
CALIFORNIA’S EVERY STUDENT SUCCEEDS ACT CONSOLIDATED STATE PLAN
Title I, Part A: Accountability

A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies

The purpose of this program is to provide all children significant opportunity to receive a fair, equitable, and high-quality education, and to close educational achievement gaps.

This program provides financial assistance through states to local educational agencies (LEAs) and public schools with high numbers or percentages of children from low-income families to help ensure that all students meet challenging state academic content standards. LEAs target the Title I funds they receive to public schools with the highest percentages of children from low-income families. 

Title I schools with percentages of low-income students of at least 40 percent may use Title I funds, along with other federal, state, and local funds, to operate a "schoolwide program" to upgrade the instructional program for the whole school. Title I schools with less than 40 percent low-income students or that choose not to operate a schoolwide program offer a "targeted assistance program" in which the school identifies students who are failing, or most at risk of failing, to meet the state's challenging academic standards. Targeted assistance schools design, in consultation with parents, staff, and district staff, an instructional program to meet the needs of those students. 

To support low-income students in meeting the state’s academic content standards, Title I, Part A includes provisions regarding the state’s standards and assessments, accountability system, school support and improvement activities, activities to ensure equitable access to effective educators, and efforts to improve school conditions and school transitions. 

California estimates it will receive $1.8 billion in Title I, Part A funds in 2017–18. Under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), states must reserve 7 percent to support schools identified as needing additional support, not less than 95 percent of which must be subgranted to LEAs to serve identified schools or, with permission of the LEA, subgranted to an external entity to provide such support. The remaining 5 percent of the 7 percent may be used by the state for school improvement activities. In 2015–16, under the No Child Left Behind Act, over 3.9 million students in California participated in programs under Title I, Part A. 
4. Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities (ESEA section 1111(c) and (d)):

i. Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)):

a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a subgroup of students, consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B).

	In California, the racial/ethnic student groups are the following:

· Black or African American

· Asian

· Filipino

· Hispanic or Latino

· American Indian or Alaska Native

· Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

· Two or More Races

· White

California also includes the following student groups in its accountability system:

· Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 

· English Learners

· Students with Disabilities

· Foster Youth

· Homeless




b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other than the statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged students, students from major racial and ethnic groups, children with disabilities, and English learners) used in the Statewide accountability system.

	California includes foster youth and homeless children and youth in its accountability system.  




c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the results of students previously identified as English learners on the State assessments required under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) for purposes of State accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B))? Note that a student’s results may be included in the English learner subgroup for not more than four years after the student ceases to be identified as an English learner. 

X Yes

□  No

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived English learners in the State: 
	X  Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or
☐ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or
☐ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii).  If this option is selected, describe how the State will choose which exception applies to a recently arrived English learner.


ii. Minimum N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)): 

a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines are necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any provisions under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that require disaggregation of information by each subgroup of students for accountability purposes.

	California’s accountability system will be applied to all schools, including charter schools, and student groups with 30 or more students. The same minimum N size of 30 will be applied to alternative schools when the alternative indicators are produced for the fall 2018 California School Dashboard.
Note: California will use a minimum student group size of 15 or more students for foster youth and homeless youth under LCFF for LEAs (i.e., LCAP goals and performance levels on the California School Dashboard). 


b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically sound. 


	Given the confidence level and margin of error, a sample size of 30 is needed to appropriately estimate the population. A sample size of 30 produces a standardized normal distribution, where the distance between the variance is normal/standard, resulting in statistically significant results (based on the central limit theorem).




c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by the State, including how the State collaborated with teachers, principals, other school leaders, parents, and other stakeholders when determining such minimum number. 


	Research overwhelmingly supports a minimum N size of 30 to produce a mean, range, standard deviation, and even distribution. Based on this research, the California Legislature established the N size for accountability purposes in California Education Code Section 52052. There was support from educational stakeholders and a general consensus regarding the established N size of 30 when the legislation was introduced.  




d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is sufficient to not reveal any personally identifiable information.
 


	To preserve student anonymity, the CDE does not report data if a student group has less than 11 valid results.  




e. If the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is lower than the minimum number of students for accountability purposes, provide the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting.
     

	The minimum size for reporting is 11.




iii. Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)): 

	Long-term goals, and the ability for LEAs or schools to determine interim progress goals, are built into the California Model. For a complete description of the model, please see the response to Section A.4.v: Annual Meaningful Differentiation. The new system is based on a five-by-five colored grid that produces 25 results.  Each of the 25 results represent combinations of current performance (known as “Status”) and how current performance compares to past performance (known as “Change”). Overall performance within the California Model therefore includes whether there has been improvement, and a school and student group’s placement on the grid determines the improvement that is required to maintain the current performance level (color) on the grid or to move to the next performance level.

Note: For a summary of all the decisions the SBE is required to make regarding the new federal accountability requirements, please review the April 2017 Information Memorandum on the “Relationship Between the State Board of Education’s Adopting the Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics and the Title I School Accountability Requirements Under the Every Student Succeeds Act” on the CDE April 2017 Information Memoranda Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/infomemoapr2017.asp. An overview of the California accountability model (California Model) is provided on the CDE California Accountability Model & School Dashboard Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/. Detailed information on the production of the new indicators in the new California Model is provided in the “Technical Guide for the New Accountability System” available on the CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/ under the Data Files and Guide tab. 



a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(aa))
1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments, for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious.

