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	Date:
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	TO:
	MEMBERS, California Practitioners Advisory Group


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


	SUBJECT:
	Introduction to the Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics Local Data Criteria and Selection


Summary of Key Issues

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) with a draft of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics local data use and upload features. The use of local data, as a resource, will be incorporated as a component of the LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype that is being developed and will be a critical piece of the new accountability and continuous improvement system (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item03.doc). 

As part of this item, staff will provide an overview of previous State Board of Education (SBE) and stakeholder discussions on the LCFF evaluation rubrics design and the proposal to include a local data selection tool and potential approaches for setting criteria around selection of certain local data metrics. The CPAG will review these options and participate in small group activity and larger group discussion to provide recommendations to staff regarding how local data could be incorporated into the evaluation rubrics to advance continuous improvement.  

Specifically, CPAG members will be asked to review the options for local data use relative to the following questions: 
· In what ways does the inclusion of local data contribute to local reflective processes to support continuous improvement?
· How can the state provide a standardized structure of criteria (Attachment 1) for local data selection and use to support continuous improvement? 
· Does the CPAG recommend including the selection and use of local data as a tool or module (Attachment 2) in the final prototype design of the LCFF evaluation rubrics?
Conclusion

Following the small group activity and larger group discussion, CPAG members will be asked to take action to formalize any recommendations to the SBE related to the inclusion of local data criteria and selection options. 

It is recommended that the CPAG take action on the following topics:

1) Recommend if it is necessary to propose criteria that will provide structure to support consistency in the use of local data while supporting flexibility for local reflection and continuous improvement. 
2) Recommend modifying the structure for the local data selection tool to support the use of local data in the LCFF evaluation rubrics with the final concise set of indicators that reflect state and federal requirements have been determined for accountability and continuous improvement purposes. 

3) Propose specific recommendations to staff for revisiting and updating the list of potential data indicators, as appropriate, based on the LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype that supports a single, coherent accountability and continuous improvement system. 
A summary of the discussion and recommendations from the CPAG, as appropriate, will be presented to the SBE as part of the May 2016 SBE Item on accountability and continuous improvement. 
ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1: 
Review of Criteria for Local Data Collection and Use to Support Local Accountability Indicator Selection (1 Page)

Attachment 2: 
Draft Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics Data Metric Selection Tool (4 Pages)
Review of Criteria for Local Data Collection and Use to Support Local Accountability Indicator Selection

A review of representative research on this topic was completed and the reference below provides a concise summary of key concepts to help frame the discussion.  
Indicators for a Results-Based Accountability System

Horsch, K. (1997). Indicators: definition and use in a results-based accountability system. Retrieved from http://www.hfrp.org/publications-resources/browse-our-publications/indicators-definition-and-use-in-a-results-based-accountability-system.

This is one of several briefs published by the Harvard Family Research Project’s (HFRP) Reaching Results Project to support discussion regarding evaluation and accountability. This brief focused on indicator definition and use in results-based accountability systems. According to HFRP, “an indicator provides evidence that certain conditions exist or certain results have or have not been achieved. Indicators enable decision-makers to assess progress towards the achievement of intended outputs, outcomes, goals, and objectives.”   

The HRFP created the following questions to help guide selection of meaningful indicators:

· Does the indicator enable one to know about the expected result or conditions? In other words, the best measures are ones closely associated with the desired outcomes. When direct measures are not available, proxies may be used to approximate outcomes, but such measures may not provide the best evidence of conditions or results.

· Is the indicator defined in the same way over time? Are data for the indicator collected in the same way over time? Consistency in the measurement over time is needed to draw conclusions about impact or affect over time. Changes in policies, protocols, and assessments can lead to inconsistent and therefore unreliable results. 

· Will data be available for an indicator? Data must be collected with regularity to be useful for accountability. Outcome data is often only available on an annual basis whereas other measures such as those related to outputs, process, and inputs are typically available more frequently. Furthermore, with LCFF in mind, data for subgroups must be included to support assessment of equity.

· Are data currently being collected? If not, can cost-effective instruments for data collection be developed? Data availability presents a practical limitation to using data. In situations where data is not readily available, cost-effective methods are needed to collect and manage data to support quality and availability.

· Is this indicator important to most people? Will this indicator provide sufficient information about a condition or result to convince both supporters and skeptics? Indicators that are publicly reported and used for accountability must have high credibility. In other words, they must provide information that is easy to understand and accept by important stakeholders. 

· Is the indicator quantitative? Numeric indicators are most useful and understandable to decision-makers, but qualitative information can be helpful to fully understand measured phenomenon. 
Draft Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics Data Metric Selection Tool
The following table includes possible local metric selection options for LEAs to consider when completing the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics. The proposed metrics apply at the LEA-level and in many cases also at the subgroup and school levels. These metrics are intended to complement the state defined and state collected metrics that will be pre-populated in the LCFF evaluation rubrics for select key and associated indicators. For most LEAs, these additional metrics could be voluntarily used at the local level for select associated metrics to provide a more comprehensive assessment of LEA performance relative to the LCFF state priorities as defined in Education Code Section 52060 (d). 

