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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

California’s new accountability and continuous improvement system is being built on the foundations of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF). The new local, state, and federal accountability system will provide a more complete picture of what contributes to a positive educational experience for students by reporting performance on multiple measures across the LCFF priorities.
The State Board of Education (SBE) is required to develop an accountability tool, known as evaluation rubrics, that assists local educational agencies (LEAs) in identifying strengths, weaknesses, and areas in need of improvement across all LCFF priorities. The SBE adopted the evaluation rubrics, including the performance standards for all the local performance indicators and state indicators, at their September 2016 and January 2017 meetings. 
This item includes an update on the development of the new accountability system, an overview of alternative schools in preparation for the development of indicators for alternative schools, and an update on the local indicators, specifically the work being undertaken by the School Conditions and Climate Work Group (SCCWG). 

This item is the thirteenth in a series of regular updates on California’s progress towards transitioning to an integrated local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system based on multiple measures, as defined by the LCFF. The purpose of this item is to present the SBE with an update on the rollout of the evaluation rubrics, also known as the California School Dashboard, including an update on the local indicators, and development of indicators for alternative schools.
RECOMMENDATION

There is no recommended action for this item.  
BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES

Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5 identifies three statutory purposes for the LCFF evaluation rubrics: to support LEAs in identifying strengths, weaknesses and areas for improvement; to assist in determining whether LEAs are eligible for technical assistance; and to assist the State Superintendent of Public Instruction in determining whether LEAs are eligible for more intensive state support/intervention.  
In March 2017, the field test for the California School Dashboard will be released to the public. The Dashboard is a Web site with a series of easy-to-use reports showing how LEAs and schools are performing on the concise set of state and local indicators that the SBE included in the evaluation rubrics. In anticipation of this public release, the California Department of Education (CDE) and SBE hosted a series of Webinars throughout February 2017 to assist LEAs prepare for the release. An LEA preview of the Dashboard began in early February 2017, to assist LEAs with becoming familiar with the Dashboard, the state and local indicators, and the methodology for measuring performance. 
Attachment 1 is an update on the California School Dashboard rollout. Staff will provide an orientation of the Dashboard at the March meeting.

Attachment 2 is an update related to the work of the state indicators for the 2017–18 school year and future years to inform action by the SBE in September 2017 for the fall 2017-18 Dashboard release in November.
Attachment 3 provides information about guest speakers, Dr. Jorge Ruiz de Velasco, Associate Director, John W. Gardner Center at Stanford University, Dr. Roger Rice, Deputy Superintendent, Student Services, Ventura County Office of Education, and Ms. Elsbeth Prigmore, Principal, Pioneer Continuation High School.
Attachment 4 is an update on the School Conditions and Climate Work Group. Staff and two guest presenters will provide a verbal update on their progress to date to the SBE at the March meeting.
Attachment 5 provides an updated draft timeline for the integrated, local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system that includes a summary of outreach with stakeholders. 
Attachment 6 contains EC sections referencing the LCFF.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

In February 2017, the SBE received the following information memoranda:
· Updated Summary of SBE Actions Related to Adopting the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics 
(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb17item01v2.doc)
· Update on the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics Components: Statements of Model Practices 

(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exe-jan17item02.doc)
In January 2017, the SBE approved the Academic Indicator, based on student test scores on English Language Arts/Literacy (ELA) and Mathematics for grades 3–8, that includes results from the second year of Smarter Balanced tests, and the definition of the EL student group for the Academic Indicator. Additionally, the SBE approved the self-reflection tools for local educational LEAs to determine progress on the local performance indicators for Implementation of State Academic Standards (Priority 2) and Parent Engagement (Priority 3).   

(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jan17item02.doc)
In January 2017, the SBE received the following information memoranda:

· Update on School Conditions and Climate Workgroup

(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exe-jan17item01.doc)
In December 2016, the SBE received the following information memoranda:
· Overview of Course Enrollment/Completion Data Collection
(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-nov16item01.doc)
· Update on the Draft of the Local Performance Indicators: Implementation of State Academic Standards (Priority 2) and Parent Engagement (Priority 3) 
(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-dec16item01.doc)
· Summary of State Board of Education Actions Related to Adopting the Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-dec16item02.doc)
In November 2016, the SBE approved the proposed self-reflection tools for LEAs to determine progress on the local performance indicators for Basics (Priority 1), School Climate (Priority 6), Coordination of Services for Expelled Students (Priority 9), and Coordination of Services for Foster Youth (Priority 10). The SBE also clarified that LEAs must report the results of the local measurement of progress to their local governing boards at a regularly scheduled public meeting of the local governing board. 
Additionally, the CDE withdrew a recommendation to adopt the performance standards for the academic indicator based on the percent of students who met or exceeded standards for English language arts and mathematics Smarter Balanced test results for grades three through eighth. The CDE agreed to present a revised recommendation using scale scores to measure schools progress at the January SBE 2017 meeting.
(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/nov16item03.doc) 
At the November 2016 meeting, the SBE also adopted the proposed Revised Local Control and Accountability Plan and Annual Update Template. (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/nov16item04.doc) 

In October 2016, the SBE received the following information memoranda:

· Proposed approaches on the use of self-assessment tools and menu of local measures for LEAs to determine progress on the local performance indicators (September CPAG/SBE Study Session: http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/documents/memo-cpag-sep16item02.doc and October CPAG/SBE Study Session: http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/documents/memo-cpag-oct16item04.doc).  
· An overview of the historical information on alternative school accountability and upcoming activities in the development of the new alternate accountability system (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-oct16item03.doc). 
· An update on the progress of the English Learner Indicator Work Group (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-oct16item02.doc). 
In September 2016, the SBE approved the performance standards for all local indicators and all but one of the state indicators, and the annual process for the SBE to review the rubrics to determine if updates or revisions are necessary. The SBE also directed CDE staff to: (1) develop recommended cut scores and performance categories for the ELA and mathematics assessments in grades three through eight, (2) further develop the statements of model practices, (3) continue the developmental work on the CCI (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/sep16item01.doc). 
In September 2016, the SBE also received the following information memorandum:

