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	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
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	SUBJECT

Developing a New Accountability System: Update on the Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics as specified in California Education Code Section 52064.5; Discussion on SBE Guiding Principles for Accountability System Planning; Review of Other Emerging State Accountability Systems to Inform the Policy Framework and Implementation Plan for California’s Accountability System.
	
	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). California’s new accountability system will build on the foundations of the LCFF, consisting of 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. The new accountability policy framework and implementation plan will operationalize a systems approach to continuous learning and improvement, equity, and transparency and will be grounded in state and local partnerships to sustain its implementation. 

This item features an update on the development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics consistent with California Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5. In addition, a review of the State Board of Education (SBE) guiding principles for accountability system planning and other emerging state accountability systems is included to inform the policy framework and implementation plan for California’s new accountability system.  
This agenda item is the third in a series of regular updates to demonstrate progress on the implementation of LCFF as the proposed foundation of the new accountability system to the SBE and 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
Although California is still in the early stages of LCFF implementation, substantial progress has been made in establishing LCFF as the foundation for California’s new accountability system. Local educational agencies (LEAs) are required to complete an LCAP every year, and beginning this year, 2015–16, LEAs will complete the Annual Update as well. The LCAP is intended to be a comprehensive planning tool and represents a three-year plan for an upcoming school year and the two years that follow. For example, as of July 1, 2015, LEAs will have completed an LCAP and Annual Update for adoption and approval that reflects the planning for 2015–16 through 2017–18 with a review of progress for 2014–15. The goals contained in the LCAP align with the term of the LEA budget and multiyear budget projections in order to strengthen the alignment between LEA resource allocations and implementation of actions and services to support local goals. 
For charter schools, the inclusion and description of goals for state priorities in the LCAP may be modified to meet the grade levels served and the nature of the programs provided, including modifications to reflect only the statutory requirements explicitly applicable to charter schools. Charter schools may also align to the term of the charter school’s budget that is submitted to a school’s authorizer.
While much work remains to be done, LEAs are building the foundation for meaningful and sustained support to improve learning for all students. 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 driving continuous improvement in the long-term. The next component to be implemented within the system is the LCFF evaluation rubrics (Attachment 1). The evaluation rubrics will serve as tools to ensure LEAs are able to align resources to implement strategies that result in meaningful student outcomes. The evaluation rubrics will also direct attention to areas in need of additional support to increase growth and improvement in district and school performance relative to the state priorities. 
Regular updates on the options for designing the rubrics have been provided to the SBE since September 2014. As the updates transitioned from concepts to specific examples, the SBE requested that the final version be grounded in the larger accountability policy context and be based on empirical research. In the wake of the SBE’s discussion in May 2015 about the misalignment between the statutory deadline for adopting the rubrics and the time needed to ensure the rubrics are built on a solid evidence-based foundation and implemented as part of a coherent accountability system, the Legislature extended the timeline by one year in AB 104 (Chapter 13, Statutes of 2015).  The design of the evaluation rubrics requires a thoughtful, phased in approach that entails more research, data analysis and technical assistance to better serve LEAs and to become a key component of the new local and state accountability system. 

