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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
MAY 2015 AGENDA

	SUBJECT

Developing a New Accountability System: Discussion on System Coherence to Support Continuous Improvement in California’s New Accountability System; Update on the Local Control Funding Formula including Evaluation Rubrics as specified in California Education Code Section 52064.5

	
	Action

	
	
	Information

	
	
	Public Hearing


SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

On July 1, 2013, the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 97 (Chapter 47, Statutes of 2013) to enact the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). The adoption of LCFF provides a significant opportunity for transformational improvements in California’s accountability system. This opportunity for a revised accountability system is further realized with the State Board of Education (SBE) action to suspend the Academic Performance Index (API) for the 2014-15 school year at its March 2015 meeting. 
This update features a discussion on transitioning to a new California accountability system that coherently supports the goals of continuous improvement. In addition, this item also features the status of the development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics and the implications for performance standards and expectations for improvement consistent with California Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5. 
This agenda item is the second in a series of regular updates to demonstrate progress on the development of a new accountability system to the State Board of Education (SBE) and to the public. 
RECOMMENDATION
The staff recommends that the SBE take action as deemed necessary and appropriate but recommends no specific action at this time.
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
At the 2015 March SBE meeting, the board took action to suspend the Academic Performance Index (API) for the 2014-15 school year and to begin the transition to a multiple measures approach to accountability aligned with the LCFF state priorities. The board discussed the history of the API, and in particular, its original purpose to provide valid and reliable comparative information to measure growth, progress, and support best practices. Instead, a system of rankings emerged and the use of the API has been perceived as a much more punitive system. As a result, despite the growth that “low performing” schools have demonstrated, these schools remain on a list that categorizes them in program improvement status (e.g., the bottom decile has now grown very close to the target of 800). The SBE requested that the history of unintended consequences of setting targets and providing comparisons for punitive outcomes be kept front and center as the conversation continues on what the future accountability system should include and how it should function. 

The focus of this item is to consider the dimensions of system coherence related to designing accountability systems that provide measurements and feedback that align to the LCFF state priorities and support college and career readiness. 
As California transitions to a new accountability system the following questions should be considered:
· What are the primary goals and purposes of the new accountability system?
· What local and state multiple measures and data are available, valid, reliable, and useful as we phase in a new accountability system?

· What technical issues and additional analyses will need to be addressed in developing a valid set of indicators?

· How will data from multiple measures and indicators reflecting the state priorities be combined to differentiate the needs of schools and districts needing technical assistance?

· How will the accountability system provide both status and growth information? How will information on how well schools and districts are performing and making satisfactory progress be determined? 
Attachment 1 includes the draft set of guiding principles for accountability system planning. These principles are intended to help frame the conversation as the SBE continues to deliberate the development of a new system.  
Attachment 2 provides information that will support the development of system coherence and continuous improvement. Drs. Linda Darling-Hammond and David Conley will present their recommendations on key elements of a new accountability system that emphasizes a systems framework to support a state and local partnership for improvement. 
Attachment 3 presents an update on the LCFF and the development of the evaluation rubrics. This update introduces a revised draft of the rubrics based on feedback from the regional input sessions, policy stakeholders, and Rubric Design Group. As required by statutes, this version of the evaluation rubrics proposes initial concepts on standards for district and schoolsite performance and expectations for improvement for the SBE and the public to review. A primary goal of this item is to get feedback and direction regarding the proposed concepts for performance and expectations for improvement in regard to each of the state priorities, while striving to reflect a “holistic, multidimensional assessment” of LEA and schoolsite performance.
The item concludes with Attachment 4 that outlines the next steps for development and continued public engagement on the transition to a new accountability system. 
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
In March 2015, the SBE took action to suspend the Academic Performance Index (API) for the 2014-15 school year and recommended that the state move from a single index to a multiple measures accountability system. This item featured discussion on the transition to a new accountability system with a particular focus on system elements. Additionally, the item provided an update on the LCFF evaluation rubrics and determination of multiple measures with a discussion on the relationship between statewide and local measures and processes that combine to form the emerging state accountability system.
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/mar15item06.doc 
In January 2015, the SBE requested that the Technical Design Group (TDG) and the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee provide the SBE with recommendations on two issues: (1) developing a new state accountability system based on multiple measures rather than a single index, and (2) timing for the release of the next state accountability report. The SBE requested that the PSAA provide a report on these recommendations at the March 2015 SBE meeting. http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/jan15item03.doc
In a separate January 2015 item that provided an update on the LCFF, the SBE received information on the development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics, including implications for the Statewide Accountability System. http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/jan15item04.doc
FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
The proposed 2015 State Budget Act provides an increase of $4 billion to support the continued implementation of LCFF and build upon the investment of almost $6.8 billion provided over the last two years. 

ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1: Draft Guiding Principles for Accountability System Planning (3 Pages)

Attachment 2: Transition to a New Accountability System: Developing System 
Coherence to Support Continuous Improvement (5 Pages)
Attachment 3: Local Control Funding Formula Update: Evaluation Rubrics (18 Pages)
Attachment 4: Next Steps for Development and Continued Public Engagement 
(2 Pages)
Attachment 5: California Education Code (EC) Sections 52064.5, 47607.3, 52071, 52071.5, 52072, 52072.5, 52060, 52066, 52064, and 52052 (15 Pages)

Draft Guiding Principles for Accountability System Planning

May 2015
The State Board of Education (SBE) requested that the California Department of Education (CDE) and SBE staff work with researchers, practitioners, and stakeholders to engage in a design process that produces a framework and implementation plan for a comprehensive and coherent accountability system. To support this request, the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd collaborated with CDE and SBE staff to identify potential contributors to this broader conversation on California’s new accountability system. 

