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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

This is an update to the State Board of Education (SBE) regarding the development of a new accountability system related to the implementation of California Education Code (EC) sections 52052 through 52052.9. The California Department of Education (CDE) will provide a brief update on the progress made toward implementing the main components of California EC sections 52052 through 52052.9, as amended by Senate Bill (SB) 1458 (Steinberg).
RECOMMENDATION
The CDE recommends that the SBE approve the following actions to be conducted by the Technical Design Group (TDG) and the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee: (1) recommend options for moving the state accountability system from using a single index to using multiple measures to parallel the state priorities; (2) present options for an alternative point scale for the new accountability system; and (3) provide a recommendation on the most appropriate timing for the release of the next accountability reporting cycle.
These resulting recommendations from the TDG and PSAA Advisory Committee will be provided to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI). The SSPI is expected to bring recommendations to the SBE at the March 2015 meeting for consideration.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
The TDG and PSAA Advisory Committee are working to address the mandates required in SB 1458.
College and Career Indicator
California EC Section 52052(H) states it is the intent of the Legislature that the state’s system of public school accountability be more closely aligned with both the public’s expectations for public education and the workforce needs of the state’s economy. Therefore, SB 1458, California EC sections 52052(a)(3)(F)(i) require that by 2016, the assessments results shall constitute no more than 60 percent of the high school Academic Performance Index (API) and that the remaining 40 percent must encompass other indicators such as graduation data and student preparedness for college and career.

To determine what measures (e.g., college and career indicator [CCI]) should be included in this new accountability index, the CDE has been meeting with the PSAA Advisory Committee and the TDG. The PSAA Advisory Committee meets bi-monthly. All meetings are Web streamed and archived on the CDE PSAA Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/pa/. 
The CDE has also conducted six regional meetings and one Webcast to present the proposed methodology for incorporating data in the API, where CDE staff presented a working model for inclusion of a CCI in the API. There were 146 attendees who provided comments. Based on these comments, the CDE conducted a statewide survey to which 1,768 individuals responded. Approximately 80 percent of the respondents supported the methodology for incorporating graduation data in the API and the proposed CCI working model.
To further support this information-gathering and decision-making process, the CDE contracted with the Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC) to conduct analyses of six different types or clusters of potential measures of college and career preparedness, presented in a series of white papers and a final summary report.

The following table lists the measures and EPIC’s presentation dates at the PSAA Advisory Committee meetings.

	Cluster of Measures
	Individual Measures
	Presented

	College-entrance exams
	· SAT

· ACT
	April 4, 2014

	Accelerated coursework
	· Advanced Placement

· International Baccalaureate
	

	Innovative measures
	· Metacognitive assessment

· Performance assessment

· California State Seal of Biliteracy
	June 17, 2014

	Course-taking behaviors
	· A-G subject requirements

· Career and Technical Education course pathways 

· Integrated course pathways

	

	Cluster of Measures
	Individual Measures
	Presented

	Career preparedness assessments
	· ACT’s WorkKeys

· Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery

· National Occupational Competency Testing Institute

· Industry certification assessments
	August 5, 2014

	Multiple measures
	Does not review a cluster of measures, instead identifies theory, practice in various states, and cutting-edge concepts around use of multiple measures for accountability
	


At the December 2, 2014 PSAA Advisory Committee meeting, Dr. Conley presented EPIC’s final report summarizing findings from the series of white papers that examined: (a) potential measures of college and career preparedness and (b) the technical aspects related to constructing an indicator employing multiple measures of college and career preparedness. The report concluded with a discussion about the role of the revised API in California’s reformed accountability system. The executive summary is provided in Attachment 1.
Dr. Conley’s presentation was followed by Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond who discussed her newest paper, Recognizing and Supporting College and Career Readiness in the California School Accountability System, co-authored by Soung Bae both representing the Stanford Center for Opportunity Policy in Education (SCOPE). Mr. Christopher Cabaldon, from Linked Learning, also presented with Dr. Darling-Hammond.
The TDG is also providing technical guidance on college and career preparedness, specifically the CCI. The TDG concluded that combining the CCI into one indicator that provides multiple pathways (i.e., measures) for students to contribute to the API would provide the most advantages. All students in the four-year cohort graduation rate would be included. Each measure within the indicator would have levels of criteria and API points. Points would be assigned only once according to the highest level criterion a student achieved across the multiple measures. Attachment 2 illustrates the current CCI working model.

