher and principal preparation programs, make all data more
accessible and transparent, expand functionality to accommodate pre-K information, and
expand K—-12 data to include additional data on teachers and students and priority

programs such as CTE.



e Strengthen the use of data at the local level. Districts and the State will focus on
improving the quality and use of data at the local level, supporting professional
development on the use of data to improve instruction, consolidating and improving data
reports, and increasing access to data. Districts and the State will invest in identifying and
implementing local instructional improvement systems to help teachers and principals
examine and interpret data, provide early warnings about achievement issues, and help
teachers meet the needs of individual students. Furthermore, we will use data to drive

statewide communities of practices around effective instruction and proven strategies.

Turning around the lowest-achieving schools

California has identified its persistently lowest-achieving schools and will use both RTTT
and Title I School Improvement Grant funds to support their turnaround by implementing one of
four turnaround models. In a state as large and diverse as California, one size certainly does not
fit all, and our efforts to date have shown this to be particularly true in turning around
persistently low performing schools. To support school-turnaround efforts, California will
strengthen its statewide system of support through clear MOUs with lead agencies in each of the
State’s 11 geographic regions. These regional agencies will provide expertise to LEAs as they
choose effective intervention strategies, offer services to support their efforts, and help develop
and monitor clear performance measures. The State will coordinate and support communities of
practice for schools and LEAs working on turning around the persistently lowest-achieving
schools and create other tools to share promising practices. The State will also provide challenge
funds to LEAs with persistently lowest-achieving schools that want to invest in early childhood
education, STEM, or CTE/multiple pathways strategies as part of their turnaround efforts.
Finally, the State will work to ensure schools have success upon implementing a turnaround
model by promoting partnerships among schools and LEAs to share expertise and lessons

learned in ways that can build upon and sustain success.

Creating conditions for success

We need to use our creativity, leavened by the RTTT award, to build a new way of running
California’s educational enterprise. The new system must be driven by clear performance goals
and expectations, with flexibility and collaboration being critical factors in achieving those goals.

Likewise, the system must be student-centered rather than adult-centric, data-driven, and



inclusive of accountability at all levels. Equally important, it must leverage California’s expertise

in technology, for which the State is known throughout the world. While the State establishes

clear performance expectations in key reform areas, the local role will be one of innovation and

renewal to determine how to achieve goals in the reform areas. LEAs can use RTTT funding as a

means of developing new approaches that can return California to the forefront of education in

the United States.

To support new ways of doing business, our RTTT plan includes several strategies:

Support local flexibility to stimulate innovation. California has entered a period of
unparalleled flexibility through block granting of most categorical funds and through the
waiver authority of the State Board of Education (SBE). These factors provide a
foundation upon which LEAs and schools can create new approaches to meeting student
needs. This application builds on existing flexibility by emphasizing collaborative and
locally driven processes for implementing certain reform elements—such as (1)
evaluating teacher and leader effectiveness for compensation purposes; (2) collecting and
reporting data to improve instruction; and (3) choosing the most effective model for
turning around low-achieving schools. These processes are guided by clear standards and
benchmarks from the State, providing a tight focus on shared goals and outcome
measures and establishing a flexible approach for achieving them.

Develop a new local-state partnership to support school and district improvement.
The State, districts, schools, researchers, county offices of education, professional
associations, and other support providers must collaborate to identify what works, share
expertise, and rapidly implement proven strategies. The State will invest in rapid
knowledge development and sharing through professional learning communities of
teachers and leaders who have common goals, examine data, and share effective
practices, particularly in strategic areas such as use of data to inform instruction, early
literacy and mathematics, STEM programs, and strengthening high school graduation and
college attendance rates. These communities will be assisted by online tools and
resources that are vetted and reviewed, such as the State’s Brokers of Expertise portal
(described in greater detail in Section (A)(2)). The state system of regional support will

be strengthened through clearer performance goals and accountability for focusing on the



State’s priority levers, and through robust communities of learning on such issues as
school turnarounds.
e Develop clear metrics and accountability for all players in the system. Local
educators and leaders will be supported to demonstrate year-to-year growth in student
learning, reward performance, and take action when results are not achieved. LEAs
participating in RTTT will develop scopes of work with clear performance benchmarks
and timelines for doing this work. Similarly, state and local investments in organizations
that provide assistance or professional development will include performance measures
and public reporting on progress.
e Increase choice and empowerment of parents. California recently enacted legislation
to encourage parent-school partnerships to improve student achievement and find schools
where every child can succeed. Parents in the State’s lowest-achieving schools now have
the option to transfer to a higher performing school in another district and will be
accepted as long as seats are available. Furthermore, parents in schools that are in
multiple years of program improvement can trigger one of the turnaround options under
RTTT through a petition. These reforms will alter the culture in our schools and LEAs by
giving parents a true voice in their children’s education.
e Encourage local innovation in critical areas to better support individual student
learning. Many of the strategies to transform teaching practices and student learning
include classroom, school, and district approaches to engaging students in meaningful,
academically challenging learning opportunities. The State has specifically challenged
LEAs to collaborate on some critical areas to stimulate innovation and accelerate the
spread of promising approaches. Specifically, the State is fostering LEA partnerships to:
O Address Science Technology Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) needs of
students and staff by working with industry experts, museums, universities, research
centers, and other STEM-capable community partners to: prepare and assist teachers
in integrating STEM content across grades and disciplines; promote effective and
relevant instruction; and offer applied learning opportunities for students;

0 Explore innovative uses of technology to improve learning, especially focused on all

types of differentiated instruction;

8 SBX5 4; E.C. 53300—353301.
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0 Engage in a concerted effort to improve instruction for English learners, including
exploring the use of technology and high-quality professional development that
provides differentiated instructional strategies, promotes the effective use of student
achievement data, and develops skills for supporting English language acquisition.

0 Improve the quality of early childhood education by implementing quality preschool
programs and helping students better transition between preschool and kindergarten;

O Build on afterschool programs and community partnership efforts as a means to
increase learning time, especially among low-performing schools; and

0 Develop multiple pathways for students in high school and additional high-quality
CTE options.’

These partnerships will be supported through state and regional professional learning
communities to explore and share effective practices through a variety of ongoing virtual and
face-to-face professional development forums and discussions. Tools and resources to support
their work will be vetted for quality and posted on an easily accessed web portal. They will also
be supported through collaborative efforts with the State and other partners to examine data and
learn from ongoing efforts.

e Strengthen regional assistance and support for local innovations, including charter
schools as a turnaround strategy. The State will invest in building a system of regional
supports through county offices of education by providing greater focus, coordination and
accountability for supporting local efforts to address the four reform areas in the State’s
plan. They will help LEAs develop effective strategies, plans, and benchmarks for
addressing the RTTT reform areas; provide guidance, tools, and professional
development in those areas; and monitor progress and report to the SBE, which will
ultimately hold LEAs accountable for progress. In addition, this plan recognizes the
paucity of organizations committed to creating high-quality charter schools as a school
turnaround strategy in California. Through RTTT, California intends to create a Regional
Charter Resource Center, aimed at supporting charter quality within the regions and,

specifically, helping to develop a robust group of charters and charter management

"See Appendix A, page 6, for a description of California’s approach to career technical education and to multiple
pathways.
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organizations capable of working with LEAs and counties to turn around low performing

schools.

Evaluate performance against clear goals

We believe that investing in the critical areas of state and local infrastructure described above
will result in dramatic gains in student achievement, increases in high school graduation rates,
and higher rates of college enrollment and completion. To ensure achievement of such goals, the
State will invest in evaluating its efforts. As we continuously monitor progress, the State and
LEAs will make adjustments in strategies and programs as necessary.

State and local efforts are strengthened when they are focused on clear, mutually shared
student achievement goals and performance measures. California’s goal is to ensure that every
student graduates high school prepared to participate in a career and college. Although California
recognizes that existing progress measures as defined under NCLB require refinement and
improvement, the State’s current performance measures align with NCLB. We have included
charts of annual performance targets in Appendix A, page 2. Specifically, State goals include:

e Ensuring that all students achieve at the proficient or advanced levels on the California

Standards Tests in English—language arts and mathematics by 2014.

¢ Increasing the high school graduation rate to 90 percent by 2020.

The State is immediately embarking upon a process to revise its current goals and track
progress in a way that ensures such goals are ambitious yet achievable and that they reflect a
shared, statewide vision for increasing student achievement in core academic subjects; for
decreasing achievement gaps between subgroups on state achievement tests and NAEP; for
increasing high school graduation rates; and for increasing college enrollment and success.
Revising and re-committing to state goals will require significant engagement with a broad range
of stakeholders in the P-20 education system and improvements in our data systems. It is not a
task that California takes lightly and therefore discussions have commenced.

In monitoring progress of our RTTT strategies, the State will pay particular attention to
several indicators that we view as critical gateways to achieving our vision. That is, we expect to
see dramatic gains in:

e Mathematics and literacy achievement in the early grades—the foundation for future

SuccCess.
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e Mastery of Algebra I—a gateway course for a sequence of career and college
preparation pathways.

e High school graduation rates—the State will achieve this by providing students with a
strong early foundation for learning, intervening when students appear off-track, and
offering rigorous, meaningful, and relevant learning opportunities that engage students

through high school and prepare them for college and careers.

Local Commitment to Reform (A)(1)(ii) and (A)(1)(iii)

LEAs have sprung into action in support of the opportunities offered by RTTT. A significant
number of local leaders have signed agreements to address the four reform areas called for in
RTTT, and momentum to build the next phase of the State’s reform effort is growing.

Rates of LEA participation. In developing our approach to achieving the goals set forth in
this RTTT plan, the State made a strategic decision to fund all LEAs interested in participating,
including those that do not currently receive Title I allocations. Ultimately, the reforms outlined
in this plan will impact all of our districts and schools, a process that will be accelerated by
garnering a critical mass of LEAs willing to take action in the four reform areas. Therefore, all
LEAs were invited to participate, and funds from the state’s portion of the award will be directed
toward funding LEAs that do not receive Title I allocations.

To date 804 LEAs representing 56 percent of the State’s schools and 3.6 million students (61
percent of whom are living in poverty) have signed MOUs committing to action in all parts of
each of the reform areas (see Exhibit 1). Many of these agreements were signed by not only the
superintendent, but also by school board presidents (78 percent) and union leaders (26 percent of
applicable LEAs), reflecting the deep engagement that leadership teams will have in these efforts
(see Exhibit 2). LEAs will all need to have signatures from their appropriate governing boards
and we expect many to come in over the coming months. The State will require appropriate
signatures from governing boards within the 90-day period that LEAs have to finalize their
scopes of work, budgets, and performance measures should we succeed in receiving a RTTT
grant.

This level of LEA participation in a local-state partnership to implement the RTTT reform
areas is an indicator of California’s readiness to face challenging issues and continue building

our system to raise student achievement. With half of the LEAs in the State actively engaged in
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implementing new standards and assessments, using data to drive improvements, supporting
great teachers and leaders, and turning around struggling schools we are poised to dramatically
increase student learning. As professionals in over half of the State’s schools engage in
professional learning and dialogue to strengthen their practices we expect to achieve

breakthrough results and effective innovations.

Exhibit 1: Summary of Participating LEAs (A)(1)(iii)

Participating LEAs | Statewide Percentage of Total Statewide (%0)
#) #) (Participating LEAs / Statewide)
LEAs 804 1,729 46.5%
Schools 5,755 10,225 56.3%
K-12 Students 3,645,963 6,252,031 58.3%
Students in poverty 1,991,399 3,271,334 60.9%

Exhibit 2: Summary of MOU Signatures (A)(1)(ii)(c)

Signatures Acquired from Participating LEAs

Number of Participating LEAs

with all applicable signatures 17
N_umber of N_umber of Percentage (%)
Signatures Signatures - -
Obtained (#) Applicable (#) (Obtained / Applicable)
LEA Superintendent (or 204 304 100.0%
equivalent)
Pres1dept of chal School Board 603 773 78.0%
(or equivalent, if applicable)
Local Teachers’ Union Leader 122 468 26.1%

(if applicable)

Commitment to reforms. After careful consideration, the State recognizes that meaningful
improvements require nothing short of a systemic, comprehensive approach to supporting
student learning. Therefore, LEAs have been asked to sign MOU s that include terms and
conditions and commitments to a preliminary scope of work that requires implementation of all
of the elements in each of four reform areas. See Appendix A, page 7 for a sample of the MOU
that LEAs signed and summary tables of the commitments made by LEAs. The State did not
offer the latitude to opt out of any of the strategies. This was a result of our firm conviction that
the strategies, taken as a whole, represent the best chance of ensuring that every student in
California graduates from high school ready to participate in college and to pursue careers.