For the first session, a small group of LEA representatives provided input on the discussion questions that are featured on page two of this item (e.g., What are the primary goals and purposes of the new accountability system?). Based on this discussion, the following suggestions emerged:
· Clarify the audience and intended use of data, metrics, performance standards, and expectations of improvement
· Use multidimensional and cascading metrics that include local and state data on district, school, and subgroups

· Distinguish leading indicators (e.g., provide early signals of progress) from lagging indicators (e.g., provide results and confirm long-term trends)

· Allow for flexibility on the leading indicators (e.g., engagement) and consistency on the lagging indicators (e.g., graduation rates)
· Provide ongoing opportunities for users to suggest enhancements and revisions on the different phases of the development of the evaluation rubrics 
· Identify standards and reference points for each state priority and clarify the basis for setting these standards and reference points
· Link the evaluation rubrics to the larger accountability system that supports continuous learning and best practices through state-local and peer partnerships
Over the next many months, wider public and stakeholder engagement, including representatives from the list below, will be convened and invited to contribute additional information on the transition to a new accountability system. Similar to the stakeholder engagement process that was provided for the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) regulations and rubric development, a series of public discussions and opportunities to provide feedback will be scheduled in addition to the upcoming SBE meetings (please see Attachment 4).  
The key stakeholders to contribute to this process will include but are not limited to the following:

· Educators and Practitioners
· Parents/Family/Community

· Students

· Researchers

· Policymakers

· Equity Coalition Partners

· Education Administration Coalition

· Postsecondary, Business, and Workforce Partners
· Charter School Leadership
· District Leadership 
· County Leadership 
As outlined in the March 2015 item, the Board requested that a range of information, examples, feedback, and research be considered in developing a New Accountability System Framework and Implementation Plan, and that varied topics related to this work be discussed at each Board meeting. Additionally, the Board requested that staff develop a set of Draft Guiding Principles to help inform the Board’s decisions. 

Staff reviewed Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee recommendations, LCFF design principles, evaluation rubric design process principles, research shared at the March 2015 Board Meeting, and other related information, to develop an initial draft set of accountability guiding principles for Board consideration.  These guiding principles will be further strengthened based on Board feedback.  
Draft Guiding Principles

Articulate the state’s expectations for districts, charter schools and county offices of education.
Promote a broad understanding of the specific goals that need to be met at each level of the educational system.  

Foster equity.
Create support structures, including technical assistance for districts and schools, to promote success for all students regardless of background, primary language, or socioeconomic status.

 

Continue to disaggregate data by student subgroup for both reporting and accountability purposes.

Provide useful information that helps parents, districts, charter schools, county offices of education and policymakers make important decisions. 
Assist and engage parents, educators and policymakers through regular communication and transparent, timely reporting of data so they can take action appropriate to their roles.

  

Build capacity and increase support for districts, charter schools and county offices.
Seek to build capacity at all levels by reinforcing the importance of sound teaching and learning practices and providing necessary support to help schools reach their goals. 

Create multiple ways to celebrate district and school success based on state identified and locally designated metrics.  Intervene in persistently underperforming districts to build capacity along a continuum of increasing support and attention through state and regional mechanisms of support. Ensure there are services and skills necessary to meet the needs of the students and families they serve. 
Encourage continuous improvement focused on student-level outcomes, using multiple measures for state and local priorities.
Focus on ongoing improvement of student outcomes, including college- and career-readiness, using multiple measures that reflect both status and growth.  This means, in part, making determinations based on some version of the following two foundational questions: 

· How well is this school/district performing?  

· Is the school/district improving?

Tie accountability determinations to multiple measures of student progress, based on the state priorities, integrating data from various forms of assessment, some of which will be locally-determined.  Balance validity and reliability demands with the ability to clearly and simply explain results to stakeholders, including the use of a multiple measures dashboard.

   
Promote system-wide integration and innovation.

Purposely and effectively integrate each accountability system component, including groups and technologies, creating a coherent, effective and efficient support structure for districts, charter schools and county offices of education.

Recognizing that there is a new context for accountability in the state, the coming years will provide new insights at all levels of the educational system.  To that end, it is important to encourage continued learning, innovation, and improvements related to the accountability system as a whole, core elements of the system, and the impact of the system on individual schools and districts. 

Public input will continue to be collected through the spring and summer months on ideas for accountability design. A summary of feedback, along with examples of emerging systems from states and districts, will be synthesized and shared to help inform the design of California’s system. A proposed framework and implementation plan that includes a comprehensive design architecture with specifications reflecting information and input from prior meetings will be presented to the SBE at the 2015 November meeting.
California’s new accountability system will build on the foundations of LCFF, the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), along with the Annual Update, the Evaluation Rubrics, and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) support structure. It is anticipated that the new accountability framework and implementation plan will support a systems approach to continuous learning and improvement, equity, and transparency. Support from state and local leadership will be required to implement this framework. 
4-24-15 [State Board of Education]
Transition to a New Accountability System: Developing System Coherence to Support Continuous Improvement
California is in the midst of unprecedented changes including the adoption of new academic content standards, a new system of assessments, and a new educational funding system that aligns local budgets and resource allocations with local goals and state priorities to improve student outcomes. The changes share in common an orientation towards supporting student success as evidenced by college and career readiness. Given the scope and dimensions of these changes, it is clear that a new paradigm for accountability must also be developed to support deeper levels of student learning, and encourage continuous improvement across the educational system, with an emphasis on equity, transparency and performance.
The State Board of Education (SBE) will hear an update on the implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and concepts that may be integrated into a new accountability system at each of the next several SBE meetings. As part of these regular updates, researchers, policy experts, and local practitioners will be invited to present their work to help inform the concepts for a proposed framework and implementation plan for the new accountability system. Staff from the SBE and the California Department of Education (CDE) will continue to request suggestions from all education stakeholders to ensure that a wide range of examples, research, and policy perspectives will be shared with the SBE, stakeholders, and members of the public. 

Two experts on education policy and research, Drs. Linda Darling-Hammond and David Conley, have written extensively on accountability and more recently have proposed aspects of system coherence that the SBE may want to consider as the conversations on the new accountability system evolve. 

Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond, the Charles E. Ducommun Professor of Education at Stanford University, will present on the key elements of a new accountability system that are necessary to support continuous improvement. Her recent paper with David Plank (2015) emphasizes the interrelationship among specific accountability mechanisms (http://www.edpolicyinca.org/publications/supporting-continuous-improvement-californias-education-system).
“California’s new accountability system originated in the radical decentralization of power and authority from Sacramento to local schools and their communities brought about by the Legislature’s adoption of the LCFF in 2013.” (pg. 7 from Darling-Hammond and Plank, 2015)
It is through this decentralization that a new conceptual framework is presented. As noted in Figure 1 below, political accountability, professional accountability, and performance accountability or meaningful learning are interrelated and support continuous learning. Political accountability is operationalized through the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) to ensure that resources are effectively allocated to support the educational needs of the local community. Professional accountability is evidenced through effective licensure, accreditation, and professional development to support educators with high quality training for providing students with the best educational experience. Finally, performance accountability, or meaningful learning, is the monitoring of performance of schools/districts across the LCFF state priorities, plus other local priorities.  This kind of unified long-term strategy could enable California to move successfully from a compliance-driven system to one that is capable of system learning and continuous improvement. 
Figure 1: Key Elements of an Accountability System (Darling-Hammond and Plank, 2015)
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Dr. David Conley, founder and president of EdImagine Strategy Group and Professor of Education at the University of Oregon, will present on the elements of a systems approach to improvement. As noted on page 40 in his final report to the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee (Conley et al., 2014) (http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/pa/documents/psaadec14item05ho2.doc):

“Without a measure of coherence, it is almost certain that accountability in California will become unwieldy and unmanageable in complexity and result in educators retreating to a compliance-based follow-the-rules mentality. This type of thinking rarely, if ever, leads to significant improvements in schooling. The net effect will be to defeat what should be one of the primary purposes of accountability, namely, to improve educational practices in ways that result in enhanced student learning outcomes.”
To support a coherent flow and framework, Conley (2015) recommends the notion of context (input), process, and outcome as a way to consider the state priority areas to incorporate as a framework for implementing systems that are focused on improvement. When developing the LCAP and thinking about the larger context of accountability from the perspective of coherence, he suggests that a balance of input, process, and outcome are considered. As presented in Figure 2 below, input measures, or the conditions under which education takes place, reflect conditions of learning, such as access to instructional materials. Process measures, or the educational processes that take place, reflect processes such as engagement and school climate. Finally, outcome measures are the results of the teaching and learning process for key goals, such as standardized test performance and graduation rates. Therefore, to adopt a systems approach to improvement, LEAs should consider if the whole LCAP is equal to or greater than the sum of parts or is it just a series of disconnected activities? LCAPs are likely to evolve over time as LEAs focus on important goals, actions and services that improve student outcomes, linking both local and state priorities and measures of success.
Figure 2: Elements of a Systems Approach to Improvement (Conley, 2015 presentation at PACE “Beyond the API”)
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Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee 
On September 26, 2012 the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1458 (Chapter 577, Statutes of 2012) to authorize the PSAA Advisory Committee to augment the existing state accountability system known as the Academic Performance Index (API). The intent of the Legislature was to change the state’s system of public school accountability to be more closely aligned with both the public’s expectations of public education and the workforce needs of the state’s economy. Based on the legislation, the PSAA was charged with changing the API so that no more than 60 percent of the index is based on assessment results, and the remaining 40 percent 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 Technical Design Group (TDG).  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 (note the final report is referenced on page 2 of this attachment).
Future work of the PSAA Advisory Committee that could align to the LCFF state priorities includes the summary of these data simulations to inform the SBE on the potential consequences of selecting and using certain college and career readiness metrics for accountability purposes. For example, simulations that have been completed to date on Career Technical Education (CTE) sequences or programs of study that are consistent with EC Section 52060 (C) could be further explored. The EPIC report noted in the CTE field, a range of assessments that can be used to assess career and academic readiness. Specific to skill-based assessments that measure occupation-specific skills (e.g., WorkKeys, NOCTI Job Ready and Pathway Assessments, A*S*K for Business, Skills Connect ) and performance-based assessments that measure the demonstrations of skills and application of knowledge to novel tasks (College and Work Ready Assessment, National Academy Foundation portfolio, and some industry credential assessments). Further exploration on these career readiness measures is necessary to determine if these measures should be state defined or locally determined. Finally, the PSAA Advisory Committee will be able to assist with providing information that allows for a better understanding of using Smarter Balanced test scores to measure growth in the context of the LCFF evaluation rubrics. 
State Board of Education Accountability System Planning Considerations

In a state as large and diverse as California, instituting educational change is a complex undertaking. The LCFF purposely does not prescribe a top-down, state-centered, compliance approach. The vision is to refocus the educational system on improving instructional outcomes, aligning local budgets and resource allocations with local goals and state priorities to improve student learning, and allowing the state to provide the support needed to drive continuous improvement. The system is intended to be simple, transparent and easily understood by educators, parents and the public. 
The changes being made through LCFF represent a major overhaul in the way the state provides meaningful and sustained support to improve outcomes for all students. LCFF links transparency and accountability directly to the local budgeting process by requiring counties, school districts and charter schools to adopt LCAPs. When properly implemented, LCFF and LCAP can drive continuous improvement in all schools and for all students. The LCAP is designed to enhance allocation of resources, integrating locally approved goals with school district budgets that align with and, in some districts augment, the state’s educational priorities. 

It is the intent of the SBE that California’s new accountability system will build on the foundations of LCFF and LCAP, along with the Annual Update, the Evaluation Rubrics and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) support structure. The new system will provide transparency of decision-making processes in support of student achievement and outcomes. It will focus on a broader set of outcomes than in the past and it will need to differentiate the performance of schools and districts in reliable and meaningful ways so they receive appropriate support and assistance. 

Central to the development of a new accountability system is providing well-timed, accessible and actionable data for use by educators, parents, community members and policymakers, so that district and school leaders focus on significant areas in need of improvement. As more system components are developed and become operational over the next several years, a central goal of accountability should be to increase district and school capacity and drive continuous improvement in the long-term. It is increasingly clear that a new paradigm for accountability must also be developed to connect instructional practices to local improvements and to statewide accountability processes. 
The SBE and CDE staff members are working with researchers, practitioners, and stakeholders to engage in a design process that informs a Framework and Implementation Plan for a comprehensive and coherent California accountability system. This work will support a phased in transition to the new accountability system and function as a safeguard against unintended consequences as the state pursues a multiple measures approach that is comprehensive, coherent, and provides meaningful and reliable information to support continuous learning. Attachment 4 provides an outline of anticipated topics on accountability system development that will be explored and discussed at future SBE meetings. 
4-24-15 [State Board of Education]
Next Steps for Development and Continued Public Engagement

Following is an outline of anticipated topics for future State Board of Education (SBE) meetings. The SBE and California Department of Education (CDE) will continue to work with the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd to convene informational meetings to gather information to help inform the presentations and public discussions at each upcoming SBE meeting. The information that is shared will culminate in the creation of Transition to a New Accountability System Framework and Implementation Plan.