	ELA baseline data is based on the 2016 ELA assessment results for Status, compared to the 2015 ELA assessment results for Change. The baseline data was used to establish the five-by-five colored grid, which is shown below. For the baseline, 6.3 percent of schools are in the Red performance level, 12.8 percent are in the Orange performance level, 46.4 percent are in the Yellow performance level, 19.8 percent are in the Green performance level, and 14.6 percent are in the Blue performance level. 

Mathematics baseline data is based on the 2016 mathematics assessment results for Status, compared to the 2015 mathematics assessment results for Change. The baseline data was used to establish the five-by-five colored grid, which is shown below. For the baseline, 8.1 percent of schools are in the Red performance level, 14.2 percent are in the Orange performance level, 44.2 percent are in the Yellow performance level, 19.9 percent are in the Green performance level, and 13.5 percent are in the Blue performance level.   

The SBE has not yet established goals for all schools and student groups. Based on where the cut points for Status and Change were drawn within the current statewide distribution of performance, the Green performance level represents a logical starting place for establishing goals. 
As reflected in the baseline data, the Green performance level represents approximately the top third of performance statewide, making it ambitious to set a goal of moving all schools and student groups to that level of performance. 

There are, however, five boxes that make up the Green performance level on the five-by-five grid, representing different combinations of Status and Change. The SBE will determine a specific “Green” box as the goal. In other words, the SBE will establish the minimum specific Status and Change requirements to meet the goal.

The CDE has produced a report that indicates where schools are on the 
five-by-five colored grid, allowing schools to determine how much improvement is needed to reach that goal.   

Staff will review the five-by-five grids for each state indicator and present specific recommendations for the SBE’s consideration at the July 2017 SBE meeting. As a starting point for stakeholder input during the public comment period, staff have identified the cell for High (Status) and Maintained (Change) as a potential goal. All of the Blue cells and the Green cell for High (Status) and Increased (Change) would exceed the goal. The SBE would determine whether any other Green cells also exceed the goal (e.g., Very High [Status] and Declined [Change]). 

This is shown in the five-by-five colored grids below, with the orange outlining showing the cell that is the goal, and the dark dotted lines showing the cells that would exceed the goal. For ELA, only 27.2 percent of schools would currently meet or exceed this goal; for mathematics, only 24.1 percent of schools would currently meet or exceed this goal.  

Based on SBE direction at the July 2017 meeting, staff anticipate revising this section of the draft plan to describe a specific goal.


	Levels

Table 1. ELA – Academic Indicator 

Change in Average Distance From Level 3

Declined Significantly

127 Schools

by more than
15 points
Declined

1,137 Schools

by 1 to 15 points
Maintained

1,798 Schools

Declined by less than 1 point or
Improved by less than 7 points
Increased

2,959 Schools

by 7 to less than 20 points
Increased Significantly

1,130 Schools

by 20 points or more
ELA – Academic Indicator Status

Average Distance from Level 3

Very High

854 Schools

45 or more points above
2
(0%)

Yellow

64
(0.9%)

Green


202
(2.8%)

Blue

446
(6.2%)

Blue

140
(2%)

Blue

High

1,274 Schools

10 above to less than 45 points above
7
(0.1%)

Orange


109
(1.5%)

Yellow

320
(4.5%)
Green
578
(8.1%)

Green

260
(3.6%)

Blue

Medium

719 Schools

5 below to less than 10 points above
7
(0.1%)

Orange

81
(1.1%)

Orange

173
(2.4%)

Yellow

310
(4.3%)

Green

148
(2.1%)

Green

Low

3,778 Schools

More than 5 below to 70 points below
73
(1%)

Red

690
(9.6%)

Orange

959
(13.4%)

Yellow

1,495
(20.9%)

Yellow

561
(7.8%)

Yellow

Very Low

532 Schools

More than 70 points below
44
(0.6%)

Red

193
(2.7%)

Red

144
(2%)

Red

130
(1.8%)

Orange

21
(0.3%)

Yellow

# of schools

Red
Orange

Yellow
Green

Blue

7,157

454 (6.3%)

915 (12.8%)

3,320 (46.4%)

1,420 (19.8%)

1,048 (14.6%)

For all percentages calculated above, the total number of schools (7,157) was used for the denominator.

Levels

Table 2. Math – Academic Indicator Change
Change in Average Distance From Level 3

Declined Significantly

430 Schools

by more than 10 points
Declined

1,190 Schools

by 1 to 10 points
Maintained

1,530 Schools

Declined  by less than 1 point or
Improved by less than 5 points
Increased

2,528 Schools

by 5 to less than 15 points
Increased Significantly

1,477 Schools

by 15 points or more
Math – Academic Indicator Status

Average Distance from Level 3

Very High

669 Schools

35 or more points above
7
(0.1%)

Yellow


65
(0.9%)

Green

112
(1.6%)

Blue

330
(4.6%)

Blue

155
(2.2%)

Blue

High

1,269 Schools

5 below to less than 35 points above
24
(0.3%)

Orange

130
(1.8%)

Yellow

491
(6.9%)

Green

369
(5.2%)

Blue

Medium

944 Schools

More than 5 points below to 25 points below
29
(0.4%)