The State also encouraged LEAs to partner with other LEAs and the State to implement

approaches in several priority areas to strengthen teaching and learning. As Exhibit 3 below
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indicates, interest in these areas was strong and each area garnered about a third of participating
LEAs, thus ensuring the potential for creating vibrant professional learning communities and that

can share and strengthen effective practices in these areas.

Exhibit 3: Commitments to Voluntary Elements of the MOU

Number of LEAS Percentage of Total
Participating (#) | Participating LEAs (%)

Voluntary Elements of State Reform Plans

Address Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (STEM) needs of students and staff by
working with industry experts, museums, 235 29.2%
universities, research centers, and/or other STEM-
capable community partners.

Explore innovative uses of technology to improve
learning, especially focused on all types of 301 37.4%
differentiated instruction.

Engage in a concerted effort to improve instruction
for English learners, including building communities 286 35.6%
of practice and sharing promising practices.

Improve the quality of early childhood education by
helping students make better transitions between 218 27.1%
preschool and kindergarten.

Build on afterschool programs and community
partnership efforts as a means to increase learning 246 30.6%
time, especially among low performing schools.

Develop multiple pathways for students in High
School and additional Career Technical Education 192 23.9%
options.

In summary, California is submitting this RTTT plan with a firm local- and state-level
commitment to implement the strategies and systems that together will ensure that all of our

students are prepared for college and careers.

(A)(2) Building Strong Statewide Capacity to Implement, Scale Up, and

Sustain Proposed Plans

Our foundation

California schools and districts encompass a rich panoply of sizes, configurations, student
populations, and geography. Needs vary from the extremes of a small, rural LEA where a single
individual might hold the role of superintendent and principal to an urban LEA whose student

population rivals that of many states. Therefore, for several decades the State has utilized both
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the CDE and a regional system of 58 county offices of education, organized into 11 regions, to
roll out state initiatives and provide guidance and support to districts for achieving statewide
objectives in ways that reflect local contexts.®

To date, however, state support to districts and schools has not been as sharply focused,
coordinated, or accountable as it needs to be to achieve our State’s vision of college and career-
ready graduates. This plan lays out a set of strategies to alter those conditions and sharply focus
all partners in the system—from the state Capitol to individual schools—on improving outcomes

for students.

Goal: Dramatically strengthen local capacity and accountability
RTTT is an opportunity to strengthen capacity throughout California and to build and

implement systems that will sustain the cycle of continuous improvement in our schools. This
will be accomplished through six main strategies: 1) strengthen the regional system of support
for districts and schools; 2) build an infrastructure for knowledge development and sharing; 3)
utilize data to drive performance, management, and accountability; 4) evaluate, learn from, and
take action on data; 5) strategically invest RTTT funds and harness other resources to achieve
and sustain RTTT goals; and 6) partner with diverse stakeholders to accomplish state and local

goals.

Strategies

Strengthen the regional system of support for districts and schools (A)(2)(i). California’s
current statewide system of support for districts and schools is comprised of three entities (see
Exhibit 4). The first is the CDE, which implements federal and state programs on behalf of the
SBE, which is designated the State Education Agency. The second is a regional system of
support that is comprised of 11 regional consortia of county offices of education. The third
component is the federally-funded California Comprehensive Center (CA CC), which helps build
the capacity of the state system to implement federal initiatives and improve student
achievement.

We believe that strengthening the regional system of support and accountability is central to
California’s success. Through RTTT, coordination, accountability, and funding for this system

will be reinforced. Therefore, the CDE, in conjunction with the SBE, will hold a competition for

¥ See Appendix A, page 55, for a map of the State’s counties and configuration into eleven regions.
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contracting with 11 lead regional offices that will serve as central hubs for the regional system of
support to offer guidance, support, and monitoring of LEA reform efforts. Lead regional offices
will be selected based upon the technical quality of what they propose and the evidence of
support from the other partners within the regional consortia that they will lead.

The new contracts for the regional system of support will be stronger than the past, including
clear responsibilities and performance measures that will be publicly reported, with action taken
to find new regional leads when performance goals are not achieved. The regional lead offices
will be responsible for overseeing and negotiating statements of work and performance
benchmarks with LEAs in their region, for ultimate approval by the SBE. They will monitor and
report on LEA progress, offer guidance on implementation, and provide or coordinate service
offerings to participating LEAs and schools in areas related to the RTTT reform areas.

While the regional system of support will serve as a key provider of services, tools, and
models within the four RTTT reform areas, LEAs can also opt to partner with other
organizations. Regional lead offices, therefore, may offer guidance and assistance to LEAs for
developing MOUs with other partners that have clear performance benchmarks, because
ultimately, the LEAs and the regional lead office serving them, will report on implementation of
LEA plans and progress on performance benchmarks.

Efforts within the CDE and the regional system of support will be bolstered by assistance
from the CA CC, whose charge is to build capacity in the State to effectively implement federal
programs, which will develop annual work plans with the State focused on RTTT priorities. It
will serve as resource for the CDE and the regional system of support by harnessing expertise
and drawing upon a national network to support work in the four reform areas.

An additional partner, the Regional Charter Innovation Center, will be added to this system
of support to foster the development of high-quality charter school organizations, especially
those that aim to engage in school turnaround work. This new partner — described in greater
detail in Section (E)(2) — will support the efforts of LEAs and counties and focus on building
charter talent and quality.

17



Exhibit 4: California’s System of Support

SBE

. / SDE \ Regional -

cACC e ——— | Charter
: l " Innovation
 Center

Schools
&

Districts

Accelerate and facilitate knowledge sharing and vibrant learning communities
(A)(2)(i)(a). California’s plan envisions rapid knowledge development and professional learning
in each of the four reform areas through professional learning communities and through the
online portal of Brokers of Expertise, both coordinated by the State and its regional lead offices.

Professional learning communities (PLCs). The State will facilitate and encourage
statewide professional learning communities (PLCs) in the key areas of reform and innovation
laid out in RTTT through the regional system of support. The regional lead offices and the CDE
will organize statewide and regionally-based PLCs based upon regional needs and interests.
Initial PLCs will focus on the reform areas of the RTTT plan — such as using data to drive
instruction, developing and implementing teacher and leader evaluation processes, turning
around struggling schools, and achieving state standards in specific content areas like Algebra.
They will also be organized around topic areas encouraged in the State’s MOU with LEAs:
STEM, innovative uses of technology to differentiate instruction, supports for English learner
students, quality early childhood programs and transitions to kindergarten, extended learning

time, and CTE/multiple pathways.
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Each PLC must have a shared goal and will be tasked with collaboratively developing
strategies to strengthen the effectiveness and quality of practices within their work through
ongoing professional learning and access to vetted resources and tools through in-person events,
virtual discussions and seminars, and partnering among LEAs or schools. By collaborating to
develop and implement effective strategies to achieve state goals, it is hoped that PLCs might
develop models of breakthrough results in crucial areas. Each PLC will be supported by a point
person tasked with facilitating and coordinating activities.

Brokers of Expertise. The State of California, in partnership with LEAs and philanthropic
organizations, has already invested in the initial development and pilot testing of a
groundbreaking, Web-based community of practice—Brokers of Expertise (http://boepilot.org).
The intent of Brokers of Expertise is to help schools close achievement gaps and raise
achievement levels for all students. Focused on teaching and learning resources and developed
and reviewed by practitioners, Brokers of Expertise supports student success in achieving state
standards. To date, this portal has focused on resources and discussion for classroom teachers in
Algebra I, fourth-grade language arts, and CTE/multiple pathways approaches, as the State
recognizes the importance of these subjects in ensuring student success.

RTTT funds will be used to further expand the topic areas included in this portal, as well as
improve the technical capacity and the content quality of this potentially robust resource. It will
also be strengthened to serve as a platform for a variety of PLCs for hosting online discussions
and seminars and posting vetted research, tools, and practices. Investment will also be made in
developing transparent criteria for reviewing and posting tools and resources within the Brokers
of Expertise portal. For example, instructional materials will be posted only by teachers deemed
to be highly effective or effective, labeled as such, and reviewed to ensure their alignment with
state standards. RTTT funds will be invested in developing the infrastructure; other funds from
LEAs and other participants will ultimately fund ongoing maintenance.

Utilize data to drive performance, management, and accountability (A)(2)(i)(c). Success
of an endeavor as comprehensive as RTTT will require attention to effective implementation of
all four reform areas. This means that all partners in the system must be focused on shared
performance goals and be held accountable for meeting specific benchmarks tied to their
contributions. As described above, LEAs will develop and publicly report on performance

benchmarks for their progress. Similarly, regional lead offices will establish and report on
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performance measures for their services. Likewise the CDE will develop performance measures
tied to effective grant administration and timely disbursement of funding and guidance. The CDE
will develop a system for regularly reporting on this combination of performance measures to
both the SBE and the field. Funding from RTTT will be distributed based upon successfully
meeting performance benchmarks.

Evaluate, learn from, and take action on data (A)(2)(i)(b). The State’s expanded capacity
to collect data as described in Section (C), as well as ongoing data related to performance
measures for implementing reforms (described above), will allow the State and LEAs to examine
data more thoughtfully to inform ongoing programmatic and policy decisions. Such work will be
further strengthened by studies that analyze data to inform implementation of RTTT reforms.

Targeted studies to allow for ongoing adjustments in implementation of state strategies.
Several reform strategies within our RTTT plan are breaking new ground and will benefit from
examinations of early implementation efforts that might inform ongoing policy decisions and
point to promising practices or ongoing challenges, thus modeling the cycle of continuous
improvement we intend to propel each level of the system. For example, RTTT funds will help
the State examine different models that LEAs develop to evaluate teachers and leaders to better
understand how such issues might be approached (see Section (D)(2)). Similarly, the State will
study implementation of the four school turnaround options under RTTT and Title I School
Improvement Grants. Understanding how LEAs are selecting turnaround options, engaging
communities in their reform efforts, and building capacity will inform local, state, and national
efforts (see Section (E)(2)).

State evaluation of RTTT. State and local policymakers are also committed to examining
implementation of RTTT efforts through an independent evaluation of the implementation of the
state plan submitted in this application. Our State’s commitment to creating a culture of
continuous improvement is evidenced by the provision in recently enacted legislation during a
special session that mandates an evaluation commencing January 1, 2011 with a final report
delivered by June 1, 2014.° This effort will provide ongoing information about how participating

LEAs are addressing the reform strategies and will examine early indicators of the impact of

?SBX5 1; E.C. 53102.
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their approaches. The regional system of support can be mobilized to address challenges that
arise, as well as policy issues that might be addressed through actions by the SBE or the CDE.

Strategically invest RTTT funds and harness other resources to achieve RTTT goals
(A)(2)(i)(c), (d), (e). The reform areas outlined in this application will be implemented using a
combination of federal and state funds with some strategic investments from private foundations
(as described in greater detail in the budget and narrative in Appendix A, page 112). To the
extent practical, RTTT funds will support one-time infrastructure costs such as adopting new
standards, assessments, and instructional materials and developing new models for evaluating
teachers and principals. Other ongoing state and federal ESEA funds, such as Title I and Title II
dollars, will bolster these efforts by supporting ongoing professional development and
implementation. RTTT investments in efforts that require ongoing support — such as supports for
struggling schools or evaluating teachers and school leaders — will be sustained by recurring state
and federal funds. Our intention is to use RTTT funds to develop and test models across the four
reform areas and re-direct ongoing funding to support the implementation of effective strategies.

Partner with diverse stakeholders to accomplish state and local goals (A)(2)(ii). Success
of this endeavor will require the committed involvement of teachers, school administrators,
political leaders, institutions of higher education, private foundations, research organizations, and
other assistance organizations if we are to truly implement and sustain the fundamental reforms
called for in this plan. In preparation for California’s application for the RTTT funds, leaders
from the Governor’s office, the SBE, and the CDE engaged with stakeholders across the State to
share information and gather feedback. They hosted two research-to-practice forums to examine
issues related to measuring teacher effectiveness and turning around low-performing schools.
They hosted and joined numerous discussions with practitioners and stakeholders throughout the
State, including three in-person regional meetings across the State, several Webinars, a two-day
Web dialogue, and many conference calls. Legislative Committees hosted numerous public
hearings throughout the State and enacted landmark legislation embracing the reforms outlined
in this plan.'® The State also created a Web site to solicit ongoing input and to share resources
about the State’s plan and process for developing the application.

As a result of this effort, a broad and diverse range of stakeholders have made deep

commitments to support and sustain the reforms outlined in the plan that follows. For example,

'"SB 19 (enacted in October 2009) and SBX5 1, SBX5 2, and SBXS5 4 (enacted in January 2010).
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the State has already received formal commitments to partner on RTTT efforts through not just

letters of support, but MOUs outlining partnership activities (see Appendix A, page 59).