California’s new accountability system will build on the foundations of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), along with the Annual Update, the Evaluation Rubrics and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) support structure. Each part of the emerging system will support the overall goals of improved student performance for all California students. 
The state priorities provide the foundation for an innovative accountability system that includes multiple measures of student, school, and district success. As more system components are developed and become operational over the next several years, the goals of the system will continue to focus on increasing district and school capacity and drive continuous improvement in the long-term. 

	SBE Meeting
	Focus Area



	March 11-12, 2015
	System Elements – Updates regarding the evaluation rubrics and determination of multiple measures with discussion of the relationship between statewide and local measures and processes that combine to form the emerging state accountability system.



	May 6-7, 2015
	System Coherence – Review and reflections of research related to designing accountability systems that provide measurements and feedback to support college and career readiness. Basic design specifications will be described as part of the research. Revised draft of LCFF Evaluation Rubric with proposed performance standards and expectations for improvement. 


	July 8-9, 2015
	Examples – Review and reflections of emerging systems from states and districts that provide learning and evidence that can inform the design of California’s system. Demonstration of LCFF Evaluation Rubric online system. 


	September 2-3, 2015
	Feedback and Input – Public input will be sought during the spring and summer to gather information and ideas for the accountability design. A summary of this input and considerations for design will be synthesized and shared. Final version of the LCFF Evaluation Rubric will be presented to the SBE.

	November 4-5, 2015
	Framework and Implementation Plan – Comprehensive design architecture with specifications reflecting information and input from prior meetings and feedback will be presented.



	January 2016
	Considerations for Establishing a Definition of College and Career Readiness – What knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary for lifelong success in the 21st century, and what are the implications for state policy?
 

	March 2016
	Aligning Systems of Assessment and Accountability – Consider what assessments and other measures of student learning will be considered toward accountability determinations and what local flexibility needs to be in place.

	May 2016
	Calculating Student Growth – Considerations for ensuring locally designed assessments are fair, valid and reliable.

	July 2016 forward
	Prioritizing sets of indicators for annual determinations of school and district performance.


4-24-15 [State Board of Education]

California Education Code Sections 52064.5, 47607.3, 52071, 52071.5, 52072, 52072.5, 52060, 52066, 52064, and 52052
Education Code Section 52064.5.  
(a) On or before October 1, 2015, the state board shall adopt evaluation rubrics for all of the following purposes:

(1) To assist a school district, county office of education, or charter school in evaluating its strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement.

(2) To assist a county superintendent of schools in identifying school districts and charter schools in need of technical assistance pursuant to Section 52071 or 47607.3, as applicable, and the specific priorities upon which the technical assistance should be focused.

(3) To assist the Superintendent in identifying school districts for which intervention pursuant to Section 52072 is warranted.

(b) The evaluation rubrics shall reflect a holistic, multidimensional assessment of school district and individual schoolsite performance and shall include all of the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060.

(c) As part of the evaluation rubrics, the state board shall adopt standards for school district and individual schoolsite performance and expectation for improvement in regard to each of the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060.

Education Code Section 47607.3.  
(a) If a charter school fails to improve outcomes for three or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052, or, if the charter school has less than three pupil subgroups, all of the charter school’s pupil subgroups, in regard to one or more state or school priority identified in the charter pursuant to subparagraph (A) of paragraph (5) of subdivision (b) of Section 47605 or subparagraph (A) of paragraph (5) of subdivision (b) of Section 47605.6, in three out of four consecutive school years, all of the following shall apply:

(1) Using an evaluation rubric adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 52064.5, the chartering authority shall provide technical assistance to the charter school.

(2) The Superintendent may assign, at the request of the chartering authority and with the approval of the state board, the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence to provide advice and assistance to the charter school pursuant to Section 52074.

(b) A chartering authority shall consider for revocation any charter school to which the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence has provided advice and assistance pursuant to subdivision (a) and about which it has made either of the following findings, which shall be submitted to the chartering authority:

(1) That the charter school has failed, or is unable, to implement the recommendations of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence.

(2) That the inadequate performance of the charter school, based upon an evaluation rubric adopted pursuant to Section 52064.5, is either so persistent or so acute as to require revocation of the charter.

(c) The chartering authority shall consider increases in pupil academic achievement for all pupil subgroups served by the charter school as the most important factor in determining whether to revoke the charter.

(d) A chartering authority shall comply with the hearing process described in subdivision (e) of Section 47607 in revoking a charter. A charter school may not appeal a revocation of a charter made pursuant to this section.

Education Code Section 52071.  
(a) If a county superintendent of schools does not approve a local control and accountability plan or annual update to the local control and accountability plan approved by a governing board of a school district, or if the governing board of a school district requests technical assistance, the county superintendent of schools shall provide technical assistance, including, among other things, any of the following:

(1) Identification of the school district’s strengths and weaknesses in regard to the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060, communicated in writing to the school district. This identification shall include a review of effective, evidence-based programs that apply to the school district’s goals.

(2) Assignment of an academic expert or team of academic experts to assist the school district in identifying and implementing effective programs that are designed to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052. The county superintendent of schools may also solicit another school district within the county to act as a partner to the school district in need of technical assistance.

(3) Request that the Superintendent assign the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence to provide advice and assistance to the school district.

(b) Using an evaluation rubric adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 52064.5, the county superintendent of schools shall provide the technical assistance described in subdivision (a) to any school district that fails to improve pupil achievement across more than one state priority described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060 for one or more pupil subgroup identified pursuant to Section 52052.

(c) Technical assistance provided pursuant to this section at the request of a school district shall be paid for by the school district requesting the assistance.

Education Code Section 52071.5.  
(a) If the Superintendent does not approve a local control and accountability plan or annual update to the local control and accountability plan approved by a county board of education, or if the county board of education requests technical assistance, the Superintendent shall provide technical assistance, including, among other things, any of the following:

(1) Identification of the county board of education’s strengths and weaknesses in regard to the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52066, communicated in writing to the county board of education. This identification shall include a review of effective, evidence-based programs that apply to the board’s goals.

(2) Assignment of an academic expert or team of academic experts, or the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence established pursuant to Section 52074, to assist the county board of education in identifying and implementing effective programs that are designed to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052. The Superintendent may also solicit another county office of education to act as a partner to the county office of education in need of technical assistance.

(b) Using an evaluation rubric adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 52064.5, the Superintendent shall provide the technical assistance described in subdivision (a) to any county office of education that fails to improve pupil achievement in regard to more than one state priority described in subdivision (d) of Section 52066 for one or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052.