In June 2015, the SBE received the first in a series of information memoranda that provides the background research and operational components of the evaluation rubrics to inform the board’s policy decisions. These memos will also inform the policy framework and implementation plan for the LCFF performance and accountability system. 
Attachment 1 provides an update on the LCFF evaluation rubrics with a summary analysis of existing research that has been completed to date (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-jun15item01.doc) and a proposal for future research and analysis that will inform the development of the rubrics. 
Attachment 2 includes the draft set of guiding principles for accountability system planning that were presented and discussed at the May 2015 SBE meeting. These principles are intended to help frame the conversation as the SBE continues to deliberate the development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics in the context of transitioning to a new accountability system.  
Attachment 3 reviews other states’ emerging accountability systems (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun15item01.doc) to provide learning and evidence that can inform the design of California’s accountability system. 
Attachment 4 outlines the revised timeline for the proposed transition to a new accountability system and development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics.  
The item concludes with Attachment 5, sections of the California EC related to the implementation of the LCFF.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
In June 2015, the SBE received the following information memoranda: (1) research to inform the development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-jun15item01.doc), and (2) review of measures being used by other states for college and career readiness (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun15item01.doc) .
In May 2015, the SBE discussed guiding principles that will be used to frame their future discussions for recommending a framework and implementation plan to align the new accountability system with LCFF. Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond presented on a new concept of accountability that promotes high quality teaching and learning in all schools, provides tools for continuous improvement, and a means for identifying and addressing problems that require correction. Dr. David Conley presented on system coherence and a systems approach to accountability to emphasize that California schools are strongly embedded in their local contexts and while a set of common statewide indicators is necessary for equity purposes, additional indicators should be included to capture performance in the local context. http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/may15item10.doc 
Additionally, the SBE received an update on the LCFF evaluation rubrics that featured major revisions to the rubrics to emphasize data analysis and provide the outcome and practice analyses as complementary tools. http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr15/documents/may15item10a3.doc. 
As a result of the May SBE discussion, it was determined that more time is needed to develop the evaluation rubrics.
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 a 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
In December 2014, the SBE received an information memorandum on the summary of findings and potential next steps for the plan alignment project. Specifically, it was recommended that the state align school plan and reporting requirements with the LCAP state priorities (e.g., School Accountability Report Card), initiate the next phase of plan alignment analyses and activities (e.g., Title III and Special Education), continue outreach efforts to expand stakeholder engagement to strengthen an integrated system of state support, pursue streamlined submissions of required plans through an electronic process, and  identify a process for LEAs to align and coordinate state and federal planning requirements.
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-iad-dec4item01.doc 
FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
When the LCFF was adopted in the 2013–14 budget year, the budget projections for 2015–16 were approximately $47 billion. With rising state revenues the 2015–16 state budget signed by the Governor allocates $53 billion this coming year. This provides an increase of $6 billion to support the continued implementation of LCFF and build upon the investment of over $6 billion provided over the last two years. As a result, the reinvestment provides an opportunity to correct historical inequities and implement the formula well ahead of schedule. Specifically, this reinvestment translates to approximately $3,000 more per student in 2015–16 over the 2011–12 levels and closes more than 51 percent of the remaining LCFF funding target. Additionally, $40 million will be provided to county offices of education to support their new responsibilities required under the evolving accountability structure of LCFF and develop greater capacity and consistency within and between county offices of education.
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1: Local Control Funding Formula Update: Evaluation Rubrics (3 Pages)

Attachment 2: Guiding Principles for Accountability System Planning (2 Pages)
Attachment 3: Transitioning to a New Accountability System: A Review of States’ Emerging Accountability Systems (2 Pages)
Attachment 4: Revised Timeline for the Proposed Transition to a New Accountability System, Including the Development of the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics, and Updates on LCAP Template and Implementation Process (5 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) 
Local Control Funding Formula Update: Evaluation Rubrics
When the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) took effect in July 2013 it made immediate changes to the manner in which local educational agencies (LEAs) receive funding and the expectations regarding the use of such funding. As specified in the LCFF legislation, the State Board of Education (SBE) was tasked with adopting the following: (1) spending regulations, (2) a template for the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), and (3) evaluation rubrics. The SBE took action to adopt the spending regulations and the LCAP template in January 2014 (emergency regulations) and September 2014 (permanent regulations), which supported the development of LCAPs by LEAs. 

In July 2014, WestEd presented to the SBE a plan for developing evaluation rubrics. According to California Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5, the evaluation rubrics will allow LEAs to evaluate their strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement; assist county superintendents of schools to identify needs and focus technical assistance; and assist the State Superintendent of Public Instruction to direct interventions when warranted. Furthermore, the rubrics should provide standards for school districts and individual school site performance and expectations for improvement as related to the identified LCFF state priorities. 

Since that time the SBE has received regular updates regarding the process and progress of designing the evaluation rubrics, including evolving examples of potential content and formats for the design and development of evaluation rubrics. Given the board’s policy discussion at the May 2015 meeting, SBE members provided the following direction and preferences for the development of the evaluation rubrics:
· Ground and frame the development of the rubrics in research related to accountability indicators and current California context.

· Make them simple and locally relevant.

· Ensure the rubrics support growth in LEA, school, and subgroup performance.

· Incorporate evidence or practice expectations to more closely resemble traditional rubric structures.

· Address resource alignment.