California’s Institutions of Higher Education (IHEs), as represented by the University of
California, California State University, California Community Colleges, and the
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities, have submitted formal
MOUs in which they commit to working with the State on issues such as aligning the
common core standards with preparedness standards for credit-bearing college
coursework; aligning IHE data systems with those of the State to create a seamless, P-20
longitudinal data system; and incorporating student growth data into an evaluation system
of the impact of teacher and administrator preparation programs on student outcomes.
The Alliance for Regional Collaboration to Heighten Educational Success—a network of
regional partners connected through the California State University system—has
submitted a formal MOU committing to expand and focus its network of regional
collaboratives that include LEAs, county offices of education, IHEs, and business and
community organizations, on RTTT priorities; create and sustain a professional learning
community of these collaboratives; and provide technical assistance related to the
importance of generating measurable student outcomes through the gathering, analysis,
and utilization of data.

The Parent Institute for Quality Education has committed, through a formal MOU, to
make available organization supports to develop collaborative actions to reach the student
and systems outcomes as detailed in the State’s application; conduct statewide forums for
the purpose of training teachers and counselors both to access and utilize data to improve
instruction; and implement a pilot program to improve instruction in middle school
mathematics through utilization of real-time student testing data; and disseminate best
practices from the California Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate
Programs that has developed innovative approaches to implementing a college-going
culture in middle schools.

A coalition of private foundations that have been at the forefront of education reform in
California, and combined have an endowment of more than $8 billion, have pledged to
support the implementation of the State’s plan by aligning their grant making with the
RTTT focus areas.
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e The State's plan for RTTT is supported by a broad array of business leaders and
organizations, including the California Business Roundtable; The Regional Economic
Association Leaders of California, which is comprised of 17 large regionally-diverse
chambers of commerce and leadership councils; and TechNet, a national, bipartisan
network of technology company CEOs in the fields of information technology, e-
commerce, clean technology, biotechnology, venture capital and investment banking.
These entities pledged to support the aims in the RTTT plan, and are particularly
supportive of implementing of a comprehensive longitudinal education data system and
increasing student success in STEM. They have committed to continue sustained
advocacy efforts to build political capital to achieve RTTT goals, support regional efforts
to implement the RTTT reforms, and connect employers to schools.

e Researchers throughout California have committed to align their research with the reform
areas outlined in the State’s plan for RTTT. For example, Policy Analysis for California
Education—an independent, nonpartisan research center based at the University of
California, Berkeley, the University of Southern California, and Stanford University—
will provide state leaders with access to education experts from California’s leading
research universities to help guide the State’s reforms under RTTT. Similarly, the
federally funded Regional Educational Laboratory West at WestEd will support state,
regional, and local communities of practice by helping them bridge research and practice
and supporting the use of data and evidence in decisions. Measuring the impact and
effectiveness of innovative approaches to reform before implementing them statewide or
bringing them to scale in an important element in California’s RTTT approach.

All told the State has received 6 MOUSs to partner on RTTT efforts, 24 letters outlining
specific commitments of support, and 72 letters of support from legislative leaders, business,
research, technical assistance, associations, and advocacy organizations (see Appendix A, page
56 for a complete list). Local political leaders such as the Mayors’ Education Roundtable and
individual mayors have submitted letters of support. Editorial boards at major newspapers across

the state supported California’s RTTT efforts and encouraged local participation.' And,

" Editorial boards that support the State’s RTTT effort include the: Daily News of Los Angeles, Inland Valley Daily
Bulletin, Los Angeles Times, Sacramento Bee, San Jose Mercury News, San Bernardino Sun, San Francisco
Chronicle, San Gabriel Valley Tribune, Santa Rosa Press Democrat, Riverside Press Democrat, Ventura County
Star
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critically important, the Governor and Legislature joined forces to support the State’s RTTT
efforts through the enactment of comprehensive legislation to implement reforms called for in
RTTT."

Such committed partnerships will be vital for building state and local capacity to implement and

sustain the reforms that this strategic investment in RTTT promises.

(A)(3) Demonstrating Significant Progress in Raising Achievement
and Closing Gaps

As noted in Section (A)(1), the reform areas called for in RTTT are not new to California.
We have engaged in this work for almost two decades and have a roadmap for strengthening the
coherence and capacity of our system. As a pioneer in setting high standards, California has long
embraced an approach of focusing systemic supports on raising student achievement,
recognizing that one element alone will not achieve the results we want. In fact, programs for
schools in Program Improvement under NCLB are now aligned to support 9 Essential Program
Components adopted by the SBE (see Exhibit 5). This section describes California’s progress in

each of the RTTT reform areas and resulting gains we are seeing in student achievement.

Exhibit 5: California’s Nine Essential Program Components

EPC #1: Use of standards-based, SBE—adopted (for kindergarten through eighth grade) or standards-aligned
(for ninth through twelfth grade) English—language arts and mathematics instructional materials, including
intensive interventions and English language development materials

EPC #2: Implementation of instructional minutes for basic core English—language arts and mathematics
programs, intensive intervention and strategic support courses as well as additional instructional time for
structured English language development at all grade levels.

EPC #3: Use of an annual district instructional/assessment pacing guide

EPC #4: Implementation of School Administrator Instructional Leadership Training Program and support for
instructional leaders to ensure the full implementation of the district-adopted program and the EPCs.

EPC #5: Fully credentialed, highly qualified teachers per the requirements of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, and professional development on SBE—adopted instructional materials.

EPC #6: Implementation of ongoing instructional assistance and support for English—-language arts, English
language development, and mathematics teachers through the use of content experts, specialists, and
instructional coaches.

EPC #7: Implementation of a student achievement monitoring system that provides timely data from common
formative and curriculum-embedded and summative assessments for teachers and principals to use to monitor
ongoing student progress, identify student needs, inform instruction, and determine effectiveness of
instructional practices and implementation of the adopted programs.

EPC #8: Implementation of monthly structured teacher collaboration for all English—language arts, English
language development, and mathematics teachers by grade level (for kindergarten through eighth grade), and
common course and department levels (for ninth through twelfth grades) facilitated by the principal.

EPC #9: Implementation of fiscal support aligned with full implementation of EPCs

12 SBX5 2 and SBX5 4 (enacted January 7, 2010)
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An aligned system driven by rigorous academic standards and assessments
(A)B)()

High standards. California has adopted standards in English-language arts (1997),
mathematics (1997), history—social science (1998), science (1998), English language
development (1999), visual and performing arts (2001), physical education and career technical
education (2005), and health education (2008). Additionally, the State recently developed
foundations for quality preschool programs. Praised nationally for their high quality and rigor,
California’s standards are carefully designed to describe a sequence of student learning and the
key content to be taught in core content areas at each grade level, K-8, and in specific high
school academic courses.'® They lead students through a progression of content designed to
prepare them for success in careers and in higher education.

Standards-aligned curricular and instructional materials. State standards are enacted in
classrooms through curriculum frameworks that guide the adoption of instructional materials.
These frameworks provide clear instructional expectations and guidance for teachers and
principals and describe the scope and sequence of the knowledge and skills all students need to
master at each grade level. The frameworks also provide direction to publishers; each includes
criteria for instructional material evaluation.

Multiple assessment measures. The State’s assessment system measures student
performance against state standards and provides critical information for guiding program
improvement. Its central piece is the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program,
created in 1997 to provide annual assessments of academic achievement in core content areas in
grades 2-11." The STAR Program consists of four key components: the California Standards
Tests (CSTs); the California Modified Assessment for students in grades 3-8 whose
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) call for an alternate CST format; the California
Alternate Performance Assessment designed to measure the academic gains of students with
severe cognitive disabilities; and the Standards-based Tests in Spanish for students who receive

instruction in Spanish or were enrolled in schools in the United States for less than 12 months.

B Finn, C. E., Julian, L., & Petrilli, M. (2006). The state of state standards, 2006. Washington, DC: The Thomas B.
Fordham Foundation & Institute.
American Federation of Teachers. (2008). Sizing up state standards 2008. Washington, DC: Author.

E.C. 60640 et seq.
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Currently, CSTs are required for all students in English language arts for grades 2-11;
mathematics for grades 2-9; science for grades 5, 8, and 10 (life science); and history—social
science for grades 8 and 11 (U.S. history). Students also take end-of-course tests in mathematics,
science, and history—social science in grades 9-11 when they complete the corresponding
courses.

The state assessment system also includes the California English Language Development
Test, which helps schools better understand the English language development needs of English
language learners. In addition, the California High School Exit Exam tests students in
mathematics and English language arts, passage of which is required for high school graduation.

Finally, California leads the nation in its work to use assessments as an early indicator for
college readiness. The Early Assessment Program (EAP) is a collaborative effort between the
CDE, the SBE, and the California State University (CSU). In place since 2004, the EAP is
designed to assess students for college readiness in their high school junior year. Eleventh grade
students whose schools participate in the EAP can take augmented CSTs that combine CSU
placement standards with California high school standards. Scores are reported as part of the
STAR results and students who do not pass benefit from the early benchmark, which allows
them to focus their attention on specific areas of need in the 12" grade. State universities can
also use these results to exempt students from placement testing. Last year legislation passed
allowing community colleges to participate in the EAP, and the State is talking with the
University of California system about participation as well. Furthermore, this assessment was
validated by Achieve as a robust indicator of readiness for non-remedial, credit-bearing,
baccalaureate level work in California’s colleges and universities.

Public accountability for achieving standards. California’s school and district
accountability is also aligned with state standards. The Public School Accountability Act 1999
created an index for measuring academic growth in schools, known as the Academic
Performance Index (API). The API combines multiple achievement measures into an index
measure that is used to rank schools and assign school-specific annual performance targets, both
school wide and at the subgroup level, that build toward state performance goals (see Appendix
A, page 192).

This system is complemented by federal accountability measures for demonstrating adequate

yearly progress toward ensuring that all students are proficient or advanced in English—language
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arts and mathematics. Together, these measures ensure a solid focus on teaching the core
academic standards; however, there is strong interest in creating a single accountability system

tied to individual student-achievement growth (see Section (D) of this application).

Data systems to inform improvement efforts (A)(3)(i)

Public access to multiple data reports. California has a relatively sophisticated system for
making data about students, schools, and achievement measures publicly available for
researchers, practitioners, policymakers, parents/community members, and other interested
stakeholders. Datasets publicly available on the CDE’s Web site include the California Basic
Education Data System (CBEDS), which contains information on student and staff
demographics; the Standardized Account Code Structure (SACS), which contains revenue and
expenditure information for all LEAs; the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (STAR),
which includes annual student achievement testing data for each school and LEA; the California
High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE), which collects data on student pass rates; and, the California
English Language Development Test, which reports school-level performance on the test. Each
dataset is accompanied online by detailed handbooks as well as by customized, public reports. In
addition, Ed-Data.org offers educators, policymakers, the legislature, parents, and the public
quick access to accessible, timely and comprehensive data about K-12 education in California,
including fiscal reports by school, district and county.

Investment in longitudinal data systems. California has also stepped up its capacity to
collect, manage, and share longitudinal data. The California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement
Data System (CALPADS) will have complete data starting this school year, and a companion
system integrating teacher data—the California Longitudinal Teacher Integrated Data Education
System (CALTIDES)—is scheduled to be in operation by 2011-12. Furthermore, as part of
RTTT, Governor Schwarzenegger recently signed legislation that removes any barriers to linking
student and teacher data and to further develop the state longitudinal system." As described in
greater detail in Section (C) of this application, the State has an application pending before the
Institute for Education Sciences for the State Longitudinal Data System that would enable further

development of California’s longitudinal data system.

"> SB 19 (enacted in 2009) and SBX5 2 (enacted in 2010)
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These data systems, however, comprise only one step toward building a culture that uses data
to drive decisions about education programs and classroom strategies. The need for
strengthening use of data to improve instruction is widely acknowledged among stakeholders and
is supported by recommendations from several reports conducted by the State and independent
agencies to address this question. The State spent the last several years undertaking a systematic
review of its data needs, collecting stakeholder input that has led to California’s roadmap for

further developing its system. Section (C) outlines some immediate next steps in that journey.

Strong systems of support for teachers and leaders (A)(3)(i)

Section (D) of this application goes into greater detail about state efforts to support teachers
and school leaders. Several vital efforts to strengthen and align supports for teachers and leaders
have focused on developing consensus about the expectations that should guide the development
of teachers and leaders and stimulating a pipeline of new teachers. Ongoing professional
development has been tied to state learning goals, but more work can be done to strengthen the
State’s capacity-building efforts.