(c) Technical assistance provided pursuant to this section at the request of a county board of education shall be paid for by the county board of education receiving assistance.

Education Code Section 52072.  
(a) The Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, identify school districts in need of intervention.

(b) The Superintendent shall only intervene in a school district that meets both of the following criteria:

(1) The school district did not improve the outcomes for three or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 or, if the school district has less than three pupil subgroups, all of the school district’s pupil subgroups, in regard to more than one state or local priority in three out of four consecutive school years.

(2) The California Collaborative for Educational Excellence has provided advice and assistance to the school district pursuant to Section 52071 and submits either of the following findings to the Superintendent:

(A) That the school district has failed, or is unable, to implement the recommendations of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence.

(B) That the inadequate performance of the school district, based upon an evaluation rubric adopted pursuant to Section 52064.5, is either so persistent or acute as to require intervention by the Superintendent.

(c) For school districts identified pursuant to subdivision (a), the Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, do one or more of the following:

(1) Make changes to a local control and accountability plan adopted by the governing board of the school district.

(2) Develop and impose a budget revision, in conjunction with revisions to the local control and accountability plan, that the Superintendent determines would allow the school district to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state and local priorities.

(3) Stay or rescind an action, if that action is not required by a local collective bargaining agreement, that would prevent the school district from improving outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state or local priorities.

(4) Appoint an academic trustee to exercise the powers and authority specified in this section on his or her behalf.

(d) The Superintendent shall notify the county superintendent of schools, the county board of education, the superintendent of the school district, and the governing board of the school district of any action by the state board to direct him or her to exercise any of the powers and authorities specified in this section.

Education Code Section 52072.5.  
(a) The Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, identify county offices of education in need of intervention.

(b) The Superintendent shall only intervene in a county office of education that meets both of the following criteria:

(1) The county office of education did not improve the outcomes for three or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 or, if the county office of education has less than three pupil subgroups, all of the county office of education’s pupil subgroups, in regard to more than one state or local priority in three out of four consecutive school years.

(2) The California Collaborative for Educational Excellence has provided advice and assistance to the county office of education pursuant to Section 52071.5 and submits either of the following findings to the Superintendent:

(A) That the county office of education has failed, or is unable, to implement the recommendations of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence.

(B) That the inadequate performance of the county office of education, based upon an evaluation rubric adopted pursuant to Section 52064.5, is either so persistent or acute as to require intervention by the Superintendent.

(c) For county offices of education identified pursuant to subdivision (a), the Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, do one or more of the following:

(1) Make changes to a local control and accountability plan adopted by the county board of education.

(2) Develop and impose a budget revision, in conjunction with revisions to the local control and accountability plan, that the Superintendent determines would allow the county office of education to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state and local priorities.

(3) Stay or rescind an action, if that action is not required by a local collective bargaining agreement, that would prevent the county office of education from improving outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state or local priorities.

(4) Appoint an academic trustee to exercise the powers and authority specified in this section on his or her behalf.

(d) The Superintendent shall notify the county board of education and the county superintendent of schools, in writing, of any action by the state board to direct him or her to exercise any of the powers and authorities specified in this section.

Education Code Section 52060.  
(a) On or before July 1, 2014, the governing board of each school district shall adopt a local control and accountability plan using a template adopted by the state board.

(b) A local control and accountability plan adopted by the governing board of a school district shall be effective for a period of three years, and shall be updated on or before July 1 of each year.

(c) A local control and accountability plan adopted by the governing board of a school district shall include, for the school district and each school within the school district, both of the following:

(1) A description of the annual goals, for all pupils and each subgroup of pupils identified pursuant to Section 52052, to be achieved for each of the state priorities identified in subdivision (d) and for any additional local priorities identified by the governing board of the school district. For purposes of this article, a subgroup of pupils identified pursuant to Section 52052 shall be a numerically significant pupil subgroup as specified in paragraphs (2) and (3) of subdivision (a) of Section 52052.

(2) A description of the specific actions the school district will take during each year of the local control and accountability plan to achieve the goals identified in paragraph (1), including the enumeration of any specific actions necessary for that year to correct any deficiencies in regard to the state priorities listed in paragraph (1) of subdivision (d). The specific actions shall not supersede the provisions of existing local collective bargaining agreements within the jurisdiction of the school district.

(d) All of the following are state priorities:

(1) The degree to which the teachers of the school district are appropriately assigned in accordance with Section 44258.9, and fully credentialed in the subject areas, and, for the pupils they are teaching, every pupil in the school district has sufficient access to the standards-aligned instructional materials as determined pursuant to Section 60119, and school facilities are maintained in good repair, as defined in subdivision (d) of Section 17002.

(2) Implementation of the academic content and performance standards adopted by the state board, including how the programs and services will enable English learners to access the common core academic content standards adopted pursuant to Section 60605.8 and the English language development standards adopted pursuant to former Section 60811.3, as that section read on June 30, 2013, or Section 60811.4, for purposes of gaining academic content knowledge and English language proficiency.

(3) Parental involvement, including efforts the school district makes to seek parent input in making decisions for the school district and each individual schoolsite, and including how the school district will promote parental participation in programs for unduplicated pupils and individuals with exceptional needs.

(4) Pupil achievement, as measured by all of the following, as applicable:

(A) Statewide assessments administered pursuant to Article 4 (commencing with Section 60640) of Chapter 5 of Part 33 or any subsequent assessment, as certified by the state board.

(B) The Academic Performance Index, as described in Section 52052.

(C) The percentage of pupils who have successfully completed courses that satisfy the requirements for entrance to the University of California and the California State University, or career technical education sequences or programs of study that align with state board-approved career technical education standards and frameworks, including, but not limited to, those described in subdivision (a) of Section 52302, subdivision (a) of Section 52372.5, or paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of Section 54692.

(D) The percentage of English learner pupils who make progress toward English proficiency as measured by the California English Language Development Test or any subsequent assessment of English proficiency, as certified by the state board.

(E) The English learner reclassification rate.

(F) The percentage of pupils who have passed an advanced placement examination with a score of 3 or higher.

(G) The percentage of pupils who participate in, and demonstrate college preparedness pursuant to, the Early Assessment Program, as described in Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 99300) of Part 65 of Division 14 of Title 3, or any subsequent assessment of college preparedness.