Orange

131
(1.8%)

Orange

171
(2.4%)

Yellow

353
(4.9%)

Green

260
(3.6%)

Green

Low

3,842 Schools

More than 25 points below to 95 points below
276
(3.9%)

Red

737
(10.3%)

Orange

908
(12.7%)

Yellow

1,257
(17.6%)

Yellow

664
(9.3%)

Yellow

Very Low

431 Schools

More than 95 points below
94
(1.3%)

Red

127
(1.8%)

Red

84
(1.2%)

Red

97
(1.4%)

Orange

29
(0.4%)

Yellow

# of schools

Red
Orange

Yellow
Green

Blue

7,155

581 (8.1%)

1,018 (14.2%)

3,166 (44.2%)

1,424 (19.9%)

966 (13.5%)

For all percentages calculated above, the total number of schools (7,155) was used for the denominator.



	The SBE has not yet established a timeline for reaching the goal. The SBE expects to revise the performance levels for state indicators every five to seven years and has established an annual review process to assess progress on all indicators statewide. The SBE also may update performance standards sooner if warranted (e.g., if the majority of LEAs, schools, and/or student groups have exceeded the goal). Accordingly, the goal will be to reach a specific cell in the Green performance level within five to seven years, before the SBE expects to revise the performance levels for this indicator.

Note: Staff anticipates that the SBE will adopt performance standards at its September 2017 meeting for the approved College/Career Indicator, which includes grade 11 assessment results for ELA and mathematics. This section will be updated based on those performance standards, once approved.


2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term goals for academic achievement in Appendix A.

	As explained in Appendix A, the five-by-five grids allow LEAs or schools to determine how much progress is needed within the relevant period of time to reach the goal, both in the baseline year and at any point within the relevant time period.  
This can be illustrated through an example using the five-by-five grid for mathematics immediately above: a school with a Low (Status) and Declined (Change) will receive a performance level of Orange, and a goal of reaching High (Status) and Maintained (Change) within 7 years. If the school’s status was 40 points below Level 3, improving by 6 points the next year would move it into the Yellow performance level based on Low (Status) and Increased (Change). If the school continues that progress, on average, over the next five years, it will be in the Green performance level, based on High (Status) and Increased (Change), exceeding the goal. Another school that started in the same Low (Status) and Declined (Change), but had a status of 70 points below Level 3, would have to make greater improvements each year to meet or exceed the goal, and can use the five-by-five grid to measure its interim progress toward the goal. It is important to note that the amount of change will vary from year to year. Schools may make significant growth one year and less growth next year. Therefore, the amount of growth required each year would change based on the prior year’s performance.




3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goals for academic achievement take into account the improvement necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency gaps.

	Because all student groups have the same long-term goal, student groups with lower baseline performance will need to make greater improvement over time to reach the long-term goal. The ability for LEAs or schools to determine interim progress goals, including for lower performing student groups, is built into the California Model. The tables below show how student groups within schools are doing statewide, broken down by the five color-coded performance levels.

	Table 3. School Level Academic Indicator: ELA

Student Group Results

Student Groups
Total*

Red
Orange
Yellow
Green
Blue
All Schools  

(Total = 7,157)

7,157

454 

(6.3%)

915 

(12.8%)

3320 

(46.4%)

1420 

(19.8%)

1048 

(14.6%)

African American

1,316

373 

(28.3%)

237 

(18.0%)

597 

(45.4%)

74 

(5.6%)

35 

(2.7%)

Asian

1,702

23 

(1.4%)

85 

(5.0%)

229 

(13.5%)

408 

(24.0%)

957 

(56.2%)

Filipino

442

2 

(0.5%)

24 

(5.4%)

69 

(15.6%)

138 

(31.2%)

209 

(47.3%)

Hispanic/Latino

6,277

504 

(8.0%)

965 

(15.4%)

3713 

(59.2%)

801 

(12.8%)

294 

(4.7%)

Native American

25

9 

(36.0%)

3 

(12.0%)

11 

(44.0%)

2 

(8.0%)

-

Pacific Islander

9

-

3 

(33.3%)

4 

(44.4%)

1 

(11.1%)

1 

(11.1%)

Two or More Races

558

9 

(1.6%)

51 

(9.1%)

70 

(12.5%)

150 

(26.9%)

278 

(49.8%)

White

4,047

104 

(2.6%)

399 

(9.9%)

979 

(24.2%)

1257 

(31.1%)

1308 

(32.3%)

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

6,569

626 

(9.5%)

1118 

(17.0%)

3972 

(60.5%)

642 

(9.8%)

211 

(3.2%)

English learners (0 years of RFEP)

4,509

1818 

(40.3%)

1153 

(25.6%)

1469 

(32.6%)

40 

(0.9%)

29 

(0.6%)

English learners (1 years of RFEP)

5,008

1156 

(23.1%)

1090 

(21.8%)

2494 

(49.8%)

149 

(3.0%)

119 

(2.4%)

English learners (2 years of RFEP)

5,349

1142 

(21.4%)

985 

(18.4%)

2779 

(52.0%)

242 

(4.5%)

201 

(3.8%)

English learners (3 years of RFEP)

5,639

1066 

(18.9%)

1032 

(18.3%)

2894 

(51.3%)

404 

(7.2%)

243 

(4.3%)

English learners (4 years of RFEP)

5,722

760 

(13.3%)

847 

(14.8%)

3271 

(57.2%)

507 

(8.9%)

337 

(5.9%)

Students with Disabilities

4,153

1991 

(47.9%)

965 

(23.2%)

1060 

(25.5%)

87 

(2.1%)

50 

(1.2%)

*Total = Number of schools with 30 or more students at the school level and student group level taking the CAASPP.

