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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

California’s accountability system has several components at the state and local levels. State level accountability consists of the Academic Performance Index (API) that was developed in 1999 in response to the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA), and the School Accountability Report Card (SARC) requirement contained in Proposition 98. Accountability also exists at the local level in the form of program reviews, and perhaps most notably at the high school level in the form of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) review. A comprehensive accountability system in education is a broad concept which should address many different areas. Accountability systems should not only measure how well schools are performing over time, but it should also be transparent and easily understood by the public; provide schools with incentives, opportunities, and strategies to improve the quality of student learning in the classroom; reward improvement as well as high performance; and provide support or interventions for schools that are struggling. The California Department of Education (CDE) is providing this opportunity for the State Board of Education (SBE) to engage in an initial conversation about the future of accountability in California.
RECOMMENDATION

The CDE recommends that this be a discussion/information item with no specific action to be taken at this time. 
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES

Over the past several months, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), the CDE, the SBE, members of the Legislature, the Governor, the PSAA Advisory 
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Committee, educational stakeholders, and members of the public have been engaged in various discussions about the future of accountability in California. 
At the request of SBE President Michael Kirst, WestEd convened two meetings of diverse stakeholders in early 2012 to discuss the future of accountability. The discussion in those meetings touched on a variety of issues, including the desire to align accountability in California so that there is one system that focuses on indicators that are widely valued and are linked to improved student outcomes. The discussion also focused on the desire to broaden accountability so that schools are judged on a variety of indicators and suggestions were made about how the SARC could be used to meet that goal. This broadening of accountability would provide multiple ways for schools to highlight their successes and also provide that information in a transparent, clear, and concise way to parents and other stakeholders. And finally, the meetings included a discussion of qualitative reviews of schools suggested by Governor Brown, which would rely on locally convened panels to visit schools, observe teachers, interview students, and examine student work. Staff from the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) at WestEd provided a written summary of current data collection and reporting in California and an overview of qualitative review of schools. That summary is included as Attachment 1. 

California’s Accountability System
At the state level, California’s accountability system has two distinct components: the API and the SARC.

Of the two, the API is arguably the most public measure of school accountability. Schools receive awards or are identified for participation in any number of state intervention programs based upon their API score. California Education Code Section 52052 (a)(4) states that the API shall consist of a variety of indicators. Due to limitations around data availability, the API has been based solely on test scores from the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program and the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) since its inception in 1999. 

The SARC, on the other hand, includes a wide array of indicators of educational quality, and is required to be completed annually by all schools in California. However, there is some evidence that the SARC is not well known or well used by parents or other members of the educational community.

In addition to the API and the SARC, a variety of local qualitative reviews take place in schools and local educational agencies throughout California. Attachment number 1 describes several of these qualitative reviews. State-led reviews like the Program Quality Review and the California Academic Audit were routinely conducted in the 1980’s, 1990’s, and into the early 2000’s. Since that time, other technical assistance reviews such as the School Assistance and Intervention Team (SAIT) and the District 
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Assistance and Intervention Team (DAIT) have been implemented for schools and LEAs that participated in state intervention programs. And at the local level, many LEAs have developed their own qualitative review process such as the School Quality Review and the Community Quality Review process at Sacramento City Unified School District and the School Review Process used by schools participating in the Public School Choice Program in the Los Angeles Unified School District. 
The Academic Performance Index

The API is an improvement model of accountability that rewards schools that improve academic achievement from one year to the next. EC Section 52052 (a)(4) states that the API shall consist of a variety of indicators such as achievement tests and graduation rates. Results of achievement tests shall constitute at least 60 percent of the value of the API (EC Section 52052 (a)(4)(D)). 

Since 1999 the API has been based only on student scores from the STAR Program and the CAHSEE due to limitations around the availability of data for other indicators. Graduation rates and dropout rates are now available through the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS). 
The PSAA Advisory Committee held two meetings in March, 2012 to discuss the incorporation of high school graduation rates and middle school dropout rates into the API as required by EC Section 52052 (a)(4)(A) and EC Section 52052.1 (a)(3). The issues are complex and technical, and will require additional meetings of both the PSAA Advisory Committee and the Technical Design Group to address them sufficiently. Until that time, these measures will not be included in the API. 
State legislation provides a significant role for the SSPI, the CDE, and the SBE in the API. Attachment 2 provides a summary of the SBE action for the last five API cycles and Attachment 3 provides a description of the five core components of the API that can be modified by SBE action without legislation. 
The School Accountability Report Card
Included in Proposition 98 in 1988, the SARC is a reporting tool for data on various indicators ranging from student enrollment, to facilities and textbooks, to student academic achievement and graduation rates. The purpose of the SARC was to apprise parents and members of the public about school conditions and performance.

