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	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


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


	SUBJECT:
	California’s Accountability and Continuous Improvement System – Further Analysis of Potential Key Indicators


Purpose

This memorandum is part of a series of memoranda designed to inform actions by the State Board of Education (SBE) related to accountability and continuous improvement. It builds on a February 2016 information memorandum (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item05.doc) and materials from SBE’s March 2016 meeting (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/mar16item23.doc) that analyzed potential options for key indicators in the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics prototype. 
Those materials identified the following four criteria for potential key indicators: (1) currently collected and available for use at the state level (2) using a consistent definition, (3) can be disaggregated to the school and subgroup level, and (4) is supported by research as a valid measure.
This memorandum provides further analysis around two indicators that were addressed in the February 2016 memorandum and several other indicators that were not identified as potential key indicators in the February 2016 memorandum, but that Board members and/or stakeholders have raised.  Specifically, this memorandum addresses:

· Williams Settlement Requirements 
· Middle School Drop Out Rate

· School Climate Surveys
· Parental Involvement
· College and Career Readiness: Course Taking Behaviors
· Science Assessment Results
This memorandum provides more information about the underlying data sources for these indicators and why, at this time, they do not meet the four criteria for inclusion as key indicators within the current LCFF evaluation rubrics design, in large part because there is currently no statewide data collection.  It also briefly describes a process, which staff anticipate proposing for the SBE’s consideration at the May 2016 meeting, for reviewing the LCFF evaluation rubrics annually and assessing whether, based on newly available state-level data or further analysis and validation of existing data, to add a key indicator to the existing key indicators and/or to replace an existing key indicator.   

The May 2016 agenda materials will provide further analysis for other indicators for which state-level data is available, as well as additional details on the proposed process for annually reviewing the key indicators in the LCFF evaluation rubrics.

Further Analysis of Potential Indicators

At the January and March 2016 SBE meetings, members discussed how the enactment of the federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) presents an opportunity to develop a single coherent local, state and federal accountability and continuous improvement system grounded on LCFF.  A series of memoranda published in February 2016 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/infomemofeb2016.asp) provided the SBE with background and analysis related to approaching the architecture and content for an aligned and coherent state and federal accountability system. 

Because the current LCFF evaluation rubrics design proposes using the key indicators to analyze performance of local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools relative to the statewide distribution of LEA performance, the availability, reliability and comparability of quantitative data statewide is an essential characteristic for potential key indicators.  It is not possible to analyze performance on a statewide basis if the underlying data is either not available at the state level or is defined or collected inconsistently.  

There are some indicators that are related to one of LCFF’s priorities, but for which data are not currently collected and/or reported statewide.  Below is a more detailed analysis of some indicators that fall within this classification.  These indicators are important to a holistic understanding of LEA-level and school-level performance to inform local decisionmaking, but, at this time, they are not appropriate for the use proposed for key indicators in the current LCFF evaluation rubrics design or more generally for differentiation of performance statewide. 
Williams Settlement Requirements
The Eliezer Williams, et al., vs. State of California, et al. (Williams) case was filed as a class action in 2000 in San Francisco County Superior Court. The basis of the lawsuit was that the state failed to provide public school students with equal access to instructional materials, safe and clean school facilities, and qualified teachers. The case was settled in 2004 with legislation adopted in August 2004 to enact the agreement. 
According to current state law, school districts must ensure that schools maintain all facilities in good repair and that all pupils have sufficient instructional materials and qualified teachers.  As noted in the February 2016 memorandum, however, the Williams settlement requirements do not apply to charter schools unless they opt in.  No charters have opted into the requirements at this time. State law also provides for county office of education monitoring for schools that were in deciles 1-3 based on the Academic Performance Index.  
The current laws and requirements have been in place for 11 years and the process for review and remediation are well documented, followed, and monitored. When issues are found districts are required to enact measures to make improvements. For each component of the Williams requirements (i.e., facilities, instructional materials, qualified teachers), 100% adherence to the requirement is the state’s current expectation. 
The state does not currently maintain a statewide database of Williams-related data.  Under state law, however, every school must prepare a School Accountability Report Card (SARC) that includes specified data.  The SBE also must adopt a standardized SARC template, although schools are not required to use the template.  EC 33126.1.  The Williams settlement legislation added the Williams settlement requirements as a required element in the SARC, and the SBE incorporated the Williams settlement requirements into the SARC template.  Although most school districts use the SARC template, not all of them do and therefore prepare and report this information using their own format.     
The Williams settlement legislation was identified in the February 2016 as a potential key indicator, with the qualification that more analysis was required to assess how the locally held data could be incorporated into the LCFF evaluation rubrics.  Inclusion of such data in the evaluation rubrics and/or accountability system reporting would require a process to support local data entry or upload before the data could be analyzed to determine whether there is a sufficient distribution of performance to support application of the Alberta-like methodology proposed for key indicators.  For those school districts that use the SARC template, it may be possible to automate the upload of this data, but there is currently no mechanism to do.  Moreover, it is not possible at this time to determine whether or how school districts that not do not use the SARC template could input the data or the implications of using an indicator that does not apply to charter schools.    
Based on the further analysis reflected above, the Williams settlement requirements are not a viable candidate for inclusion as a key indicator within the current LCFF evaluation rubrics design at this time.
Middle School Drop Out Rate

