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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 1: Accountability Overview

Description:

The first panel will cover the ongoing work of tharious state administrative bodies involved in
building a new statewide system of accountabilitgt aontinuous support. The second panel will
provide local perspectives from two county officdeducation on how the Local Control and
Accountability Plan (LCAP) process has impactedwiag they are providing services directly to
students, largely in alternative education settings

Panel I:

» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

» David Sapp, State Board of Education

» Debra Brown, Department of Education

» Sujie Shin, Director of Research and Data for théf@nia Collaborative for Educational
Excellence

Panel Il:

* Nina Boyd, Assistant Superintendent, Orange CoDafyartment of Education
* Raquel Rose, Assistant Superintendent, Marin CoOfffige of Education

Background:

Accountability. Prior to 2013-14, Local Educational Agencies (LEA®3re held accountable in
different ways for variety of programs. Each indival categorical program had its own accountability
requirements, although often this was limited taoamtability for the expenditure of funds in
accordance with allowable uses, rather than the@inpn actual student outcomes. State and federal
accountability systems provided an aggregate measiuschool and district performance. The state
and federal accountability systems relied primadly student assessment data. The state used the
Academic Performance Index (API) constructed dedenfprevious statewide assessments aligned to
the former academic standards to create a perfaentrget. School districts, schools, and student
subgroups that did not meet the performance tavget required to meet growth targets. The federal
accountability system used a measure called Adeqdearly Progress (AYP) that relies on student
assessment scores, student participation in aseassngraduation rates and the API. Schools and
districts that failed to meet benchmarks and makgness could be subject to interventions.

In 2013-14, the state began to transition to nesesmments, aligned to new statewide academic
content standards (discussed later in this agemiagt student assessment scores were not available
for assessments given in the spring of 2014, siheestate was piloting a new assessment system.
Therefore, based on statutory authority, the StBtward of Education (SBE) approved a
recommendation by the State Superintendent to alculate the API for the 2013-14 and 2014-15
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years. In addition, California applied for and riged a waiver of federal law exempting the staterfr
the calculation of the AYP for some schools andridis.

This transition in test scores and, therefore, egape accountability scores, aligns with an evoiuin
what the state expects from LEAs in terms of actahihity. The Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) statute included new requirements for lop#nning and accountability that focus on
improving student outcomes in state educationabripes and ensuring engagement of parents,
students, teachers, school employees, and thecpumblihe local process. In addition, the LCFF
features a new system of continuous support foerpaitforming school districts that do not meetrthei
goals for improving student outcomes. Finally, tederal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was
adopted in December of 2015, replacing current riddeequirements with a more flexible system.
Details are still emerging at this time, and fetlgradelines and regulations are anticipated |&tex
year. The state is planning on aligning state audleérfal accountability and approving a new stata pla
to meet federal requirements in November of 2016.

Local Control and Accountability Plans (LCAP). To ensure accountability for LCFF funds, the state
requires that all school districts, charter schoafsd county offices of education annually adopt an
update a LCAP. The LCAP must include locally-detiewed goals, actions, services, and expenditures
of LCFF funds for each school year in support & $tate educational priorities that are specifred i
statute, as well as any additional local priorities adopting the LCAP, LEAs must consult with
parents, students, teachers, and other school gegdo

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

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

* Implementation of academic content standards.
» Parental involvement.

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

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

* Pupil outcomes for non-state-assessed coursesdy. st
County offices of education must also addressdheviing two priorities:
» Coordination of services for foster youth.

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

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

According to the timeline put forth by SBE and @atnia Department of Education (CDE) staff for
the March 2016 SBE meeting, staff are working owvisiens to the LCAP template. The SBE is
authorized to adopt the LCAP template through thegular open meeting requirements prior to
January 31, 2018. This new template is intendeletin place for use in the 2017-18 LCAP cycle.
The SBE reports that extensive stakeholder outraadhinput will be incorporated into this process.

Evaluation Rubrics. The SBE is required to adopt evaluation rubricOloyober of 2016. Rubrics are
tools that evaluate performance, based on specidrdgdria. Specifically, the evaluation rubrics
developed by the SBE will: (1) assist LEAs in ewing their strengths, weaknesses, and areas that
require improvement; (2) assist county superintatsl®f schools in identifying LEAs in need of
technical assistance and providing resources fohnieal assistance; and (3) assist the SPI in
identifying LEAs for which technical support andiatervention is warrante&tatute further requires
that the evaluation rubrics provide for a multidmmnal assessment of district and school site
performance, including adopting standards for parémce and improvement in each of the state
priority areasThe SBE adoption deadline was extended by onethieaungh the education trailer bill,
AB 104 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review), @@éal3, Statutes of 2015, as the SBE’s process
for development and stakeholder vetting of the ingbrevealed that additional time was needed to
ensure rubrics are research-based and can be immiethas a key piece of a new accountability
system.

Evaluation rubric progress is a part of each SBEtmg as the deadline for approval is moving closer
The most recent SBE meeting in March 2016 provideither information on progress in the creation
of a unified accountability system and specificadahalysis around one indicator, graduation rates.
An April, 2016 information memo from SBE staff suranzed feedback from the SBE March meeting
as follows: 1) move forward with a model that titgether state and federal accountability in aesgst

of continuous support, 2) explore other method@sdor measuring standards and performance for
graduation rates, and 3) move forward with analg§isther key indicators. The SBE timeline shows
adoption of the evaluation rubrics at their Septen#®16 board meeting.