(5) Pupil engagement, as measured by all of the following, as applicable:

(A) School attendance rates.

(B) Chronic absenteeism rates.

(C) Middle school dropout rates, as described in paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) of Section 52052.1.

(D) High school dropout rates.

(E) High school graduation rates.

(6) School climate, as measured by all of the following, as applicable:

(A) Pupil suspension rates.

(B) Pupil expulsion rates.

(C) Other local measures, including surveys of pupils, parents, and teachers on the sense of safety and school connectedness.

(7) The extent to which pupils have access to, and are enrolled in, a broad course of study that includes all of the subject areas described in Section 51210 and subdivisions (a) to (i), inclusive, of Section 51220, as applicable, including the programs and services developed and provided to unduplicated pupils and individuals with exceptional needs, and the programs and services that are provided to benefit these pupils as a result of the funding received pursuant to Section 42238.02, as implemented by Section 42238.03.

(8) Pupil outcomes, if available, in the subject areas described in Section 51210 and subdivisions (a) to (i), inclusive, of Section 51220, as applicable.

(e) For purposes of the descriptions required by subdivision (c), the governing board of a school district may consider qualitative information, including, but not limited to, findings that result from school quality reviews conducted pursuant to subparagraph (J) of paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 52052 or any other reviews.

(f) To the extent practicable, data reported in a local control and accountability plan shall be reported in a manner consistent with how information is reported on a school accountability report card.

(g) The governing board of a school district shall consult with teachers, principals, administrators, other school personnel, local bargaining units of the school district, parents, and pupils in developing a local control and accountability plan.

(h) A school district may identify local priorities, goals in regard to the local priorities, and the method for measuring the school district’s progress toward achieving those goals.

Education Code Section 52066.  

(a) On or before July 1, 2014, each county superintendent of schools shall develop, and present to the county board of education for adoption, a local control and accountability plan using a template adopted by the state board.

(b) A local control and accountability plan adopted by a county board of education shall be effective for a period of three years, and shall be updated on or before July 1 of each year.

(c) A local control and accountability plan adopted by a county board of education shall include, for each school or program operated by the county superintendent of schools, both of the following:

(1) A description of the annual goals, for all pupils and each subgroup of pupils identified pursuant to Section 52052, to be achieved for each of the state priorities identified in subdivision (d), as applicable to the pupils served, and for any additional local priorities identified by the county board of education.

(2) A description of the specific actions the county superintendent of schools will take during each year of the local control and accountability plan to achieve the goals identified in paragraph (1), including the enumeration of any specific actions necessary for that year to correct any deficiencies in regard to the state priorities listed in paragraph (1) of subdivision (d). The specific actions shall not supersede the provisions of existing local collective bargaining agreements within the jurisdiction of the county superintendent of schools.

(d) All of the following are state priorities:

(1) The degree to which the teachers in the schools or programs operated by the county superintendent of schools are appropriately assigned in accordance with Section 44258.9 and fully credentialed in the subject areas, and, for the pupils they are teaching, every pupil in the schools or programs operated by the county superintendent of schools has sufficient access to the standards-aligned instructional materials as determined pursuant to Section 60119, and school facilities are maintained in good repair as specified in subdivision (d) of Section 17002.

(2) Implementation of the academic content and performance standards adopted by the state board, including how the programs and services will enable English learners to access the common core academic content standards adopted pursuant to Section 60605.8 and the English language development standards adopted pursuant to Section 60811.3 for purposes of gaining academic content knowledge and English language proficiency.

(3) Parental involvement, including efforts the county superintendent of schools makes to seek parent input in making decisions for each individual schoolsite and program operated by a county superintendent of schools, and including how the county superintendent of schools will promote parental participation in programs for unduplicated pupils and individuals with exceptional needs.

(4) Pupil achievement, as measured by all of the following, as applicable:

(A) Statewide assessments administered pursuant to Article 4 (commencing with Section 60640) of Chapter 5 of Part 33 or any subsequent assessment, as certified by the state board.

(B) The Academic Performance Index, as described in Section 52052.

(C) The percentage of pupils who have successfully completed courses that satisfy the requirements for entrance to the University of California and the California State University, or career technical education sequences or programs of study that align with state board-approved career technical education standards and frameworks, including, but not limited to, those described in subdivision (a) of Section 52302, subdivision (a) of Section 52372.5, or paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of Section 54692.

(D) The percentage of English learner pupils who make progress toward English proficiency as measured by the California English Language Development Test or any subsequent assessment of English proficiency, as certified by the state board.

(E) The English learner reclassification rate.

(F) The percentage of pupils who have passed an advanced placement examination with a score of 3 or higher.

(G) The percentage of pupils who participate in, and demonstrate college preparedness pursuant to, the Early Assessment Program, as described in Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 99300) of Part 65 of Division 14 of Title 3, or any subsequent assessment of college preparedness.

(5) Pupil engagement, as measured by all of the following, as applicable:

(A) School attendance rates.

(B) Chronic absenteeism rates.

(C) Middle school dropout rates, as described in paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) of Section 52052.1.

(D) High school dropout rates.

(E) High school graduation rates.

(6) School climate, as measured by all of the following, as applicable:

(A) Pupil suspension rates.

(B) Pupil expulsion rates.

(C) Other local measures, including surveys of pupils, parents, and teachers on the sense of safety and school connectedness.

(7) The extent to which pupils have access to, and are enrolled in, a broad course of study that includes all of the subject areas described in Section 51210 and subdivisions (a) to (i), inclusive, of Section 51220, as applicable, including the programs and services developed and provided to unduplicated pupils and individuals with exceptional needs, and the program and services that are provided to benefit these pupils as a result of the funding received pursuant to Section 42238.02, as implemented by Section 42238.03.

(8) Pupil outcomes, if available, in the subject areas described in Section 51210 and subdivisions (a) to (i), inclusive, of Section 51220, as applicable.

(9) How the county superintendent of schools will coordinate instruction of expelled pupils pursuant to Section 48926.

(10) How the county superintendent of schools will coordinate services for foster children, including, but not limited to, all of the following:

(A) Working with the county child welfare agency to minimize changes in school placement.

(B) Providing education-related information to the county child welfare agency to assist the county child welfare agency in the delivery of services to foster children, including, but not limited to, educational status and progress information that is required to be included in court reports.

(C) Responding to requests from the juvenile court for information and working with the juvenile court to ensure the delivery and coordination of necessary educational services.