Members of the SBE also suggested that the statutory deadline of October 1, 2015 for the SBE to adopt evaluation rubrics may not provide sufficient time to develop evaluation rubrics grounded and validated by research, including research based on California data. On June 24, 2015, Governor Brown signed Assembly Bill (AB) 104 (Chapter 13, Statutes of 2015), which will extend the deadline for adoption of the evaluation rubrics to October 1, 2016.
Benefits of Extended Development Timeline

The additional time will allow WestEd to work in collaboration with the California Department of Education (CDE) to prepare analyses of data related to state priorities to inform recommendations regarding the content and structure of the evaluation rubrics. This includes an analysis of the 2015 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) results and data for foster youth, English learners, low-income, and other numerically significant student groups.  Additional time also provides opportunities to align the evaluation rubrics to other emerging elements of California’s accountability and support system, such as the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) and overall state accountability system.

Research to Inform Evaluation Rubrics Design

Following the May SBE meeting, WestEd organized a meeting of research, assessment, and policy specialists to discuss ideas regarding research and approaches to multiple measures accountability systems. In addition, WestEd has compiled a summary of research to share with the SBE in the form of a memo (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-jun15item01.doc). The research provides the potential value and benefit of an evidenced-based foundation and possible organization of the LCFF priorities within the rubrics to support coherence and clarity. Based on an analysis of this research, the following is recommended to the SBE:

· Develop the evaluation rubrics to align with state priorities and values related to certain conditions (i.e., Williams settlement legislation), graduation, and college and career readiness. The latter two areas are reflected in the research with relationships made to most of the LCFF priority areas. The inclusion of these conditions reflects current state policy and is a major contributor to ensuring positive learning environments. This approach would evolve the evaluation rubrics from a list of indicators based upon priority area groupings to clusters of key outcomes with their associated indicators. 

· Incorporate into the evaluation rubrics descriptions of practices and exemplars for each of the state priorities grounded in research and best practices. Such statements would address concerns that the evaluation rubrics place too much emphasis on data over practices.

· Conduct further research that reflects actual experience in California related to the indicators identified in research including data analysis of existing measures. This would include validating relationships among indicators noted in research, such as relationships between course taking, advancement placement, and graduation. 
Conduct analyses to address the following research questions that are underway with results to be shared in future items and/or memoranda to the SBE:

· Are there demonstrated relationships between participation in career pathway programs and high school graduation?

· What is the correlation or relationship among state priority metrics and specific college and career readiness metrics (e.g., graduation rate, California High School Exit Examination passage, A-G completion, and Advanced Placement passage) for students from low-income families, English learners, and foster youth?

· What, if any, early indicators can be validated as indicators of secondary outcomes? [For example, research has shown that reading by grade three, meeting grade level expectations in mathematics at grade eight, and chronic absenteeism are potential early indicators of on time graduation]

· Is there a correlation between students that repeat courses in a mathematics or ELA sequence in intermediate and/or middle grade levels and their graduation rates?

Potential SBE Policy Frame for the Evaluation Rubrics
The SBE provides state-level policy direction that informs the development, implementation and management of local systems, programs, and initiatives. Once developed, the evaluation rubrics will clearly signal the SBE’s policy frame as captured by descriptions of practice and identification of indicators that provide focus and intention within the evaluation rubrics. Based on existing state priorities and research, the following are examples of statements that could be referenced as the policy frame for the evaluation rubrics.
· All students are provided with access and opportunities that support learning.

· They are taught by well prepared and qualified teachers.

· Their schools are safe and clean.

· They are provided with basic learning materials

· All students exhibit early and continuing signs of college and career readiness:
· They regularly attend school, with particular attention to Kindergarten and grade six.

· They read by grade three.
· They meet or exceed grade level standards for mathematics in grade eight.
· English learners are proficient in English within six years of being enrolled in school.
· All students graduate from high school.
· All students are college and career ready:
· They complete CTE, A-G, IB, and/or dual enrollment courses.
· They have access to courses that prepare them for college and career options.
The above statements are offered as a starting point in developing a coherent policy framework for the evaluation rubrics. Input and direction from the SBE will allow staff and WestEd to refine the policy framework statements. These statements will be used to organize the rubrics in a manner that reflects a holistic, multidimensional, and evidence-based assessment. This assessment will reflect school district and schoolsite performance and includes standards and expectations for improvement in regard to each of the state priorities, with particular attention to key outcomes for all students and how these outcomes may vary across student subgroups. Establishing a clear policy framework will support coherence and alignment among the elements of the emerging state and local accountability system. It also will aid LEAs in engaging with data as a source of information to identify strengths, areas in need of improvement, and continuous improvement around widely agreed upon expectations for California’s education system.