California Collaborative for Educational Excellence(CCEE). The CCEE was created as part of the
new LCFF accountability framework with a role tovesg and assischool districts, charter schools,
and county offices of education to achieve goalgheir LCAPs under the LCFF. The CCEE is
required to advise and assist school districtshgowffices of education, and charter schools in
meeting the goals in their LCAPs. Statue allows & to assign the CCEE to LEAs in need of
assistance. The CCEE may contract with individuaEsAs, or organizations with expertise in the
LCAP state priority areas, improving the qualitytedching, improving school and district leadership
and addressing the needs of student populatiortdy as unduplicated students or students with
exceptional needs. The 2013-14 budget providedn§illibn in Proposition 98 funding for the CCEE,
and the 2014 education budget trailer bill, SB 868mmittee on Budget and Fiscal Review), Chapter
32, Statutes of 2014, extended the encumbrancefalateese funds through the 2014-15 fiscal year.
Although all the funds were encumbered in the 2034iscal year, to date, just $2 million has been
expended. The CCEE was officially established 14205, with the first meeting of the CCEE
occurring in February of 2015. Since that time, @&EE has hired an executive director and key.staff
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However, the CCEE has yet to conduct any of thevides assigned under statute, as the
accountability system continues to develop.

Related legislation, SB 871 (Liu and De Ledn),aodtrced January 14, 2016, would require the CCEE
to conduct statewide training on the evaluatiorringband their use to inform the LCAP with a focus
on improving student outcomes and closing the aelnnent gap. The bill would also establish a pilot
program to provide technical assistance and supoitEAs that volunteer to participate. This
technical assistance will assist LEAs in improvihgir student outcomes but also inform the CCEE in
developing its system of support and assistanceHés.

Governor’s Budget:

The Governor’s budget includes proposals to supgorkload related to continued development of an
accountability system as well as clarifying traibdf language. Specific proposals include:

* Trailer bill language to provide $500,000 annuddly 2016-17 through 2018-19 for a total of
$1.5 million to the Superintendent of Public Instion to contract with the San Joaquin
County Office of Education for support of the ealan rubrics and the school accountability
report card.

» Trailer bill language that extends the authorityhed SPI to suspend the calculation of the API
for 2015-16 with the approval of the SBE.

Suggested Questions:
» For SBE: What specific areas of concern are the ll@AP template anticipated to address?

* For CCEE: How will the CCEE’s approach to interventand support of LEAS be different
from past attempts under federal or state law $eststruggling LEAs?

» For CDE/SBE: How are the SBE and CDE working togetbn aligning the Every Student
Succeeds Act and evaluation rubrics and LCAP?

Staff Recommendation: Information only. Hold Governor’'s proposals opeang@ing additional
information at the May Revision.
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6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 2: Local Control and Accountability Plans — Garter Schools Trailer Bill Language

Panel:

» Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Governor’'s Budget: The Governor’s budget includes trailer bill lange to clarify that charter
schools must complete an LCAP on an annual basis.

Background: Implementing LCFF statutes included the requiraméat all school districts and
county offices of education complete LCAPs and mmual update to an LCAP. However, the statutes
(Education Code Sections 47604.32, 47604.33, ab0613) governing charter school authorizations
only referenced the annual update section of thaR.C

Regulations adopted by the State Board of Educatio@015, included the LCAP template and
reflected the requirements that all LEAs (schoditrdits, charter schools, and county offices of
education) complete the LCAP each year, includiegannual update portion.

Staff Comments: The proposed trailer bill language is a clarifyaigange that reflects current practice
for charter schools.

Staff Recommendation:Approve placeholder trailer bill language to dathat charter schools must
complete the LCAP, including the annual updateipoyteach year.

Vote:

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 6



Subcommittee No. 1 April 21, 2016

6110 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 3: State Board of Education — Workload Fundig

Panel:

* Amber Alexander, Department of Finance
» David Sapp, State Board of Education
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Governor's Budget: The Governor's budget provides $1.4 million innferoposition 98 General
Fund over three years ($548,000 in 2016-17, $512i02017-18, and $304,000 in 2018-19) to the
Office of Planning and Research to support the SBi#drk on LCAP and state accountability. The
funds would support limited—term positions thateothe following.

Position 1- Local Control Funding Formula:

* Oversee the LCAP, Annual Update, and evaluatiori¢csibdevelopment, maintenance, and
outreach; monitor WestEd's research and developuietite evaluation rubrics content and
San Joaquin County Office of Education's techniofastructure of the online evaluation
rubrics system; support the California Collaboratifor Educational Excellence (CCEE);
support the work to align with federal requirements

Position 2- State Standards, Curriculum Frameworks, AssessamehAccountability:

* Manage the implementation of California's statedaoasic standards (e.g. Common Core, Next
Generation Science Standards, and English LangDagelopment), curriculum frameworks,
and state assessments, through the California sesed of Student Performance and Progress
(CAASPP), including Smarter Balanced and the Al&gnAssessment, in addition to the
English Language Proficiency Assessment for Calilo(ELPAC). Facilitate the relationship
among the state standards, frameworks, and assesswighin the state's new accountability
system and support the work to align with fedegegluirements.

Position 3 - California’s State Accountability Syrst

» Coordinate the state entities (e.g., CDE, CCEE, @QESs), stakeholders (e.g., parent and
community groups), and other state agencies (¢age.Eontroller's Office) that are responsible
for the implementation of the new accountabilitysteyn based on the framework and
implementation work plan (this plan was presentethe SBE at its 2015 November meeting
and will be revised over time); support the worlatign with federal requirements.

Background:

The 2013-14 budget appropriated $2 million to ti8ESor workload associated with implementing

LCFF to be expended over three fiscal years, 200 8flough 2015-16. These funds were used to
support limited—term staff at the SBE and for atmmt with WestEd for assistance in completing
statutorily required regulations for expenditureLd@¥FF funds, completing the LCAP template, and
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supporting the evaluation rubric development. Whalguired regulations were adopted by the SBE in
2014, and approved by the Office of Administrathaw in early 2015, the work of the evaluation
rubrics is still underway and the SBE is proposmgnake additional changes to the LCAP template.