In the 24 years since the passage of Proposition 98, the SARC has grown to include over 35 data tables and narrative descriptions making it the most comprehensive accountability tool in California. 
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EC Section 33126.1 requires that the SBE annually approve a SARC template that schools can use to meet the SARC requirements of Proposition 98. The 2010–11 SARC template approved by the SBE at its July 2011 meeting is available on the CDE 
2010–11 SARC Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/sa/sarc1011.asp.
With only a few exceptions, all the elements in the SARC template are required by either state or federal law. However, the SSPI, the CDE, and the SBE have considerable flexibility in the “look and feel” of the SARC, including how the data elements are displayed (e.g., tables or graphics) and the order in which the data elements appear in the SBE-approved template.
Substantial work has been done to evaluate different ways to improve the “look and feel” of the SARC, including a report that the CDE provided to the Legislature in March 2008 entitled “Improving the Usability and Readability of the School Accountability Report Card (SARC).” The report (Attachment 4) outlined several recommendations for reducing the number of indicators in the SARC and highlighted work done by the Grow Network/McGraw-Hill, supported by the Hewlett Foundation, about ways to improve its usability and readability. Page 11 of Attachment 3 highlights the five barriers to usability and readability of the SARC identified through focus groups led by the Grow Network. And page 12 outlines three objectives the Grow Network identified in guiding a redesigned SARC print template and an initial design of an interactive, comparative Internet application.
The recommendations provided by The Grow Network were not implemented for a variety of reasons including budget constraints and CDE Web guidelines. However, the SSPI, the CDE, and the SBE may wish to engage in conversations to discuss the applicability of the recommendations from the Grow Network with today’s goals.
Local Qualitative Reviews
Accountability in California is not exclusively driven by state law or policy. Countless LEAs throughout the state engage in their own local review process, much like Governor Brown mentioned in his veto message of SB 547. 
These local review processes may have different purposes, but they all share a common feature in that a team of educators, parents, and community members visit a school site to conduct a review of school polices and/or practices and evaluate a school’s strengths and weaknesses. Information about local review processes currently in place will be shared at the May 2012 SBE meeting.

In addition to the local qualitative reviews, almost all high schools, including charter high schools, participate in voluntary WASC accreditation reviews. In California, a few elementary and middle schools also participate in WASC reviews. According to the WASC Web site, the “WASC accreditation process fosters excellence in elementary, 
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)

secondary, and adult education by encouraging school improvement. WASC accreditation recognizes schools that meet an acceptable level of quality, in accordance 
with established, research-based WASC criteria.” There are a number of incentives for schools to be WASC-accredited. For example, the University of California (UC) has a policy in place that requires all California high schools to be WASC-accredited to establish or maintain an “a-g” course list. However students from non-WASC accredited schools may become eligible for UC admission by exam. The military also has a similar policy in place; students graduating from a non-WASC accredited school must take the Arms Services Vocational Aptitude Battery test. Attachment 5 provides the WASC criteria, additional information about the WASC accreditation process will also be shared at the May 2012 SBE meeting. 
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

In February 2011, the CDE provided the SBE with an overview of their responsibilities related to assessment and accountability. This item also included a summary of the five key components of the API that can be modified by SBE action.
In February 2011, the SBE approved changes to the 2010 Base API that included the addition of test results from the California Modified Assessment (CMA) in English-language arts for grade ten, and Algebra I.

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

The fiscal impact is unknown. 
ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1:  WestEd Memorandum: Background Summary of School Accountability Data in California (40 Pages) will be provided as an Item Addendum, pending approval of the Institute of Education Sciences
Attachment 2:  Changes to the Academic Performance Index Over the Last Five Years (2 Pages)
Attachment 3:  Basic Components of the Academic Performance Index (4 Pages)

Attachment 4:  Improving the Usability and Readability of the School Accountability Report Card (SARC): A Report to the Legislature, March 2008 
(20 Pages)
Attachment 5:  WASC/CDE Focus on Learning Schoolwide Criteria
(3 Pages)
Changes to the Academic Performance Index
Over the Last Five Years

Each API reporting cycle is made up of a Base API and a Growth API. The Base API is provided each spring and is based on the prior year’s test results. The Base API provides a recalibration of the accountability system and within the Base API is when new tests or indicators are added into the API or new weights are applied. Schools also receive state ranks and similar schools ranks with the Base API report. The Growth API, released in August/September each year, is compared to the prior year’s Base API to measure change. More information about the API calculations can be found in the 2010–11 Academic Performance Index Report Information Guide on the CDE API Web page at http://cde.ca.gov/ta/a/ap. 

2010-11 Academic Performance Index (API) Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the February 2011 State Board of Education (SBE) Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—February 9–10, 2011 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr11/agenda201102.asp (Item 7).
· Include results from the California Modified Assessment (CMA) for English-language arts (ELA) in grade nine, Algebra I in grades seven to eleven, and science in grade ten. 

· Adjust the 2010 Base API to account for the introduction of the CMA in ELA in grades ten and eleven, and the addition of CMA geometry in grades eight to eleven, in 2011.

2009-10 API Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the January 2010 SBE Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 5–7, 2010 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr10/documents/jan10item18.doc
· Include results from the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in science in grades five, eight, and ten.
· Include results from the CMA for ELA in grades six through eight; mathematics in grades six and seven; and science in grade eight.

· Adjust the 2009 Base API to account for the introduction in 2010 of the CMA for Algebra I in grades seven through eleven, the CMA in ELA in grade nine, and the CMA in life science in grade ten.

· Align the business rules between the API and the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) calculations for determining whether the English learner (EL) is numerically significant for accountability purposes. 

2008-09 API Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the January 2009 SBE Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 7–8, 2009 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr09/documents/jan09item4.doc 

· Remove results from the California Achievement Tests, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey) because the assessment was eliminated from the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program in spring 2009.

· Include results from the CMA for ELA and mathematics grades three through five, and science, grade five.

· Adjust the 2008 Base API to account for the introduction of the CMA for ELA and mathematics in grades six through eight in 2009. 

2007-08 API Cycle

· Adjust the 2007 Base API to account for the introduction of the CMA for ELA and mathematics in grades three through five in 2008. 

· Modify the definition of the students with disabilities (SWD) subgroup to include students who were previously served but who are no longer receiving special education services for two years after exiting from those services.

2006-07 API Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the January 2007 SBE Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 10–11, 2007 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr07/documents/jan07item05.doc
· Addition of results from the California Standards Tests (CSTs) in grade eight science and grade ten Life Science. 