(D) Establishing a mechanism for the efficient expeditious transfer of health and education records and the health and education passport.

(e) For purposes of the descriptions required by subdivision (c), a county board of education may consider qualitative information, including, but not limited to, findings that result from school quality reviews conducted pursuant to subparagraph (J) of paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 52052 or any other reviews.

(f) To the extent practicable, data reported in a local control and accountability plan shall be reported in a manner consistent with how information is reported on a school accountability report card.

(g) The county superintendent of schools shall consult with teachers, principals, administrators, other school personnel, local bargaining units of the county office of education, parents, and pupils in developing a local control and accountability plan.

(h) A county board of education may identify local priorities, goals in regard to the local priorities, and the method for measuring the county office of education’s progress toward achieving those goals.

Education Code Section 52064.  

(a) On or before March 31, 2014, the state board shall adopt templates for the following purposes:

(1) For use by school districts to meet the requirements of Sections 52060 to 52063, inclusive.

(2) For use by county superintendents of schools to meet the requirements of Sections 52066 to 52069, inclusive.

(3) For use by charter schools to meet the requirements of Section 47606.5.

(b) The templates developed by the state board shall allow a school district, county superintendent of schools, or charter school to complete a single local control and accountability plan to meet the requirements of this article and the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 related to local educational agency plans pursuant to Section 1112 of Subpart 1 of Part A of Title I of Public Law 107-110. The state board shall also take steps to minimize duplication of effort at the local level to the greatest extent possible. The template shall include guidance for school districts, county superintendents of schools, and charter schools to report both of the following:

(1) A listing and description of expenditures for the 2014–15 fiscal year, and each fiscal year thereafter, implementing the specific actions included in the local control and accountability plan.

(2) A listing and description of expenditures for the 2014–15 fiscal year, and each fiscal year thereafter, that will serve the pupils to whom one or more of the definitions in Section 42238.01 apply and pupils redesignated as fluent English proficient.

(c) If possible, the templates identified in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) for use by county superintendents of schools shall allow a county superintendent of schools to develop a single local control and accountability plan that would also satisfy the requirements of Section 48926.

(d) The state board shall adopt the template pursuant to the requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). The state board may adopt emergency regulations for purposes of implementing this section. The adoption of emergency regulations shall be deemed an emergency and necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety, or general welfare.

(e) Notwithstanding subdivision (d), the state board may adopt the template in accordance with the requirements of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act (Article 9 (commencing with Section 11120) of Chapter 1 of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). When adopting the template pursuant to the requirements of the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, the state board shall present the template at a regular meeting and may only take action to adopt the template at a subsequent regular meeting. This subdivision shall become inoperative on January 31, 2018.

(f) Revisions to a template or evaluation rubric shall be approved by the state board by January 31 before the fiscal year during which the template or evaluation rubric is to be used by a school district, county superintendent of schools, or charter school.

(g) The adoption of a template or evaluation rubric by the state board shall not create a requirement for a governing board of a school district, a county board of education, or a governing body of a charter school to submit a local control and accountability plan to the state board, unless otherwise required by federal law. The Superintendent shall not require a local control and accountability plan to be submitted by a governing board of a school district or the governing body of a charter school to the state board. The state board may adopt a template or evaluation rubric that would authorize a school district or a charter school to submit to the state board only the sections of the local control and accountability plan required by federal law.

Education Code Section 52052.  

(a) (1) The Superintendent, with approval of the state board, shall develop an Academic Performance Index (API), to measure the performance of schools and school districts, especially the academic performance of pupils.

(2) A school or school district shall demonstrate comparable improvement in academic achievement as measured by the API by all numerically significant pupil subgroups at the school or school district, including:

(A) Ethnic subgroups.

(B) Socioeconomically disadvantaged pupils.

(C) English learners.

(D) Pupils with disabilities.

(E) Foster youth.

(3) (A) For purposes of this section, a numerically significant pupil subgroup is one that consists of at least 30 pupils, each of whom has a valid test score.

(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), for a subgroup of pupils who are foster youth, a numerically significant pupil subgroup is one that consists of at least 15 pupils.

(C) For a school or school district with an API score that is based on no fewer than 11 and no more than 99 pupils with valid test scores, numerically significant pupil subgroups shall be defined by the Superintendent, with approval by the state board.

(4) (A) The API shall consist of a variety of indicators currently reported to the department, including, but not limited to, the results of the achievement test administered pursuant to Section 60640, attendance rates for pupils in elementary schools, middle schools, and secondary schools, and the graduation rates for pupils in secondary schools.

(B) The Superintendent, with the approval of the state board, may also incorporate into the API the rates at which pupils successfully promote from one grade to the next in middle school and high school, and successfully matriculate from middle school to high school.

(C) Graduation rates for pupils in secondary schools shall be calculated for the API as follows:

(i) Four-year graduation rates shall be calculated by taking the number of pupils who graduated on time for the current school year, which is considered to be three school years after the pupils entered grade 9 for the first time, and dividing that number by the total calculated in clause (ii).

(ii) The number of pupils entering grade 9 for the first time in the school year three school years before the current school year, plus the number of pupils who transferred into the class graduating at the end of the current school year between the school year that was three school years before the current school year and the date of graduation, less the number of pupils who transferred out of the school between the school year that was three school years before the current school year and the date of graduation who were members of the class that is graduating at the end of the current school year.

(iii) Five-year graduation rates shall be calculated by taking the number of pupils who graduated on time for the current school year, which is considered to be four school years after the pupils entered grade 9 for the first time, and dividing that number by the total calculated in clause (iv).

(iv) The number of pupils entering grade 9 for the first time in the school year four years before the current school year, plus the number of pupils who transferred into the class graduating at the end of the current school year between the school year that was four school years before the current school year and the date of graduation, less the number of pupils who transferred out of the school between the school year that was four years before the current school year and the date of graduation who were members of the class that is graduating at the end of the current school year.

(v) Six-year graduation rates shall be calculated by taking the number of pupils who graduated on time for the current school year, which is considered to be five school years after the pupils entered grade 9 for the first time, and dividing that number by the total calculated in clause (vi).

(vi) The number of pupils entering grade 9 for the first time in the school year five years before the current school year, plus the number of pupils who transferred into the class graduating at the end of the current school year between the school year that was five school years before the current school year and the date of graduation, less the number of pupils who transferred out of the school between the school year that was five years before the current school year and the date of graduation who were members of the class that is graduating at the end of the current school year.