The State Board of Education provided an updateetltne for the proposed transition to a new
accountability system in a February information meandum, clarifying that in September 2016, the
final changes to the LCAP template and the final@ation rubrics will be presented to the SBE for
adoption. Based on statute, Education Code Se&@@%4(f), revisions to the LCAP template or
evaluation rubrics shall be approved by the statrd by January 31 before the fiscal year during
which the template or the evaluation rubrics arbaaised by a school district, county superintenden
of schools, or charter school. Therefore, the lfimersions of the revised template and LCFF
evaluation rubrics that will be approved Septenfir6 will go into effect for the 2017-18 fiscal yea
beginning July 2017.

In addition, the draft ESSA State Plan will be presd to the SBE in November 2016 with the new
federal accountability requirements for identifioat purposes beginning in 2017 and the new
interventions being implemented in 2018-19.

Finally, although many pieces of the accountabsijstem should fall into place in 2016-17, initial
implementation will extend into 2018-19. Also, #@duhal data that will support and inform LCAPs
and the rubric will continue to evolve. For examplee CDE anticipates collecting data on chronic
absence for the 2016-17 school year in respongsedwirements in ESSA, and there are other data
points that may be collected as a result of chatmésderal law.

Staff Comments: This funding will continue to support limited-tenpositions for the SBE to continue
workload related to the developing accountabiliyggtem. As a technical matter, this funding is
provided in the budget of the Office of Planningld®esearch (OPR) and Senate Budget and Fiscal
Review Subcommittee No. #4 on State Administrafod General Government, which covers OPR,
will also take action on the augmentation request.

Staff Recommendation:Approve the Governor’s budget proposal for $1.4iarilin non-Proposition
98 General Fund over three years ($548,000 in 2016572,000 in 2017-18, and $304,000 in 2018-
19) to the Office of Planning and Research to supplee SBE’'s work on LCAP and state
accountability.

Vote:
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6100 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 4: State Academic Content Standards Implemeation

Description: California is in the middle of a phased-in implernaion of new academic content
standards in core subject areas. This issue awkicthe state’s role in supporting LEAs as they
implement the new standards.

Panel:

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

Background:

Although the flow of funding and the new focus andent outcomes has significantly changed K-12

education, the biggest change in the classroombkas a conversion to new academic standards.
According to the CDE, “content standards were dexsigto encourage the highest achievement of
every student, by defining the knowledge, conceptsl skills that students should acquire at each
grade level.” To incorporate new statewide acadecamntent standards, the Legislature and the
Governor approved legislation that requires the 8Precommend, and the SBE to adopt, the
standards. California first adopted academic cdntandards in the late 1990s for English,

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

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

In 2012, California adopted the California Englislmnguage Development (ELD) Standards, through
the passage of AB 124 (Fuentes), Chapter 605, t8tatd 2011. These standards are aligned with the
California Common Core State Standards in Englishguage arts and describe the knowledge, skills,
and abilities that English Learner students neegbadicipate fully in the appropriate grade-level
academic content. This adoption replaced the peasion of the ELD standards, adopted in 1999.

In 2013, California adopted the Next GeneratioreBee Standards (NGSS), through the passage of
SB 300 (Hancock), Chapter 624, Statutes of 201&. NGSS were developed by a coalition of states
and experts in science education, led by the NatiBesearch Council, the National Science Teachers
Association, and the American Association for thdv@&ncement of Science and include the science
knowledge that all K-12 students should know basedhe most current science research. The CDE
has provided an approximate estimate of the cdSt65&S implementation at $929.3 million based on
lab supplies, materials, technology and equipmeoéssary.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 9



Subcommittee No. 1 April 21, 2016

Supporting Local Implementation. Recognizing that the state standards simply sdv¢hehmark for
what students should know, the state has alsolestath a role in developing and providing the tools
necessary for school district staff to interpree titandards and use them to guide classroom
instruction. The SBE adopts curriculum framewor&s grades K-12, which the CDE describes as
instruction guidelines for; “providing a firm fouaton for curriculum and instruction by describing
the scope and sequence of knowledge and the $hkétsall students are expected to master”. The
frameworks are written documents developed throaghublic process by the Instructional Quality
Commission and adopted by the SBE. The adoptecefrenrks are available on the CDE website. The
SBE is also required to adopt an approved lishsfructional materials for grades K-8 that meetesta
criteria, including alignment with academic stami$arThese instructional materials can be printed or
non-printed, including digital materials. Under @t law, school districts can choose instructional
materials for all grades, regardless of whethemar they are on the state-adopted instructional

materials list, as long as they meet state stasddtte following table is a snapshot of when tlagest
has adopted standards and related resources irsebjett area.

Adoption of State Standards and Related-Resources

Initial New . :
Subject Area Standards | Standards Cumiculum Instructl_onal
: : Frameworks | Materials
Adoption Adoption
English Language Arts* 1997 2010/2013 2014 2015
English Language Development 1999 2012 2014 2015
Mathematics 1997 2010/2018 2013 2014
Science*** 1998 2013 2002 2006
History Social Science 1998 N/A 2000 2005
Career Technical Education** 2005 2013 2007 N/A
Visual and Performing Arts 2001 N/A 2004 2006
Physical Education** 2005 N/A 2008 N/A
Health Education*** 2008 N/A 2002 2004
Foreign/World Language*** 2009 N/A 2001 2003

*Includes Literacy Standards
**Model Standards

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

Funding for State Standards Implementation.Although most categorical funding that would have
previously been targeted to standards implememtati@s collapsed into the LCFF, the state has still
provided a variety of fund sources for local impketation of statewide academic content standards:

» $1.25 billion was provided through education trabél, AB 86 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal
Review), Chapter 48, Statutes of 2013, to suppgwtitnplementation of state adopted academic
content standards. LEAs could encumber the fundiL3-14 or 2014-15 and use the funds for
(1) professional development, (2) instructional enals and (3) technology. The statute further
required CDE to report on the uses of these funfls.a result, CDE released Réport to the
Governor, the Legislature, and the Department ohalfice: Local Educational Agency
Expenditures of $1.25 Billion in Common Core Immatation Funding Allocated for Fiscal Years
2012-13 and 2013-I4letailing the expenditure categories for whichAsopted to use the funds
for. In general, the category with the highest exjieires was information technology ($590
million), with funding primarily used for the purake of devices and network hardware updates.
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Remaining funds were essentially split between gusibnal development and instructional
materials purchases. Funding by subject area vgdesii in the area of mathematics, mostly due to
purchases of instructional materials, followed hAE

 The 2015 Budget Act included $490 million in edacaéffectiveness funds. One of the uses
prescribed by statute, AB 104, (Committee on Budget Fiscal Review), Chapter 13, Statutes of
2015, is professional development aligned to rdgexdopted statewide academic content
standards.