· The weight assigned in the API calculation for students in grades nine through eleven who are not enrolled in a math or science test and consequently do not take an end-of-course CST (i.e., the assignment of 200) was reduced to .10  for mathematics and.05 for science. 

· Growth targets were calculated separately for the school and for each numerically significant subgroup and set at 5 percent growth towards the statewide performance target of 800.
Basic Components of the API
There are five key components of the API that can be modified by SBE action. 

1. Indicators
The indicators are the individual elements included in the API (i.e., test results). State law requires that the API be comprised of at least 60 percent test results from statewide assessments. The other 40 percent may be made up of other test results, not clearly specified in the PSAA legislation, or other non-test indicators (e.g., attendance or graduation rates). Currently, the API is based on test results from statewide assessments, including results from the assessments included in the STAR Program (exclusive of the STS) in various content areas, grades two through eleven, and results from the CAHSEE in ELA and mathematics, grades ten through twelve. 
Recent changes to state law specify that in addition to results of assessments, the API must also include attendance rates for elementary, middle, and high schools and graduation rates for high schools (California EC Section 52052(a)(4)), and school and school district dropout rates for students who drop out of school while enrolled in grade eight or nine (EC Section 52052.1(a)(3)). The Superintendent is responsible for determining the reliability and validity of those data prior to their inclusion in the API (EC Section 52052(a)(4)(C)). 
2. Performance Level Weighting Structure

The weighting structure refers to the point value each test result contributes to the API score. Each performance level on the statewide assessments is given a point value. For example, a student who scores proficient on a CST contributes 

875 points toward the school’s API score. The current weighting structure, encompassing the individual performance level weights, is depicted in Table 1.
The system of performance level weights encourages schools to focus on the instructional needs of low-performing students. For example, a student who moves from a score of far below basic to below basic contributes more points to a school’s API score (i.e., 300) than a student who moves from a score of proficient to advanced (i.e., 125). These performance level weights were set by the SBE in 1999 and have not changed.
Table 1

Performance Level Weights for Including Test Results in the API
	CST/CAPA/CMA
Performance Level
	CAHSEE
Score
	Weight
	Point Difference

	Advanced
	Pass
	1,000
	125

	Proficient
	N/A
	875
	175

	Basic
	N/A
	700
	200

	Below Basic
	N/A
	500
	300

	Far Below Basic
	No Pass
	200
	---


3. Test Weights

Test weights indicate the relative contribution of a particular test result to a school’s API score. Test weights are applied according to (1) the test, (2) the content area, and (3) the grade span: grades two through eight and grades nine through twelve. Test weights are the same for all school and subgroup APIs and are the same for the Base and Growth APIs within a reporting cycle. The SBE is responsible for adopting test weights. Test weights are not percentages and do not total 100 percent. The SBE last adopted test weights when the results from the CSTs in grade eight science and grade ten Life Science were added to the 2006–07 API.

Table 2 shows the test weights for grades two through eight. Included in the API score are results from the CSTs, the CMA, and the CAPA. 

Table 2

Test Weights, Grade Levels 2-8
	Content Area
	2009–10 API 
Test Weights

	CST/CMA/CAPA in ELA, Grades 2-8
	0.48

	CST/CMA/CAPA in Mathematics, Grades 2-8
	0.32

	CST/CMA/CAPA in Science, Grades 5 and 8
	0.20

	CST in History-Social Science, Grade 8
	0.20

	Assignment of 200, CST in Mathematics, Grade 8
	0.10


Table 3 shows the test weights for grades nine through twelve. For CAHSEE, grade eleven and twelve results are only counted if the student passed.

Table 3
Test Weights, Grade Levels 9-12
	Content Area
	2009–10 API 
Test Weights

	CST/CAPA in ELA, Grades 9-11
	0.30

	CST/CAPA in Mathematics, Grades 9-11
	0.20

	CST in Science, Grade 9-11
	0.22

	CST/CAPA in Life Science, Grade 10 
	0.10

	CST in History-Social Science, Grades 9-11
	0.23

	CAHSEE ELA, Grades 10-12
	0.30

	CAHSEE Mathematics, Grades 10-12
	0.30

	Assignment of 200, CST in Mathematics, Grades 9-11
	0.10

	Assignment of 200, CST in Science, Grades 9-11
	0.05


4. Statewide Performance Target

California EC Section 52052(d) requires that the Superintendent recommend and the SBE adopt a statewide performance target that all schools should strive to achieve. In 1999, the SBE adopted an API score of 800 as the statewide performance target. This API score was set because it was believed to be rigorous, yet attainable. 
Because individual school and subgroup targets are established by examining the distance between that school or subgroup API score and the state target, changes to the state target must be implemented with the Base API. Any change to the state target will also impact growth targets for schools and subgroups.

Table 4 shows the percentage of schools at or above 800 by school type in 2002 and in 2011.

Table 4

Percentage of Schools at or Above State Target of 800

	School Type
	2002
	2011
	Change in Percent of School at or above 800

	Elementary
	23%
	51%
	28

	Middle
	16%
	40%
	24

	High
	6%
	25%
	19

	All Schools
	20%
	46%
	26


5. Growth Targets

Growth targets indicate how much improvement is expected for a school overall and for all numerically significant subgroups within a school. To meet all state API growth target requirements, a school and each numerically significant subgroup in the school must meet its growth target each year. 

EC Section 52052(c) requires that the SBE must adopt expected annual percentage growth targets for all schools based on their API baseline score from the previous year. Specifically, the minimum annual percentage growth targets shall be five percent of the difference between the actual API score of a school and the statewide API performance target. 