The TDG is in the process of reviewing the current CCI working model to address findings from EPIC’s white papers and the impact of the state priorities.
It is important to note that, consistent with EC Section 52052(L), indicators approved by the SBE for inclusion in the API shall not be incorporated until at least one full school year after the SBE’s decision to include the indicator in the API. 

Graduation Indicator

In June 2013, the PSAA Advisory Committee recommended to the SSPI a methodology for incorporating graduation data in the API. The CDE took this recommendation to the SBE in November 2013. The SBE took no action and deferred a decision to a future SBE meeting.
The methodology outlined below was presented prior to the passage of SB 1458. The point structure illustrated represents the prior API point scale. Since SB 1458 restricts comparing test scores from the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) tests to the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program tests, a new point scale will be applied to represent the new accountability index once determined.
· Incorporate graduation data in the same way that assessment results are now included in the API which is at the student level. Students in the four-year graduation cohort will be assigned various API points pending their identification within the following four graduation statuses:

· Four-Year Graduation with Diploma: 1000 points

· Special Education Certificate Recipient: 1000 points

· High School Equivalency Test: 800 points

· Non-Graduate: 200 points

The proposed assignment of 1000 API points for students who earn a Special Education certificate is supported by the Advisory Commission on Special Education (ACSE), which is reflected in a formal recommendation made at its August 2013 meeting. The ACSE meetings are archived on the CDE ACSE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/as/acse.asp.
The recommended methodology also includes a bonus point structure at the schoolwide level which provides additional points to four-year graduates who are identified for specific programs. Four-year graduates who are identified in more than one program may earn bonus points more than once. Each identified program is worth 50 bonus points each which allows a maximum of 200 bonus points to be earned by a graduate. 

The identified programs are: 

· English learner (EL): 50 points

· Students with disabilities (SWD): 50 points

· Socioeconomically disadvantaged (SED): 50 points

· Foster Youth (FY): 50 points

	Graduate API Points
	+
	Bonus Points Added
	=
	Maximum API Points Earned **

	
	
	EL
	SWD
	SED
	FY
	
	

	1000
	
	50
	50
	50
	50
	
	1200


** School-level capped at 1000 API points

Regarding the graduation indicator, the CDE is also developing an alternative method to indicate student success for Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM) schools. The CDE has presented to the PSAA Advisory Committee and TDG a methodology for incorporating 1-Year instead of 4-Year graduation data for ASAM and charter high schools that serve credit deficient students. Using 1-Year graduation data, simulations show an increase in the API for most schools under all scenarios. Although the PSAA Advisory Committee indicated that the 1-year methodology was an option, the committee did request that the CDE staff explore other methodologies for an ASAM graduation indicator.

Smarter Balanced Assessment Results
In addition to analyzing the reliability, validity, fairness, and practicality of using various measures within the CCI, the TDG has discussed the development of a student growth model based on Smarter Balanced assessment results. Once the type and format of data received from the Smarter Balanced assessments is clarified, the TDG will fully explore various growth models to determine how best to design a student growth accountability model. 
Assembly Bill 484 prohibits the comparison Smarter Balanced assessment results to STAR Program results. Therefore, the CDE recommends that the SBE direct the TDG and the PSAA Advisory Committee to provide options for an alternative point scale for the new accountability system.
Direction of the API
In March 2014, the CDE recommended that the SBE approve not calculating the 2014 Growth and Base APIs and the 2015 Growth API for elementary, middle, and high schools. This recommendation was made because the Smarter Balanced assessments were being field tested in 2014 and those results could not be used for any accountability measures.
Beginning in 2015, the first administration of the full, computer-adaptive Smarter Balanced assessments will occur. These assessments are based on the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). Although significant gains have been made toward the implementation of the CCSS, local educational agencies (LEAs) across the state are in various stages of implementation.
Further, there is growing interest, as expressed in PSAA Advisory Committee meetings, to report academic performance separate from college and career readiness. Although SB 1458 requires accountability components to be merged, a legislative change could revise that mandate.
Therefore, the CDE recommends that the SBE direct the TDG and the PSAA Advisory Committee to recommend options for moving the state accountability system from using a single index to using multiple measures to parallel the state priorities, and to provide a recommendation on the most appropriate timing for the release of the next accountability reporting cycle.
To begin discussions regarding the development of a new state accountability system, the TDG and PSAA may want to consider the following questions:
· How can school performance be communicated effectively to all educational stakeholders? For instance, should school performance be graphically displayed in snapshots? If so, should performance be compared between schools in the district to the state average or to a statewide goal? 
· What are some possible options for redesigning the state accountability system (e.g., create multiple indicators vs. one index; develop separate indicators for ASAM schools, develop a student-level growth model, etc.) 