* LEAs continue to receive funds from the state hytiend, based on Proposition 20, the Cardenas
Textbook Act of 2000, a portion of these funds mhaesspent on instructional materials. For 2013-
14 (the most recent year data on expendituresriertly available), LEAs received $190 million
in the portion of lottery funds for instructionaberials.

» The state has also provided $3.6 billion ($400iarilin 2014-15, and $3.2 billion in 2015-16) in
discretionary funding to LEAs to pay off the maretatbacklog. Although this funding is
discretionary, the state has suggested in intengulage that the funds be prioritized for
implementation of state standards among otheriaesy

* LEAs may also use Local Control Funding Formula FEE funds for the implementation of state
academic content standards.

Governor’s Budget:

As discussed in the March .tearing of this subcommittee, the Governor progdseeprovide $1.3
billion for school districts, county offices, andhaster schools in one —time Proposition 98 funds.
These funds would offset any existing mandate dai®milar to prior years, this funding would be
allocated on a per-ADA basis, with school receiv®j 4 per ADA. LEAs can use their funds for any
purpose, however the Governor includes languaggestigng that school districts, COEs, and charter
schools dedicate their one-time funds to implememaof Common Core State Standards,
technology, professional development, inductiongpmns for beginning teachers, and deferred
maintenance.

The Governor also proposes to provide $3.5 milliorongoing Proposition 98 funding to the San
Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) to cowtravith the Exploratorium to provide professional
development and statewide implementation of the 8iIGBhese funds are provided through trailer bill
language as an add-on to the SFUSD LCFF apportiohme

LAO Analysis:

The LAO notes that under LCFF, LEAs have the abiid direct their resources to purchasing the
professional development, instructional materialg] other standards implementation-related services
that meet their local needs, from the Exploratoriobmany other provider, and recommends the
Legislature reject this proposal. The LAO also reomends that if the Legislature does choose to fund
this proposal, the Legislature should instead at®dunds through a line item in the budget, emguri
additional transparency over the funding in futyrears. This would be consistent with past
appropriations for the Exploratorium.
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Suggested Questions:

* How can the state measure implementation of statelards? Does the state have a definition
of “full implementation”?

» Has DOF considered providing additional funding $t&ndards implementation, particularly
NGSS?

* How will the proposed work of the Exploratorium beordinated with the state’s efforts for
implementation of the NGSS?

Staff Recommendation: Information only. Hold open Governor’'s proposalsngieg the May
Revision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 5: Statewide Assessments

Description:

California’s statewide student assessment systein the process of being updated to reflect the

state’s adoption of new statewide content standartegislation passed over the past few years has
eliminated several assessments that were alignpddioacademic content standards, and provided for
a transition to assessments that are aligned t&€dmmon Core State Standards (CCSS) in English
language arts and mathematics, English languagelaewent standards and Next Generation Science
Standards. This item reviews existing assessnagatshose under development, and associated costs.

Panel:

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

Background:

Student’s grasp of academic content is measured biatewide student assessment system. The
system is in the process of being updated to reflee state’s adoption of new statewide content
standards. AB 484 (Bonilla) Chapter 489, Statufe®0d.3, eliminated several assessments that were
aligned to prior academic content standards, awodiged for a transition to assessments that are
aligned to the Common Core State Standards in §ilnddnguage arts and mathematics, English
language development standards and Next Generdéfioence Standards. Of the statewide
assessments, in 2015-16, only ELA and Mathemaiticsu@ling California Alternative Assessments)
are aligned to the state’s most recently adoptaadstrds, as a result of the state’s participatioting
multi-state Smarter Balanced Assessment Consof®@BAC) beginning in June, 201In the other
subject areas, new assessments are under develognaenntil they are operational, local educational
agencies will continue to use existing assessmealigned to previous standards. Once fully
implemented, this new suite of statewide assesameilt align with new state academic content
standards, but also require computer-based, argbnme cases computer-adaptive, assessments to
replace many assessments that were previously papeérpencil exams. The SBAC ELA and
mathematics assessments are computer-adaptivesragses and require access to computing devices
and the internet for the assessment to be admiedste

2014-15 was the first year for which scores from itlew assessments were released, and they revealed
that California’s student performance was low —ro%@ percent statewide (55 percent in English
Language Arts and 66 percent in mathematics) didnmeet grade level standards and the scores
revealed striking disparities in performance amdiffigrent subgroups of students. These low scores
were not unanticipated since the assessments vggniéicantly different from prior assessments and
scores likely reflect lack of familiarity with a weprocess as well as actual measurement of academic
content. The new assessments are computer-adagtevelesigned to do a better job of measuring
student mastery of content, and are aligned to stamdards. In addition, they include some
constructed response questions as well as muttimee questions. These scores set a new base from
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which the state and LEAs must grow. The second gkacores are anticipated to show growth, likely
reflecting continued implementation of state stadslarefinement of teaching and learning, and
familiarity with a new assessment system. Scords net be available until the fall of 2016 for
assessments given in the spring of 2016.