· An update on the proposed revisions to the LCAP template and instructions (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-lasso-sep16item01.doc) 
In August 2016, the SBE received the following information memoranda:
· An update on developing the new accountability and continuous improvement system draft timeline (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-aug16item01.doc) 
· A framework for supporting local educational agencies and schools (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-aug16item02.doc) 
· An overview of the college/career indicator structure and proposed measures (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-aug16item01.doc) 
· Proposed percentile cut scores for state indicators (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-aug16item02rev.doc) 
In July 2016, the SBE approved a design for the LCFF evaluation rubrics that includes: a measure of college/career readiness; a methodology for establishing standards for the LCFF priorities that are not addressed by the state indicators; the inclusion of standard for the use of school climate surveys to support a broader assessment on school climate (Priority 6); the inclusion of an equity report; and directed staff to develop an updated timeline (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/jul16item02.doc).  
In June 2016, the SBE received the following information memoranda:
· Update on possible student-growth models to communicate Smarter Balanced Results 

(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun16item01.doc)

· A summary of the decisions on accountability and continuous improvement that were approved at the May 2016 meeting 

(http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-jun16item01.doc) 

· Draft statements of model practices (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-jun16item02.doc)

· Process to identify options for school climate surveys and a composite measure of English learner proficiency (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun16item02.doc)
In May 2016, the SBE approved a design for the LCFF evaluation rubrics that includes: a set of state indicators; a methodology for calculating performance as a combination of status and change for the state indicators in order to differentiate performance at the LEA and school levels, and for student groups; a component that supports the use of local data; and concepts for a top-level display. The SBE also directed staff to prepare a recommendation for the July 2016 Board meeting for establishing standards for the LCFF priorities that are not addressed by the state indicators and options for incorporating college and career readiness, local climate surveys, and an English learner composite into the overall LCFF evaluation rubrics design (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/may16item02revised.doc). 

In April 2016, the SBE received the following information memoranda:
· A summary of the decisions on accountability and continuous improvement that were approved at the March 2016 meeting (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-amard-apr16item01.doc) 
· Further analysis on potential key indicators (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-apr16item02.doc) 
· Additional analysis on the graduation rate to inform the methodology to set standards for performance and expectations for improvement (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-apr16item04.doc) 
· Results of Local Control and Accountability Plan Template Redesign Stakeholder Survey (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-lasso-apr16item01.doc)   
In March 2016, the SBE reviewed the proposed architecture of the single, coherent accountability and continuous improvement system and options for developing a concise set of state indicators for accountability and continuous improvement purposes. The SBE took action to direct staff to proceed with further analysis and design work to develop a complete draft of the LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/mar16item23.doc).

In February 2016, the SBE received a series of information memoranda on the following topics:
· Updated timeline that details the proposed transition to the new accountability and continuous improvement system (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item01.doc).  
· Common terminology and definition of terms used to describe the proposed architecture for the new accountability and continuous improvement system (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item02.doc).
· Draft architecture that clarifies how the pieces of the emerging, integrated accountability system will fit together (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item03.doc).
· Further analysis on the graduation rate indicator to illustrate potential standards (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item04.doc). 
· Options for key indicators that satisfy the requirements of the LCFF and ESSA (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb16item05.doc).
· Overview of student-level growth models for Smarter Balanced summative assessment results (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-feb16item01.doc).
· Review of college and career indicator (CCI) options (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-feb16item02.doc).
FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

The 2016–17 state budget includes $71.9 billion in the Proposition 98 Guarantee. This includes an increase of more than $2.9 billion to support the continued implementation of LCFF and builds upon the investment of more than $12.8 billion provided over the last three years. This increase brings the formula to 96 percent of full implementation. 
ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1: California School Dashboard Update (2 Pages)
Attachment 2: Update on State Indicator Development for 2017–18 (3 Pages)
Attachment 3: Alternative Schools Overview (2 Pages)
Attachment 4: Update on the School Conditions and Climate Work Group (7 Pages)

Attachment 5: Draft Timeline for the Integrated, Local, State, and Federal Accountability and Continuous Improvement System, Including Outreach with Stakeholders (10 Pages)
Attachment 6:
California Education Code Sections 52064.5, 47607, 47607.3, 52071, 52071.5, 52072, 52072.5, 52060, 52066, 52064, and 52052 (18 Pages)

California School Dashboard Update
The California School Dashboard is a new Web site that shows how local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools are performing on the state and local indicators included in California’s new school accountability system. 

California is currently field-testing the Dashboard to gather feedback before California’s accountability and continuous improvement system for LEAs is fully operational in 
2017–18. This Attachment highlights some activities to support the public rollout of the Dashboard’s field test in March 2017.

Webinars 

On February 10, 2017, the Dashboard preview opened for LEAs. To assist LEAs in understanding the Dashboard features, an Orientation Webinar (http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/dashboardorientation.pdf) was developed and offered on six separate occasions from February 2 to 7, 2017. Approximately 1300 people participated across the six Webinars. 
Beginning on February 8, 2017, the California Department of Education (CDE) also hosted a five-part In-depth Webinar Series, which averaged 500 participants per Webinar, and reviewed the following aspects of the Dashboard:

1. Overview of the Dashboard and Impact on LCAP Development 

2. Academic Indicator 

3. English Learner Progress Indicator and Suspension Rate Indicator 

4. Graduation Rate and College/Career Indicator 

5. Local Performance Indicators and Chronic Absenteeism, and the statements of model practices and local indicators

The slides for these Webinars are being prepared for posting to the CDE California Accountability Model & School Dashboard Web page http://www.cde.ca.gov/dashboard. (Select the Resources tab.) 

Communications Toolkit

A communications toolkit is available to support communications with local stakeholders about the Dashboard. The communications toolkit includes: core messages, key points, a sample Web site blurb, a sample letter to stakeholders, and a sample PowerPoint presentation. Additional resources, such as translations of select materials, a one-page summary of the Dashboard and new accountability system, and short introductory video, are in development. This toolkit is available on the California Department of Education Accountability Model & School Dashboard Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/dashboard. (Select the Communications Toolkit tab.)
Update on State Indicator Development for 2017–18

The State Board of Education (SBE) is required to develop an accountability tool, known as evaluation rubrics, that assists local educational agencies (LEAs) in identifying strengths, weaknesses, and areas in need of improvement across all LCFF priorities. 
The SBE adopted the evaluation rubrics, including the performance standards for all the local performance indicators and state indicators, at their September 2016 and January 2017 meetings. The California School Dashboard is a new website that shows how LEAs and schools are performing on the indicators included in the evaluation rubrics.  The Dashboard is how performance data from the evaluation rubrics will be displayed publicly.