· Should a statewide goal be established to provide a standardized comparison of schools? Should goals be set for all measures (e.g., assessments, graduation, college and career preparedness, etc.)? 
· Should performance targets be established to ensure schools can be compared in a valid and reliable manner in addition to LEAs establishing goals set through the state priorities? 

· If state goals or performance targets are established, when should they be applied? That is, should the CDE allow LEAs more time before applying goals or targets?
An implementation timeline for the new state assessment system and accountability was provided in the SBE December 2014 Information Memorandum.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
In March 2014, the CDE recommended that the SBE approve not calculating the 2014 Growth and Base APIs and the 2015 Growth API for elementary, middle, and high schools. Because there was a possibility of producing a high school API, the PSAA Advisory Committee reviewed options for producing a high school API at its December 9, 2013 meeting. The SBE March 2014 agenda is located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr14/agenda201403.asp.

In November 2013, the CDE took the PSAA Advisory Committee’s recommendation for incorporating graduation data in the API to the SBE. The SBE took no action and deferred a decision to a future SBE meeting. The November 2013 agenda is located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr13/agenda201311.asp.
In July 2013, the CDE provided the SBE an update on the progress made toward implementing components identified in SB 1458, including results of public input received at regional meetings. These regional meetings were held to seek feedback from the public and stakeholders on new high school accountability requirements for the API. The July 2013 agenda is located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr13/agenda201307.asp.

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
The 2013 State Budget provided the CDE with two positions to support the implementation of SB 1458 and the redesign of the API. The Analysis, Measurement, and Accountability Reporting Division began work associated with implementing SB 1458 (e.g., researching college and career measures, running simulations, etc.).
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1: Measures for a College and Career Indicator: Final Report (7 pages)
Attachment 2: College and Career Indicator Working Model (1 page)
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Executive Summary

In 2012, California Senate Bill 1458 added a measure of college and career preparedness to the Academic Performance Index (API). The Public Schools Accountability Act Advisory Committee was charged with making recommendations to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State Board of Education regarding measures that could serve as indicators of college and career preparedness at the high school level.

Nature of Evaluation

The Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC) was commissioned to evaluate potential measures identified by the Committee. To do so, EPIC employed a criterion-based evaluation framework that focused on the technical quality, stakeholder relevance, and system utility of each potential measure as represented in Table 1.

Table 1. Evaluative Criteria for Potential College and Career Preparedness Measures

	Dimension
	Criterion

	Technical quality 
	has a research base demonstrating a relationship with postsecondary success

	
	allows for fair comparisons

	
	has stability

	Stakeholder relevance
	has value for students

	
	is publicly understandable

	
	has instructional sensitivity

	
	emphasizes student performance, not educational processes

	System utility
	minimizes burden

	
	provides as much student coverage as possible

	
	recognizes various postsecondary pathways


The Measures

Five potential categories of measures were evaluated and reported in a series of white papers (and a sixth white paper examined multiple measures):

1. College admission exams

2. Advanced coursework

3. Innovative measures

4. Course-taking behavior

5. Career preparedness assessments

The college admission exams category comprises the SAT and ACT. The advanced coursework category includes the Advanced Placement program and the International Baccalaureate Diploma Programme. Innovative measures consist of metacognitive assessments, performance assessments, and the California State Seal of Biliteracy. The course-taking behavior category includes the University of California’s a–g subject requirements, career technical education course pathways, and integrated course pathways. The career preparedness category consists of ACT’s WorkKeys, assessments from the National Occupational Competency Testing Institute, the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, and industry certifications.