From 1999 until 2005, school growth targets were five percent of the difference between the school API score and the statewide performance target of 800 and numerically significant subgroup growth targets were 80 percent of the school’s growth target. All numerically significant subgroups at a school were given the same growth target, irrespective of their performance on the API scale. 

In May 2006, to address the achievement gap between lower and higher scoring student subgroups, Superintendent O’Connell recommended and the SBE adopted a more challenging system of subgroup growth targets. Beginning with the 2006 Base API, schools and all numerically significant subgroups had growth targets calculated in the same manner – five percent of the difference between the baseline score and the statewide performance target. The net effect was to establish more ambitious annual growth targets for lower scoring subgroups. 

Table 5
Examples of Numerically Significant Subgroup Growth Targets
Before and After the Policy Change

	Subgroup
	API Score
	1999–2005
	2006–Present

	School
	700
	5
	5

	Black or African American
	680
	4
	6

	Hispanic or Latino
	690
	4
	6

	White
	825
	4
	Stay above 800

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	710
	4
	5

	English Learner
	640
	4
	8
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Disclaimer 
This report on improving the School Accountability Report Card (SARC) was prepared to satisfy the legislative requirement of Assembly Bill 1061, (Mullin, Romero, and Scott, Chapter 530, Statutes of 2007) 1 that requires the California Department of Education to report to the Legislature and the Governor concerning the usability and readability of the SARC.
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Improving the Usability and Readability of the School Accountability Report Card 

Executive Summary
The California Department of Education (CDE) report focuses on the School Accountability Report Card (SARC) Advisory Work Groups’ recommendations regarding the deletion of additional SARC reporting requirements through legislation or administrative action, it proposes a technological solution to address problems with the usability and readability of the current SARC, and provides the Legislature and Governor with guiding principles concerning future modifications to the SARC. 

The SARC Advisory Work Group recommends the following changes to the SARC template:

· Delete district-level beginning, mid-range, and highest teacher and administrator salary information.

· Add visual and performing arts as an additional core content area for the Williams settlement textbook inspections.

· Improve the Internet accessibility for the SARC by requiring Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) to publish a SARC link on their LEA Home Page.

· Delete, through action by the State Board of Education (SBE), assessment results from the norm-referenced test (currently the California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition [CAT/6]) and information on continuation school days.

The report recommends a SARC redesign to improve the usability and readability of the current SARC and create a Web based structure to facilitate the creation of these school level reports.

Finally, the report recommends two guiding principles that the SARC Advisory Work Group developed to assist the Legislature and Governor when evaluating whether the SARC is the most appropriate reporting tool for new accountability requirements.
Background
California voters approved proposition 98, The Classroom Instructional Improvement and Accountability Act, on November 8, 1998. Proposition 98 established the intent of the people of the State of California to ensure that schools spend money where it is most needed and required every local school board to prepare a School Accountability Report Card (SARC) to guarantee accountability for the dollars spent. The proposition amended the State constitution to require that any school district maintaining an elementary or secondary school must develop and prepare an annual audit accounting for such funds and must adopt a SARC for each school. The proposition also amended the California Education Code (EC) to require that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction develop and present for adoption to the State Board of Education (SBE) a model SARC containing an assessment of various school conditions. The EC was also amended to require that all elementary and secondary school districts in California annually prepare, for each school within the district, a SARC that contains the items described in EC Section 33126, require that each school district publicize the availability of the SARCs, and require the notice to parents or guardians of students that a copy of the SARC will be provided on request.    

Over the past 17 years, the SARC requirements have expanded substantially. In just the past three years, the SARC has grown significantly due to one piece of federal legislation -- the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2001 -- and three acts of the state legislature: Senate Bill (SB) 550 of 2004 that implemented portions of the Williams settlement; Assembly Bill (AB) 1609 of 2005 pertaining to career technical education data; and SB 687 of 2006 pertaining to teacher salaries and per pupil expenditure data. The SARC has evolved into a data reporting tool that contains 38 reporting elements, reflecting some of the most extensive reporting requirements in the country. As an accountability measure, the SARC has become excessively lengthy, overly complex, costly, burdensome, and only marginally effective. 

In 2005, a task force headed by researchers at the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) released a report entitled Grading the School Accountability Report Card: A Report on the Readability of the School Accountability Report Card. The results of this study showed that the report card fared poorly on indices of readability, comprehensibility, and applicability. The study concluded that the SARC is so difficult to read that it cannot be understood by parents and community members. The authors recommended that the State focus on creating a more user-friendly document, devoid of jargon and with more explanation, both in design and content. 
Additionally in 2005 and 2006, the SARC was the subject of increased media attention. Newspaper articles described the new SARC requirements imposed by legislative actions. Other coverage cited alleged compliance issues involving local educational agencies (LEAs) that failed to publish SARCs at all. In 2006, Public Advocates (a civil rights advocacy organization) published a 2006 SARC Investigation Report that criticized the failure of districts and schools to comply with SARC content requirements; the requirement to translate the SARC into other languages; the untimely publication of school SARC reports; as well as lax monitoring and evaluation of compliance by schools with the SARC requirements.
The SARC has clearly moved beyond the original intent of its creators, who envisioned a data reporting tool to apprise parents and community members about school conditions and performance. Some of the most recently added reporting elements have caused the SARC itself to become a mandate for new data collections. Examples of this include vacant teacher positions, specific career technical education data measures, and some of the average teacher salary and per pupil expenditure elements. The SARC’s primary audience also appears to have broadened well beyond the local school community.