In approving the new accountability tool, the SBE also approved an annual process to review the indicators and performance standards to consider whether changes or improvements are needed based on newly available data, recent research, and feedback from stakeholders. The annual review process requires that the California Department of Education (CDE) update the SBE at their March meeting on which indicators are under consideration for review and/or revisions for action at the September SBE meeting. 

As this is the initial year of the rollout of the evaluation rubrics, this attachment identifies a multi-year plan for four state indicators that the CDE will review for consideration in the 2017–18 and 2018–19 California School Dashboard release: (1) College/Career Indicator (CCI), (2) student-level growth model, (3) Chronic Absenteeism Indicator, and (4) English Learner Progress Indicator (ELPI).

College/Career Indicator 

At the September 2016 SBE meeting, the SBE adopted the CCI as a state indicator for measuring performance in priority 7 (access to a broad course of study) and priority 8 (outcomes in a broad course of study). Prior discussions related to the CCI aligned the four performance levels with the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment achievement levels as follows:  

· Well Prepared 
(Note: this achievement level was not adopted and will not be in the initial release of the Dashboard)

· Prepared

· Approaching Prepared

· Not Prepared

In the absence of robust career data, valid and reliable career criteria for the “Well Prepared” performance level could not be determined and was not ultimately adopted by the SBE. The SBE expressed further concern that the CCI model contained an over-emphasis on college measures and directed CDE staff to evaluate the model, with input from education researchers, practitioners, and stakeholders, to develop a revised CCI model for the fall 2017 Dashboard. 
The initial spring 2017 release of the Dashboard does not include the CCI as a state indicator. Instead, the CCI will be included in one of the detailed reports on the Dashboard. The first time the Dashboard will report the CCI (Status only) as a state indicator will be in the fall 2017 release. The first graduating class to take the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessments as juniors was in the spring of 2015, when the assessment first became operational. Therefore, the 2015–16 four-year graduation cohort is the first cohort with grade 11 Smarter Balanced Summative Assessments results. The fall 2018 Dashboard will be the first time Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment results will be available for two graduating classes (Class of 2016 and Class of 2017), and therefore, the first time the CCI will have Status and Change reported. 

Although the grade 11 Smarter Balanced Assessment results are included in the CCI, the Dashboard detailed reports will also include a grade 11 report that provides the Status and Change based on the Distance from Level 3 methodology approved for the grades three through eight Academic Indicator. Including the grade 11 report in the Dashboard will provide transparency to the public regarding how well grade 11 students are performing on the statewide English language arts and mathematics assessments. 

The CDE will bring together individuals to serve on a CCI Work Group that will explore revisions to the CCI for implementation in fall 2017 and future years. These are some sample questions for consideration by the CCI Work Group: 

· What additional valid and reliable measures for career preparedness are currently available and what measures need to be collected in the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS)?

· What additional reports should be included in the Dashboard that would provide LEAs and schools with actionable data to improve their CCI performance level? 

· Are there methodologies that would ensure that all graduates, not just students who are prepared, contribute to the CCI performance level? 

· Can student course-taking information currently collected in CALPADS be used to measure access to a broad course of study (Priority 7) in the CCI? 

· What is required to improve the course-taking information?

Student-Level Growth Model

In January 2017, CDE staff met with the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) Stakeholder Group to discuss the criteria for a student-level growth model that would become the “Change” component in the Academic Indicator. The CAASPP Stakeholders’ feedback was shared with the Technical Design Group (TDG) at their February 2017 meeting. 

CDE continues to discuss the modeling with their testing vendor, Educational Testing Service (ETS), who will be producing two growth model options for review. The CDE will make a recommendation to the SBE on which two student-growth models to explore further at the May SBE meeting. The work on the growth model will take approximately 12 to 18 months to complete. Therefore, the earliest a student-level growth model could be incorporated in the Academic Indicator is the fall 2018 Dashboard release. The CDE will regularly update the SBE on the progress of the growth model.

Chronic Absenteeism Indicator

At the September 2016 SBE meeting, the SBE adopted chronic absenteeism as a state indicator. Attendance data that is needed to calculate chronic absenteeism will be collected through CALPADS for the first time at the end of the 2016–17 school year. The CDE will review the quality of the data collected and work with the TDG to determine the best methodology for calculating the Chronic Absenteeism Indicator. An update on the progress of the indicator and a potential timeline for inclusion in the Dashboard will be provided to the SBE at the September 2017 SBE meeting. 

English Learner Progress Indicator

The SBE directed the CDE to determine if long-term English learners could be incorporated in the ELPI. The CDE convened a Work Group in October 2016, and, to date, the group has held three meetings. The ELPI Work Group will have their last scheduled meeting in late March 2017. The CDE anticipates providing a recommendation to the SBE on the ELPI at the May 2017 SBE meeting. For more information on the progress of the Work Group, see Attachment 5.   

Alternative Schools Overview
As referenced in the information memorandum to the SBE in October 2016, Introduction to the Development of a New Alternative Accountability System ((http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-oct16item03.doc), the SBE will hear a presentation from a panel of alternative education researcher and practitioners. 

Jorge Ruiz de Velasco is the Associate Director of the John W. Gardner Center at Stanford University. Prior to his position at the Gardner Center, Dr. Ruiz de Velasco served as the Director of the Chief Justice Earl Warren Institute on Law and Social Policy at the University of California Berkeley. The focus of Dr. Ruiz de Velasco’s presentation will be on the variations among alternative schools and the challenges these schools encounter.
Roger Rice serves as the Deputy Superintendent for Student Services with the Ventura County Office of Education (VCOE) where he is responsible for Court and Community Schools; Special Education; Career Education; Charter Schools; Migrant, Foster and Homeless Youth; and Student Competitions. Prior to his current assignment with VCOE, Dr. Rice served as an Assistant Superintendent and High School Principal with the Oxnard Union High School District, and as Dean of Students with the Hueneme School District. Dr. Rice began his career as a teacher, coach and Gang and Substance Abuse Resource Advisor at Montgomery High School in the Sweetwater Union High School District where he grew up and went to school as a student.
Elsbeth Prigmore is the Principal of Pioneer Continuation High School within the Shasta Union High School District where she has worked for 16 years. The past 12 years she has spent directing alternative education schools at each grade span within the District. Ms. Prigmore has a Masters of Education and Community Health Services with an emphasis in Primary Prevention Teenage Drug and Alcohol Abuse. Ms. Prigmore is a member of the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA) Board of Directors Region 1, and formally served as the ACSA Educational Options Council President from 2013 to 2016. 
As way of background on this topic, the following publications are provided for review:
Alternative Accountability Policy Forum. (2014) Policy Forum Proceedings. Retrieved from http://www.alternativeaccountabilityforum.org/2014-alternative-accountability-policy-forum-proceedings.html 