Following the March 2016 SBE meeting, staff in the Analysis, Measurement, and Accountability Report Division (AMARD) conducted an analysis of the 2014–15 grade eight dropout data and determined that 78 percent of schools have zero students who dropout from grade eight and another 5 percent have only one grade eight student dropout. Therefore, the dropout rate does not provide meaningful differentiation in school performance as required under ESSA. Because the number of grade eight dropouts in the remaining schools is relatively low, it cannot be applied at the student group level, which is necessary for any indicator used to determine eligibility for assistance and support under LCFF and ESSA. In addition, the dropout rate would only be applied to grade eight, leaving approximately 4,800 elementary schools that do not enroll grade eight students without an additional academic indicator. 

This finding reinforce earlier analysis of this issue.  In 2012, the Technical Design Group (TDG) met several times to discuss adding the middle school dropout rate in the Academic Performance Index (API), as required under California Education Code Section 52052.1. Multiple simulations indicated that, because there was no differentiation in the middle school dropout rate, only two options were available. The first option was to assign the dropout rate a very low weight, in which case it would have little to no impact on the API. The second option was to assign points using the 200 to 1000 API scale, which would have artificially inflated middle school APIs or severely penalized a middle school for having only one or two dropouts. After reviewing the data, the TDG members expressed a concern about the accuracy of the data when a school had only one or two dropouts (which occurred in 18 percent of schools). As a result, the TDG concluded that it was not feasible to include middle school dropout rate. 
School Climate

There are three specific metrics listed under EC Section 52060(d)(6) for school climate. This includes two for which data are collected and reported statewide at the LEA, school, and subgroup levels, pupil suspension and pupil expulsion rates. The third measure is “other local measures, including surveys of pupils, parents, and teachers on the sense of safety and school connectedness.” There is currently no statewide survey or other measure required of all LEAs related to school safety and connectedness. 

The issue of incorporating “non-cognitive” social-emotional learning indicators into school accountability systems is currently hotly debated.  The evidence is strong that many social-emotional competencies (also called character or soft skills) play an important role in improving students’ readiness to learn, classroom behavior, academic performance, and overall likelihood of success in school, career, and life (e.g., self-management/awareness, social awareness, relationship skills, grit). 
   

One implication of the research is that quality of schooling is improved when schools make developing these competencies a matter of policy.  Thus schools across the country are implementing social-emotional learning curricula and nine states have adopted educational standards for what students should know and be able to do to guide programmatic efforts. 

There is a widely-recognized need to assess these competencies to inform development of supports and programmatic interventions at both the school and individual level.  In order to do so, schools must have valid assessments that successfully gauge students’ strengths and social-emotional health needs.  Additionally, even leading advocates for developing assessments for these skills have cautioned against incorporating such assessments into accountability systems.  