- = No data available due to less than 30 for that subgroup taking the CAASPP.
Table 4. School Level Academic Indicator: MATH

Student Group Results

Student Groups
Total*

Red
Orange
Yellow
Green
Blue
All Schools  

(Total = 7,155)

7,155

581 

(8.1%)

1018 

(14.2%)

3166 

(44.3%)

1424 

(19.9%)

966 

(13.5%)

African American

1,312

445 

(33.9%)
230 

(17.5%)
571 

(43.5%)
54 

(4.1%)
12 

(0.9%)
Asian

1,699

28 

(1.7%)
103 

(6.1%)
237 

(14.0%)
332 

(19.5%)
999 

(58.8%)
Filipino

440

9 

(2.1%)
51 

(11.6%)
76 

(17.3%)
134 

(30.5%)
170 

(38.6%)
Hispanic/Latino

6,277

682 

(10.9%)
1103 

(17.6%)
3486 

(55.5%)
746 

(11.9%)
260 

(4.1%)
Native American

25

9 

(36.0%)
6 

(24.0%)
9 

(36.0%)
1 

(4.0%)
-

Pacific Islander

9

1 

(11.1%)
2 

(22.2%)
4 

(44.4%)
2 

(22.2%)
-

Two or More Races

556

29 

(5.2%)
61 

(11.0%)
85 

(15.3%)
145 

(26.1%)
236 

(42.5%)
White

4,040

207 

(5.1%)
493 

(12.2%)
988 

(24.5%)
1224 

(30.3%)
1128 

(27.9%)
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

6,564

818 

(12.5%)
1197 

(18.2%)
3619 

(55.1%)
713 

(10.9%)
217 

(3.3%)
English learners (0 years of RFEP)

4,500

1422 

(31.6%)
869 

(19.3%)
2041 

(45.4%)
106 

(2.4%)
62 

(1.4%)
English learners (1 years of RFEP)

5,093

1189 

(23.4%)
870 

(17.1%)
2588 

(50.8%)
268 

(5.3%)
178 

(3.5%)
English learners (2 years of RFEP)

5,422

1227 

(22.6%)
954 

(17.6%)
2592 

(47.8%)
390 

(7.2%)
259 

(4.8%)
English learners (3 years of RFEP)

5,638

1094 

(19.4%)
982 

(17.4%)
2715 

(48.2%)
500 

(8.9%)
347 

(6.2%)
English learners (4 years of RFEP)

5,740

979 

(17.1%)
957 

(16.7%)
2824 

(49.2%)
569 

(9.9%)
411 

(7.2%)
Students with Disabilities

4,127

1921 

(46.6%)
779 

(18.9%)
1251 

(30.3%)
115 

(2.8%)
61 

(1.5%)
*Total = Number of schools with 30 or more students at the school level and student group level taking the CAASPP.

- = No data available due to less than 30 for that subgroup taking the CAASPP.


	The mathematics results immediately above show, as one example, that greater improvement among African American students statewide will be needed to make significant progress toward closing achievement gaps. Only 5 percent of schools are in the Green and Blue performance levels for this student group, which is more than 25 percentage points lower than the percent of schools in those performance levels overall. 

Using the five-by-five grid, the schools represented in this table can determine how much greater improvement is necessary for lower-performing student groups to meet or exceed the goal within the relevant period of time.  The progress statewide toward narrowing performance gaps reflected in this table will occur as LEAs and schools complete that process and focus on accelerating improvement for students that are at lower levels of performance. California’s emerging statewide system of support, referenced throughout this plan, will focus on improving capacity at the local level to identify strengths and weaknesses and prioritize improvement efforts, including narrowing performance gaps.


b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(bb))
1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious.

	California’s overall graduation rates have been steadily increasing since California started calculating the four-year cohort rate beginning with the 2009–10 graduating class. 

The baseline data for graduation rate is based on the 2014-15 four-year cohort rate for Status, compared to the weighted average of the four-year cohort rates for 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14. The baseline data was used to establish the five-by-five colored grid, which is shown below. The graduation rate baseline data produced 11.0 percent of schools in the Red performance level, 6.9 percent in the Orange performance level, 15.8 percent in the Yellow performance level, 23.0% in the Green performance level, and 43.3 percent in the Blue performance level.

The SBE has not yet established goals for all schools and student groups or a timeline for reaching the goals. Based on where the cut points for Status and Change were drawn within the current statewide distribution of performance, the Green performance level represents a logical starting place for establishing goals.

There are, however, four boxes that make up the Green performance levels on the five-by-five grid, representing different combinations of Status and Change. The SBE will determine a specific “Green” box as the goal.  In other words, the SBE will establish the minimum specific Status and Change requirements to meet the goal. 

The CDE has produced a report that indicates where schools are on the five-by-five colored grid, allowing schools to determine how much improvement is needed to reach that goal.