Legislative Analyst’s Office. (2015) Next Steps for Improving State Accountability for Alternative Schools. Retrieved from http://lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/edu/alt-ed/improving-accountability-051615.pdf 

Ruiz de Velasco, et al. (2008) Alternative Education Options: A Descriptive Study of California Continuation High Schools. Stanford, CA: John W. Gardner Center at Stanford University, the National Center for Urban Transformation at San Diego State University, and WestEd. Retrieved from https://gardnercenter.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/Alternative%20Education%20Options%20Issue%20Brief.pdf 
Ruiz de Velasco, Jorge, McLaughlin, M. (2012) Raising the Bar, Building Capacity: Driving Improvement in California’s Continuation High Schools. Berkeley, CA: 
The Chief Justice Earl Warren Institute on Law & Social Policy at University of California, Berkeley, and John W. Gardner Center at Stanford University. Retrieved from https://gardnercenter.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/Raising%20the%20Bar_Building%20Capacity%20Report.pdf 

Ruiz de Velasco, Jorge, and Daisy Gonzales. (2017) Continuous Improvement Series: Accountability for Alternative Schools in California
http://edpolicyinca.org/publications/continuous-improvement-series-accountability-alternative-schools-california
Warren, Paul. (2016) Accountability for California’s Alternative Schools. San Francisco, CA: Public Policy Institute of California. Retrieved from http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_516PWR.pdf 
	
	Update on School Conditions and Climate Workgroup 


Background

The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) statute (California Education Code (EC) Section 52060(d) (6)) identifies three measures relevant to school climate. Two of these, pupil suspension and pupil expulsion rates, are collected and reported statewide at the Local Educational Agency (LEA), school, and student group levels. The third is “other local measures, including surveys of pupils, parents, and teachers on the sense of safety and school connectedness.” There is currently no statewide survey or other measure required of all LEAs related to safety and school connectedness. 

At its July 13, 2016 meeting, the State Board of Education (SBE) approved a methodology for establishing standards for local performance indicators, including one related to the use of local climate surveys to support a broader assessment of performance related to School Climate (LCFF Priority 6). The SBE adopted the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics, now called the California School Dashboard, including the standard for the use of local climate surveys, at its September 2016 meeting (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/sep16item01.doc). The approved approach focuses on the initial year of implementation of the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics as the state transitions to an integrated local, state, and federal accountability and continuous improvement system. 
The purpose of the School Conditions and Climate Workgroup (CCWG) is to explore options for further development in the area of school climate measures (Priority 6) and in relation to the broader context of school conditions as part of California’s accountability and continuous improvement system. The role of the CCWG is advisory to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the California Department of Education (CDE). 
The CCWG includes a broad range of stakeholders with various perspectives to assist in developing advisory recommendations to the CDE for creating and using school conditions and climate metrics.

CCWG Work to Date 

Initially, the CCWG worked to develop a foundation for developing recommendations and to help shape future work. This includes a working definition and features of school conditions and climate, a recommendation framework that summarizes the elements of work the CCWG is discussing and exploring to advise the CDE, and cross-cutting themes/considerations that underlie all of the elements. The foundation was developed and shaped through CCWG in-person meetings and with information garnered from stakeholder engagement sessions.

A summary of the definition and features, recommendation framework, and the CCWG timeline is available in the January 2017 SBE Information Memorandum (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/infomemojan2017.asp).  The list of CCWG members, roles and responsibilities of membership, and a description of the cross-cutting themes is also included in the January Memorandum. The last page of this attachment includes an updated version of the definition, features, and cross-cutting themes (lenses). 

The CCWG formed subgroup teams (Scale, Modality, and Validity) to explore each element of the recommendation framework in depth. The exploration led to three key questions that warrant further consideration.  

Key Questions
· What information should be collected?

· How should we collect the information?

· How do we best interpret and use the collected information? 

As the CCWG has developed and responded to these questions, several important elements have emerged as organizing frames, including the following:

· “Data” which describes the information that should be collected, including the:

1. Scale or scope of data (e.g. statewide, local, hybrid, other)

2. Modality or method of collecting the data (e.g. tools, surveys, observations, others)

3. Validity of the data (e.g. use, meaning, evidence, credibility) 

· “Meaning” refers to a cycle of inquiry/reflecting on policies and practices by analyzing data, understanding meaning, and implementing changes to support improved school conditions and climate.   

· “Use” refers to strategies for supporting implementation of data collection and use, including guides and resources for collection of the data, interpretation of the data, and appropriate use of the data.

· “System of Support” refers to a network of state, LEA, and stakeholder support for continuous feedback and improvement. 
Summary of Main Ideas
A summary of the ongoing work of the CCWG subgroups to date/their key ideas is provided below: 

Scale Subgroup

· Select a limited number of specific survey items that we recommended for use by all LEAs, covering a common set of constructs (themes) across identified conditions and climate areas. In determining the survey items, seek to build on best practices already in place in many LEAs across the state and provide useful continuity for districts already implementing tools to monitor school climate.
· Make available other vetted items and tools for LEAs that wish to deepen and capture detail that cannot be captured in a survey (e.g. reflective tools, site visit protocols, structured input sessions/focus groups).
· Collect local data at the state level to aid in developing productive connections, partnerships, and communities of practice among LEA’s, county offices of education, and community-based organizations. 
· Research/evidence-based guides to provide supports to LEAs, CDE, and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence to interpret results and guide additional discussion into underlying causes, challenges, and opportunities.
· Use a phased approach to implementation, ongoing analysis of performance of the tools being used by LEA’s and the ability to support continuous improvement at the local level over time.

Modality Subgroup
· Focus on data collection, including a variety of methods/tools for gathering data (surveys, polling, walkthrough, evaluation rubrics, etc.). 
· Data questions can be uniform and sequential: unique to the local community or unique to the modality (e.g. state polling for statewide vs. local survey for specific topic/school site). 