6-26-15 [State Board of Education]
Guiding Principles for Accountability System Planning
The passage of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) introduces significant changes to California’s accountability landscape. With the focus on aligning local resources with student needs to support continuous improvement, California is embarking on a transition to a new accountability system that is dependent on successful state and local partnerships. 

In May, the State Board of Education (SBE) discussed draft guiding principles for planning accountability systems. The SBE requested that these principles be incorporated into a cohesive framework to provide the necessary infrastructure to conceptualize and operationalize a multiple measures approach to accountability. These principles are presented below and are integrated into the revised timeline to guide the SBE’s future discussions on accountability system planning (Attachment 4). 
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. 

As the state considers a framework to guide the new accountability system, there is a need to review the existing state accountability components in relation to the guiding principles. By building on the guiding principles, the state can begin to create connections within the components to support a systems approach that is coordinated and aligned. This coordinated framework will provide the operational infrastructure that is necessary to plan, develop, implement, evaluate, and sustain the accountability system at all levels. The SBE will receive information on the relationship between the existing state accountability components and the guiding principles at the September meeting. 
6-26-15 [State Board of Education]

Transitioning to a New Accountability System: 
A Review of States’ Emerging Accountability Systems
With college and career readiness expectations now embedded in many state and federal accountability requirements, state educational agencies and local educational agencies (LEAs) are working together to align policies, programs and initiatives with higher education and workforce agencies to advance college and career readiness (CCR). Specific to accountability, many states are beginning to measure their progress in achieving CCR through multiple measures that emphasize innovation and continuous improvement (Forum Guide to College and Career Ready Data, http://nces.ed.gov/forum/pub_2015157.asp).

The California Department of Education (CDE) provided a June information memorandum highlighting other states’ measures of college and career readiness (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun15item01.doc). The memorandum included an overview of eight states’ college and career indicators, based on a multiple measures approach. Three of the states (Florida, Indiana, and Oklahoma) have a letter grade (A–F) accountability system, four states (Georgia, Kentucky, New Mexico, and Oregon) have an accountability system based on a 100 point scale, and Texas has a rating scale based on four indexes. Additionally, at least 5 states that use a single measure for college and career readiness (Arkansas, Delaware, New Hampshire, Nevada, and New York), multiple states that use more than a single measure, and an additional 11 states that do not currently have a specific college and career measure.  The selected measures identified in the June Memorandum focus on high school measures only. 

In summary, all of the states referenced in the June memorandum are federal waiver states and as such, their accountability systems are aligned to state goals and meet specific expectations of ESEA waiver requirements. States receive flexibility by adopting reforms in three key areas: college- and career-readiness standards and assessments, systems of differentiated accountability and support, and teacher and principal evaluations. In general, all of the states use multiple measures to determine school and district performance in the areas of assessment, graduation, college and career readiness, and school environment; provide incentives for preparing the hardest-to-serve students for college and career, including comparing the performance of schools and districts with similar student populations; and, set a range of targets for accountability measures that are grounded in research and past performance. 
Next Generation of State Accountability System Policies and Practices

An October 2014 report from the Center for American Progress and the Council of Chief State School Officers, Next-Generation Accountability Systems, An Overview of Current State Policies and Practices, provides an overview of examples of account​ability concepts being implemented by other states. The report describes five broad categories of states’ goals and provides examples for each section:  
Measuring progress toward college and career readiness - Many states are rethinking mechanisms for measuring progress based on assessments and are including additional measures of college and career readiness such as the percentage of high school graduates who require remediation coursework in college. 

Diagnosing and responding to challenges via school-based quality improvement - Many states and districts are using a broad array of local indicators, such as parent volunteer hours and attendance data, to measure school success and develop school-improvement plans, as well as making use technical assistance providers to assist schools.
State systems of support and intervention - States and districts are rethinking the way they support struggling schools. Some of the most prevalent strategies include school support teams, pairing high-growth schools with low-performing schools, networks of low-performing schools, and engaging external providers.

Resource accountability - Some states and districts are focusing more intently on the connections between resource allocation and outcomes, and several have tried to tackle inequitable school funding with new state funding formulas. Others are work​ing to increase transparency and accountability for how funds are being spent to ensure that high-need students are receiving adequate support. 