Staff will review the five-by-five grids for each state indicator and present specific recommendations for the SBE’s consideration at the July 2017 SBE meeting. As a starting point for stakeholder input during the public comment period, staff have identified the cell for High (Status) and Maintained (Change) as a potential goal. All of the Blue cells and the Green cell for High (Status) and Increased (Change) would exceed the goal. 

This is shown in the five-by-five colored grids below, with the orange outlining showing the cell that is the goal, and the dark dotted lines showing the cells that would exceed the goal. For graduation rate, 58.9 percent of schools would currently meet or exceed this goal for all student performance.  

Based on SBE direction at the July 2017 meeting, staff anticipate revising this section of the draft plan to describe a specific goal. 




	Table 5. High School Graduation Rate Indicator
Levels

Graduation Change

Declined Significantly

73 Schools

Declined by greater than 5%

Declined

190 Schools

Declined by 1% to 5%
Maintained

333 Schools

Declined or increased by less than 1%

Increased

493 Schools

Increased by 1% 

to 5%
Increased Significantly

275 Schools

Increased by 5% or greater
Graduation Status
Very High

520 Schools

95% or more
N/A

39

(2.9%)
Blue
203

(14.9%)
Blue
224

(16.4%)
Blue
54

(4.0%)
Blue
High

354 Schools

90% to less than 95%

5

(0.4%)
Orange

65

(4.8%)
Yellow
71
(5.2%)
Green
142

(10.4%)
Green
71

(5.2%)
Blue
Medium

164 Schools

85% to less than 90%

6

(0.4%)
Orange
29

(2.1%)
Orange
28

(2.1%)
Yellow
55

(4.0%)
Green
46

(3.4%)
Green
Low

204 Schools

67% to less than 85%

28

(2.1%)
Red
33

(2.4%)
Orange
21

(1.5%)
Orange
52

(3.8%)
Yellow
70

(5.1%)
Yellow
Very Low

122 Schools

Less than 67%
34

(2.5%)
Red
24

(1.8%)
Red
10

(0.7%)
Red
20

(1.5%)
Red
34

(2.5%)
Red
# of schools

N/A

Red
Orange

Yellow
Green

Blue

1,364

N/A

150 (11.0%)

94 (6.9%)

215 (15.8%)

314 (23.0%)

591 (43.3%)

For all percentages calculated above, the total number of schools (1364) was used for the denominator.


	The SBE has not yet established a timeline for reaching the goal. The SBE expects to revise the performance levels for state indicators every five to seven years and has established an annual review process to assess progress on all indicators statewide. The SBE also may update performance standards sooner if warranted (e.g., if the majority of LEAs, schools, and/or student groups have exceeded the goal). Accordingly, the goal will be to reach a specific cell in the Green performance level within five to seven years, before the SBE expects to revise the performance levels for this indicator.




2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, including (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious; and (iv) how the long-term goals are more rigorous than the long-term goal set for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate. 

	California is still in the process of incorporating the five-year cohort graduation rate into the accountability system and anticipates incorporating the five-year cohort data into the accountability system for the fall 2018 release. 




3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate in Appendix A. 

	As explained in Appendix A, the five-by-five grids allow LEAs or schools to determine how much progress is needed within the relevant period of time to reach the goal, both in the baseline year and at any point within the relevant time period.  

This can be illustrated through an example using the five-by-five grid for graduation rate on the preceding page: a school in the Orange performance level due to the combination of Low (Status) and Declined (Change), and a goal of reaching High (Status) and Maintained (Change) within 7 years. If the school’s initial status was 75 percent, improving by 2 percentage points the next year would move it into the Yellow performance level based on Low (Status) and Increased (Change). If the school continues that progress, on average, over the next five years, it will be in the Green performance level, based on Medium (Status) and Increased (Change), but not meeting the goal. 




4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim progress for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate take into account the improvement necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide graduation rate gaps.
	Given that all student groups have the same long-term goal, student groups with lower baseline performance will need to make greater improvement over time to reach the long-term goal. The ability for LEAs or schools to determine interim progress goals, including for lower performing student groups, is built into the California Model. The table below shows how student groups within schools are doing statewide, broken down by the five color-coded performance levels.


	Table 6. School Graduation Rate Indicator

Performance Categories for Student Groups
Student Groups

Total*
Red
Orange
Yellow
Green
Blue
All Schools  

1,364

150

(11.0%)

94

(6.9%)

215

(15.8%)

314 (23.0%)

591 (43.3%)

African American

257

36

(2.6%)

34

(2.5%)

48

(3.5%)

73

(5.4%)

66

(4.8%)

Asian

325

6

(0.4%)

19

(1.4%)

35

(2.6%)

34

(2.5%)

231

(16.9%)

Filipino

120

2

(0.1%)

3

(0.2%)

14

(1.0%)

18

(1.3%)

83

(6.1%)

Hispanic/Latino

1,116

123

(9.0%)

108

(7.9%)

183

(13.4%)

258

(18.9%)

444

(32.6%)

Native American

5

0

(0.0%)

1

(0.1%)

1

(0.1%)

0

(0.0%)

3

(0.2%)

Pacific Islander

1

1

(0.1%)

0

(0.0%)

0

(0.0%)

0

(0.0%)

0

(0.0%)

Two or More Races

56

3

(0.2%)

7

(0.5%)

9

(0.7%)

5

(0.4%)

32

(2.3%)

White

801

64

(4.7%)

54

(4.0%)

107

(7.8%)

123

(9.0%)

453

(33.2%)

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

1,249

147

(10.8%)

140

(10.3%)

213

(15.6%)

318

(23.3%)

431

(31.6%)

English learners

749

157

(11.5%)

84

(6.2%)

175

(12.8%)

152

(11.1%)

181

(13.3%)

Students with Disabilities

664

233

(17.1%)

118

(8.7%)

176

(12.9%)

78

(5.7%)

59

(4.3%)

*Total = Number of schools with 30 or more students at the schoolwide level and student group level. 