· Involvement of all stakeholders (e.g. students, parents, families, teachers, administrators, community) whenever possible. 

· Focus on data should not just be about collection, but also use and meaning of the data. LEAs should utilize a variety of modalities in deriving meaning from data (e.g. focus groups, walkthrough, interviews), involve stakeholders in the data analysis, and provide opportunities for input.  
· Use of data should be effective and appropriate, stimulate inquiry and meaning as part of the continuous improvement process, support updates made to the Local Control Accountability Plan and development of new programs or policies. A cross reference should be used to verify and/or challenge initial findings, so that not one single modality defines the entire process of meeting the performance standards for Priority 6.

· For any modality used, there should be exemplars/model practices and guiding questions linked back to the school conditions and climate definition. 

· An equity lens should be applied to all modalities. 

· Modalities should be vetted through a research-based review process.        

· State should provide some level of funding for data collection. 

Validity Subgroup
· Appropriate use, meaning, and credibility of the data: provide a framework for reliability of evidence (internal consistency, test-retest, alternate forms, and rater) particularly for stakeholders who intend to use items for decision-making with potential consequences for vulnerable groups. 

· Defining terms and agreeing to constructs (themes): such as widely agreed upon themes and common language e.g., “SEL” and technical terms e.g., “factors” vs “scales.”
· Research, evidence, and principles to support constructs (themes): uphold the principles of educational assessment by examining the role of student cognition, observation, and interpretation in supporting the scalability of school climate and conditions results.
Summary of the California Practitioners Advisory Group Feedback

On Thursday, February 16, 2017, representatives from the CCWG support team presented to the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) a summary of the CCWG work to date. The presentation included updates on the working definition, features, and the elements of “data”, “use”, and “meaning”. CPAG members were asked three questions to guide their reflection on the work of the CCWG to date:

· What are your thoughts about how districts could be collecting the data? 

· What are your thoughts about how districts might analyze and make decisions to improve school climate based on their data? 

· What supports/resources do you think districts might need to select/collect data and derive meaning? 

CPAG members’ feedback was gathered and is summarized below. This feedback will be used to inform future CCWG work. 

The CPAG provided valuable feedback, including current practices, tools, and systems that are being utilized. In addition, the CPAG highlighted the following: 

· The importance of using common definitions and terms to guide the work, even the wording/naming of a tool is critical in administration

· The significance of multiple sources and methods of data, including various levels (parent, student, families, etc.) in tool selection and analysis   

· Administration of tools- when conducted and how analyzed is critical to the process 

· The need for:

· Transparency of data and planning with stakeholders 

· Connections to state academic indicators 

· List of reviewed/selected resources, model examples, training 

· Student voice such as statewide student focus groups.    

· The applicability of CCWG elements [“data”, “use”, and “meaning”] to other LCFF priorities 

Stakeholder Engagement Opportunities 
In addition to regularly scheduled CCWG in-person meetings, CDE staff, with assistance from WestEd, have engaged in ongoing stakeholder input opportunities through webinars, online surveys, and in-person sessions to support the work of the CCWG. 

Additional information on the CCWG stakeholder engagements sessions and work to date is located on WestEd’s Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) Channel at https://lcff.wested.org/category/school-conditions-and-climate/. 

The next opportunity for stakeholder input will be:
· Spring CCWG Stakeholder Input Session, March 7, 2017, 2:00 p.m.–3:30 p.m., Scripps Mesa Center Conference Center, 10380 Spring Canyon Road, San Diego, California

Link to register for the event: https://goo.gl/forms/WOlyiZCMFQ2sEUY62 
School Conditions and Climate Workgroup Timeline

The following timeline summarizes the CCWG’s projected activities through September 2017 and builds on the CCWG’s work to date.
	School Conditions and Climate Work Group Timeline

	Month
	Event/Product/Milestone

	March 2017
	· Spring CCWG Stakeholder Input Session, March 7, 2017, Scripps Mesa Conference Center, 10380 Spring Canyon Road San Diego, CA, 2:00 p.m.–3:30 p.m.
· California Association of African-American Superintendents and Administrators (CAAASA) Professional Development Summit Session, March 8-10, 2017, San Diego
· CCWG in-person meeting March 21, 2017, at CDE
· The CCWG will continue working to develop and refine recommendations

	April 2017
	· The CCWG will continue working to develop and refine recommendations

· CCWG in-person meeting, April 27, 2017, WestEd Oakland

	May 2017
	· The CCWG will continue working to develop and refine recommendations
· CCWG in-person meeting, date TBD, at WestEd Sacramento
· Webinar—LCFF Evaluation Rubrics Local Performance Indicators: Update on School Conditions and Climate Work Group (Priority 6), Date TBD

	June 2017
	· The School Conditions and Climate Work Group will continue working to develop and refine recommendations 
· CCWG in-person meeting, June 6, 2017, at CDE 

	July 2017
	· The School Conditions and Climate Work Group will continue working to develop and refine recommendations 
· CDE convenes CCWG (WebEx, July 27, 2017)

	August 2017
	· CCWG in-person meeting, August 14, 2017, at WestEd Sacramento
· Summer CCWG Stakeholder Input Session, date and location TBD, Sacramento

Note: The CDE anticipates presenting its final recommendations for a transition plan to support the use of school conditions and climate measures in the accountability and continuous improvement system at the September 2017 SBE meeting (SBE Meeting Dates September 13-14, 2017)


Note: Dates and proposed development activities and updates to the SBE are subject to change with updates to be communicated via future memos and at SBE meetings.

	LOCAL CONTROL FUNDING FORMULA PRIORITY 6-SCHOOL CLIMATE 

	School climate: pupil suspension rates, pupil expulsion rates, other local measures including surveys of pupils, parents and teachers on the sense of safety and school connectedness. (Priority 6)

	DEFINITION

	“School Conditions and Climate” refers to the character and quality of school life. This includes the values, expectations, interpersonal relationships, critical resources, supports, and practices that foster a welcoming, inclusive, and academically challenging environment. Positive school climate and conditions ensure people in the school community feel socially, emotionally, and physically safe, supported, connected to the school, and engaged in learning and teaching.