Professional accountability - Most states have adopted new systems for evaluating and supporting teachers and leaders, a requirement for both Race to the Top funds and federal waivers. However, some states are leveraging these new evaluation systems to create more robust on-site embedded professional development systems and developing school leaders, such as principals, to effectively carry out teacher-evaluation systems and instructional leadership. In addition, a number of states are also rethinking other aspects of the teaching profession, including teacher licensure, teacher-preparation program approval and accreditation, and selection, retention, and tenure. 

SBE and CDE staff will continue to research and share examples of emerging state and district accountability systems in an effort to inform the accountability framework and implementation plan. 
Citation

Center for American progress and the Council of Chief State School Officers, “Next-Generation Accountability Systems, An Overview of Current State Policies and Practices,” available at https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Accountability-report.pdf  (accessed June 2015).

6-26-15 [State Board of Education]
Revised Timeline for the Proposed Transition to a New Accountability System, Including the Development of the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics and Updates on LCAP Template and Implementation Process
In May, the State Board of Education (SBE) expressed a shared opinion that the October 2015 deadline to develop the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics needed to be adjusted. The primary impetus for this request was to allow for more time to ensure the evaluation rubrics are built on a solid foundation of research and data analysis. Additionally, this new timeline allows for the integration of developing the evaluation rubrics with California’s transition to a new accountability system that 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 all function as components of the new accountability system. 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. 

Communication and Outreach
Ongoing communication with the field continues to be a major priority for the California Department of Education (CDE) and the SBE staff with support from WestEd. This includes statewide outreach and correspondence through webinars, conference presentations, information updates and public comment opportunities at meetings of the SBE: 

· The online posting of resources specific to the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) information and implementation is located on the CDE LCFF Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/index.asp. Some of the more recent resources include:

· The LCFF Funding Snapshot provides a summary of the LCFF budget allocations for each school district and charter school (http://ias.cde.ca.gov/lcffsnapshot/lcff.aspx). 

· The Quality Schooling Framework (QSF) provides tools and practices to guide effective planning, policy, expenditure, and instructional decisions at all schools and districts (http://www.cde.ca.gov/qs/). 
· Information on the development of the LCFF evaluation rubrics and additional implementation resources is located on the WestEd LCFF Web page at http://lcff.wested.org/.  
· Regular information updates are distributed to local educational agencies (LEAs) and interested stakeholders through the CDE LCFF listserv. To receive updates regarding the LCFF via e-mail notification, subscribe to the LCFF listserv by sending a "blank" message to join-LCFF-list@mlist.cde.ca.gov.

Outreach Webinars

WestEd will continue to provide updates on the LCFF evaluation rubrics through live and recorded webinars. These webinars will provide education practitioners, policy experts and advocates with information on progress on the development of the evaluation rubrics web application system. Upcoming webinars will also feature promising practices that include but are not limited to the following: parent engagement, charter schools, alternative education, priority based budgeting, and selection criteria for local metrics.

Rubric Design & Technical Expert Groups
The Rubric Design Group (RDG) is comprised of educational leaders representing school districts, charter schools, and county offices of education. The RDG has been meeting since January 2015 and will continue to meet to provide input on the LCFF evaluation rubrics development process. In particular, the RDG will be part of designing, deploying, and engaging LEAs and stakeholders in the testing of prototypes and samples of evaluation rubric components in real time planning and implementation. This will include, but is not limited to data displays, practice guides, practice descriptors, among other components and resources.
Members of the SBE requested that the content of the LCFF evaluation rubrics reflect insight from policy and research experts. Following the May 2015 meeting of the SBE, WestEd convened a small group of researchers and assessment experts from LEAs, CDE, SBE, and WestEd. These experts provided research based references to inform the policy frame for accountability and evaluation rubrics. This feedback generated concrete and actionable ideas to incorporate metrics into the LCFF evaluation rubrics that support growth in student outcomes (Attachment 1). 
Both the RDG and the technical experts will continue to engage in online and in-person discussions as the development of the evaluation rubrics moves forward. 

User Acceptance Testing (UAT)
A state representative sample of LEAs will participate in a pilot test of select components of the LCFF evaluation rubrics. The pilot participants will provide information on the user interface with the system (e.g., user access, file upload and interface with front-end data display). Recommendations from the UAT will be used to develop the technical requirements of the system. The goal will be to test portions of the developing system with the UAT so that the system as a whole (data, outcome, and practice analyses) will be finalized based upon research and the reported usefulness by LEA users.