California Assessment of Student Performance and Bgress (CAASPP)In March, 2016, the CDE
provided a report to the Governor, Legislature, &&®, titled: California Assessment of Student
Performance and Progress Annual Implementation Wpdmd Five-Year Cost Projectipnvhich
includes detailed information on the current impdenation plan for CAASPP and projected
expenditures. More information is available below:

1) English Language Arts and Math Assessments
The 2015-16 school year includes the second statensstration of ELA and mathematics
assessments aligned to the common core standdrelse iew assessments are computer-based
and include computer-adaptive multiple choice goast as well as performance tasks. The
2015-16 testing window began April 11, 2016 andthas point, approximately 383,153
students have completed an ELA/literacy assessamahi320,476 students have completed a
math assessment. In the 2014-15 administrationpjesr 2,200 students were assessed using a
paper and pencil version and it is anticipated tthet number will decrease with this
administration.

With the results from the spring administratiorSsharter Balanced ELA and mathematics, the
state will have two years of individual scores thpécify a student’s proficiency level. These
will be first provided to individual students, sai®, and local educational agencies and then
available to the public in late 2016. CDE is cuthgmedesigning score reports to incorporate
information on student progress over multiple ye&tidents in grade 11 may choose to
release the results of their ELA and mathematiesrexto California Community Colleges and
California State Universities to provide an earidicator of a student’s readiness for college-
level coursework in English and mathematics unterEarly Assessment Program. Students
can use these results to inform the coursework timelertake in grade 12 as they prepare for
post-secondary education and placement at theo@ahf Community Colleges and California
State Universities. In the 2014-15 assessment, slm00 thousand student released ELA
and/or math results to post-secondary educatiditutiens.

2) Science Assessments

The Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) fadegr kindergarten through 12 were
adopted by the SBE in September of 2013. Undesré¢daw, students must be assessed in
science at least once in each of the following grsghns: 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12. Until an NGSS-
aligned assessment is operational, LEAs are ratfjuice continue to administer science
assessments aligned with the state’s old standagiades 5, 8, and 10. Funds are provided in
the CAASPP contract towards the development of &S8taligned assessment; however,
CDE anticipates the actual work of developing aseasment will not begin until spring of
2016, with an operational assessment likely in 2098due to the complexity of translating the
new standards into test items.

3) Assessments for Students with Disabilities
California includes students with disabilities itatewide assessments, as required by federal
law. The current Smarter Balanced ELA and mathammatissessments include options for
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assessing students with disabilities using acciéisgibupports and accommodations and this
takes the place of the previously used Californ@di¥ed Assessment (CMA). The CMA was
used to assess students with disabilities who bavadividualized education plan that requires
modifications.

Federal regulations also require the inclusionteflents who cannot participate in the general
statewide assessment system. A new version c@ahtornia Alternate Assessment (CAA) for
ELA and mathematics has been developed and is ntlyreperational. However, the
California Alternate Performance Assessment (CARA9cience continues to be used to meet
the assessment needs of this population of studeritshe alternate CA NGSS assessment is
available.

4) Primary Language Assessment

California has also historically provided for arpary language assessment for English learner
students to demonstrate mastery of reading/langadgestandards. Currently, the state allows
LEAs the option of continuing to administer the sixig Standards-based Test in Spanish
(STS) until a successor assessment is operatiohBlAs may also administer the STS to
students enrolled in dual-immersion programs ait thmn expense. Funds were provided in
the CAASPP contract for continued development pfimary language assessment(s). CDE
anticipates that pilot testing on a Spanish prillamnguage assessment could occur in 2016-17;
field testing in 2017-18, and a fully operationaam may be available in 2018-19.

Assessment of Language Developmenthe state currently administers an annual assesstoen
determine the progress of English learners in dgney English language proficiency. The current
assessment for this purpose is the California Bhdlanguage Development Test (CELDT). SB 201
(Lui) Ch. 478, Statutes of 2013, authorized theettggment of a new English Language Proficiency
Assessment for California (ELPAC). This new assesg will differ from the current annual
assessment in that it will include an assessmaninfoal identification of English learners and an
annual assessment to gauge a student’s progressd\nglish proficiency. The new assessment
will also be aligned to the CCSS, including the demglish language development standards. Work
on this new assessment began in 2012-13 undexisiing CELDT contract by identifying CELDT
test questions that are aligned to the new stasdard can be used in a new assessment. (One of the
major cost drivers of any assessment is develagingdequate item bank of test questions.)

After several delays in the contracting bid proc€3SE was able to award the ELPAC contract and
move forward. The 2016-17 proposed funding cowmtditional activities to keep the ELPAC
development on schedule. Although, the ELPAC went to bid as a pencil and paper-based
assessment, the request for proposals specifigdtitbacontractor must be able to transition to a
computer-based assessment in the future. Accortdinthpe CDE, an operational ELPAC will be
available in the spring of 2018. Until the ELPACIm place, the state will continue to administer t
existing CELDT to meet federal Title 1l of the BEdentary and Secondary Education Act reporting
requirements.
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California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) SavingsSenate Bill 172 (Liu), Chapter 572, Statutes
of 2015, suspended the administration of the CAHS& the requirement that students pass this
exam as a condition of graduation from high schtasing the 2016-17 through 2018-19 school years,
or when the CAHSEE is no longer available. The entrtCAHSEE contract expired in October of
2015.

The 2015 Budget Act required that the CDE to dgv@@lan for the use of any savings from the local
assistance funds appropriated for the CAHSEE cotstiand, as a condition of expending these funds,
submit the plan to the Joint Legislative Budget @Guttee and the DOF. CDE identified
approximately $9.8 million in available savingsaagesult of the suspension of the CAHSEE. Of these
funds, approximately $3 million was used to fund ¢mgoing administration of the CELDT and up to
$1 million was used to lease test items for the GRR alternative assessment item bank. Limited
activities to inform recommendations on future asegents and the creation of additional CAASPP
tools were also funded. Of the total, approximat® million will revert and be used for other
Proposition 98 purposes in 2016-17.