Professional standards for teachers and leaders. California’s first comprehensive set of
professional standards for teachers, the California Standards for the Teaching Profession, were
adopted and approved in 1997. In the ensuing years, the State has built upon this initial standards
work, developing an integrated set of guidelines for various aspects of the teaching profession. In
2001, California adopted standards for its teacher preparation programs, and adopted standards
for its induction programs the following year.'® These preparation and induction standards are
now used to both accredit programs and guide the initial growth of California’s new teachers.
The State has also instituted Teacher Performance Expectations to define what preliminary
teaching credential candidates should know and be able to do. And in its Teacher Performance
Assessment, California now possesses a framework for assessing teacher candidates on these
performance expectations. Importantly, these integrated teacher standards and guidelines are also
carefully linked to student learning; all are aligned with the State’s K—12 student content
standards and corresponding curriculum frameworks.

Established standards also exist for California’s school leaders. In 2001, representatives of

the State’s school administrator community independently developed six California Professional

' California’s teacher preparation program standards were revised in 2007, 2008, and 2009, and its induction
standards were revised in 2008. The CSTP themselves were revised in fall 2009.
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Standards for Education Leaders, which built upon national standards written five years earlier.
These standards underwent a diligent review and approval process—carried out by university
professors, the CDE, and the Commission on Teacher Credentialing—and today, the CPSEL
serve as the foundation for certification, credentialing, professional development, and evaluation
of principals in California. Districts across the State currently use the CPSEL to develop
performance goals with principals and to assess their effectiveness in yearly performance
reviews.

Alternative routes to certification. California has strengthened its pipeline of professional
educators in ways beyond standards. For example, the State has a long and successful history of
supporting alternative routes for preparation and certification. Alternative routes into the
teaching profession were initially provided under the Teacher Education and Internship Act in
1967, and multiple state policies have built upon this foundation. All credentialing providers
must meet the same rigorous program standards. Today, California is one of only three states that
the National Center for Alternative Certification designates as having “most prolific alternate
routes” to teaching.'” Alternative preparation programs and credentials for principals and other
school leaders were established in 2002."

Professional development and support for teachers. California’s systems of support for
teachers have proven successful over time. The State’s Beginning Teacher Support and
Assessment (BTSA) programs collectively served 27,281 first and second year teachers in 2008-
09—making it the largest induction program in the United States—and recent research has

indicated increased teacher retention and other positive results from BTSA participation."” In

" National Center for Alternative Certification. (2007). Alternative teacher certification: A state-by-state analysis.
Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved on November 9, 2009, from http://www.teach-now.org/overview.cfm.

" E.C. 44270.5

' For BTSA participation and relative size, see:
Suckow, M. (2009). Annual report card on California teacher preparation programs for the academic year 2007-
08: As required by Title 1l of the Higher Education Act. Sacramento, CA: Commission on Teacher Credentialing;
Education Week. (2005, January 6). Quality counts 2005: No small change [Special Issue]. Education Week,
24(17). Bethesda, MD: Author.
For evidence of positive results, see:
Mitchell, D.E., Scott-Hendrick, L., Parrish, T., Crowley, J., Karam, R., Boyns, D., ...Woods, L. (2007).
California beginning teacher support and assessment and intern alternative certification evaluation study:
Technical report. Riverside, CA: University of California, Riverside;
Reed, D., Rueben, K.S., & Barbour, E. (2006). Retention of new teachers in California. San Francisco, CA: Public
Policy Institute of California;
Thompson, M., Goe, L., Paek, P., & Ponte, E. (2004). Study of the impact of the California formative assessment
and support system for teachers: Beginning teachers’ engagement with BTSA/CFASST. Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service.
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addition, the State’s system for local peer evaluations, established in 1999, offers experienced
mentors to participating teachers who need help developing subject matter knowledge or
teaching strategies.” Overall, thanks to these and many other preparation, recruitment, support
and retention efforts, in less than ten years California has seen its proportion of under-prepared
teachers drop from approximately 20 percent of the workforce to approximately 3 percent of the

workforce.?!

Supports to turn around struggling schools (A)(3)(i)

Over the past several years, California has taken an active and innovative role in turning
around its lowest-performing schools. State investments have supported significant student-
performance improvements over the past decade. They have also revealed how important the role
of the district is in doing this difficult work, especially in a state as large and diverse as
California.

The State has invested in several different programs to support school turnaround efforts
since the passage of the Public Schools Accountability Act in 1999. To date, the State has
invested in the following school improvement programs (results of which are summarized in
Section (E)):

e Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) created in 1999;

e High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) created in 2001;

e School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) program in 2003;

e Quality Education Investment Act (QEIA) created in 2006; and most recently, the

e District Assistance and Intervention Team (DAIT) program in 2006.

State intervention programs have been guided by the nine Essential Program Components
(described in Exhibit 5). With mixed success, external, state-supported teams have worked with
schools and districts to help them implement these program components and focus efforts toward
common student learning goals. RTTT gives California the opportunity to sharpen its focus on

more direct reform strategies and interventions.

20E.C. 44500-44508.

2 Woodworth, K., Bland, J., Guha, R., Shields, P., Wechsler, M., Tiffany-Morales, J., & Tse, V. (2009). The status
of the teaching profession 2009: Full report. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and
Learning.
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California’s systemic focus on achieving standards has begun to pay off for
students (A)(3)(ii)

While direct causal links are impossible to make in the types of systemic reforms embraced
by California for over a decade, the record of student performance gains on the California
Standards Tests (CSTs) and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), while not
as rapid as we need, provides strong evidence of the success of this system. California’s gains
have occurred in a context in which the State’s performance levels have been judged to be
among the most rigorous in the nation. In a 2007 NCES study (2007-482), entitled Mapping
2005 State Proficiency Standards Onto the NAEP Scales, California’s performance levels in
reading and mathematics always placed them in the top 10 of the states for rigor when compared
with NAEP achievement levels.? In reading, California ranked seventh in the nation at grade 4
and fifth in the nation at grade 8. In mathematics at grade 4, California ranked tenth in the nation
for the rigor of its performance levels (for technical reasons, grade 8 rankings for California in
mathematics were not included in the study).

California students have made consistent gains on state tests for English—language arts
with slight narrowing of achievement gaps (A)(3)(ii). Exhibit 6 below shows the performance
trend on the CSTs in English language arts since 2003. Overall, the percentage of proficient
students has risen by 15 percentage points, from 35 percent in 2003 to 50 percent in 2009. The
Black—White and Hispanic/Latino—White achievement gaps have narrowed slightly over this
time. Black students have gained 15 percentage points and Hispanic/Latino students have gained
16 percentage points, while White students have gained 14. English learners have gained 10
percentage points over this time, as have students with disabilities. Economically disadvantaged

students have grown by 16 percentage points, slightly more than the overall growth.

22 National Center for Education Statistics. (2007). Mapping 2005 state proficiency standards onto the NAEP scales
(NCES 2007-482). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: Author.

31



Exhibit 6: California Standards Tests Results for English-Language Arts*
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California students have also made significant gains in mathematics achievement on
state tests, with some narrowing of achievement gaps. Exhibit 7 below shows the performance
trend on the CSTs in mathematics since 2003. Overall, the percentage of proficient students has
risen by 11 percentage points, from 35 percent in 2003 to 46 percent in 2009. As is the case with
English—language arts, the Black—White and Hispanic/Latino—White achievement gaps have
narrowed slightly over this time. The percentage-point gains of White, Black, and
Hispanic/Latino students are 10, 11, and 13, respectively. English learners and economically

disadvantaged students have slightly outpaced the overall growth, gaining 12 and 13 percentage

2 California Department of Education. (2009). Standardized testing and reporting (STAR) results [Data File].
Retrieved from http://star.cde.ca.gov. (See Appendix A, starting on page 197 for the raw data tables.)
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points, respectively, since 2003. Proficiency of students with disabilities has grown more slowly

than overall proficiency, gaining 9 percentage points since 2003.

Exhibit 7: California Standards Tests Results for Mathematics #
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Gains on NAEP are more modest than on state tests, but indicate some progress in early
grades and slight gains in addressing achievement gaps (A)(3)(ii). The gains on NAEP have
come during a period of intense focus on California’s rigorous standards, which reflect different
emphases than what is tested on NAEP. This difference in emphasis accounts for the relatively
large gains on CST and the simultaneous modest gains on NAEP. NAEP results for California
from the 1990s to 2007 in reading show gains for grade 4 and little change for grade 8. The grade

4 results reflect a narrowing of the Black—White and Hispanic—White achievement gaps. Results

2 bid.
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in mathematics show gains at grades 4 and 8. As with reading, grade 4 results reflect a narrowing

of the Black—White and Hispanic—White achievement gaps. Exhibit 8 below show these results.

Exhibit 8: NAEP Results for California in Reading and Mathematics Grades 4 and 8%
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23 National Center for Education Statistics. (2009). NAEP data explorer [Data File]. Retrieved from
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/dataset.aspx. (See Appendix A, page 246 for the raw data tables.)
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California's Recent NAEP Results, Mathematics,
Grade 4
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Participating districts showed some significant gains on the NAEP Trial Urban District
Assessment 2003-2007. Two California urban districts—Los Angeles Unified and San Diego
Unified (LAUSD and SDUSD)—participated in the NAEP Trial Urban District Assessment from
2003 to 2007 and provide further evidence of California’s progress on NAEP. LAUSD made
significant gains (six scale score points) on the NAEP assessment in reading at Grade 8. While
SDUSD made no scale score gains at Grade 8, and neither district made significant gains in
reading at Grade 4, In mathematics at Grade 4, both school districts made significant gains from
2003-2007: LAUSD, five scale score points and SDUSD, eight scale score points. At grade 8§,
both school districts outpaced national gains of four points on NAEP, with LAUSD making

gains of twelve scale score points, and SDUSD with an eight-point gain.
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High school graduation rates tell a more discouraging story. Since 1996, high school
graduation rates have increased and then declined. While California needs to continue the work
to prepare all students to graduate and to succeed in the workplace or college after high school,
our advances in data architecture allow the graduation rate to be computed with unprecedented
precision. California now has a way of identifying individual student achievement and
graduation data. Exhibit 9 shows the graduation rate, as required for NCLB reporting, as well as
the proportion of ninth graders who graduated three years later. This latter rate excludes students
who received a GED, fifth year seniors, and special education completers. As the table shows,

graduation rates peaked in 2002—03 and have declined since then.

Exhibit 9: High School Graduation Rates in California since 1996-97, in Percent?®

Year NCLB reported 9" Grade to
graduation rate | Graduate Rate
1996-1997 81 66
1997-1998 83 67
1998-1999 85 68
1999-2000 86 69
2000-2001 87 69
2001-2002 87 70
2002-2003 87 71
2003-2004 85 71
2004-2005 85 71
2005-2006 83 67
2006-2007 81 68
2007-2008 80 69

This story of California’s reform efforts to date, and resulting student outcomes, points to the
urgency with which the State wishes to expand its systems of support. We are on the right track,
but our progress must be accelerated. Despite our gains to date, too many students are achieving
at rates below state standards, too many drop out of high school, and too many leave our schools
lacking the knowledge and skills they need for success in college and careers. Time is of the

essence; the future of our children, of our State, is at stake.

26 California Department of Education. (2009). Dataquest [Data File]. Retrieved from http://www.dg.cde.ca.gov.
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Section (B): Standards and Assessments

As outlined in Section (A), standards and related assessments drive the work of schools and
districts in California. They guide day-to-day instruction and serve as the foundation for the
essential work of schools. California is committed to staying the course in its standards-based
reform efforts, and therefore has embraced the opportunity to collaborate with other states in
developing and adopting a common core set of rigorous standards. This section discusses how
the State intends to adopt a set of common core standards in English—language arts (ELA) and
mathematics; develop assessments aligned with those standards; and transition to the new
standards and assessments through a variety of curricular, professional development, and

accountability supports.

(B)(1) Developing and Adopting Common Standards

Our foundation

California, a pioneer in the standards movement, has fully embraced rigorous expectations
for all students. The State first developed ELA and mathematics standards in the late 1990s. The
State convened an Academic Standards Commission that included a wide range of stakeholders
and practitioners—content experts, teachers, administrators, parents, representatives from
business and higher education—all with the task of ensuring that California’s standards are
world-class and lead to solid preparation for college and the workforce.

As our State participates in the development of common core standards, we can provide not
only our foundation of rigorous standards, but also our experience working in multistate,
collaborative efforts on standards and assessment issues—such as the Council of Chief State
School Officers’ State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS) projects
and the American Diploma Project (ADP). This strong foundation allows California to bring to
the development process substantive expertise regarding the development of curricular materials,
assessments, and professional development. We will willingly share this expertise to help

implement rigorous standards.