For all percentages calculated above, the total number of schools (1,364) was used for the denominator.


	The results show, as one example, that greater improvement among English learners statewide will be needed to make significant progress toward closing achievement gaps. Only 24.4 percent of schools are in the Green and Blue performance levels for this student group, which is more than 40 percentage points lower than the percent of schools in those performance levels overall. 

Using the five-by-five grid, the schools represented in this table can determine how much greater improvement is necessary for lower-performing student groups to meet or exceed the goal within the relevant period of time.  The progress statewide toward narrowing performance gaps reflected in this table will occur as LEAs and schools complete that process and focus on accelerating improvement for students that are at lower levels of performance. California’s emerging statewide system of support, referenced throughout this plan, will focus on improving capacity at the local level to identify strengths and weaknesses and prioritize improvement efforts, including narrowing performance gaps.


c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii))
1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases in the percentage of such students making progress in achieving English language proficiency, as measured by the statewide English language proficiency assessment including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the State-determined timeline for such students to achieve English language proficiency; and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious.  

	The California Model methodology provides credit to schools when students move up one performance level on the language proficiency test from the prior year to the current year. Using the current language assessment results (the California English Language Development Test [CELDT]) and current methodology, a student that starts with a beginning level on the CELDT is expected to achieve language proficiency within five years and maintain language proficiency based on the California Model. 

Research indicates that it takes five to seven years for English learner (EL) students to become language proficient. Therefore, the California Model sets high expectations for schools. 

However, California is currently transitioning to a new language proficiency test. The first operational administration of the new assessment, the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC), will occur in spring 2018. Once the ELPAC is operational and the CDE has the initial results, the SBE will revisit the English Learner Progress Indicator (ELPI) methodology, cut points, and timelines for language proficiency.

The ELPI baseline data is based on student progress between the 2014 and 2015 CELDT administrations and 2014 reclassification rates for Status, compared to student progress between the 2013 and 2014 CELDT administrations and 2013 reclassification rates for Change. The baseline data was used to establish the five-by-five colored grid, which is shown below. The baseline data using the CELDT produced 15.7 percent of schools in the Red performance level, 28.2 percent in the Orange performance level, 18.8 percent in the Yellow performance level, 27.0 percent in the Green performance level, and 10.3 percent in the Blue performance level.

The SBE has not yet established goals for all schools or a timeline for reaching the goals. Based on where the cut points for Status and Change were drawn within the current statewide distribution of performance, the Green performance level represents a logical starting place for establishing goals. 

There are, however, five boxes that make up the Green performance level on the five-by-five grid, representing different combinations of Status and Change. The SBE will determine a specific “Green” box as the goal. In other words, the SBE will establish the minimum specific Status and Change requirements to meet the goal. 

The CDE has produced a report that indicates where schools are on the five-by-five colored grid, allowing schools to determine how much improvement is needed to reach that goal.   

Staff will review the five-by-five grids for each state indicator and present specific recommendations for the SBE’s consideration at the July 2017 SBE meeting. As a starting point for stakeholder input during the public comment period, staff have identified the cell for High (Status) and Maintained (Change) as a potential goal. All of the Blue cells and the Green cell for High (Status) and Increased (Change) would exceed the goal. The SBE would determine whether any other Green cells also exceed the goal (e.g., Very High [Status] and Declined [Change]). 

This is shown in the five-by-five colored grid below, with the orange outlining showing the cell that is the goal, and the dark dotted lines showing the cells that would exceed the goal. For the ELPI, only 21.6% of schools would currently meet or exceed this goal.  

Based on SBE direction at the July 2017 meeting, staff anticipate revising this section of the draft plan to describe a specific goal. 




	Table 7. School English Learner Progress Indicator
Levels

English Learner Progress Change

(Change in Percent Progressing and Reclassified)
Declined Significantly

707 Districts 

by greater than 10.0%

Declined

2102 Districts 

by 1.5% to 10.0%
Maintained

975 Districts

Declined or Increased by less than 1.5%

Increased

 1975 Districts

by 1.5% 

to less than 10.0%
Increased Significantly

673 Districts

by 10.0% or greater
English Learner Progress Status 
(Percent Progressing Plus Reclassified)