	FEATURES

	Features that promote a positive school climate and affect the attitudes, behaviors, and performance of both students and staff include, but are not limited to:
· An intentional student-centric commitment to meeting the basic cognitive, social, emotional, and physical health needs of youth and fostering the competencies and mindsets that contribute to success in school, career, and life;

· Caring, trusting, respectful relationships among and between students, staff, parents, and families;

· High expectations for academic achievement and behavior and the social-emotional and pedagogical supports students need to meet those expectations;

· The presence of meaningful stakeholder participation that fosters a sense of contribution, empowerment, and ownership; and

· A sense of order and safety grounded in clearly communicated rules and expectations, fair and equitable discipline, and well-maintained resources and facilities.

	Equity Lens
	Validity Lens
	Family Engagement Lens

	The landscape of California schools includes a rich diversity of students with diverse needs that should be embraced to support community collaboration in a welcoming and responsive way. The CCWG’s intentional equity frame is intended to drive action aimed at increasing equity utilizing multiple layers of data disaggregation, including state, LEA, school, and student group levels.
	When considering what we measure, how we measure it, and how to interpret scores, we must work to ensure stakeholder understanding of the evidence to support particular uses of data. This includes helping data users to better understand tradeoffs when making choices about instruments related to issues with validity, reliability, fairness, and bias.
	Research shows that parent engagement improves academic achievement and school connectedness. It is essential to capture and reflect a diverse set of parent voices in the recommendation. To that end, the CDE will link existing and ongoing work supporting Family Engagement to the CCWG with an additional work group and/or focus groups as necessary.  


Draft Timeline for the Integrated, Local, State, and Federal

Accountability and Continuous Improvement System, Including Outreach with Stakeholders

Since the State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the initial phase of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) evaluation rubrics at its September 2016 meeting, staff have incorporated the feedback from the stakeholder input sessions and work groups to inform recommendations on the academic indicator, the remaining local performance indicators, and data displays for the California School Dashboard (Dashboard). The prototype for the initial phase of the Dashboard is flexible and intended to evolve based on user experiences and stakeholder feedback. Staff will continue to analyze feedback to make recommendations for system improvements. Below is a summary of the stakeholder input opportunities provided since the January 2017 meeting and an updated timeline of future accountability and continuous improvement tasks to be completed. 

· California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG): The CPAG (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/) met on February 16, 2017, and provided feedback on several policy options that will serve as a framework for the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) State Plan. The CPAG also received an update on the California School Dashboard and participated in several small group discussions around the Statements of Model Practice and the development of school conditions and climate measures in California’s accountability and continuous improvement system. The next CPAG meeting is scheduled for April 13, 2017.

· California School Dashboard: In March 2017, the field test for the California School Dashboard will be released to the public. In anticipation of this public release, the CDE and SBE hosted a series of Webinars throughout February 2017 to assist LEAs with becoming familiar with the Dashboard, the state and local indicators, and the methodology for measuring performance. In addition to the Webinars, staff held several structured input sessions to solicit feedback from stakeholders on various design features of the site. An LEA preview of the Dashboard was held beginning February 10, 2017, which gave LEAs an opportunity to review their performance data prior to the public launch. A communications toolkit has also been made available on CDE’s accountability webpage, to support communication with local stakeholders and the media about the Dashboard. 

· School Conditions and Climate Work Group: The CDE convened a School Conditions and Climate Work Group (CCWG) to make recommendations to support the SBE’s policy development in the area of school conditions and climate as outlined in the LCFF. The CCWG convened its first meeting via WebEx in September 2016 and has continued to meet monthly. The February CCWG meeting continued to focus on the work of subgroups within the CCWG, including discussions around data selection and collection, meaning, and use of data. The definition and features, recommendation framework, and the CCWG timeline is summarized in the January 2017 SBE Information Memorandum http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/infomemojan2017.asp). The memorandum also includes a list of CCWG members, roles and responsibilities of membership, and a description of the crosscutting themes. Guest presenters will provide a verbal update to the SBE at the March 2017 meeting. 

In addition to regularly scheduled CCWG in-person meetings, CDE staff, with assistance from WestEd, have engaged in ongoing stakeholder input opportunities through webinars, online surveys, and in-person sessions to support the work of the CCWG. Additional information on the CCWG stakeholder engagements sessions and work to date is located on WestEd’s LCFF Channel at https://lcff.wested.org/category/school-conditions-and-climate/.  

· English Learner Progress Indicator Work Group: The English Learner Progress Work Group met on January 25, 2017, and discussed the options for including students at-risk of becoming long-term English learners (AR-LTELs) and LTELs in the English Learner Progress Indicator. The Work Group was provided with the results of multiple simulations related to LTELs. Work group members had in-depth conversations regarding the simulation results. They also provided feedback on new LTEL reports being considered for DataQuest. In addition, the Work Group requested information for review at the March meeting. 

· Statements of Model Practices: Building upon the SBE direction for California Department of Education (CDE) staff to further develop the content of the Statements of Model Practices (Model Practices) and their linkages to external resources, the CDE posted an information memorandum (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exe-jan17item02.doc) on February 1, 2017, that provides an update regarding the development of the Model Practices. This memorandum describes the progress that is underway to engage stakeholders in the development and use of the Model Practices and the creation of a support system that will further their use and integration with local LCAP activities statewide. The CDE hosted a public information and input session on January 31, 2017, with over 130 participants from school districts, county offices of education, charter schools, and support and advocacy groups. A similar session will be scheduled for April 2017. Also, a Draft Statements of Model Practices Review and Feedback Survey was posted on February 1, 2017, and closed on February 24, 2017. 

	Timeframe
	SBE Review and Decision Points
	Ongoing Development and Tasks



	August 2016
	SBE received a series of Information Memorandum on the following topics:

· draft timeline and proposed annual review of the LCFF indicators,

· a framework for technical assistance, 

· an update on the college/career indicator and proposed cut-point and performance categories for the state indicators, and 

· an updated timeline to revise the LCAP template.
	Early August-Continue receiving feedback on accountability and continuous improvement:


· Conference Calls

· Standing Meetings

· Policy Input Sessions

Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the school conditions and climate work group 



	September 2016
	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

Initial Phase of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) Evaluation Rubrics for SBE Adoption.

· Performance categories for CAASPP, English Learner Proficiency, Graduation Rate, Suspension Rate, and College/Career Readiness.

· Criteria to determine eligibility for technical assistance based on performance on all LCFF priorities.

· Design dimensions for the evaluation rubrics web application that includes, but is not limited to, the top-level data display, equity report, and standard reports.

· CDE provides an update on the working groups to explore school conditions and climate and English learner proficiency indicator.