Goal: Develop and adopt common core standards
Despite our progress in building a standards-aligned system, we recognize that our

standards—as with all states—are state-specific and therefore are difficult to compare.
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Participating with other states in common standards and assessments will make such
comparisons easier and will create common expectations across states, thus making expectations
increasingly transparent and consistent and assisting students and parents in our increasingly
mobile society. We believe common standards will improve our current standards through global
benchmarking, streamlining, and sequencing. Additionally, we believe that having common
standards will create opportunities to share and build upon instructional materials, formative

assessments, and other supports aimed at meeting students’ learning needs.

Strategies

Participate in a multistate consortium to develop common standards in mathematics
and English—-language arts that build toward college and career readiness (B)(1)(i).
California became a committed participant in the development of common core standards in
English—language arts and mathematics by submitting a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on
May 28, 2009 with the National Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School
Officers. The MOA was signed by the Governor, the California State Board of Education (SBE)
President, and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (see Appendix B, page 248). The
State’s MOA clearly stated an intention to adopt common core standards as long as they “meet or
exceed our own.”” As active participants in the process, our efforts have focused on ensuring
such rigor. In fact, California’s Chief Deputy Superintendent and Secretary of Education, as well
as several SBE members, have participated in national meetings to provide feedback and
guidance on the development of new standards. In addition, California has representatives on all
three committees being utilized by the Consortium.

To date, 48 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands have
committed to participate in an effort to develop college and career readiness standards and
aligned common core standards in English—language arts and mathematics.” (See Appendix B,
page 254, for a list of participating states.)

A set of draft career and college and career readiness standards was released by the initiative

in September 2009 and is expected to be validated by March 2010. Confidential draft sets of K-

*7 Schwarzenegger, Mitchell, & O’Connell. (2009, May 28). Letter submitting Memorandum of Agreement to the
National Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers.

%% National Governors Association. (2009). Fifty-one states and territories join common core standards initiative.
Retrieved January 2, 2010, from http://www.corestandards.org/..Fifty-one states and territories join common core
state standards initiative: NGA Center, CCSSO convene state-led process to develop common English-language
arts and mathematics standards [Press release]. Retrieved January 2, 2010 from http://www.corestandards.org/.
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12 standards in ELA and mathematics are currently under review and expected for public release
this winter. Copies of the draft college and career readiness standards as well as evidence
regarding how they will be internationally benchmarked can be found in Appendix B, starting on
page 254.

Adopt final sets of common core standards (B)(1)(ii). California enacted legislation on
January 7, 2010 that launched the adoption process of common core standards with a goal for
adoption by August 2, 2010.” The relevant education code that describes California’s legal
process for adopting state standards can be found in Appendix B, page 253, and is described
below.

The legislation establishes a new Academic Content Standards Commission, to include 21
members appointed by the Governor and legislature at least half of whom are classroom
teachers.” The Commission will be charged with revising the State’s content standards in
English—language arts and mathematics, and ensuring that such standards build toward college
and career readiness and are internationally benchmarked. The legislation also specifies that at
least 85 percent of the State’s standards be composed of the common core standards. The
Academic Standards Commission is charged with presenting its recommendations for new
standards to the SBE for its action by July 15, 2010. The SBE will either adopt or reject the new
standards by August 2, 2010, and the State Superintendent will present to the Governor and
Legislature a schedule and plan for integrating the new standards into the State’s education

system.

(B)(2) Developing and Implementing Common, High-Quality

Assessments

Our foundation

California’s assessment system measures student performance against the State’s standards,
and provides critical information for guiding program improvement efforts. The central
component of the assessment system is the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR)

Program, created in 1997 to provide annual assessments of academic achievement in grades 2-

2 SBX5 1; EC 60605.8.
30 SBX5 1, 60605.8.
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11.°" This program is described in greater detail in Section (A)(3). Adopting new assessments
aligned to common core standards will be timely for California as we update our state
assessments.

With the expected adoption of a set of common core standards, the State will benefit in
multiple ways as it develops new assessments. First, new assessments must be developed in
order to appropriately measure new standards. Second, new assessments can be designed to be
more sensitive to measuring achievement growth each year and so support a new accountability
model based on student growth Finally, new assessments offer an opportunity to strengthen the
measures we have of student performance to include a variety of valid and reliable measures for
determining student achievement in core academic areas.

Recognizing these benefits, the Legislature enacted provisions directing the State to

incorporate the new common core standards into state assessments. >

Goal: Develop and implement common high quality assessments aligned to new
English language arts and mathematics standards

Strategies

Join a consortium to develop and implement aligned assessments (B)(2)(i). California is
keenly interested in working with one or more consortia of states to develop common
assessments of the common core standards by applying for a grant under the RTTT assessment
consortium. Such a consortium will provide economies of scale in both development and
implementation costs of new assessments and will ultimately promote greater comparability
across states. As a result, California is actively engaged in several multi-state consortia efforts.
These efforts will be further defined and finalized this winter in preparation for the Race to the
Top (RTTT) assessment competition. In the meantime, California has signed non-binding MOUs
to participate in three multi-state assessment consortia briefly described below and found in
Appendix B, starting on page 329.

e Balanced Assessments Consortium. Thirty six states have committed to participating in a

multi-state consortium to develop balanced assessments of the common core standards.

This consortium’s development approach will focus on developing assessments that are

3TE.C. 60600 et seq.
328B X5 1: 60604.5.
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tightly aligned to an integrated system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction,
and teacher development. The consortium would invest in the development of curriculum
frameworks, create a digital curriculum and assessment library, and develop common
assessments that measure the common core standards and allow states to evaluate student
growth over time.

e SMARTER Consortium. Twenty three states have come together through signed MOUs
to develop a proposal for a multi-state consortium entitled Summative Multi-State
Resources for Teachers and Educational Researchers (SMARTER). Plans to finalize this
consortium should be completed by March 1. As stated in the MOU, this consortium will
propose the development of summative assessments that “use online adaptive tests,
innovative item design and open-ended items to assess the full breadth of cognitive
demand described by the Common Core Standards.”

e Achieve Consortium. California has committed to participate in a multi-state consortium
organized by Achieve to develop a proposal for a grant to develop assessments tied to
college and career readiness expectations. Twenty six participating states have agreed to
a set of principles for such assessments to address three overarching goals: “measuring
student proficiency, ensuring accountability, and improving teaching and learning.”

The State has committed to each consortium through non-binding MOUs with the
expectation that details will be further defined as assessment development proposals are crafted.
The State will ultimately submit those joint proposals that best fit within our framework for
aligning standards, assessments, and related curriculum and instructional materials, professional

development, and supports for schools.

(B)(3) Supporting the Transition to Enhanced Standards and High-

Quality Assessments

Our foundation

As described in Section (A)(3), California has an infrastructure in place to transition to new
standards in a thoughtful way, through the development and adoption of standards-aligned
curriculum frameworks and instructional materials, professional development, teaching

standards, and assessments and accountability. Because California has these well-established
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processes in place, our State will be able to proceed in an orderly manner toward implementing

the standards.
Goal: Transition to new standards and assessments

Strategies

After the State adopts common core standards, it will take a series of steps to transition to
new standards and assessments in ways that maximize collaboration and input from local
educators and build understanding and application of the new standards. This section outlines a
five-year plan for fully implementing the new common core standards and related assessments.
The full set of goals, activities, and timelines can be found in Appendix B, page 343. This
timeframe reflects our experience in implementing standards over the past decade and our
deliberate approach to building new standards into the curriculum and related materials,
professional development, assessments, and other tools to support instruction. It also reflects the
reality that LEAs build their budgets with the expectation that new textbooks and other
instructional materials will be adopted on a rolling, multiyear timeframe.

Develop new curriculum frameworks tied to new standards. A key step toward getting
standards into classrooms is to build them into aligned curriculum frameworks. These
frameworks provide clear instructional expectations and guidance for teachers and principals and
describe the scope and sequence of the knowledge and skills all students need to master at each
grade level. In California, curriculum frameworks are revised periodically, incorporating any
new standards in order to guide the adoption of new instructional materials. Thus, upon adoption
of the common core standards, the State will immediately launch a process to revise frameworks
in mathematics and ELA.

Curriculum frameworks are ultimately approved by the SBE, but they are developed with
extensive field input. A Curriculum Commission composed of educators and content experts
manages the framework-development process. This Commission will draw upon expertise from
Curriculum Framework and Evaluation Criteria Committees (CFCC) for mathematics and
English—language arts. In fact, the Commission already has nominations for a mathematics
committee and will act quickly on one for ELA. The CFCCs will each conduct four focus groups

to gather field input and meet five times to develop revised curriculum frameworks.
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The CDE and the Curriculum Commission then solicit field review and input on the new
frameworks through a formal 60-day comment process.” To strengthen understanding and
support for the standards from the field, the State will seek input from educators across the State.
For example, input will be sought from participating RTTT districts, each of which has
specifically committed to participate in this process in their signed MOUSs. In addition, the State
will conduct an online survey during the 60-day public review period.

Following the public comment period, the Curriculum Commission will analyze field review
results and revise the draft framework. The Curriculum Commission will act on the draft
curriculum frameworks and approve the draft timeline for the adoption of follow-up K-8
instructional materials in July 2011 for mathematics and in January 2012 for English—language
arts (see Exhibit 10). Following a public comment period, the SBE will review the framework
and, if adopted, will approve the timeline and reviewer application for adoptions of new or

supplemental instructional materials.

Exhibit 10: Key Milestones in the Transition to New Standards

New frameworks and materials adoption Mathematics | ELA
SBE adopts common core standards July 2010 July 2010
SBE adopts framework and launches instructional July 2011 Jan. 2012
materials adoption process

Launch professional development on new standards and | July 2011 Jan. 2012
frameworks

SBE adopts instructional materials July 2012 May 2013
Final print materials available for LEAs Aug. 2012 July 2013

Adopt instructional materials. California also has a process for adopting K-8 instructional
materials based upon the State’s curriculum frameworks.** This month (January 7, 2010), the
State enacted legislation to accelerate that adoption timeline for RTTT. *

First the Curriculum Commission will recommend reviewers of potential materials to the
SBE and invite submissions of materials from publishers. Reviewers are trained, then lead an
independent review and develop panel reports on submitted materials. Following public
comment and further deliberation, the Curriculum Commission will make recommendations for

SBE actions regarding new instructional materials (in July 2012 for mathematics; May 2013 for

33 California Code of Regulations, title 5 section 9515(a)(3).
% E.C. 60200.
¥ SBX5 1 a 60605.9.
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ELA). Final print materials will be ready for delivery to LEAs in August 2012 for mathematics
and in July 2013 for ELA. LEAs will have a year to test these supplementary materials before
purchasing them.

California does not have a statewide adoption of instructional materials for grades 9-12.
However, it recently initiated a process aimed at guiding districts’ purchasing decisions,
conducting a review of free digital textbooks in mathematics and science against California’s
standards. Building on this, the State will create a consortium of participating LEAs to conduct a
more comprehensive review of the 9-12 mathematics and ELA instructional materials that are
available electronically. Schools will supply teachers to serve as reviewers and all activities will
be conducted through a virtual network that will be supported by the California Learning
Resources Network. The results will report publicly how the materials align with California
standards and the Common Core.

Offer professional development on new standards and curriculum frameworks. To
assist LEAs with the new standards, the State will develop professional development modules
and resources on the new curriculum frameworks and supplementary instructional materials.
Such professional development will be delivered through the State’s Reading and Mathematics
Professional Development Program, curriculum modules in the Administrator Development
Program, and through newly formed professional learning communities and our Brokers of
Expertise portal. These programs will be ongoing and help strengthen teacher and administrator
content knowledge, help incorporate new grade-appropriate instructional materials, and prepare
educators to more effectively use data to guide instruction. RTTT funds will be used to develop
the content for these programs with a sharp focus on the revised standards and frameworks and
using new data from new assessments, including interim assessments. Priority will be given to
schools in participating RTTT LEAs.

Develop and implement aligned state assessments. As described in Section (B)(2),
California is actively seeking state partners to jointly develop new assessments aligned with the
common core standards. In the absence of such a consortium, the State will incorporate
assessment revisions into its assessment development process using ongoing state and federal
dollars.

Also, as part of its ongoing assessment policies, focusing on technical excellence and

academic rigor, the State will continue to invest funds to the extent practicable in studies related
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to new assessments such as alignment studies that verify the relationship between tests and the
standards, as well as studies of the effectiveness of testing modifications and accommodations
made available to students with disabilities and English learners.

Embed interim assessments into instructional materials adoptions. State tests are useful
indicators of school progress, but the time lag in getting data makes them less useful for tailoring
instruction in individual classrooms. Thus, schools, districts, and the State understand the value
and importance of regular tests aligned with state standards that can give benchmark data on
progress and help schools make mid-course corrections.

California intends to work with publishers to build such interim assessments into the
instructional materials adoption process. This will ensure that such tests are aligned with the
curriculum being delivered as well as the annual state assessments. Such an approach is both
effective and cost-saving. In fact, because California is one of the largest textbook-adoption
states, this decision is likely to impact schools across the nation, as they adopt instructional
materials and their embedded interim assessments.