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

Assessment FundingStatewide assessments have historically beenfaptiied between federal Title
VI funds and Proposition 98 General Fund. The 208Budget included funding for the second full
administration of the new Smarter Balanced ELA aradhematics assessments in grades 3 through 8
and 11, and the CAA in ELA and math. In additiamding continues to be provided for development
of new science and primary language assessments.

The CAASPP administration and assessment contesctbren awarded to the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) for activities from July 2015 throu@fecember 2018. The ETS contract covers
administration of the assessments, including telclyyp scoring, reporting, and development of new
assessments. CDE is also a member of the Smatand@d Assessment Consortium (SBAC), which
owns the item bank (exam questions) and tools, asdlormative assessments and the digital library.
The state pays $9.55 million annually to the SBAGich currently has contracted with the University
of California, Los Angeles to cover the cost of sorium-managed services, such as access to the
summative and interim assessments, access to gftal dibrary, continued test development, and
validity studies. In addition to contract costs gtate provides LEA’s with a per-pupil apportiomine
amount to cover the costs of administering assassmeApportionments are paid one year in arears.
In 2016, the SBE approved an increase for CAASR®@ipnment costs from $3 to $4 per student,
driving an approximately $3 million increase inaoapportionments in 2016-17. CDE’s estimated
costs for statewide assessments in 2016-17 are atipan below:
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Proposed 2016-17 Statewide Student Assessment Costs

Prop 98 Funds

Federal Funds

Total Projected

Assessment Activity Projected Projected
Costs
Costs Costs

Other Assessment-Related Contracts $1,490,008 $600,000 $2,090,008
English Language Development Assessment

Administration of CELDT $7,242,000 $7,242,000
Development of ELPAC $13,800,000 $13,800,000
California Assessment of Student Performance and Bgresg

CAASPP 2015-16 through 2017-18 Contract $75,784,000 7,0%,000/ $82,859,000
SBAC Consortium $9,550,000 $9,550,000
Independent Evaluation $621,000 $621,000
Assessment Apportionments $23,223,000 $23,223,000
High School Proficiency Exam $1,244,000 $1,244,000
Reimbursements for High School Proficiency Exam 284,000 ($1,244,000
Totals $124,468,008 $14,917,000  $139,385,(

Source: Department of Education

08

Assessment ExpansionAs part of the transition to the CAASPP, Educat@ode Section 60640(c),
also required the SPI to submit recommendationgfpanding the California Assessment of Student
Performance and Progress (CAASPP) to the CalifoBiate Board of Education, the appropriate
policy and fiscal committees of the Legislature atw the Director of Finance. These
recommendations, provided in March 2016, incluaefgtiowing:

science in elementary, middle, and high school.

Next Generation Science Standards (CA NGSS) ibtgeal Library.

assessment system and provide those resourcexfbuke.

comprehensive assessment tools and resources.

Develop and administer three state computer-bageunative assessments for history—social

Provide state-supported formative assessment m@souhat are aligned with the California

Vet state-supported resources and tools that suppuiementation of a comprehensive

Provide regional assessment support to schoolsdeidcts on the implementation of the

The implementation of these recommendations woejsedd on additional funding and in some cases,
such as development of new assessments, autholegistation.
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Suggested Questions:

» Under the state’s contract with SBAC, Californiabsé to purchase and offer a variety of tools
for LEAs, such as formative assessments, diagnassessments, and a digital library. Some
of these tools were delayed or low usage was regpith 2015-16 are LEAs taking advantage
of these resources?

 What is the state’s plan for helping LEAS, teacheatsidents, parents, and policy makers
understand this second round of SBAC results amd they measure student progress over

time?

* When does the CDE anticipate taBPAC to be a computer-based assessment? Are there
barriers to making this a computer-based asses8ment

Staff Recommendation: Information Only. The budgeted amounts for stadevassessments will be
updated at the May Revision, based on final cdgheges
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Issue 6: K-12 High Speed Network |

Description: The K-12 High Speed Network (HSN) supports LEAsuach the state in connecting to
the internet. This issue reviews the budget asdrues of the HSN.

Panel:

* Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’s Office

* Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance

* Luis Alejandro Wong, Chief Executive Officer, HSN
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

Most schools connect to their school district @fimr county office of education which then connects
to a high-speed internet backbone (a series ofr-bp&c cables that run across large distances)
operated by the Corporation for Education Netwarkidtives in California (CENIC). The HSN
contract pays for Internet connections from thdridisor county office of education to the CENIC
backbone. CENIC is a non-profit organization thatvjides Internet services to educational agenaies i
California.

The HSN was established in 2004-05, when the gtateided funding for a HSN grant, which was
awarded to the Imperial County Office of Educatidbhe HSN assists schools with connecting to the
Internet through CENIC and provides other techngladated support services. In addition, the HSN
has recently been charged with implementing two neivatives—the Broadband Infrastructure
Improvement Grant program and the Technical Asstgand Professional Development Initiative.

The HSN receives nearly all of its revenue fromgesation 98 General Fund and two Internet subsidy
programs. The General Fund provided to the gramggeDE typically comprises about half of its total
revenue. The remaining revenue primarily comes fiARate and the California Teleconnect Fund
(CTF). E-Rate is a federal telecommunications slybshat provides reimbursements of up to
90 percent for Internet service. The CTF is a stgecial fund that provides reimbursements of
50 percent for Internet service, after all E-Ratxalints are applied. Both subsidies are funded by
telecommunication user surchargése HSN expenditures are primarily for (1) CENIG&vices, (2)
salaries and benefits for the HSN employees, andq@ipment purchases.