To address these developments, the California Department of Education (CDE) recommended initiating legislation that would require a careful, meaningful, and measured examination of the SARC, its original and actual intent; its level of readability and comprehension; as well as its effectiveness. In 2006, the Legislature and the CDE attempted, for the first time, to streamline SARC reporting requirements through legislation via SB 1510. The bill was vetoed by the Governor. His veto message indicated that the bill moved in the right direction in attempting to streamline the SARC; however, instead of a piecemeal approach he preferred that his Administration and the Legislature work with the CDE and the SBE to achieve a comprehensive overhaul of the SARC. He also commented that he believed the SARC should be more user-friendly to anyone that receives it or accesses it online over the Internet, that Californians want a higher level of fiscal transparency, particularly information that identifies how much money is actually spent for direct classroom instruction or for services that directly improve the academic achievement of students, and that parents should find it easy to compare schools. In closing, the Governor indicated that he looked forward to signing a bill that will make these changes.
It is clear that the Governor agrees with the notion that it is time to simplify the SARC, and his message indicated that his Administration stands ready to work with the Legislature, the CDE, and the SBE in a comprehensive overhaul of the SARC to make it more user friendly.

AB 1061 Legislative Requirements

In addition to deleting several SARC reporting requirements, Section 2 of AB 1061, at Section 33126.1(e), 1 directs the CDE to report to the Legislature and the Governor concerning the usability and readability of the SARC. Specifically, the CDE must report on remaining data elements in the SARC and on the feasibility of combining elements, linking to other reporting of data elements, and other possible alternatives for improving the usability and readability of the SARC.  
To meet the requirements of AB 1061, in the fall of 2007 the CDE convened two meetings of a SARC Advisory Work Group, comprised of educational stakeholders from a variety of perspectives, to discuss the remaining reporting requirements in the SARC and develop the recommendations contained in this report.

This report is divided into four sections. The first section focuses on the SARC Advisory Work Groups’ recommendations regarding the streamlining of the SARC requirements through legislation. The second section proposes administrative deletion of two SARC requirements that are not mandated in law. The third section proposes a technological solution to address problems with the usability and readability of the current SARC. And finally, the fourth section provides the Legislature with final recommendations on the SARC.

Separate from those various issues, however, are two guiding principles that the SARC Advisory Work Group developed to assist the Legislature and Governor when evaluating whether the SARC is the most appropriate reporting tool for new accountability requirements. 

	Guiding Principles for the SARC

1. Legislation requiring new reporting elements for the SARC should include a clearly specified implementation time frame.

SARCs published in the current school year reflect on data collected and reported in the last school year. LEAs and schools need sufficient time to collect and report on new requirements. If an implementation time frame is not specified in legislation, the CDE will implement new requirements in conjunction with the SBE’s annual approval process.
2. Legislation to add requirements to the SARC should carefully evaluate whether an existing data collection for the new requirement exists or whether the SARC will be the primary vehicle for data collection and reporting.

Traditionally, the SARC was used as a data reporting tool. SARC reporting requirements were gathered via established data collections (e. g., the California Basic Educational Data System). More recently, requirements have been added to the SARC that aren’t part of an established data collection and therefore aren’t available to the CDE to make part of the SARC template with data or to analyze on a statewide basis. New legislation should evaluate the source and availability of data for any new SARC reporting requirement prior to mandating its inclusion in the SARC.




Section I. Streamlining SARC Requirements

The SARC Advisory Work Group examined all SARC requirements, after those deleted by AB 1061 were removed, to recommend whether or not additional requirements should be candidates for streamlining, consolidation, or deletion. After this review, the SARC Advisory Work Group recommends legislative action for two requirements and administrative action for three requirements. 

Legislative Action

The SARC Advisory Work Group recommends legislative changes for information concerning school finances. 

Teacher and Administrative Salaries

The SARC currently includes two tables that provide information on salaries of teachers and school/district administration. The first table, a result of SB 280 (Chapter 1463, Statutes of 1989) and amended by AB 1248 (Chapter 759, Statutes of 1992), reports on teacher and administrative average salary information at the district level and compares that to averages for the same type of district (see Table 1 on page 5). More recently Table 2 was added to the SARC, a result of SB 1632 (Chapter 996, Statutes of 2000) and amended by SB 687 (Chapter 358, Statutes of 2005). This table reports on the average teacher salary at the school site compared to the average teacher salary at the district and in the state (see Table 2 on page 6). Because this information is reported at the school site level it is viewed by the SARC Advisory Work Group to be more useful and meaningful to the parent community.  

Table 1. Teacher and Administrative Salaries
Teacher and Administrative Salaries (Fiscal Year 2005-06)
This table displays district-level salary information for teachers, principals, and superintendents, and compares these figures to the state averages for districts of the same type and size. The table also displays teacher and administrative salaries as a percent of a district's budget, and compares these figures to the state averages for districts of the same type and size. Detailed information regarding salaries may be found at the CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/fd/cs/.
	Category
	District

Amount
	State Average

For Districts

In Same Category

	Beginning Teacher Salary
	
	

	Mid-Range Teacher Salary
	
	

	Highest Teacher Salary
	
	

	Average Principal Salary (Elementary)
	
	

	Average Principal Salary (Middle)
	
	

	Average Principal Salary (High)
	
	

	Superintendent Salary
	
	

	Percent of Budget for Teacher Salaries
	
	

	Percent of Budget for Administrative Salaries
	
	


Table 2. Expenditures Per Pupil and School Site Teacher Salaries
Expenditures Per Pupil and School Site Teacher Salaries (Fiscal Year 2005-06)
This table displays a comparison of the school’s per pupil expenditures from unrestricted (basic) sources with other schools in the district and throughout the state, and a comparison of the average teacher salary at the school site with average teacher salaries at the district and state levels. Detailed information regarding school expenditures and teacher salaries can be found at the CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/fd/ec/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/fd/cs/.
	Level
	Total