Support local development and use of formative assessments. An important tool for
informing instruction on an ongoing basis is formative assessment. Effective formative
assessments show teachers and students what students know, suggest what misunderstandings
there might be, and point to what the teacher should do next. They may encompass a variety of
item formats and be built into ongoing lessons. RTTT funds will support the expanded use of
formative assessment through three main activities: (1) a collaborative effort with LEAs to create
a bank of released items from statewide assessments that can serve as key elements of regular
formative assessments; (2) training on how to develop and use high-quality items; and (3)
promoting sharing across districts regarding effective strategies for using formative assessments.

Revise accountability system to reflect new standards and assessments. As noted in
Section (A)(3) and in Appendix A, page 192, California’s State accountability system is based
upon an Academic Performance Index (API) that measures school gains in student achievement
by combining several measures. As part of California’s RTTT effort, the Legislature has directed
the Public School Accountability Advisory Committee to study different approaches to

increasing the emphasis of science and mathematics and measures of postsecondary and career
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readiness in the calculation of the APL.** The legislation further authorizes the development of a
student-growth accountability model, which is described in Section (D)(2).”

In the short term—after the State adopts a student-growth accountability model—the State
intends to seek a waiver that would allow the State to replace adequate yearly progress (AYP) as
an accountability measure in RTTT LEAs with new state measures that work toward the same
goal of getting all students to proficient levels, but reflects the growth of individual students year
to year.

See Appendix B, page 343 for an overview of the goals, activities, and timelines for

transitioning to new standards and assessments.

% E.C. 52052.5(c).
¥ E.C.52052.5(d).
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Section (C): Data Systems to Support Instruction

A major focus of the State’s larger plan for education reform is creating a cycle of continuous
improvement at every level of the system, ranging from instruction and program design to
governance and policy evaluation. Of all the reform components described in this proposal,
perhaps none are more critical to informing broad-based continuous improvement strategies as
the development and use of both state and local education data systems. To this end, in this
section we describe our approach to building out our current data system—both at the state level
and in local districts. First, we describe the current structure of our statewide longitudinal data
system as well as our plans for filling any remaining holes. Next we describe our plans for
making this statewide system more accessible. Finally, we discuss our approach to ensuring
participating LEAs have and use effective local instructional data systems, all with the goal of
improving instruction and student achievement. (For an overview of our goals, activities,

timelines, and responsible parties, please see Appendix C, page 355.)

(C)(1) Fully Implementing a Statewide Longitudinal Data System

The State has made major progress in implementing a statewide longitudinal data system that
fully responds to California’s needs and to recommendations from several reports conducted by
the State and independent agencies to address this question. The State is currently collecting data
for the first year of full implementation of the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data
System (CALPADS), a statewide longitudinal data system for tracking individual students.
Additionally, the California Longitudinal Teacher Integrated Data Education System
(CALTIDES), which coordinates teacher authorization and teacher preparation data, will launch
statewide at the beginning of the 2011-12 school year.

Recent legislation introduced further plans to strengthen these data systems. Specifically,
legislatively-mandated committees are currently developing recommendations for the
development of a comprehensive, longitudinal, pre-K through workforce education data system
in California.”® Additionally in the fall of 2009, as a direct result of our strong desire to be
competitive for Race to the Top (RTTT) funds, California enacted important legislation

removing any barriers to linking student and teacher data for purposes of tying teacher

3 E.C. 10800.
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performance to student growth.” California further enhanced its longitudinal database capability
when the State enacted special RTTT session legislation in January 2010 authorizing the
coordination and sharing of data between pre-Kindergarten, K-12, higher education and
employment agencies.*’

To further build out our data systems, California submitted a grant application for funding
consideration in December 2009 under the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) CFDS #
84384 A to move the State substantially forward in meeting all 12 elements of the America
COMPETES Act. In short, California will soon have an even stronger statewide data system with
vast potential to inform a broad array of education policies and practices at the state and local
levels.

Exhibit 11 outlines the 12 elements of the America COMPETES Act and notes which
elements already exist, which elements will be completed with the acquisition of the pending IES
grant, and which elements the State will develop as required under the State Fiscal Stabilization

Fund (SFSF).

¥ E.C. 10601.5.

*SBX5 1; E.C. 10807. Specifically, the law notes that the University of California, the California State University,
the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges, the Commission on Teacher Credentialing, the
Employment Development Department, and the California School Information Services may enter into
interagency agreements in order to, among other things, facilitate the implementation of a comprehensive
longitudinal education data system.
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Exhibit 11: California’s Status Regarding the America COMPETES Act

; Addressed
AmerlcaECiSml\gEtli LIS Cil;rFr’:e:Ct;y California’s Status through IEGSrirITtES
SFSF
With respect to preschool through grade 12 education and postsecondary education:
1.A unique statewide student N This element (SSID) is in place for K-12 Y Enhance
identifier (SSID). and pre-K programs that are connected with
LEAs. Postsecondary currently uses a
different identifier.
2. Student-level enrollment, N This element in place for K-12 and for post- Y Enhance
demographic, and program secondary but they are not linked yet; does
participation information. not exist for pre-K.
3. Student-level information N We have exit status for K-12 and for post- Y Enhance
about exit, transfer in, transfer secondary but they are not linked yet; does
out, drop out, or program not exist for pre-K.
completion.
4. The capacity to N Some postsecondary institutions are Y Develop
communicate with higher collecting the SSID thereby increasing the
education data systems. validity of a match process between K-12
and postsecondary records.
5. Audit system assessing data N We need to enhance the State's monitoring Y Enhance
quality, validity, and process to include verification of selected
reliability. data submitted via CALPADS.
With respect to preschool through grade 12 education:
6.Yearly test records of Y Complete™' N/A N/A
individual students.
7. Information on students not Y Complete N/A N/A
tested by grade and subject.
8. A teacher identifier system Y Complete™® N/A N/A
that can match teachers to
students.
9. Student transcript N CALPADS is designed to collect these data; Y Enhance
information, with information the system will be fully capable of reporting
on courses completed & this data in 2010-11.
grades earned.
10. Student-level college N Available in only certain districts Y Enhance
readiness test scores.
With respect to postsecondary education:
11. The extent students N Now voluntary under Cal-PASS; 1ES Y Enhance
transition from secondary to funding would design functionality to make
postsecondary education. this possible
12. Other information N IES proposal would build functionality to Y Enhance

necessary to address
alignment and adequate
preparation for success in

postsecondary education.

link postsecondary and workforce data and
provide advanced training on data use to
impact continuous learning.

*1'E.C. 10601; California Department of Education. California longitudinal pupil achievement data system

(CALPADS) Web site. (http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/) (see Appendix C, page 346).
%2 State of California State Application Accountability Workbook 8" Submission. September 4, 2009. Pages 57-59.

(see Appendix C, page 348)

# California Department of Education. (2009). CALPADS Data Guide: A Guide for Program Staff. Sacramento,

CA: Author. (see Appendix

C, page 351).

49




(C)(2) Accessing and Using State Data

The power of even the highest quality data to inform and improve education policy and
governance as well as instruction is directly related to how accessible and relevant it is to the
broad range of key stakeholders who can potentially benefit from the information the data can
provide. This section describes components of a high-quality plan to ensure that the longitudinal
data systems described above both contain the necessary data elements and are fully accessible
and useful to participating LEAs as well as a broad range of other education stakeholders. This
plan includes collecting the right data, making them accessible to the appropriate people in the
right timeframe, and developing a culture of inquiry to support continuous education

improvement.

Our foundation

In this area, California has built a basic system that provides key state data for stakeholders
as well as professional development centered on the use of data.

First, California has a solid base of publicly-available datasets on the CDE’s Web site which
include the California Basic Education Data System (CBEDS), containing information on
student and staff demographics; the Standardized Account Code Structure (SACS), containing
revenue and expenditure information for all LEAs; the Standardized Testing and Reporting
Program (STAR), which includes annual student achievement testing data for each school and
LEA; and the California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE), which collects data on student pass
rates. Each dataset is accompanied online by detailed handbooks as well as by customized public
reports. In addition, there are customized, public reports through the CDE’s DataQuest system
(http://dqg.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/) and the Ed-Data Web site (http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/).

Second, to help educators better use these data, the State’s Mathematics and Reading
Professional Development Program (MRPDP) (also discussed in Section (B)(2) and (D)(5)), has
more recently created a new professional development module on data analysis and the use of
data to improve instruction and student outcomes. This new program provides 40 hours of
professional development in data use and management.

Finally, an important milestone for ensuring access to State education data was realized

when, in January 2010, the Governor signed legislation authorizing the CDE, to the extent
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permissible under FERPA and specified state law, to coordinate the use of student data for
research purposes.* This law requires the CDE to establish an education data team to act as an
institutional review board (IRB) to review and respond to all requests for student data.

Despite this solid foundation, California has not fully leveraged the utility of the State data
for the broad range of stakeholders who could benefit from its use. To promote continuous
education improvement, it is essential that data are easily accessed and that mechanisms are in

place to enable key stakeholders to use the data in informational, as well as analytical, forms.

Goal: Ensure the data elements in the statewide longitudinal system reflect needs
of stakeholders

Strategies

Expand the data elements in the State’s longitudinal data system. As Exhibit 11 above
demonstrated, the pending IES funding will allow California to finalize its comprehensive
longitudinal statewide P-20 data system by 2012. If we do not receive IES funding to expand our
current statewide data system, RTTT funds will be used to support the full implementation of
such a data system that would have been done under IES.

We will also use the RTTT funds to supplement the longitudinal data system with elements
from participating LEAs that are useful to practitioners and researchers. To determine the
specific data elements to be added to the longitudinal system, the State will collaborate with
participating LEAs to ensure the additional data collections are useful to the LEAs themselves.
Potential data elements to be collected could include student and teacher absences, career
technical education (CTE)/multiple pathways information, and/or student ACT/SAT scores.
Examples of the elements around CTE/multiple pathways variables could include the number of:

e career technical courses aligned to the State Board of Education (SBE) standards that are

completed by students at a comprehensive high school;

e career technical courses aligned to the SBE-adopted career technical education standards

completed by students at a regional occupational center or program,;

e students awarded a certificate/license/equivalent from a CTE/multiple pathway programs;

e students who participate in work experience, internships, or other out-of-classroom

experience in an identified career technical education pathway;

4 SBX5 2; California Civil Code Section 1798.24.
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e students who pass three or more career technical courses (aligned to the SBE-adopted
career technical education standards) for a single career pathway; and
e career technical pathway programs operating in the LEA that have community or

business advisory committees that meet at least two times each school year.

Goal: Ensure that the State’s data system is fully accessible and highly useful to

participating LEAs as well as a broad range of education stakeholders

Strategies

Create a single data portal with clear communication and presentation of all state data.
While the collection of the above-listed data is key, equally as important is ensuring ease of
access to the education data. To this end, the State will invest in a “one-stop shop” online data
portal housed by the CDE to be developed by 2013, designed to ensure that the different
education datasets, education data collections, and education data reports collected by the State
are listed in one central location for ease of use.

To ensure the site serves the needs of users, the State will conduct an assessment of the
information needs and interests of participating LEAs as well as other relevant stakeholders. This
portal will contain data reports; individual snapshots of schools, districts, and counties; tables
presenting comparative data, (e.g. comparing all schools or districts in a given county or region
in a single location); and downloadable files that can be independently analyzed.

To ensure that these data are highly useful, it is essential that they be timely and accurate,
which relates to local access and use. The more LEAs see the data submitted to the State as fully
accessible in a form they can use for local analyses and decision making, the more they are likely
to be invested in reporting data that are accurate and timely. This moves the State and districts
away from a more traditional “data request-data report” relationship to true partners with a
mutual interest in the acquisition and use of top-quality data.

To assess whether the State is on track for meeting these key activities in Section (C)(2), we

set specific performance measures on which to benchmark our performance (see Exhibit 12).
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Exhibit 12: Performance Measures for (C)(2)

Actual Data:
Baseline End of SY | End of SY | End of SY | End of SY
(Current 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014

school year)

Not currently 25% of 50% of 75% of 100% of
Collect new data elements | .
e in place new data new data new data new data
from participating LEAs
elements elements elements elements

not currently in the

gt aysin collected collected collected | collected by

by the State | by the State | by the State the State

Not currently Work 33% of 66% of 100% of

Create a single state data in place initiated State data State data State data

portal linked to linked to linked to
portal portal portal

(C)(3) Using Data to Improve Instruction

A key component in realizing a State vision of ongoing continuous improvement is the use of
an instructional improvement system at the local level. It is these local systems that will provide
teachers, principals, and administrators the “real time” information they need to inform and
improve their instructional practices, decision-making, and overall effectiveness on an ongoing
basis. These local systems are vital to the fine-grained analyses at the student, classroom, school,
and sub-population level that allow formative evaluation and interim assessment to occur on a

regular basis throughout the year.