According to the LAO, the HSN received about $8lionil annually in Proposition 98 General Fund
and also receives subsidies for Internet serviceshased from commercial providers. In 2015-16, the
HSN was not provided an operations appropriatioth imstead HSN used excess reserves to cover
operational expenses. The HSN had a projectedveesd $14.7 million after 2014-15, which had
built up over time as revenues exceeded costs.r 2d5-16, the HSN is projected to have a
remaining reserve of $5.5 million. The 2015-16 dretdact also required a separate audit of the K-12
HSN, in previous years, the K-12 HSN audit was péd larger Imperial County Office of Education
audit and it was difficult to break out the fina@cdata for the K-12 HSN. The chart below shows
historical and projected HSN expenditures:
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2HSN assumes COE connection costs increase & percent in 201516 and 201617 (based on historical trends from 201011 to 2014-15).

“Includes E-Rate management and other services.

“Set aside for future expenditures.

Yncludes travel, indirect costs, administrative expenses, and contracts with entities other than CENIC.

®HSN was authorized to use up to 58 3 million of its reserve in lieu of state General Fund.
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HSN Grantee Budget Summary

{in Millions)

201314 Actual 201415 Actual 201516 Estimated 201617 Proposed

Expenditures
CEMIC services
COE connections to backbone $5.8 7.1 $7.4° $7.9°
Backbone 43 43 43 438
Other® 07 1.0 1.0 0.8
Subtotal ($11.3) ($12.9) ($13.2) ($13.4)
Salaries and benefits $1.3 $1.4 $1.5 $1.6
Equipment 26 0.2° 1.0% 0.5°
Other? 11 1.7 19 1.6
Totals $16.2 $16.1 $17.6 $17.1
Revenues
General Fund (Proposition 98) 58.3 $8.3 _e $8.0
E-Rate 4.0 47 $5.0 5.2
CTF 32 34 34 35
Other 01 01 g3 0.4
Totals $15.6 $16.5 $16.7 $17.19

'Reflects draw down of reserve.

9The Governor's budget includes an additional $2.2 milion in expenditure authority for any “unanticipated cost or emergency.”

HSN = High Speed Network; CENIC = Corporation for Education Network Initiatives in California; COE = county office of education; and CTF
= California Teleconnect Fund.

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office
Governor’s Budget:

For 2016-17, the Governor’s budget proposes toigeo$8 million in Proposition 98 funding for the
HSN, of this, $4.5 million is from 2016-17 fundirgnd $3.5 million is from one-time funding. In
addition, it is assumed that the HSN will receid®.® million in state and federal subsidies in 2016
17. With this funding level, the HSN would be lafith a reserve level of approximately $5.5 million.
However, DOF notes that since the January proptdsalHSN has identified estimated costs of $2.6
million to administer the BIIG 2.0 grants (discu$se Issue 7 of this agenda) and an additional $1.2
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million to replace equipment at seven countieseaslt, the estimated reserve would be approximatel
$1.7 million.

LAO Analysis and Recommendation:

The LAQO’s recent reporiThe 2016-17 Budget: Proposition 98 Analys@ises concerns about the

Governor’s proposed funding level, noting that 2@&16-17 proposed budget would reinstate the
historical amount of funding for the HSN withouteahpting to size the budget more appropriately to
HSN activities. They also note that the HSN wozddtinue to be left with a large reserve, at the en

of 2016-17, primarily to guard against fluctuationghe timing of receiving internet subsidies.

The LAO further recommends that the Legislatureaejhe Governor’s proposal to provide funds for
the HSN and instead require the HSN to continutunal operations in the 2016-17 year with their

reserves.

Suggested Questions:

* What unanticipated costs does the HSN potentialtg feach year? What does the HSN see as
an adequate reserve for operations?

* How does the timing of federal and state subsidylarsements for internet services affect the
HSN budget?

* How does the HSN see costs for internet connecfmrschools changing in the future?

Staff Recommendation:Hold open pending additional information at the MRgvision.
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6100DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

\Issue 7: Broadband Infrastructure Investment Grantsand Technology Training |

Description: California’s schools have a greater need to pewdernet access to their students than
ever before, with the advent of statewide onlirsting. To address this need, in the past two ydaes
state had provided Broadband Infrastructure InvestnGGrants through the K-12 HSN to address
school sites that have no or limited internet catimggy. In addition the state has provided omedi
funding to increase local capacity for supportieghinology. This issue reviews those continued
efforts.

Panel:

* Natasha Collins, Legislative Analyst’'s Office

» Luis Alejandro Wong, Chief Executive Officer, Calihia K-12 High Speed Network
* Debra Brown, Department of Education

» Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance

Background:

According to the HSN, the ability of school accesshe Internet varies across the state for a tyaoie
reasons; available infrastructure is often the ésgdparrier — both remote, rural areas and lowsreso
urban areas face issues related to lack of intresstre. Other barriers include limited technical
capacity in school staff, limited dedicated stateds in recent years, and geographic isolation.|&Vhi
the HSN has been working to increase Internet acae®ss the state for the past decade, receat stat
policies have made this access a greater pridvéy ever before.

The new statewide student assessment system ngtatighs with new state academic content
standards, but also requires computer-based, amsbrite cases computer-adaptive, assessments to
replace many assessments that were previously papepencil exams. LEAs have faced challenges
in upgrading their technology needs, not just hamwand software needs, but also Internet
connectivity and load capacity (how many studeatstake the assessment at one time).

Recognizing the critical need for many schools pgrade their Internet access in the face of new
assessment requirements, the 2014-15 budget pb$ie 7 million for the Broadband Infrastructure

Improvement Grants (BIIG) program and the 2015-déget act provided an additional $50 million in

grants. These grant phases are referred to as BI0Gand BIIG 2.0. These funds were for

improvement of network connectivity infrastructidog schools, specifically infrastructure known as

the “last mile” connection. The last mile is typlgathe connection from the school to the school

district office or county office of education. Thypes of physical connections can vary, the most
common being fiber cable, microwave, or satellibareections. Fiber connections, particularly fiber

optic connections, generally provide the higheglacay. According to the K-12 HSN, approximately

93 percent of sites use fiber connections (87 peréiber optic cable). Microwave and satellite

connections are generally used in areas wherehysqal location of the school would make building

fiber connections a costly endeavor.
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BliG Intended to Help Some Schools Access the internet?