ESSA State Plan:

· Overview of the law and plan requirements, review of stakeholder feedback 
	California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting:

· CPAG provides feedback on draft ESSA State Plan 

· CPAG reviews plan for future work on state and local indicators (e.g., college /career readiness)

· CPAG reviews the plan to revise the LCAP template

Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the school conditions and climate work group 

Proposed Information Memorandum on updated draft for revised LCAP template and instructions 



	October 2016
	
	California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting:

· CPAG provides feedback on draft ESSA State Plan 

· CPAG reviews draft standards for the LCFF local performance measures

Early October-Continue receiving feedback on accountability and continuous improvement:


· Conference Calls

· Standing Meetings

· Policy Input Sessions

Work Groups:

· School conditions and climate work group will provide opportunities for stakeholder input 

· CDE convenes the English Learner Indicator work group

Proposed Information Memorandum on local indicators

	November 2016 

November 2016
	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

Update on local indicators to measure state priorities not addressed by the state indicators (e.g., priorities 1,2,3,6,7,8,9,10) and implications for state performance standards based on stakeholder input gathered in October 2016

CDE provides an update on the School Conditions and Climate work group and the English Learner Indicator work group. CDE also provides an update on the Statements of Model Practices.

LCAP Template:

Final changes to the LCAP template for SBE adoption. 

ESSA State Plan:

CDE presents first draft of ESSA State Plan based on stakeholder input, including CPAG comments, for SBE review. 


	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

· California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) workshop trainings 

ESSA State Plan:

· ESSA State Plan extended public comment period begins November 18

· ESSA State Plan Stakeholder Outreach Phase 2 begins

· Webinars

· Regional meetings

· Survey 

· Stakeholder engagement toolkit

	December 2016
	
	California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting:

· Provides feedback on ESSA State Plan Update
· Provides feedback on the Academic Indictor
· Update on the proposal to review the LCFF evaluation rubrics state and local  indicators and statements of model practices
Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the school conditions and climate work group
· School conditions and climate work group will provide opportunities for stakeholder input 
· CDE convenes the English Learner Indicator work group
· CDE Convenes the Technical Design Group (TDG)

	January 2017 


	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

· CDE presents recommendation for a new methodology that uses scale scores for the Academic Indicator and the definition of the English Learner (EL) student group in the Academic Indicator.

ESSA State Plan:

· CDE brings proposed guiding principles and a recommended approach to developing a State Plan based upon California’s current trajectory and needs for discussion and approval.
	Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the English Learner Indicator work group
· CDE convenes the School Conditions and Climate work group


	February 2017
	
	Early February-Continue receiving feedback on accountability and continuous improvement and California School Dashboard design:


· Conference Calls

· Standing Meetings

· Policy Input Sessions

· Webinars

· Structured Input Sessions

ESSA State Plan: 

CDE conducts extensive stakeholder outreach regarding options for remaining ESSA-related policy decisions to inform SBE decision-making.
California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting

· Provides feedback on various options related to remaining ESSA-related policy decisions to inform SBE-policy-making.
· Advise SBE on annual review of evaluation rubrics state and local indicators



	March 2017 


	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

Annual review of evaluation rubrics, which may include, but is not necessarily limited to the following:

· CAASPP performance categories

· English Learner Indicator

· Suspension Rate and School Climate 

· Academic Engagement

· College/Career Indicator

· CDE presents preliminary recommendations to the SBE for transition plan to support the use of school conditions and climate measures in the accountability and continuous improvement system.

ESSA State Plan:

CDE brings options for remaining ESSA-related policy decisions, including extensive input from stakeholders regarding advantages and disadvantages of each option, for SBE discussion and action, as appropriate.
	Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the English Learner Indicator work group

· CDE convenes the School Conditions and Climate Stakeholder Session



	April 2017 
	
	Early April-Continue receiving feedback on accountability and continuous improvement:


· Conference Calls

· Standing Meetings

· Policy Input Sessions

California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting

· Reviews progress on pilot of state and local indicators, feedback from SBE on annual review

· Provides feedback on LCAP Addendum and any remaining ESSA-related policy decisions before the SBE. 
Proposed Information Memorandum on the English Learner Indicator

	May 2017
	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

CDE presents recommendations to the SBE for transition plan to support the use of the English Learner Progress Indicator in the accountability and continuous improvement system during implementation of the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California. 

ESSA State Plan:

CDE brings working draft of complete ESSA State Plan for SBE feedback and approval of official 30 day public comment period 


	ESSA State Plan:

30 day public comment period begins

	June 2017
	
	Early June-Continue receiving feedback on accountability and continuous improvement:


· Conference Calls

· Standing Meetings

· Policy Input Sessions

ESSA State Plan:

30-day public comment period ends

California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting

· Update on state and local indicator pilots and implications for standards and technical assistance
· Feedback on working draft of complete ESSA state plan
Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the School Conditions and Climate Stakeholder Session

	July 2017
	ESSA State Plan:

CDE brings update on public comment period activities, including CPAG feedback and preliminary analysis of statewide public comment. 

New Accountability System for LEAs fully operational for 2017-18 academic year. 


	Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the School Conditions and Climate Stakeholder Session



	August 2017
	
	Early August-Continue receiving feedback on accountability and continuous improvement:


· Conference Calls

· Standing Meetings

· Policy Input Sessions

California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) Meeting

· Review ESSA State Plan public comment and provide input to SBE.

· Review proposal to revise evaluation rubrics based on the state and local indicator pilots and SBE annual review at the March SBE meeting

Work Groups:

· CDE convenes the School Conditions and Climate Stakeholder Session



	September 2017
	LCFF Evaluation Rubrics:

Possible action to revise the evaluation rubrics based on the annual review completed in March 2017, any updated data elements and indicators based on stakeholder input.

CDE presents recommendations to the SBE on the use of school climate measures in the accountability and continuous improvement system. 

SBE approves ESSA State Plan

California submits ESSA Consolidated State Plan to ED on September 18, 2017
	

	2018-19
	School accountability provisions under ESSA are implemented.


	


Note: Dates and proposed development activities are subject to change. The table will be updated and presented at future SBE meetings.
California Education Code Sections 52064.5, 47607, 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 2016-2017 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, 2016, 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 expectations for improvement in regard to each of the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060.

Education Code Section 47607.  