Our foundation

Many California school districts have maintained and used local instructional improvement
systems for some time. A number of these districts have strong histories of successfully using
these local data to inform decision making at the classroom, school, and district levels. As just
one example, a key factor cited regarding Long Beach Unified School District’s selection as a
top-five finalist for the Broad Prize for Excellence in Urban Education in 2009 was “continuous
improvement that is fueled by extensive student data analysis and comprehensive evaluation of

progress.”** Indeed, U.S. Secretary of Education Duncan hailed the data efforts of Long Beach

* The Broad Foundation. (2009). The broad prize for education: Long Beach unified school district profile. Los
Angeles, CA: Author. Retrieved from: http://www.broadprize.org/asset/1334-tbp2009factsheetlong%20beach.pdf.
* Long Beach Unified School District is also a participating LEA for our RTTT application.
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Unified while discussing the importance of data in RTTT, noting, “In Long Beach, teachers see
benchmark assessments, attendance and behavior. ... We need more and more districts using this
kind of technology to help them improve.”"

However, there is a considerable range in both the quality of these local systems and in
districts’ ability to use these systems effectively. Additionally it has sometimes been difficult for
parents and other key education stakeholders to gain access to education data. For instance, the
Governor’s Committee on Education Excellence Report notes that “too much of the data
collected ... are inaccessible to most parents, students, teachers, and even researchers.”*

More sophisticated, linked, and complete data systems will fall short of their potential to
inform policy without a supportive culture regarding the importance of data access as an integral
underlying condition for data-driven decision making and policy analysis at all levels of
governance. Important progress was made in this regard when a special RTTT legislative session
called specifically for California’s RTTT effort enacted legislation in January 2010, enabling
independent researchers and community organizations to access data, overseen by a state-level

IRB process, that will help to better address questions about student performance while

protecting the privacy of students.
Goal: Ensure that schools use local instructional improvement systems. (C)(3)(i)

Strategies

Assist LEASs in assessing needs regarding local instructional improvement systems.
Participating LEAs agreed to use formative assessments aligned to State standards, as part of the
MOU. (In order to assist LEAs with this, as described in Section (B)(2), the State will work to
release state assessment items from which LEAs could draw to create standards-aligned
formative assessments.) This data would be housed in a local instructional improvement system
with the goal of allowing this data to drive instructional changes and inform decision-making at
the district level. Therefore, participating LEAs without local instructional improvement systems
in place will be required under RTTT to implement such a system themselves (or participate in a

consortium to share such a system) by the 2011-12 school year. To accomplish this, many LEAs

“"Duncan, A. (2009, June). “Robust data gives us the roadmap to reform.” Address by the Secretary of Education to
the fourth annual Institute of Education Sciences research conference, Washington, DC.

* Governor's Committee on Education Excellence. (2007). Students first: Renewing hope for California's future.
Sacramento, CA: Author. Retrieved December 23, 2009, from:
http://www.everychildprepared.org/docs/7data.pdf.
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will need assistance in assessing their options. In addition, these LEAs as well as others will
likely need assistance regarding how to fully use such systems to enhance instructional
improvement and to provide professional development regarding their use. To this end, by 2011
the State, building off of the previous work done by the California Learning Resource Network
(CLRN), will provide a “Consumer Reports”-like guide to local instructional improvement
systems in order to enable participating LEAs to make informed choices about what data system

will work best for their needs.

Goal: Ensure participating LEASs, principals, and teachers receive support and
professional development on effective data use (C)(3)(ii)

Strategies

Coordinate professional learning communities (PLCs) on data use to inform
instruction. As discussed in Section (A)(2), the State will coordinate and support PLCs for
participating LEAs to continuously learn from each other on how to use and discuss data to
ultimately inform instructional improvements. The regional system of support will coordinate
regional PLCs over the span of the RTTT grant to share information and develop tools useful for
schools, LEAs, school boards, and counties to better understand and use data. The PLCs will
further strengthen our regional system of support to ensure there is adequate help for LEAs
around data use.

Produce professional development modules in collaboration with participating LEAs.
Professional development is clearly vital in helping LEAs use data to improve instruction. To
provide efficient and effective professional development on using local instructional
improvement systems, we will enhance training modules that can be used across the full range of
participating districts. While the modules will be enhanced by winter 2010, these modules will
be evaluated and continually refined through ongoing collaboration with LEAs, in keeping with
the overall guiding principal of continuous improvement.

Extend the Brokers of Expertise portal to include more examples of effective local
practice. Brokers of Expertise, described in Section (A)(2), provides valuable information for
local practitioners. The State will, in collaboration with participating LEAs and practitioners, add

a focus on the use of data to inform instruction, in order for the online portal to become a place
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where practitioners can see and learn from others’ effective local practices regarding data use as

a valuable resource for professional development.

Goal: Ensure data from local instructional improvement systems along with state

data are available and accessible to researchers. (C)(3)(iii).

Strategies

Develop and implement state-level process to ensure public education data is fully
available to the extent allowed under law. In the spirit of fostering full transparency as well as
ongoing inquiry in regard to enhancing performance and best practice, the State will substantially
broaden access to state-level public education data while continuing to protect the confidentiality
of individuals. These data will be made publicly available, to the extent allowed by law, so they
can be fully and easily accessed by education researchers and others with education research
interests including parents, students, teachers, principals, LEA leaders, community members,
unions, researchers, and policymakers.

For data beyond what can be generally made available to the public, as described above, the
State will develop an application process to allow selective access. By July 2010, a state-level
panel will be appointed to serve as an institutional review board (IRB) to review such requests
with the power to grant access to approved applicants.*” Applications will be evaluated based on
the credentials of the applicants, the purpose proposed for data use, past performance in regard to
state data use, and the perceived importance of the proposed investigation. Reports produced
from these analyses will be reviewed by this same panel to ensure that extant confidentiality
provisions have been observed.

Just as the State outlines its process, participating LEAs have also agreed, as part of the
MOU, to make data from instructional improvement systems available to researchers pending
similar research requests that go through local approval to ensure the protection of student and
employee rights to privacy.

To assess whether the State is on track for meeting key goals and activities in this section, we

set specific performance measures on which to benchmark our performance (see Exhibit 13).

“'SBX5 1; SBX5 2; California Civil Code section 1798.24.

56



Exhibit 13: Performance Measures for (C)(3)

Actual Data: | End of End of End of End of SY
Baseline SY SY 2011- | SY 2012- | 2013-2014
(Current 2010- 2012 2013
school year) | 2011
Participating LEAs have an
R S Unknown 50% 100% 100% 100%
in place (or participate in a shared
system with other LEAs)
Teachers use data in their practice
to change instruction (as measured o o o o
by Sty o s TRAFEE Unknown 33% 40% 50% 66%
evaluation)
State IRB panel turns around data cgr/rlgr;tll\lo;n 50% of 65% of 75% of | 90% of the
request within 60 days placey the time | the time the time time
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Section (D): Great Teachers and Leaders

No educational reform can succeed without effective teachers and administrators at its core.
California has in place an extensive nationally recognized teacher development system and has
also taken significant steps toward developing a similar principal development system. Greater
focus on student achievement, coordination of programs, and attention to key gaps will enhance
California’s strong system of support for teachers and especially benefit our less-developed
principal support systems. Strategies we plan include:

High-quality pathways. In order to address persistent teacher and principal shortages,
California has developed a robust system of multiple routes to certification that has won national
acclaim. Methods for identifying, evaluating, and rectifying areas of teacher shortage—
particularly Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) and Career Technical
Education (CTE)—will be strengthened in tandem with innovative approaches to abating
principal shortages, especially in our highest-need schools.

Improving effectiveness based on performance. To begin reorienting our systems for
teacher and principal evaluation to emphasize effectiveness, we will shift to a student growth
model for state accountability. Measures of student growth will then become a substantial
element in evaluating teacher effectiveness through a state collaboration with LEAs to revamp
teacher and principal evaluation systems. At the state level, we will develop evaluation models,
develop training on conducting evaluations, and develop online resources for the new state
models and materials. LEAs will also be encouraged to develop their own models, following
defined criteria.

Ensuring equitable distribution. Working with participating LEAs and technical advisors
from inside and outside the system, California will develop a state-level definition of teacher
effectiveness based on the growth of student achievement and other measures. We will rethink
our systems for examining teacher and principal distribution using the effectiveness measure,
then strengthen programs to place effective teachers and leaders in hard-to-staff schools,
subjects, and specialty areas.

Ensuring effectiveness of preparation programs. Utilizing teacher and administrator
candidate performance information and graduate effectiveness data linked back to preparation

programs will enable the public, districts, IHEs, and the State to better monitor the effectiveness
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of different preparation programs and pathways. We will ensure that these assessment results are
reported to stakeholders in accessible and clear reports and built into the state accreditation
process. As part of our RTTT efforts, institutions of higher education (IHEs) have already
committed in an MOU to using these data to expand successful programs and revise those that
are shown to be ineffective.

Providing effective support. We intend to continue supporting our exemplary teacher
induction program and examine ways to move towards a cohesive system of principal induction.
To support ongoing professional development, LEAs will be encouraged to use performance data
to target professional development, and the State’s regional system of support will assist LEAs in
recasting their training and support in this way. That same support system will also assist LEAs
in identifying specific professional development programs in critical areas such as use of data to
inform instructional practices, early literacy, approaches to support STEM subjects (including
Algebra I), and strategies to increase high school graduation rates. Data systems will also be
strengthened to track participation and inform the evaluation of professional development
offerings. Finally, given that some of the hardest work will be done in turning around
persistently low-achieving schools, we will strategically invest RTTT funds in an intensive
program to support school turnaround leaders. We will evaluate and learn from this effort to

further strengthen our supports for principals.

(D)(1) Providing High-Quality Pathways for Aspiring Teachers and

Principals

As described below, California has in place a robust system of multiple routes to
certification, enabled by existing legislation, statutes, and regulations. Also in place are
numerous methods for identifying, evaluating, and rectifying areas of teacher shortage. Systems
for monitoring the status of principals are less developed. Under RTTT, we will work to
strengthen the pieces, for teachers and especially for principals, and pull them together into a

cohesive system.

Alternative routes to certification for teachers and principals (D)(1)(i) & (D)(2)(ii)
Since the Teacher Education and Internship Act of 1967, California has had a long,

successful history of supporting alternative routes for the preparation and certification of teachers
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and principals, and currently has almost 70 teacher and 40 administrator intern programs.* The
State’s alternative pathways, which include options such as exam routes, derive from education
reform policies that are based on three fundamental and interrelated mechanisms promoting
innovation and accountability: (1) participant choice, ensuring multiple pathways for talented,
dedicated individuals to demonstrate or receive rigorous preparation and earn certification;” (2)
local control, supporting counties, school districts, and private entities to develop preparation and
certification activities and programs to meet local needs;* and (3) high standards, requiring
regulatory oversight to ensure that all programs are rigorous and every credentialed individual is
prepared to be an effective educator.” As a result, California currently has multiple program
types with numerous providers, each of which meets all or most of the five required elements of
the definition for “alternative routes to certification.” Additionally, California enacted RTTT
legislation in January, 2010 that authorized a new pathway>*—the STEM and CTE Educator
Credentialing Program—to provide pre-service training to teachers in fields that are critical to
the State’s future. Authorized providers for this new pathway include community-based
organizations and nongovernmental organizations, as well as the public education entities that
are authorized as providers for other alternative routes.

Teacher internship programs have grown tremendously over the last several years; the
number of interns has increased by over 400 percent (from 1,471 in 1995-96 to 7,962 in 2008-
09).> At this time, California is one of only three states designated by the National Center for
Alternative Certification as having the “most prolific alternate routes.””® An overview of all
alternative options with additional details and evidence of accomplishment is provided in

Appendix D, page 375.

%0 California has a two-tiered credentialing system for teachers and administrators. A preliminary Level I credential
is awarded after completion of a traditional IHE-based preparation program or approved alternative pathway.
Preliminary credential holders can then progress to a clear credential (or Level II) after meeting employment
requirements and completing an approved Level II program. See Appendix D, starting on page 357 for more
information.

>! Corresponding to elements (a) and (d) of the RTTT definition of “alternative routes to certification.”

>2 Corresponding to element (a) of the RTTT definition of “alternative routes to certification.”

>3 Corresponding to elements (b) (c) and (e) of the RTTT definition of “alternative routes to certification.”

*E.C.44227.2.