(D) The inclusion of five- and six-year graduation rates for pupils in secondary schools shall meet the following requirements:

(i) Schools and school districts shall be granted one-half the credit in their API scores for graduating pupils in five years that they are granted for graduating pupils in four years.

(ii) Schools and school districts shall be granted one-quarter the credit in their API scores for graduating pupils in six years that they are granted for graduating pupils in four years.

(iii) Notwithstanding clauses (i) and (ii), schools and school districts shall be granted full credit in their API scores for graduating in five or six years a pupil with disabilities who graduates in accordance with his or her individualized education program.

(E) The pupil data collected for the API that comes from the achievement test administered pursuant to Section 60640 and the high school exit examination administered pursuant to Section 60851, when fully implemented, shall be disaggregated by special education status, English learners, socioeconomic status, gender, and ethnic group. Only the test scores of pupils who were counted as part of the enrollment in the annual data collection of the California Basic Educational Data System for the current fiscal year and who were continuously enrolled during that year may be included in the test result reports in the API score of the school.

(F) (i) Commencing with the baseline API calculation in 2016, and for each year thereafter, results of the achievement test and other tests specified in subdivision (b) shall constitute no more than 60 percent of the value of the index for secondary schools.

(ii)  In addition to the elements required by this paragraph, the Superintendent, with approval of the state board, may incorporate into the index for secondary schools valid, reliable, and stable measures of pupil preparedness for postsecondary education and career.

(G) Results of the achievement test and other tests specified in subdivision (b) shall constitute at least 60 percent of the value of the index for primary schools and middle schools.

(H) 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. It is therefore necessary that the accountability system evolve beyond its narrow focus on pupil test scores to encompass other valuable information about school performance, including, but not limited to, pupil preparedness for college and career, as well as the high school graduation rates already required by law.

(I) The Superintendent shall annually determine the accuracy of the graduation rate data. Notwithstanding any other law, graduation rates for pupils in dropout recovery high schools shall not be included in the API. For purposes of this subparagraph, “dropout recovery high school” means a high school in which 50 percent or more of its pupils have been designated as dropouts pursuant to the exit/withdrawal codes developed by the department or left a school and were not otherwise enrolled in a school for a period of at least 180 days.

(J) To complement the API, the Superintendent, with the approval of the state board, may develop and implement a program of school quality review that features locally convened panels to visit schools, observe teachers, interview pupils, and examine pupil work, if an appropriation for this purpose is made in the annual Budget Act.

(K) The Superintendent shall annually provide to local educational agencies and the public a transparent and understandable explanation of the individual components of the API and their relative values within the API.

(L) An additional element chosen by the Superintendent and the state board for inclusion in the API pursuant to this paragraph shall not be incorporated into the API until at least one full school year after the state board’s decision to include the element into the API.

(b) Pupil scores from the following tests, when available and when found to be valid and reliable for this purpose, shall be incorporated into the API:

(1) The standards-based achievement tests provided for in Section 60642.5.

(2) The high school exit examination.

(c) Based on the API, the Superintendent shall develop, and the state board shall adopt, expected annual percentage growth targets for all schools based on their API baseline score from the previous year. Schools are expected to meet these growth targets through effective allocation of available resources. For schools below the statewide API performance target adopted by the state board pursuant to subdivision (d), the minimum annual percentage growth target shall be 5 percent of the difference between the actual API score of a school and the statewide API performance target, or one API point, whichever is greater. Schools at or above the statewide API performance target shall have, as their growth target, maintenance of their API score above the statewide API performance target. However, the state board may set differential growth targets based on grade level of instruction and may set higher growth targets for the lowest performing schools because they have the greatest room for improvement. To meet its growth target, a school shall demonstrate that the annual growth in its API is equal to or more than its schoolwide annual percentage growth target and that all numerically significant pupil subgroups, as defined in subdivision (a), are making comparable improvement.

(d) Upon adoption of state performance standards by the state board, the Superintendent shall recommend, and the state board shall adopt, a statewide API performance target that includes consideration of performance standards and represents the proficiency level required to meet the state performance target.

(e) (1) A school or school district with 11 to 99 pupils with valid test scores shall receive an API score with an asterisk that indicates less statistical certainty than API scores based on 100 or more test scores.

(2) A school or school district annually shall receive an API score, unless the Superintendent determines that an API score would be an invalid measure of the performance of the school or school district for one or more of the following reasons:

(A) Irregularities in testing procedures occurred.

(B) The data used to calculate the API score of the school or school district are not representative of the pupil population at the school or school district.

(C) Significant demographic changes in the pupil population render year-to-year comparisons of pupil performance invalid.

(D) The department discovers or receives information indicating that the integrity of the API score has been compromised.

(E) Insufficient pupil participation in the assessments included in the API.

(F) A transition to new standards-based assessments compromises comparability of results across schools or school districts. The Superintendent may use the authority in this subparagraph in the 2013–14 and 2014–15 school years only, with approval of the state board.

(3) If a school or school district has fewer than 100 pupils with valid test scores, the calculation of the API or adequate yearly progress pursuant to the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (20 U.S.C. Sec. 6301 et seq.) and federal regulations may be calculated over more than one annual administration of the tests administered pursuant to Section 60640 and the high school exit examination administered pursuant to Section 60851, consistent with regulations adopted by the state board.

(4) Any school or school district that does not receive an API calculated pursuant to subparagraph (F) of paragraph (2) shall not receive an API growth target pursuant to subdivision (c). Schools and school districts that do not have an API calculated pursuant to subparagraph (F) of paragraph (2) shall use one of the following:

(A) The most recent API calculation.

(B) An average of the three most recent annual API calculations.

(C) Alternative measures that show increases in pupil academic achievement for all groups of pupils schoolwide and among significant subgroups.

(f) Only schools with 100 or more test scores contributing to the API may be included in the API rankings.

(g) The Superintendent, with the approval of the state board, shall develop an alternative accountability system for schools under the jurisdiction of a county board of education or a county superintendent of schools, community day schools, nonpublic, nonsectarian schools pursuant to Section 56366, and alternative schools serving high-risk pupils, including continuation high schools and opportunity schools. Schools in the alternative accountability system may receive an API score, but shall not be included in the API rankings.

(h) For purposes of this section, county offices of education shall be considered school districts.
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