4)-! District Office — COE — Education Backbone i The Internet

School

| —-— HSMN CENIC —
BllG

? Distances not to scale. Distance from school to distict office and from distnct office to backbone or other sites vary signififcantly
across state

b Schools use BIG for their last-mile connections—connecting them aither to thair district office or COE, depending on existing infrastniciure.

BlIG = Broadband Infrastructure Improvement Grants; COE = county office of aducation, HSN = High Speed Network; and
CEMIC = Corporation for Education Network Initiatives in California.

Source: Legislative Analyst's Office

BIIG funding is one of many sources of that LEA® ese to meet their technology needs. The state
has provided a variety of funds sources that LEAy ose for technology, including: LCFF funding, a
one-time allocation of $1.25 billion of Propositi®8 funding in the 2013-14 year for implementation
of state standards, $3.6 billion in mandates backlmding in the 2014-15 and 2015-16 budget that
may be used for any purpose, although legislatimriuded intent language that it be used for
implementing common core standards. AdditionallgAls are eligible for state and federal Internet
subsidies that can pay for up to 95 percent of higrgervice costs as determined by the district's
poverty (Free and Reduced Lunch Program) rate.

BIIG 1.0

According to the HSN, the first round of BIIG funisbeing provided to upgrade connectivity to 184
sites. These grantees were determined through t&step process. First priority was given to scisool
that were unable to administer the CAASPP field t8s2014 due to last mile connectivity, with
second priority for those schools that had to liotiter Internet use in order to conduct the t&3ites

that ultimately are receiving BIIG funds do not fi@ds that go directly to schools, instead funds a
managed by the HSN and CENIC and pay for one-tim&scto upgrade circuits, construction,
installation, and equipment. Also, ongoing monthbsts are covered through June 30, 2016. Sites
receiving BIIG grants will have dramatically impexy network speeds, access to a statewide research
and education network, access to higher connegtatitiower costs, and most will have scalable
connections to ensure room for future growth, a6 aeensuring the sites can provide the new online
assessments.

There were some eligible sites that did not ifitiaéceive a solution under BIIG 1.0 for a variety
reasons; these sites may not have received biggpihave received prohibitively expensive bids due
to geographical isolation of sites, and potentskl of business opportunities for vendors. In some
cases, potential solutions may be limited to waglsolutions, which have limitations for relialyilit
and scalability, however have a shelf life of 74l€ars. However, the K-12 HSN reports that a
solution is now underway for almost all eligibléesi that applied for BIIG 1.0.
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BIIG 2.0

In 2015-16, the state provided $50 million for aldigional round of BIIG. Similar to BIIG 1.0, these
funds are to be used first for schools that aréblento administer computer-based assessments at the
schoolsite. Second priority for critical need geashall go to the local educational agencies thaeh

to shut down essential operations to administer prder-based assessments at the schoolsite,
including, but not limited to, business serviceasa#d, and access to other critical online actigiti€he
HSN may fund projects that will result in per-pupdsts of more than $1,000 per test-taking student
only upon approval of the DOF, and no sooner tad&ays after notification in writing is provided to
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. If fundsneen after grants have been distributed to all
identified schoolsites for priorities one and twar fvhich the HSN is able to identify solutions, the
HSN may provide grants to under-connected schob& tlo not have adequate broadband
infrastructure to increase connectivity rates icoat effective manner pursuant to a plan approwed b
the DOF no sooner than 30 days after notificatrowtiting is provided to the Joint Legislative Buadg
Committee if the cost per testing student excedd3. As a condition of receiving grant fundinty, a
local educational agencies shall commit to suppgrthe ongoing costs associated with improved
Internet infrastructure.

In March 2016, HSN identified costs for 221 schaafisvhich DOF notified the JLBC and the JLBC
concurred, of its intent to approve the HSN propasamplement 47 internet infrastructure grantstth
were above $1,000 per student. Thirteen, or pgsddalrteen of these sites declined services for
various reasons, 33 or 34 will move forward alorithwhe other 174 sites that cost less than $1,000
per testing student.

Technical Assistance and Professional Developmenntitiative.

The HSN releasedConnecting California’s Children 2015, SupplemenReport: Findings and
Observations”in April of 2015 based on a requirement in lastriggshudget for the HSN to provide
information on network connectivity in Californials-12 system. The report included a variety of
findings, including that technical support of LEAsries widely. As part of the Educator
Effectiveness Grant provided in the 2015-16 budgdt $10 million was allocated to the HSN to
address this ongoing issue of lack of technicakeige at district and school sites. Specificalhe
budgeted funds were for the purpose of providingfgssional development and technical expertise to
local educational agencies related to network mamegt. Trailer bill language specified that
professional development shall include trainindgockl educational agency staff and development and
distribution of best practices, guidance, and o#iements of technical support to implement network
infrastructure within schools and to provide schditricts with utilization information for optimal
decisions. Language also specified that the HSINdcpartner with county offices of education or
other LEAs to ensure statewide access to traimagrasources. In February 2016, the HSN conducted
a survey to gather information on the technologgwdedge gaps of LEAs. Using the survey data to
inform their approach, the HSN has a preliminagnghat will focus on the following:

* Security

* Network Management
» Diagnostic Tools

* Purchasing
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The HSN plans to use a combination of methods ter distribution of training and resources,
including statewide conferences, online resourdesyeling roadshows, wireless boot camps,
opportunities for IT personnel to earn additionattifications in their field, call centers and on-
demand support.
Suggested Questions:

* What types of eligible school sites remain for BR®?

* When does the HSN anticipate training and resoufc@s the Technical Assistance and
Professional Development Initiative will be avalabor LEAS?

Staff Recommendation:Information Only
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