Assessment Instruments. The federally funded National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments (NCSSLE) maintains a compendium of 44 valid and reliable surveys, assessments, and scales of school climate, including the California Healthy Kids Surveys (CHKS).
 
CHKS.  The CHKS is the most widely used school climate survey in California, in part because of grants that included reference to the survey results as part of their requirements. This includes for example Tobacco Use Prevention Education (TUPE), Safe and Drug Free Schools (Title IV), and Safe and Supportive Schools Grant. 
The CHKS, across its modules, provides a comprehensive assessment of social emotional competencies and the supports that schools provide to foster them, including a Social Emotional Health Module developed with researchers at UC Santa Barbara. The companion staff survey provides additional information about school supports.
  Reflecting the interest in assessing these attributes, the US Department of Education’s Institute for Education Sciences has just awarded a grant to the UCSB researchers to study the validity and practical use of this module in collaboration with WestEd.

Between 2003-04 and 2009-10 the CDE required districts receiving Title IV to administer the CHKS every two years. Title IV funds were used to pay for the administration of the survey. In 2010 ED eliminated the office that administered Title IV and funding was dramatically reduced and/or eliminated for many programs previously funded under Title IV. Prior to the changes to Title IV approximately 900 school districts with 7,000 schools, and 1,000,000 students participated in the survey every two years. Despite the changes in funding, participation remains relatively high. Between 2013-14 and 2014-15 approximately 691 districts administered the CHKS. Of these districts, approximately 116, or 17% administered the survey in both years. 
CORE Districts.  The other notable California example of collecting and using data related to school climate is the incorporation of a common measures of non-cognitive skills within the accountability system used by the nine districts that comprise California Office to Reform Education (CORE). CORE identified four social-emotional skills that it is measuring through student surveys—self-management, growth mindset, self-efficacy, social awareness—and has incorporated results from the surveys into school accountability ratings.  In 2014-15 surveys were completed by approximately 450,000 students in grades 3-12. Early research has found positive correlation between CORE’s key indicators of academic performance and behaviors across and within schools.
 
Issues.  A number of questions have been raised about incorporating student self-report of such competencies into an accountability system with negative consequences.
  They include:

· Measurement is still imprecise, 

· Student perceptions of these competencies is relative to their situational context and normative expectations (reference bias); 

· The potential for students to be motivated or even pressured to inflate their self-ratings to improve their school’s standing.  

· There is little evidence that aggregating these measure to the school level meaningfully (statistically) differentiates between high and low performing schools.  

· Lack of knowledge about the appropriate weight to assign to these competencies within a global assessment of school quality.  

Papageorge (2016) also notes that some character skills can be harmful in some contexts like school but helpful in others.  Well-intentioned policies affecting character skills could have unintended counterproductive consequences.  West (2014) concluded that they “are inadequate to gauge the effectiveness of schools, teachers, or interventions in cultivating the development of those skills.” He reached a similar conclusion after examining the results of the CORE survey data (“the results…are best thought of as a baseline for future analysis.” Angela Duckworth, who helped foster interest in this area through her work on grit, has concluded “not yet” to “the use of currently available personal quality measures for most forms of accountability” (Duckworth and Yeager, 2015; Duckworth 2016).  
In short, although there are instruments that may help inform school-level decisionmaking, many supporters of the value of these measures have cautioned against incorporating them as an accountability measure.  The experience of the CORE districts provides a unique test case that can be useful to evaluate potential metrics and practices related to safety and school connectedness.  But it is premature, at this point, to incorporate such measures into the LCFF evaluation rubrics, given the preliminary nature of the research and the uncertainty about the appropriateness of aggregating and using such indicators within a statewide accountability system.  As Papageorge (2016) writes: “Instead of high-stakes evaluation of character skills, what is needed is more in-depth study of the long-run and varied effects of character skills on lifetime outcomes, including well-being and labor market performance.”
On a practical level, there is not a consistent, comparable source of data that could be used as an indicator at this time.  The CHKS survey and many other surveys provide a valid and reliable measure of school climate, but there is not a statewide agreed-upon measure that can be reported with consistency. Furthermore, the frequency of data collection varies based on local practices. In addition, as was noted for the Williams-related data, a process for local data entry, which includes definitions and specifications to support data consistency within and perhaps also between LEAs, would be needed. 
This is an area that merits continued analysis.  Pending more complete information about the experience of the CORE districts and further development of the research base, the considerations discussed above may change in the future.  
Parent Involvement
The impact and value of family and community engagement is well established in research. For example, family and community engagement has a positive impact on student achievement and behavior and schools with family and community partnerships have proven more successful in improving students’ academic achievement and college and career readiness than schools that do not engage families and community. 
,
 