Expenditures

Per Pupil
	Expenditures

Per Pupil

(Supplemental)
	Expenditures

Per Pupil

(Basic)
	Average

Teacher

Salary

	School Site
	
	
	
	

	District
	n/a
	n/a
	
	

	Percent Difference – School Site and District
	n/a
	n/a
	
	

	State
	n/a
	n/a
	
	

	Percent Difference – School Site and State
	n/a
	n/a
	
	


After considerable discussion about this type of information, how it is used by the parent community, and what other fiscal information is available in the SARC, the SARC Advisory Work Group recommends that some of the information in Table 1 be deleted. The SARC Advisory Work Group recommends the following revision to the California EC in the area of teacher and administrative salaries:

· Amend subdivision (c), Section 41409 of the EC to read as follows:

(c) The statewide averages calculated pursuant to subdivisions (a) and (b) (3) shall be provided annually to each school district for use in the school accountability report card.

· Amend Section 41409.3 of the EC to read as follows:


Each school district, except for school districts maintaining a single school to serve kindergarten or any of grades 1 to 12, inclusive, shall include in the school accountability report card required under Section 35256 a statement that shall include the following information:

(a) The beginning, median, and highest salary paid to teachers in the district, as reflected in the district's salary scale.
(b) The average salary for schoolsite principals in the district.


(c) (a) The salary of the district superintendent.


(d) (b) Based upon the state summary information provided by the Superintendent of Public Instruction pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 41409, the statewide average salary for the appropriate size and type of district for the following:


(1) Beginning, midrange, and highest salary paid to teachers.


(2) Schoolsite principals.


(3) (1) District superintendents.

(e) The statewide average of the percentage of school district expenditures allocated for the salaries of administrative personnel for the appropriate size and type of district for the most recent fiscal year, provided by the Superintendent of Public Instruction pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 41409.

(f) The percentage allocated under the district's corresponding fiscal year expenditure for the salaries of administrative personnel, as defined in Sections 1200, 1300, 1700, 1800, and 2200 of the California School Accounting Manual published by the State Department of Education.

(g) The statewide average of the percentage of school district expenditures allocated for the salaries of teachers for the appropriate size and type of district for the most recent fiscal year, provided by the Superintendent of Public Instruction, pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 41409.

(h) The percentage expended for the salaries of teachers, as defined in Section 1100 of the California School Accounting Manual published by the State Department of Education.

The resultant SARC table would look like Table 3 on page 7. The beginning, mid-range, and highest range salary information for teacher and principals would be removed, but the superintendent’s salary would be retained. All other teacher salary information at the school site level, as shown in Table 2, would remain in the SARC. 

Table 3. Administrative Salaries

Administrative Salaries (Fiscal Year 2005-06)
This table displays district-level salary information for superintendents. The table also displays teacher and administrative salaries as a percent of a district's budget, and compares these figures to the state averages for districts of the same type and size. Detailed information regarding salaries may be found at the CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/fd/cs/.
	Category
	District

Amount
	State Average

For Districts

In Same Category

	Superintendent Salary
	
	

	Percent of Budget for Teacher Salaries
	
	

	Percent of Budget for Administrative Salaries
	
	


Visual and Performing Arts

AB 1061 added visual and performing arts to the list of core content areas on which the SARC must report textbook availability and sufficiency. However, no information about textbook availability and sufficiency in visual and performing arts is collected via established data collections. The SARC Advisory Work Group recommends the following revision to the California EC that would add visual and performing arts to the list of core content areas evaluated by textbook inspections under the Williams settlement.

· Amend subdivision (a)(1)(A), Section 60119 of the EC to read as follows:


(a) In order to be eligible to receive funds available for the purposes of this article, the governing board of a school district shall take the following actions:

(1) (A) The governing board shall hold a public hearing or hearings at which the governing board shall encourage participation by parents, teachers, members of the community interested in the affairs of the school district, and bargaining unit leaders, and shall make a determination, through a resolution, as to whether each pupil in each school in the district has sufficient textbooks or instructional materials, or both, that are aligned to the content standards adopted pursuant to Section 60605 in each of the following subjects, as appropriate, that are consistent with the content and cycles of the curriculum framework adopted by the state board:

(i) Mathematics.


(ii) Science.


(iii) History-social science.

(iv) Visual and performing arts.


(v) English/language arts, including the English language development component of an adopted program.
Internet Accessibility

In addition to these legislative actions concerning the SARC, the CDE recommends that the requirement that LEAs post completed SARCs on the Internet be strengthened. Current law requires all LEAs with Internet access to post completed SARCs on the Internet, but LEAs differ widely in how accessible those posted SARCs are to parents and the community. The CDE suggests that all LEAs be required to post a link to the completed SARCs for all schools on the LEA’s Home Page. 

· Amend subdivision (d), Section 33126 of the EC to read as follows:
(d) It is the intent of the Legislature that schools make a concerted effort to notify parents of the purpose of the school accountability report cards, as described in this section, and ensure that all parents receive a copy of the report card; to ensure that the report cards are easy to read and understandable by parents; to ensure that local educational agencies with access to the Internet make available current copies of the report cards through the Internet by posting a link to the completed SARCs for all schools on the local educational agencies Internet Home Page; and to ensure that administrators and teachers are available to answer any questions regarding the report cards.
· Amend subdivision subdivision (i), Section 33126.1 of the Education Code to read as follows:
(i) The department shall maintain current Internet links with the Internet Web sites of local educational agencies to provide parents and the public with easy access to the school accountability report cards maintained on the Internet. In order to ensure the currency of these Internet links, local educational agencies that provide access to school accountability report cards through the Internet shall furnish current Uniform Resource Locators (URLs) for their Home Page Internet Web sites to the department.
Section II. Administrative Action

In addition to the suggestions above, the SARC Advisory Work Group also recommends that the CDE administratively delete two other requirements that were recommended by the original SARC Advisory Committee in 2001 and subsequently adopted by the SBE for inclusion in the SARC template.