Very High

487 Districts

85% or more
0 

(0.0%)
Yellow
94 
(1.5%)
Green
99 
(1.5%)
Blue
200

(3.1%)
Blue
94

(1.5%)
Blue
High

1383 Districts


75% to less than 85%

34

(0.5%)
Orange

356

(5.5%)
Yellow
186

(2.9%)
Green
539

(8.4%)
Green
268

(4.2%)
Blue
Medium

2048 Districts

67% to less than 75%

122

(1.9%)
Orange
646

(10.0%)
Orange
360

(5.6%)
Yellow
713

(11.1%)
Green
207

(3.2%)
Green
Low

1571 Districts

60% to less than 67%

215

(3.3%)
Red
634

(9.8%)
Orange
248*

(3.8%)
Orange
391

(6.1%)
Yellow
88

(1.4%)
Yellow
Very Low

943 Districts


Less than 60%
336

(5.2%)
Red
372

(5.8%)
Red
87

(1.4%)
Red
132

(2.1%)
Orange
16

(0.2%)
Yellow
Statewide Schools’ Performance

# of Schools

Red

Orange

Yellow
Green

Blue

6437

1,010 (15.7%)

1,816(28.2%)

1,211 (18.8%)

1,739 (27.0%)

661 (10.3%)

For all percentages calculated above, the total number of schools (6437) was used for the denominator.

*Five schools in the Very Low and Maintained box are assigned Orange because they are schools (at least 30 EL students in the current year) that do not administer the CELDT to at least 50 percent of the EL population.


	The SBE has not yet established a timeline for reaching the goal. The SBE expects to revise the performance levels for state indicators every five to seven years and has established an annual review process to assess progress on all indicators statewide. The SBE also may update performance standards sooner if warranted (e.g., if the underlying construction of the measure changes due to use of a new assessment). Accordingly, the goal will be to reach a specific cell in the Green performance level within five to seven years, before the SBE expects to revise the performance levels for this indicator.




2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the long-term goal for increases in the percentage of English learners making progress in achieving English language proficiency in Appendix A.

	As explained in Appendix A, the five-by-five grids allow LEAs or schools to determine how much progress is needed within the relevant period of time to reach the goal, both in the baseline year and at any point within the relevant time period.  

This can be illustrated through an example using the five-by-five grid for the ELPI on the preceding page: a school in the Orange performance level due to the combination of Low (Status) and Declined (Change), and a goal of reaching High (Status) and Maintained (Change) within 7 years. If the school’s initial status was 61 percent, improving by 5 percentage points the next year would move it into the Yellow performance level based on Low (Status) and Increased (Change). If the school continues that progress, on average, over the next five years, it will be in the Blue performance level, based on Very High (Status) and Increased (Change), exceeding the goal. 



iv. Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B))
a. Academic Achievement Indicator.  Describe the Academic Achievement indicator, including a description of how the indicator (i) is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is measured by proficiency on the annual Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments; (iii) annually measures academic achievement for all students and separately for each subgroup of students; and (iv) at the State’s discretion, for each public high school in the State, includes a measure of student growth, as measured by the annual Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments. 

	The Academic Indicator will include the CAASPP for ELA and mathematics in grades three through eight for elementary and middle schools. Currently, “Status” is determined using the average distance from the lowest scale score associated with Level 3 (Standard Met) on the most recent administration of the Smarter Balanced assessments, and “Change” is the difference between performance from the prior year and current year.

The CDE is researching the possibility of using an individual student growth model to determine the “Change” component. If the SBE adopts the growth model and the “Change” component, the average Distance from Level 3 will continue to be used to determine “Status.” If a student-level growth model is adopted, the CDE anticipates it can be in place for the 2018–19 accountability determinations.

For high schools, the grade 11 assessment results are incorporated into the Career/College Indicator (CCI). To ensure transparency, grade eleven CAASPP results are also reported separately as the average distance from the lowest scale score associated with Level 3 (Standard Met) by schools and LEAs. The CCI is designed to include multiple measures in order to value the multiple pathways that students may take to prepare for postsecondary. The CCI currently has three levels (Prepared, Approaching Prepared, and Not Prepared) and is designed to allow new measures to be added when they become available. To determine how well schools have prepared students for postsecondary, the CCI evaluates all students in the four-year graduation cohort.

The following measures might be included (subject to SBE approval) in the fall 2017–18 release of the CCI: 

· Grade 11 CAASPP results in ELA and mathematics

· a-g Completion

· Dual Enrollment

· Advanced Placement (AP) exam

· International Baccalaureate (IB) exam

· Career Technical Education (CTE) pathway completion

California added new data elements to California’s student-level data collection, the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), in the 2016–17 end-of-year data collection. Once these new measures are collected and determined to be valid and reliable, they might be considered for inclusion in the CCI. These measures are:

· State Seal of Biliteracy

· Golden State Seal Merit Diploma

· Articulated CTE Pathways

In addition, California has convened a work group that will make recommendations regarding how to incorporate more career measures in the CCI. The group is scheduled to make short and long-term recommendations to the Superintendent of Public Instruction in fall 2017 to inform the CDE’s recommendations to the SBE.  

For the CCI, “Status” is determined using the current CCI rate and “Change” is the difference between the current rate and the prior year’s rate.




b. Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are Not High Schools (Other Academic Indicator). Describe the Other Academic indicator, including how it annually measures the performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of students.  If the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of student growth, the description must include a demonstration that the indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic indicator that allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance. 
	Chronic absence will serve as an additional academic indicator for grades K–8, given its strong correlation with future academic attainment. There is wide agreement that students who are absent 10 percent or more of the school year, including excused and unexcused absences, are at greater risk of reading below grade level and dropping out of high school (Ginsburg, Jordan, and Chang, 2014; Balfanz and Byrnes, 2012; Ginsburg and Chudowsky, 2012).   