The inclusion of a “local data selection tool,” which is a drop-down menu of select metrics, such as the list below, has been discussed as part of the LCFF evaluation rubrics design.  The design of such a tool is currently being considered.  It is anticipated that over time, the evaluation rubrics may provide options that transition from local upload to pre-populated data capabilities. 
	Priority Area
	

	Conditions of Learning

	Basic 
(Priority 1)
	State Collected 
· % of teachers appropriately assigned*
· % of teachers fully credentialed*

· Sufficient instructional materials for all core subject areas for all students

· School facilities are maintained in good repair

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of para educators that meet highly qualified standards

· # or % of new teachers enrolled/participating in induction program

· # or % of new administrators enrolled/participating in induction program

· # or % of teachers retained

· # or % of teachers with five or more years of experience

· # or % of school site administrators retained

· # or % of school site administrators with five or more years of experience

· Demographics for teachers (by race/ethnicity) compared to student demographics
· Progress to completing deferred maintenance and/or major maintenance or facility upgrades
· # major repairs completed and outstanding by school site

· Average days to respond to facility repair requests
· # or % of administrators/ teachers trained in foster youth education entitlements

· # or % of foster youth with identified education rights holders

· # students per computer

· Average age of computers/devices

· Average age of instructional materials

· # or % of classrooms with internet access

· # and/or type of partnerships within the community that support student success

· % of grade 6-12 students that participate or have access to science laboratory

	Implementation of State Standards 
(Priority 2)
	State Collected
· See Pupil Achievement

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of teachers regularly participating in a professional learning community

· # or % of teachers receiving and/or providing academic coaching support related to college and career readiness standards

· # or % of teachers trained in CCSS modules for English/Language Arts, English Language Development, and Mathematics

· # or percentage of administrators trained in CCSS modules for English/Language Arts and Mathematics

· # or % of teachers training in Next Generation Science Standard modules

· # or % of administrators training in Next Generation Science Standard modules

· # or % of teachers using performance tasks with students

· # or % of teachers where CCSS-identified digital skills are taught to students

· # or % of grade levels/courses where formative assessment is used to monitor student progress

· # or percentage of grade levels/courses where teachers are involved in Lesson Study

· # or % of grade levels/courses where teachers are collaboratively scoring student work (i.e., writing assignments, laboratory reports, performance tasks, etc.)

· # or % of teachers reporting that they feel prepared to teach to state academic content standards

· # or % of teachers reporting that they received high quality training and support opportunities throughout the school year

· # or % of administrators reporting that they feel prepared to support teachers to address state academic content standards

	Course Access (Priority 7)
	State Collected
· For elementary/intermediate - % of students with weekly access to science and social science*
· For secondary - % of graduates with UC/CSU required coursework (A-G requirements)*

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of kindergarten students exhibiting readiness for school (e.g., local assessment, preschool or TK participation, etc.)

· # or % of students participating in CTE pathways

· # or % students participating in visual and performing arts

· # or % of students that met with counselor to develop individual academic plan to achieve college and career readiness

· # or % of girls participating in science, mathematics, engineering, and computer science courses


	Pupil Outcomes

	Pupil Achievement (Priority 4)
	State Collected
· For elementary - % grade 3 student reading at or above grade level*

· For intermediate - % grade 8 students at or above grade level for mathematics* 
· For high school - % of grade 11 students passing Early Education Assessment *

· % of 11th and 12th grade students enrolled in at least one Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, or dual credit course*

· % of students with a score of 3 or higher on an AP exam*
For all LEAs - 

· % of English learners making progress towards English proficiency (AMAO 2)*
· % of English learners reclassified as English proficient (AMAO 3)*

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of low income students in A-G and AP courses

· # or % of long-term English learners in middle school

· # or % of long-term English learners in high school

· Reclassification rate for all ELs and Long-Term English Learners (LTELs)

· # or % of students performing at or above grade level based on local assessments in specific academic content areas
· # or % of students in need (e.g., low-income, foster youth, English learners, etc.) receiving additional learning time/opportunities (e.g., before/afterschool, summer, etc.)

· Grade point average by subgroup including language ability and foster youth

	Other Pupil Outcomes 
(Priority 8)
	State Collected
· % of students enrolled in alternative or non-public school*

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of low-income, English learners, foster youth that transferred schools within school year

· Number of ELs and those reclassified as fluent English proficient (RFEPs) receiving seal of biliteracy

· Special education identification rates by race/ethnicity

· PSAT/SAT/ACT participation and results

· # or % of grade 12 students completing and submitting a Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA)

· Physical fitness outcomes

· # or % of grade 12 going on to postsecondary learning opportunity (e.g., college, career/technical vocation learning)

· Post-graduate outcomes


	Engagement

	Parental Involvement (Priority 3)
	State Collected
· % of parents or caregivers reporting that their input is welcomed*
· % of schools with full parent membership and participation on English Learner Advisory Councils*
· % of schools with full parent membership and participation on School Site Councils*

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of sites providing parents with training related to engagement

· # or % of parents participating in key parent and community involvement events/activities

· # or % of teachers receiving training on parent engagement strategies

· # or % of materials sent to families are available translated

· Parent survey results including sense of satisfaction, connection, awareness, etc. – sources include WASC, Cal-SCHLS, etc.

	Pupil Engagement (Priority 5)
	State Collected
· % attendance/attendance rate *
· % of students chronically absent from school*
· % of middle school students dropping out*
· % of high school students dropping out (cohort)*
· % of high school students graduating (cohort)*

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

· # or % of students receiving peer or adult mentoring support

· # or % of students by grade level and subgroup involved in leadership opportunities

· Locally defined definitions and observations of deeper learning

	School Climate 
(Priority 6)
	State Collected
· % of students reporting feeling engaged and interested in school*

· Expulsion rate

· Suspension rate

	
	Potential Options for Additional Local Measures

School climate index score or items from the Healthy Kids survey, or other survey of school connectedness, health, and climate