(a) (1) A charter may be granted pursuant to Sections 47605, 47605.5, and 47606 for a period not to exceed five years. A charter granted by a school district governing board, a county board of education, or the state board may be granted one or more subsequent renewals by that entity. Each renewal shall be for a period of five years. A material revision of the provisions of a charter petition may be made only with the approval of the authority that granted the charter. The authority that granted the charter may inspect or observe any part of the charter school at any time.

(2) Renewals and material revisions of charters are governed by the standards and criteria in Section 47605, and shall include, but not be limited to, a reasonably comprehensive description of any new requirement of charter schools enacted into law after the charter was originally granted or last renewed.

(3) (A) The authority that granted the charter shall consider increases in pupil academic achievement for all groups of pupils served by the charter school as the most important factor in determining whether to grant a charter renewal.

(B) For purposes of this section, “all groups of pupils served by the charter school” means a numerically significant pupil subgroup, as defined by paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) of Section 52052, served by the charter school.

(b) Commencing on January 1, 2005, or after a charter school has been in operation for four years, whichever date occurs later, a charter school shall meet at least one of the following criteria before receiving a charter renewal pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a):

(1) Attained its Academic Performance Index (API) growth target in the prior year or in two of the last three years both schoolwide and for all groups of pupils served by the charter school.

(2) Ranked in deciles 4 to 10, inclusive, on the API in the prior year or in two of the last three years.

(3) Ranked in deciles 4 to 10, inclusive, on the API for a demographically comparable school in the prior year or in two of the last three years.

(4) (A) The entity that granted the charter determines that the academic performance of the charter school is at least equal to the academic performance of the public schools that the charter school pupils would otherwise have been required to attend, as well as the academic performance of the schools in the school district in which the charter school is located, taking into account the composition of the pupil population that is served at the charter school.

(B) The determination made pursuant to this paragraph shall be based upon all of the following:

(i) Documented and clear and convincing data.

(ii) Pupil achievement data from assessments, including, but not limited to, the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program established by Article 4 (commencing with Section 60640) of Chapter 5 of Part 33 for demographically similar pupil populations in the comparison schools.

(iii) Information submitted by the charter school.

(C) A chartering authority shall submit to the Superintendent copies of supporting documentation and a written summary of the basis for any determination made pursuant to this paragraph. The Superintendent shall review the materials and make recommendations to the chartering authority based on that review. The review may be the basis for a recommendation made pursuant to Section 47604.5.

(D) A charter renewal may not be granted to a charter school prior to 30 days after that charter school submits materials pursuant to this paragraph.

(5) Qualified for an alternative accountability system pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 52052.

(c) (1) A charter may be revoked by the authority that granted the charter under this chapter if the authority finds, through a showing of substantial evidence, that the charter school did any of the following:

(A) Committed a material violation of any of the conditions, standards, or procedures set forth in the charter.

(B) Failed to meet or pursue any of the pupil outcomes identified in the charter.

(C) Failed to meet generally accepted accounting principles, or engaged in fiscal mismanagement.

(D) Violated any provision of law.

(2) The authority that granted the charter shall consider increases in pupil academic achievement for all groups of pupils served by the charter school as the most important factor in determining whether to revoke a charter.

(d) Before revocation, the authority that granted the charter shall notify the charter school of any violation of this section and give the school a reasonable opportunity to remedy the violation, unless the authority determines, in writing, that the violation constitutes a severe and imminent threat to the health or safety of the pupils.

(e) Before revoking a charter for failure to remedy a violation pursuant to subdivision (d), and after expiration of the school’s reasonable opportunity to remedy without successfully remedying the violation, the chartering authority shall provide a written notice of intent to revoke and notice of facts in support of revocation to the charter school. No later than 30 days after providing the notice of intent to revoke a charter, the chartering authority shall hold a public hearing, in the normal course of business, on the issue of whether evidence exists to revoke the charter. No later than 30 days after the public hearing, the chartering authority shall issue a final decision to revoke or decline to revoke the charter, unless the chartering authority and the charter school agree to extend the issuance of the decision by an additional 30 days. The chartering authority shall not revoke a charter, unless it makes written factual findings supported by substantial evidence, specific to the charter school, that support its findings.

(f) (1) If a school district is the chartering authority and it revokes a charter pursuant to this section, the charter school may appeal the revocation to the county board of education within 30 days following the final decision of the chartering authority.

(2) The county board of education may reverse the revocation decision if the county board of education determines that the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (e) are not supported by substantial evidence. The school district may appeal the reversal to the state board.

(3) If the county board of education does not issue a decision on the appeal within 90 days of receipt, or the county board of education upholds the revocation, the charter school may appeal the revocation to the state board.

(4) The state board may reverse the revocation decision if the state board determines that the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (e) are not supported by substantial evidence. The state board may uphold the revocation decision of the school district if the state board determines that the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (e) are supported by substantial evidence.

(g) (1) If a county office of education is the chartering authority and the county board of education revokes a charter pursuant to this section, the charter school may appeal the revocation to the state board within 30 days following the decision of the chartering authority.

(2) The state board may reverse the revocation decision if the state board determines that the findings made by the chartering authority under subdivision (e) are not supported by substantial evidence.

(h) If the revocation decision of the chartering authority is reversed on appeal, the agency that granted the charter shall continue to be regarded as the chartering authority.

(i) During the pendency of an appeal filed under this section, a charter school, whose revocation proceedings are based on subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (c), shall continue to qualify as a charter school for funding and for all other purposes of this part, and may continue to hold all existing grants, resources, and facilities, in order to ensure that the education of pupils enrolled in the school is not disrupted.

(j) Immediately following the decision of a county board of education to reverse a decision of a school district to revoke a charter, the following shall apply:

(1) The charter school shall qualify as a charter school for funding and for all other purposes of this part.

(2) The charter school may continue to hold all existing grants, resources, and facilities.

(3) Any funding, grants, resources, and facilities that had been withheld from the charter school, or that the charter school had otherwise been deprived of use, as a result of the revocation of the charter shall be immediately reinstated or returned.

(k) A final decision of a revocation or appeal of a revocation pursuant to subdivision (c) shall be reported to the chartering authority, the county board of education, and the department.

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 the 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.

(F) Homeless 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 or homeless 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 the 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, 2014–15, and 2015-16 school years only, with the 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.

(i) For purposes of this section, “homeless youth” has the same meaning as in Section 11434a(2) of Title 42 of the United States Code.
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