There are several state and federally funded programs that require activities and support for parent involvement including, but not limited to, LCFF, Title I, Title III, and special education. These programs require the participation of parents in decisions ranging from school priorities to the allocation of resources. In practice, these requirements have often resulted in a “checklist orientation,” rather than authentic participation. In 2011 CDE released the Family Engagement Framework, which provides a resource for LEAs to plan, implement, manage, and monitor family engagement efforts.
 

The inclusion of parent involvement as one of the LCFF state priorities has brought attention to the needs for activities and assessment of parent involvement. Since LCFF’s passage several organizations including, but not limited to California State Parent Teacher Association (CA PTA), Californians Together, and Families in Schools published materials to support parent and community involvement. Following is a sample of areas suggested for assessment.

	CA PTA

	Californians Together

	Families in Schools


	· Family-friendly atmosphere

· Opportunities to volunteer

· Access to the principal

· Use of survey feedback

· Parent-teacher relationships
· Developing the family’s ability to support learning at home

· Parent knowledge level of programs, resources, and rights

· Ability to advocate

· Smooth transitions

· Voice in decisions

· Addressing equity

· Links to community resources
	· District English Learner Advisory Committee (DELAC) engagement 

· DELAC recommendations in LCAP

· Representation of English Learner (EL) parents

· Translation support and documents accessible to families

· Hiring practices that support professional learning and high quality bilingual office staff
· Plan to increase EL parent involvement
	· Welcoming environment
· Effective school-family communications

· Meaningful resources for families

· Shared leadership

· Conflict resolution

· Adequate financial resources


Additionally, WestEd and SBE staff partnered with PICO California, California PTA, Families In Schools, Parent Organization Network, and Parent Teacher Home Visit Project last summer to convene an input session to discuss potential indicators for parent involvement and approaches for improving practices related to parent involvement/engagement.  According to a memo prepared by the groups, participants at the input session generally agreed that no single metric can adequately capture the critical and interconnected components that, combined, make for authentic parent engagement.  The groups concluded that the research base and input from the session supported an approach of identifying a set of evidence-based parent engagement metrics in the LCFF evaluation rubrics, from which districts could choose one or more of those metrics to support continuous improvement and accountability. 
Parent involvement includes a range of activities and measures that have historically been exclusively locally defined. There are presently no data collected or reported to the state related to parent involvement.  Although a variety of potential measures exist (as shown above), inclusion of such data in the evaluation rubrics as a key indicator would require all of the considerations noted for Williams settlement and school climate, as well as a decision by the SBE about which of these varied measures to include as the measure(s) for parental engagement.  This is an area that merits continued analysis and review at least annually to determine whether there is a measure that could be incorporated into the LCFF evaluation rubrics as a key indicator. 
College and Career Readiness: Course Taking Behaviors
The state priority of Pupil Achievement references a measurement of college and career readiness, specifically successful completion of the requirements for admission to the University of California and California State University or career technical education sequences or programs aligned with state approved standards. Board members have discussed other measures of college and/or career readiness, including course taking behaviors.