Revised Timeline- Next Steps for Development and Continued Public Engagement
Following is a revised outline of anticipated topics for future State Board of Education (SBE) meetings. This outline includes the list of SBE guiding principles for accountability system planning and the new timeline for the development of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics. In addition to accountability and the evaluation rubrics, the integrated timeline includes proposed topics related to the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) implementation process. The information that is shared will culminate in the creation of a policy framework and implementation plan that will need to be developed in conjunction with related legislation to complete the transition to LCFF as the foundation for a new accountability system. In particular, the transition to the new accountability system must afford the public with the opportunity to comment on the system as it evolves so stakeholders may weigh in on key questions for the SBE’s consideration. 
	SBE Meeting
	Proposed Transition to New Accountability System
	Development of LCFF Evaluation Rubrics
	Update on LCAP Template/ Implementation Process

	June 2015
	SBE Information Memorandum on states’ emerging accountability systems.
	SBE Information Memorandum that summarizes research related to indicators of college and career readiness, early warning systems, and indicator selection.


	Field test the electronic LCAP template.

	July 2015 SBE Meeting
	Review and reflections of emerging college and career accountability systems from other states that can inform the design of California’s system.


	Present SBE updated evaluation rubrics development plan and seek feedback regarding policy frame for the evaluation rubrics.
	

	July 2015-September 2015 Development Activities completed by CDE/SBE/ & WestEd Staff
	Develop an Information Memorandum that reviews California accountability components relative to the LCFF state priorities and SBE guiding principles.
	Develop evaluation rubrics prototypes. Analyze data and present findings in an SBE Information Memorandum to define California context for the LCFF evaluation rubrics. 


	Analysis of LCAP electronic template pilot.


	SBE Meeting
	Proposed Transition to New Accountability System
	Development of LCFF Evaluation Rubrics
	Update on LCAP Template/ Implementation Process

	September 2015 SBE Meeting
	Present recommendations for proposed policy framework that articulate expectations for districts, schools, charter schools and county offices of education. These recommendations will create support structures to foster transparency, flexibility, and equity.

	Present recommendations for proposed policy framework to structure the evaluation rubrics prototype to align with the SBE’s policy frame. Discuss the decision points on standards and expectations for improvement and parameters for local metrics to support the proposed framework. 
	Report on LCAP electronic template pilot test results. 

	September 2015- December 2015

Development Activities
	Analysis of “underbrush” of the existing accountability statutes and regulations that may need to be modified to align with and support California’s new accountability system.
	Provide process to gather user feedback for select components of the evaluation rubrics based on state representative sample of LEAs participating in User Acceptance Testing (UAT).


	

	November 2015 SBE Meeting
	Recommendations for a Framework and Implementation Plan for Accountability System – Comprehensive design architecture with specifications reflecting policy implications for a new accountability system.


	Update on UAT piloting select components of the LCFF evaluation rubrics design options and integration of data.


	Lessons learned from submitting Year 2 LCAP and first year Annual Update. 



	SBE Meeting
	Proposed Transition to New Accountability System
	Development of LCFF Evaluation Rubrics
	Update on LCAP Template/ Implementation Process

	January 2016 SBE Meeting 
	Develop components that provide useful information that helps parents, districts, charter schools, and county offices of education and policymakers make important decisions.
	Present the SBE with final design features of the evaluation rubrics based on user pilot experiences and feedback.


	Present the proposed electronic LCAP template to be released in February 2016. 



	March 2016
	Discuss strategies to build capacity and increase support for districts, charter schools and county offices.
	Present the SBE with update on use and evaluation of the rubrics prototype.


	Discussion on efforts to diagnose and respond to challenges through school-based quality improvement.

	May 2016
	Present system elements that encourage continuous improvement focused on student-level outcomes, using multiple measures for state and local priorities.


	Finalize evaluation rubrics based on guidance from the SBE, feedback from LEAs, COEs and as appropriate input from stakeholders.
	

	July 2016
	Promote system-wide integration and innovation.
	Final LCFF Evaluation Rubrics for SBE Adoption. 

	


6-26-15 [State Board of Education]

California Education Code Sections 52064.5, 47607.3, 52071, 52071.5, 52072, 52072.5, 52060, 52066, 52064, and 52052
Please note: the California Education Code sections referenced below do not reflect the changes included in the 2015-2016 budget adoption and the enacted revisions to legislation through the recently passed budget bills. 
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.

6-26-15 [State Board of Education]

[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3]
6/25/2015 10:31 AM

6/26/2015 8:57 AM