Findings

The evaluation of each category of measures resulted in a rating of strong, medium, or weak on each of the ten criteria, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Evaluation of Measures of College and Career Preparedness
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Technical Considerations

Potential technical considerations for a college and career indicator include setting the benchmark levels associated with college and career preparedness, combining multiple measures into one indicator, and aggregating student level measures to generate a summative high school-level rating.

The challenge with setting benchmark levels for tests is that they can end up being used as cut score judgments about students even though their purpose is to measure school effectiveness. Benchmark levels also tend to underrepresent the complexity of college and career preparedness.

Policymakers can use combinations of measures in several ways: 1) they can allow strengths in one area to compensate for weaknesses in others, known as a compensatory or complementary approach; 2) they can create a matrix of ratings or scores that are applied to a series of measures; or 3) they can adopt an approach where a school needs to reach a designated level on all measures, which is a conjunctive model.

In a complementary model, student performance counts only for the measure on which each student performs best. Complementary models can be compensatory in nature, which means strong scores in one area make up for weaker scores on other measures within specified ranges, or complementary in the sense that only the best performance is incorporated, regardless of how a student does on other measures. Technically, the matrix model does not combine measures. Instead, the matrix model calculates scores for each individual measure, which allows for more nuances than a single API score. Finally, the conjunctive approach requires schools to meet or exceed certain thresholds on all measures.

Additional Possible Indicators

Other measures beyond those identified by the Public Schools Accountability Act Advisory Committee could conceivably contribute information to a college and career indicator. These measures include dual/concurrent enrollment, culminating projects, coursework in languages other than English, lab science coursework, and college remediation rate. These measures all have the potential to make a distinctive contribution to understanding how well schools are preparing students for college and careers.

Recommended College and Career Indicator

The EPIC evaluation leads to the recommendation that a measure of 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.

When combined with the grades students get in courses, course-taking behavior is the best single predictor of college success. Its advantages include a well-developed research base, relative stability over time, understanding of both educators and noneducators, the ability to implement with little additional burden on schools, and the potential for all students to earn points for their school.

School scores for student course-taking behavior could potentially be weighted to take into account the nature of the students in the school. Doing so would give more points to schools whose students historically have not taken courses to prepare themselves for postsecondary education but increase the number of those types of courses they take.

A Multiple-Measure System

One conclusion reached by the EPIC researchers’ evaluations of the measures considered is that all of them have potential value in certain situations, but all have limitations when applied to all students in California in a uniform fashion. This observation suggests that an indicator that incorporates multiple measures could be a more valid representation of college and career preparedness statewide than a single measure.

Several states have accountability systems that incorporate multiple measures. The challenge is to avoid excessive complexity while still including the most important measures. In a multiple-measure system, schools can receive points for student performance in more than one area, which validates a wider variety of pathways to postsecondary preparedness and a range of programs to meet their needs.

Creating a Coherent System

The API does not exist in a vacuum; quite the contrary. In fact, California schools have long attempted to meet state and federal accountability requirements that were similar to but not the same as California's own standards. With the recent introduction of an additional level of accountability at the district level in the form of Local Control Accountability Plans, educators will be challenged to manage a process that could conceivably send conflicting messages but also could be more relevant and valuable locally. A coherent system of accountability is necessary to focus educator efforts.

A state/local partnership model is one way to create more coherence. In this approach the state establishes a set of core measures that are consistently applied to all schools, and local schools then add measures that best reflect the quality of their programs and areas where they want to improve. The state measures foundational skills such as reading and mathematics and a few other key indicators, such as attendance and graduation rates. Local measures are then selected to address local programs that demonstrate school effectiveness for local student populations and address other state priorities.

Conclusion

Holding schools accountable for student performance based solely on educational outputs has proven to be challenging and nowhere near as effective as policymakers had hoped it would be. Accountability in the future will likely be more of a partnership between the state and local schools and will include more dimensions and measures than a single test in reading and mathematics. The college and career indicator that is being added to the API is a small step in that direction, but much more work remains to create an accountability system that acknowledges the full range of factors necessary to achieve sustained improvement of educational practice across all of California’s diverse public high schools.
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