NRT Results for All Students and for Student Subgroups

Proposition 98 requires inclusion of student assessment results in the SARC. The original SARC Advisory Work Group recommended inclusion of all available student assessment results including the norm-referenced assessment (then the Stanford 9 Achievement Test [SAT-9] and now the California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition [CAT/6]) and the California Standards Tests (CSTs) as they were implemented. The 2006-07 SARC template included student assessment results for the NRT, the CSTs, and any local assessments administered by the LEA. 

The SARC Advisory Work Group feels that inclusion of the NRT results is no longer as critical given that the CSTs are administered in more content areas (English-language arts, mathematics, science, and history-social science) and in more grade levels (grades 2 to 11 for the CST versus grades 3 and 7 for the NRT) and provide results that indicate the proportion of students scoring at or above the proficient level on state standards, not according to national norms. The SARC Advisory Committee felt it was important to focus on one set of assessment results that was directly related to the SBE adopted curriculum and content standards. 

Continuation School Instructional Days

Prior to the enactment of AB 1061, the SARC was required to report on the number of instructional minutes and the number of minimum days in the school year. Because the original SARC Advisory Work Group believed those requirements were meaningful for traditional schools only, they developed the Continuation School Instructional Days as a corollary for continuation or alternative schools. There is no legal requirement for this element so the SARC Advisory Work Group suggests that the CDE delete it from future SARC templates.

Section III. Improving the Usability and Readability of the SARC Through a

                   Comprehensive Redesign 

To address concerns about the length and complexity of the SARC that were raised several years ago, (and described in the Background section of this report) the CDE convened a SARC Advisory Work Group in 2005 and 2006. The SARC Advisory Work Group simplified some of the SARC language, but most notably it recommended and the SBE approved a two page SARC executive summary for use starting with the
2005-06 school year. 

These were modest steps toward improving the usability and readability of the SARC. Recognizing that simplification efforts were complex, the CDE sought help from the Hewlett Foundation to contract with Grow Network/McGraw-Hill (Grow) – a nationally known expert in communicating complex accountability information to parents and communities – to provide California with a proposal of how to redesign the SARC to improve its usability and readability.

Methodology for Obtaining Input on the Current SARC Design

Grow, at the request of the CDE, investigated the perceived and actual use of the SARC beginning June 2006. In order to assess both the perceived and actual use of the SARC by parents, the researchers held focus groups in various school districts throughout the state, taking care to select a sampling that is reflective of the diversity of California’s public school population.2 In total, over 100 parents of school-aged children and educators in California public schools participated in various focus group sessions. 

Focus group participants were presented with a print prototype of the revised SARC, with several sections presenting alternative views of the data. In each case, participants were asked to walk through the SARC with the facilitator, who directed the sessions. The participants were asked a standard set of questions focusing on the interpretability and value of the data being presented, with opportunity to discuss general opinions and comments about the different sections and the document as a whole. The discussions were mainly limited to observations about the types of information that were presented, the data displays used to convey the data, and the sequential flow of the data. Parents were also asked to fill out a voluntary parent survey gauging the familiarity with and use of the SARC prior to participation in the focus group. The Parent Survey administered is included in Attachment A: Assessing Parent Use and Needs of the California School Accountability Report Card.2
The following issues were uncovered by Grow in their initial research and subsequently guided their proposed redesign efforts. 5
Barriers to Usability and Readability of the SARC
· Lack of a consistent accountability message to educators and parents statewide.
The current SARC system does not provide a coherent accountability message to educators and parents across California. Districts choose to customize the SARCs in various ways, so there is no uniform design or layout. 

· Many parents do not receive SARCs.
According to educator and parent focus groups, most California schools rely primarily on the Internet to deliver SARCs to parents. But a statewide telephone survey in April 2007 indicates that less than 7 percent of public school parents surveyed had actually seen their schools’ SARC online. (Margin of error +/- 3 percent.) Focus groups confirmed that parents in schools serving low-income, rural, and non-native-English-speaking populations had far less knowledge of and access to the SARC.

· SARCs are not engaging or user-friendly, despite significant creation time spent by schools.
Local administrators devote enormous energy in creating SARCs, either using the standard template or developing their own. But parents in recent focus groups consistently deemed the current SARCs to be difficult to understand and hard to read. (This confirms the conclusions drawn by the UCLA study, Grading the SARC.)
· Current process does not ensure uniform data quality across the state.
Under the current process, the CDE does not have final oversight over the accuracy and completeness of the state-provided data in the actual SARCs produced by districts.
· The CDE does not have an ongoing archive of locally-provided SARC data. 

Approximately 20 percent of the SARC input is created locally. The CDE does not receive the locally inputted data in a format that can be archived or retrieved. Because these data are scattered across thousands of SARCs, the CDE cannot easily analyze, compile, or manipulate the data for other purposes such as research.

Guiding Principles for SARC Redesign Efforts

Based on Grow’s experience with the focus group participants in California and their research and experience with other states regarding customized reports for education stakeholders (teachers, parents, administrators) they identified the following three objectives in guiding a redesigned SARC print template and an initial design of an interactive, comparative Internet application. 5 
1. Strengthen the State’s Accountability Message
· Redesign the SARCs based on focus group research about the most effective data displays and formats for parents and educators.