As discussed in more detail below, CALPADS includes collection of course-taking and course-completion, information, including credits earned and grades received,
 for grades 9-12, with some exceptions.  The California Department of Education recently began reviewing ways this information could be used for analysis and reporting.  A preliminary review found wide variation in the grading scales and credit structures used locally, which significantly undermines comparability. Further research and data analysis is needed to determine the validity and reliability of the underlying data, after which analysis and simulations would be required to assess the implications of aggregating the data for accountability purposes, including potential differences between its use for measuring college readiness and career readiness.  It is therefore premature at this time to consider using this information as a key indicator, although this may be an area to prioritize analysis to determine the viability of incorporating it as a key indicator in future years.    

In January 2015 as part of the update to the SBE on the new accountability systems using multiple measures information was shared based on work of the Technical Design Group (TDG, http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/jan15item03.doc). The analysis related to identifying options for a college readiness measure originated in response to Senate Bill 1458 (Steinberg), which specified changes to the Academic Performance Index (API). While the new accountability system will not include the API, the recommendations and analysis from the TDG remain relevant for a potential college and career readiness measure.
The CDE contracted with the Educational Policy Improvement center (EPIC) to conduct analysis of six potential clusters of college and career preparedness measures:

	Cluster of Measures
	Individual Measures

	College-entrance exams
	SAT and ACT

	Accelerated coursework
	Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate

	Innovative measures
	Metacognitive assessment, performance, assessment, and California State Seal of Biliteracy

	Course-taking behaviors
	A-G subject requirements, career and technical education course pathways, and integrated course pathways

	Career preparedness assessment
	ACT’s WorkKeys, Armed Services Vocational Battery, National Occupational Competency Testing Institute, and Industry certification assessment

	Multiple measures
	No specific measures; based on theory, practice in various states, and cutting-edge concepts around use of multiple measures in accountability


The EPIC report recommended that course-taking behavior “would be the single best indicator that meets the evaluative criteria used and also has the greatest probability of leading to improvements in college and career preparedness statewide.” The CDE collects data related to A-G subject requirements and CTE course pathway participation. However, there does not currently exist a valid and reliable way to capture data regarding integrated course pathways. EPIC’s report entitled, Measures for a College and Career Indicator: Course-Taking Behavior
 notes that, “Integrated course pathways are burgeoning in education.” It goes on to provide an example of an International Baccalaureate Career-Related Certificate (IBCC), which connects university preparatory courses with a career pathway accredited at the national, state, or local level. The report notes that there are only four California high schools (Claremont, Granite Bay, San Jose High Academy, and Walnut) among the 53 public schools in the US that offer the IBCC.  
There are data that can be potentially used to capture integrated course pathway participation, but this requires knowledge of sequences of courses that are often subject to locally defined structures. Time may be needed to allow for programs to develop as well as for systems to emerge to capture with consistency the nature and prevalence of courses that comprise integrated course pathways. Until such time, there are practical challenges to constructing the measurement recommended by EPIC to the TDG.  Moreover, the research on course-taking patterns and course completion as a predictor of future success is considerably weaker for career readiness than for college readiness (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/jan15item03.doc).  This raises questions about whether a separate measure of career readiness would be more appropriate and, if so, how it would interact with data on course-taking behavior.   
Science Assessment Results

The SBE recently approved a timeline for new Next Generation Science Standards aligned science tests to be fully implemented in the next three years, with pilot testing beginning in Spring 2017, field testing in Spring 2018, and full implementation in Spring 2019 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/mar16item02.doc).  The assessment results data will be available statewide and will support analysis at the student subgroup level, but the first year of results will not be available until 2019.  As a result, staff cannot analyze the implications of using this as a key indicator and will not be able to do so until at least 2019.  

Data is available from the California Standards Test for science, but those assessments are not aligned to the Next Generation Science Standards.  In fact, at the recent California Practitioners Advisory Group meeting, CDE staff presented about the possibility of seeking a waiver from the federal government so California students in grades 5, 8 and 10 no longer are required to take an outdated science test (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/cpag2016apr1314.asp, Item 3).  Staff anticipates that a recommendation to pursue such a waiver will be presented to the SBE at a future meeting. 
Accordingly, at this time, science assessment results do not meet the criteria for inclusion as a key indicator.  
Proposed Process for Reviewing Potential Key Indicators at Least Annually
The indicators discussed above provide important information and contribute to a holistic understanding of performance.  At present, however, quantitative data are available, if at all, primarily at the local level and/or there is no standard definition for an indicator that applies statewide and would support meaningful differentiation of performance.  