> California Commission on Teacher Credentialing. (2009, December). Update on funded teacher development
programs. Retrieved November 4, 2009, from http://www.ctc.ca.gov/commission/agendas/2009-12/2009-12-
3D.pdf.

%% National Center for Alternative Certification. (2007). Alternative teacher certification: A state-by-state analysis.
Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved on November 9, 2009, from http://www.teach-now.org/overview.cfm.
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Process for monitoring and addressing areas of teacher and principal shortage
(D)(1)(iii)

Teachers. The State has several mechanisms for monitoring the teacher labor market, and
actively uses information from those efforts to address inequitable distribution and help fill
shortages. First, the State has benefited from a public partnership with the Center for the Future
of Teaching and Learning (a public, non-profit, non-partisan organization with philanthropic
support) to comprehensively track and report on the State’s teaching workforce on an annual
basis. In 1998, the Center first publicized the concentration of under-prepared teachers (those
without full credentials to teach) in the State’s lowest-performing schools with the highest
numbers of poor, minority, and English learner students. With such efforts informing decision
making and galvanizing unprecedented attention on the teacher workforce, in less than 10 years
the number of under-prepared teachers dropped from over 40,000 (approximately 20 percent of
the workforce) to just under 11,000 (approximately 3 percent of the workforce).’”*® These
changes followed implementation of an array of policies and programs aimed at ensuring the
equitable distribution of teaching resources® (current programs are discussed in more detail in
(D)(3)(i1) and in Appendix D, page 387).

At the same time, two annual reports, from the California Department of Education (CDE)
and the Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC), track complementary information about
the current and incoming supply of teachers, focusing specifically on shortage fields and
specialty areas.® To address these shortages, the CTC has developed a comprehensive set of
teacher development programs that are designed to meet the demand for high need fields and
specialty areas. The California Community Colleges (CCC), University of California (UC) and

California State University (CSU) systems have programs that aim to increase the number of

57 Woodworth, K., Bland, J., Guha, R., Shields, P., Wechsler, M., Tiffany-Morales, J., & Tse, V. (2009). The status
of the teaching profession 2009: Full report. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and
Learning.

¥ The Center has submitted a RTTT letter of support indicating that they will continue and expand this work.

%% Esch, C. E., Chang-Ross, C. M., Guha, R., Humphrey, D. C., Shields, P. M., Tiffany-Morales, J. D.,

Wechsler, M. E., and Woodworth, K. R. (2005). The status of the teaching profession 2005.
Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning.

% The annual California Department of Education Teacher Shortage Report specifically tracks the teaching fields
that have the most critical shortage of teachers, among other issues. In addition, the CTC’s Annual Report Card
on California Teacher Preparation Programs, required by Title II of the 1998 Reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act, annually reports on the number of teacher credentials, permits and waivers issued by the
Commission by specialty area. The 2007-08 report was the ninth of its kind, tracking state progress in reducing
the number of permits and waivers issued by the state.
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teachers trained in mathematics and science in California with the support of public and private
partners. Moreover, in recent years the State has made several efforts to streamline the
credentialing process, in an effort to encourage more individuals to consider entering the
profession in general and specifically in CTE and special education (discussed in more detail in
(D)(3)(i1) and in Appendix D, page 387).

Principals. Because of historical data limitations about school leaders at the state level
(which CALTIDES will address to a large degree), efforts to monitor, evaluate, and identify
areas of principal shortage have not been as extensive or institutionalized as those for teachers.
Nevertheless, strong public-private partnerships provide information about the labor market for
school leaders, and these efforts are currently being expanded. An example of such a partnership
is the work of Ed Source, which was established as an independent, nonpartisan, not-for-profit
organization focused on public school improvement and has studied administrator data, reported
on potential principal shortages, and highlighted obstacles to principal recruitment and retention
through these reports.®’ Also, two newer partnerships have recently begun to track leadership
issues. First, in 2008, the Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, building on its success
in tracking the teacher workforce, established the Education Leadership and California's Future
Initiative to extend its interests to school leaders.” CFTL is also represented in the statewide
Integrated Leadership Development Initiative (ILDI), a consortium of the CDE, CTC, county
offices of education, public and private universities, the Association of California School
Administrators, and the California Comprehensive Center and Regional Education Laboratory at
WestEd. Meanwhile, the State has established two significant UC-based programs to prepare
principals to serve in high need schools (see Appendix D, page 388).

8! For example, a 2007 report studied the demographic characteristics of California’s principal and superintendent
workforce and the varied responsibilities associated with their work. (EdSource. (2007). Superintendents and
principals: Charting the paths to school improvement. Mountain View, CA: Author.) An earlier report described
the changing nature of school administrative responsibilities and examined patterns in the number of applicants
for administrative positions. (EdSource. (2001). Help wanted: Top administrators to lead California schools.
Mountain View, CA: Author.)

62 See, for example, Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning. (2009). Strengthening California’s system for
preparing and supporting principals: Lessons from exemplary programs. Santa Cruz, CA: Author.
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(D)(2) Improving Teacher and Principal Effectiveness Based On

Performance

California recognizes the need to restructure and reorient its systems for teacher and principal
evaluation. Current evaluation practices that can too often be perfunctory need revamping to
emphasize effectiveness in improving student achievement. Participating LEAs recognize the
shortcomings of the status quo and have made significant and unprecedented commitments to
reforming teacher and principal evaluation practices in their RTTT MOUs. Our plan’s starting
place is to shift the State’s accountability model to a student growth model. The State will
facilitate a collaborative process with teacher unions, other state-level education management
organizations, and participating LEAs to design model teacher and principal evaluations that are
rooted in student performance and that use multiple measures to determine effectiveness,
including peer review as appropriate. LEAs can elect to use these state models at the local level
or develop their own, using defined criteria rooted in the RTTT MOUs. The State will also
contract with experts to develop tools to help LEAs implement the models created at the state
level, by developing training and online resources for the new state models and materials.
Throughout, this work will be documented and evaluated so that we can refine and improve it

along the way.

Our foundation

To support teacher and leader evaluation, state law already requires the use of student
achievement data in evaluation® and recent legislation clarified that student growth data that is
associated with individual teachers and principals can be used in teacher and principal
evaluation.® Current law also encourages the use of alternative compensation at the local level
“that reward[s] teaching excellence, exceptional achievement or the assumption of additional
educational responsibilities.”*

Many LEAs in the State have adapted the California Standards for the Teaching Profession
(CSTP) for use in teacher evaluation and some districts have made strides toward standards-

based evaluation for principals using the California Professional Standards for Education

Leaders (CPSELS). For teachers, California has a system of peer review called, Peer Assistance

8 E.C. 446660-44665.
5 See description of E.C. 10601.5 in Eligibility Priority B.
8 E.C. 44667.
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and Review (PAR), which was established in 1999 to pay master teachers to help their
colleagues overcome unsatisfactory ratings on their personnel evaluations by improving their
instructional practices. In addition, Los Angeles Unified School District—the largest district in
the State and a participating LEA—created a Teacher Effectiveness Task Force in June 2009 to
make recommendations to improve teacher personnel practices in the district. Several other
districts®® in the State are already using student growth to inform teacher evaluations using
value-added models and a consortium of charter schools,® all participating in RTTT, recently
received a $60 million grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to participate in a study
related to measuring teacher effectiveness. Descriptions of related laws, programs, and activities
are presented in Appendix D, page 384.

Teacher evaluation practices. Notwithstanding these key foundational elements that are in
place, findings from a 2007 Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning study in a
representative sample of schools in the state suggest weaknesses in California’s typical teacher
evaluation process. In fact, the practices described in the study report were not unlike some of
those described in the New Teacher Project’s recent report The Widget Effect.®® Data from the
study suggest that administrators and teachers alike are skeptical of the quality of the data that
are collected through classroom observations typically used in performance reviews, largely
because of the prevalent use of announced visits to the classroom, which in their view
undermined the ability of the evaluators to observe “typical” practice. Infrequency of the
observations was also a reported shortcoming of the evaluations—in many districts the study
found that observations took place just once a year.®”

The study also found that the evaluations overemphasize teachers’ classroom management
skills and underemphasize student outcome data. Moreover, findings indicated limited use of the
information that emerged from the evaluation process: After teachers become tenured,

evaluations become “more of a recordkeeping process than one that is tied to improving teaching

% For example Baldwin Park, San Gabriel, and Vista Unified school districts.

67 A consortium of Los Angeles-area charter schools won a $60-million grant to develop a new teacher evaluation
system based at least partly on student test scores. The funded charter management organizations, which all serve
low-income minority communities, are Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools, Green Dot Public Schools,
ICEF Public Schools, PUC Schools and Aspire Public Schools.

68 Weisberg, D., Sexton, S., Mulhern, J., & Keeling, D. (2009). The widget effect: Our national failure to
acknowledge and act on differences in teacher effectiveness. Brooklyn, NY: The New Teacher Project.

“Wechsler, M., Tiffany-Morales, J., Campbell, A., Humphrey, D., Kim, D., Shields, P., & Wang, H. (2007). The
status of the teaching profession 2007. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning.
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practice.”” A similar study of LAUSD, released in November 2009 by the New Teacher Project,
found that teacher evaluation in the State’s largest district is unproductive and uniform (“almost
all teachers are rated as meeting expectations”), professional development is ineffective,
consistently poor-performing teachers are rarely provided remediation or dismissed, and
observations typically last for less than 30 minutes.”

Further, even though the State has in place a model for peer evaluation that has been
authorized since 1999, implementation of that program is uneven. According to the CFTL study,
very few teachers were participating in PAR programs in part because few receive an overall
unsatisfactory performance review.”

Principal evaluation practices. On the other hand, principal evaluation practices have not
been systematically documented. Anecdotally, these practices form an inconsistent picture.
While some innovative districts have principal evaluation systems that are aligned with
California’s leadership standards (CPSELSs), it is unknown if or how principals are evaluated in

other districts.”

Goal: Develop and implement teacher and principal evaluation based in
significant part on growth in student achievement

Ensuring that our most challenging schools are staffed with effective teachers and school
leaders is a fundamental step for closing achievement gaps. Under this plan, we have asked
participating LEAs to collaborate with the State to reform teacher and principal evaluation in
order to strengthen instruction and manage talent. For teacher evaluation, we can build on an
existing foundation of state and local practices, but current law and programs must be
reinvigorated to be viable parts of a dramatically different teacher evaluation approach. For

principal evaluation, systems in most districts likely need to be built from scratch.

" Wechsler, M., Tiffany-Morales, J., Campbell, A., Humphrey, D., Kim, D., Shields, P., & Wang, H. (2007). The
status of the teaching profession 2007. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning. (See
page 55).

"' The New Teacher Project. (2009). Teacher hiring, transfer, & evaluation in Los Angeles unified school district.
Brooklyn, NY: Author. Retrieved December 23, 2009, from:
http://www.tntp.org/publications/other_publications.html#losangeles.

2 Wechsler, M., Tiffany-Morales, J., Campbell, A., Humphrey, D., Kim, D., Shields, P., & Wang, H. (2007). The
status of the teaching profession 2007. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning.

3 See Appendix (D)(2) for more information about these district efforts.
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Strategies

Develop a new accountability model that measures individual achievement growth of
students each year (D)(2)(i). California’s current public school accountability system is based
on a static model that compares snapshots of individual school and school district academic
performance by grade level. The State calculates whether schools have met growth targets by
comparing the difference in achievement from one year to the next of different cohorts of pupils.
In October 2009, the Legislature laid the groundwork for a shift to a student growth
accountability model by requiring the development of a methodology for more accurately
measuring academic growth for schools and districts to determine both individual student
achievement and growth toward proficiency.

Drawing on extensive research begun in 2004-05 by the CDE, in partnership with
Educational Testing Service (ETS), we propose the following timeline for implementing a
student growth accountability model:

e Early 2010: Initial development, doing simulations using 2007-08 and 2008-09 data to

develop options for growth targets and evaluate statistical techniques

e Late 2010: Report results of a pilot model using 2009-10 assessment data

e 2010-2011: Implementation of final growth model for RTTT schools and LEAs;

accountability determinations reported in Fall 2011
With funding from RTTT, the scope of work of this advisory committee—called the Student
Growth Technical Work Group—will be expanded to consider the issues related to using student
growth in teacher and principal evaluations. The Work Group will include technical experts from
the state test contractor, the CDE Technical Advisory Committee, and representatives from the
State Board of Education (SBE).

Develop voluntary state models for evaluating teachers and principals (D)(2)(ii). The
State will convene an Evaluation Advisory Group that will make recommendations for models
for teacher and principal evaluations, and related issues, which LEAs can choose to adopt. In
addition to representatives of the CDE, the SBE, and the Office of the Secretary of Education
(OSE), the Advisory Group will include expert teachers, principals, and district supervisors with
experience in eval