· Standardize the SARCs statewide, enabling equity across districts as well as consistency for students who switch districts.
2. Address Users’ Different Needs to Ensure Access and Understanding
· Develop a new Parent Summary in an easy-to-understand format, as requested by parents in focus groups.

· Translate the SARC and Parent Summary templates into six languages.

· Provide an interactive Web site for advanced users to explore data in more detail and download data as needed.

· Enable complete access to SARCs via a single Web site, so that the Redesigned SARC, Parent Summary, and Interactive SARC are easily accessible to all.
3. Enable Easy Customization by Schools
· Allow schools to enter custom text via a Web interface, ensuring that key flexibility is retained locally.

· Ensure the CDE’s retention of complete SARC information by collecting locally generated data and combining with State data for archival purposes.
Proposed SARC Redesign
Grow produced two documents for the CDE: a revised print template for the SARC and a proposed Internet application.

Revised SARC Print Template

Grow created a redesigned print prototype of the SARC template which is a mix of tabular and graphical displays of data combined with simple “sidebar” textual descriptions. Moreover, the SARC print prototype ensures that school report cards are an important source of information about school performance and accountability. They allow schools to compare data in a consistent way and highlight opportunities for improvement.

The SARC print prototype shows not only the achievement of students overall, but also the progress that disaggregated groups are making in closing achievement gaps. The SARC print prototype data helps California school districts and the CDE focus on specific groups of students who are currently not meeting academic standards.

Finally, the SARC print prototype is designed to ensure that the public is fully informed about school performance and to promote broader participation and better decision-making by providing a shared source of performance data. The SARC Print Prototype is included as Attachment B: The California State Board of Education School Accountability Report Card 2006-07. 3
Proposed SARC Internet Application

Grow created an Internet application designed to be user-friendly, provide public online access to the SARCs and Parent Summaries, and access to an Interactive SARC Web page. The proposal for the Interactive SARC Web page user-friendly and understandable is based on feedback from educators and parents. Moreover, a key feature of the proposed Internet application is online accessibility to meet survey respondents’ preference to access the SARC online, rather than in print, and avoid having to keep track of the physical document, conserve paper, and increase ease of use. 

Grow’s proposed SARC redesign provides greater depth online for the information contained in the SARC. The proposed redesign responds to many participants suggestion that the Web allow parents to delve much deeper into the school-level data than the print version allows. 

This proposed redesign and Internet Web page represents a ground breaking effort by the State of California to provide the public with a comprehensive look at each school and associated data. Key features in the proposed SARC redesign provide the following improvement to the current structure: engaging all parents in the dialogue around California’s SARC with links providing additional information in the parent’s home language; allowing visitors to access the Web page and go directly to their school’s SARC by typing in their school or district’s name or zip code; or, users can go directly to comparing schools by district, within a certain distance from a location, such as an address, or within busing ranges. The increased functionality provided in the proposed SARC redesign is user-friendly, understandable, and will increase the usability and readability of a SARC. The proposed SARC Internet application is included as Attachment C: California School Accountability Report Card (SARC) Web. 4
Proposed Costs for a Redesigned SARC Template and Internet Web Application

The effort of the Grow research team, in organizing responses from parents and teachers of public-school students throughout the state of California resulted in a redesigned print SARC prototype and the framework for the Web-based version of the report card that the CDE is interested in developing, implementing, and maintaining.

Grow’s proposed redesign of the SARC includes the following costs which include all design, content, translation, data management, engineering, and quality assurance. A second option presented by Grow includes the ability to print and distribute Parent Summaries to all parents statewide in English and at least six languages. 5
Proposal 1

· Development of a new SARC template, a Parent Summary template, and an Interactive SARC Website. 

· SARC and Parent Summary templates shall be produced in the six most common state languages in addition to English. 

· The SARC and Parent Summary templates will be provided to districts and schools to complete via Web-entry, and the State shall collect and retain this locally generated data.

Proposal 2

· Above plus
· Printing and distribution of Parent Summaries for all parents statewide, including home language Parent Summaries in the six additional languages.
Proposal 1’s cost estimate is $3.7 million in the first year, $1.1 million in the second year, and $0.9 million in third year. Proposal 2’s cost estimate is $5.5 million in the first year, $2.9 million in the second year, and $2.7 million in the third year. 

Section IV. Final Recommendations on the SARC
Based on input by the SARC Advisory Work Group, the CDE recommends the following course of action: 

1. Follow two guiding principles in assessing whether new reporting requirements      should be added to the SARC (see page 4).
2. Legislatively and administratively delete a small number of existing SARC     requirements based on the recommendations of the SARC Advisory Work Group (see pages 5 to 9). 

3. Legislatively require that the visual and performing arts content area that is subject to the sufficiency of instructional materials examination must also be subject to the public hearing requirement under Section 60119 of the California EC (see pages 7 and 8).
4. Improve Internet accessibility of SARCs by requiring school districts to include a link to all SARCs from the school districts’ Home Page (see page 8).

5. Legislatively approve funding for a comprehensive redesign of the SARC template to improve the readability and usability of the SARC template. 

Endnotes

1 Assembly Bill 1061 [Mullin, Romero, and Scott (Chapter 530, Statutes of 2007), Section 33126.1, subsection (e)].

2 Assessing Parent Use and Needs of the California School Accountability Report Card. The Grow Network/McGraw-Hill.

3  The California State Board of Education School Accountability Report Card 2006-07. The Grow Network/McGraw-Hill.

4  California School Accountability Report Card (SARC) Web. The Grow Network/McGraw-Hill.
5 A New SARC Strategy for California. The Grow Network/McGraw-Hill.
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