The proposed architecture for the emerging accountability system does not assume that the identity of key indicators will be static.  In fact, the architecture itself does not turn on the specific indicators, which are expected to evolve over time as additional research about the reliability of indicators emerges and if additional data become available at the state level.

At the May 2016 meeting, staff anticipate recommending that the SBE adopt an annual process for reviewing the indicators included within the rubrics, which would include the possibility of adding or substituting key indicators. 
Conclusion
The LCFF state priorities provide a broad framework for accountability with options for definition that includes local context and priorities. As the SBE considers how to construct an accountability system that integrates local, state, and federal accountability there are a host of variables to balance including local context, value, validity, and reliability of measures. In addition, as is noted for the metrics explored in this memorandum, there are many practical factors that must be addressed based on the indicator’s intended use. 
� Illinois was the first state that adopted free-standing, comprehensive standards at the K-12 level, followed by Kansas, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania.  Five other states have standards for elementary grades (Connecticut, Idaho, Ohio, Massachusetts, and Washington).  For more information, visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.casel.org/state-scan-scorecard-project" �http://www.casel.org/state-scan-scorecard-project�.  See also Dusenbury et al. 2011





� NCSSLE School Climate Survey Compendia, retrieved from � HYPERLINK "https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/school-climate-measurement/school-climate-survey-compendium" �https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/topic-research/school-climate-measurement/school-climate-survey-compendium� on April 1, 2016.


� WestEd. California School Climate, Health, and Learning Surveys:  Assessing Social Emotional Learning and Health.  [Note: The link to the survey is no longer active as of October 2017].


� Specifically, the goals of the grant are to: (1) Refine the survey content and for use in schools; (2) Verify its construct and criterion validity; (3) Investigate the consistency and stability of student responses; (4) Investigate the credibility of student self-reports to facilitate interpretation and appropriate use by schools both overall and by subtypes or classes.  


� West, M. R., (2016). Should non-cognitive skills be included in school accountability systems? Preliminary evidence from California’s CORE districts, Brookings Institute, Evidence Speaks Reports 1(13).


� E.g., Duckworth, A. L. and Yeager, D.S. (2015) Measurement matters: assessing personal qualities other than cognitive abilities for educational purposes. Educational Researcher, 44(4), 237–251.


� Henderson, A., & Mapp, K. (2002). A new wave of evidence: The impact of school, family, and community connections on student achievement. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.


� Bryk, A.S., et al. (2010). Organizing Schools for Improvement: Lessons from Chicago. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.


� California Department of Education. Family Engagement Framework: A Tool for California Districts. September 2011. Retrieved from: www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/pf/documents/familyengagework.pdf.


� � HYPERLINK "http://downloads.capta.org/edu/e-school-finance/NationalStandardsAssessmentGuide-CAPTA_Assssment%20Guide.pdf" �http://downloads.capta.org/edu/e-school-finance/NationalStandardsAssessmentGuide-CAPTA_Assssment%20Guide.pdf� 


� � HYPERLINK "https://www.californianstogether.org/does-your-local-control-accountability-plan-deliver-on-the-promise-of-improved-or-increased-services-for-english-learners/" �https://www.californianstogether.org/does-your-local-control-accountability-plan-deliver-on-the-promise-of-improved-or-increased-services-for-english-learners/� 


� [Note: The link to the LCFF 2014 Final Report is no longer available as of October 2017.]


� Recent research has found that grades received in high school are the best predictor of success in college, notwithstanding the variability in grading practices (e.g., [Note: the link to the Defining Promise document is no longer available as of October 2017]).


� http://www.epiconline.org/39599-2/