In addition, this indicator will be especially important for schools that only serve students in grades K–2. A study in California found that only 17 percent of children chronically absent in both kindergarten and grade 1 were proficient readers by the end of grade 3, as compared to 64 percent of their peers who attended school regularly (Bruner, Discher, and Chang, 2011).
LEAs will report chronic absence data to the state for the first time in fall 2017. It is expected that the SBE will approve color-coded performance levels scores no earlier than the fall 2018, when at least two years of data will be available.

All student groups will have the same long-term goal. Student groups with lower baseline performance will need to make greater improvement over time to reach the long-term goal. The ability for LEAs or schools to determine interim progress goals, including for lower performing student groups, is built into the California Model.




c. Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator, including a description of (i) how the indicator is based on the long-term goals; (ii) how the indicator annually measures graduation rate for all students and separately for each subgroup of students; (iii) how the indicator is based on the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the State, at its discretion, also includes one or more extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates, how the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is combined with that rate or rates within the indicator; and (v) if applicable, how the State includes in its four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates students with the most significant cognitive disabilities assessed using an alternate assessment aligned to alternate academic achievement standards under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a State-defined alternate diploma under ESEA section 8101(23) and (25).  

	The Graduation Rate Indicator will use the four-year cohort graduation rate. 

California is still in the process of incorporating the five-year cohort graduation rate into the accountability system. We anticipate incorporating the five-year cohort data into the accountability system for the fall 2018 release. 

Currently, students with the most significant cognitive disabilities are held to the same graduation requirements as all other students.


d. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) Indicator. Describe the Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, including the State’s definition of ELP, as measured by the State ELP assessment. 

	Currently, the ELPI combines performance on the English language test, currently the CELDT, with reclassified EL student data. For accountability purposes, the CELDT has six performance levels. “Status” is the percent of EL students who move up one performance category each year (e.g., move from level 1 to level 2) plus the percent of students who were reclassified in the prior year. “Change” is the difference between “Status” from the current year and “Status” in the prior year. Students who have become English proficient must maintain their English proficiency.

California Education Code (EC) Section 313 requires LEAs to take the following criteria to into consideration for determining when students have achieved sufficient language proficiency to be reclassified:

· Assessment of English language proficiency, using an objective assessment instrument, including, but not limited to, the state test of English language development; 

· Teacher evaluation, including, but not limited to, a review of the student's curriculum mastery; 

· Parent opinion and consultation; and

· Comparison of student performance in basic skills against an empirically established range of performance in basic skills based on the performance of English proficient students of the same age.

California is currently transitioning to a new language proficiency test. The first administration of the new assessment, the ELPAC, will occur in spring 2018. Once the ELPAC is operational and the state has the initial results, the state may revisit the criteria listed above to determine how the reclassification criteria can be applied across all LEAs. 



e. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each School Quality or Student Success Indicator, including, for each such indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance; (ii) that it is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide (for the grade span(s) to which it applies); and (iii) of how each such indicator annually measures performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of students. For any School Quality or Student Success indicator that does not apply to all grade spans, the description must include the grade spans to which it does apply. 

	The Suspension Rate Indicator will be used to measure school quality. For all state indicators, the California Model determines performance levels based on the distribution of LEA data. The distribution is used to set four cut scores for both Status and Change. However, for the Suspension Rate Indicator, the data were significantly different among elementary, middle, and high schools. Therefore, for the Suspension Rate Indicator only, three distributions were created, one for elementary, one for middle, and one for high schools. The three sets of distributions resulted in the establishment of three different sets of cut scores, which allows for a valid and reliable comparison among schools statewide by school type.




v. Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C))
a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation of all public schools in the State, consistent with the requirements of section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA, including a description of (i) how the system is based on all indicators in the State’s accountability system, (ii) for all students and for each subgroup of students. Note that each state must comply with the requirements in 1111(c)(5) of the ESEA with respect to accountability for charter schools. 

	California has developed a multiple measures accountability system that uses percentiles to create a five-by-five grid. This five by five grid provides 25 results that combine “Status” and “Change” to make an overall determination for each of the indicators. The accountability system provides equal weight to both “Status” and “Change.” 

“Status” is determined using the current year performance (i.e., current year graduation rate), and “Change” is the difference between performance from the current year and the prior year, or between the current year and a multi-year weighted average. 

To determine the percentile cut scores for “Status”, LEAs and schools were ordered from highest to lowest and four cut points were selected based on the distribution. These cut points created five “Status” levels:

· Very High

· High

· Medium

· Low

· Very Low 

For “Change” cut scores, LEAs and schools were ordered separately from highest to lowest for positive change and lowest to highest for negative change. These cuts points created five “Change” levels:

· Increased significantly

· Increased

· Maintained

· Declined

· Declined significantly

Each indicator will have its own unique set of cut points for “Status” and “Change.” The cut points will generally remain in place for five to seven years, although the SBE may adjust the cut scores earlier if statewide data demonstrate that the existing cut scores no longer support meaningful differentiation of schools. By combining the results of both “Status” and “Change,” a “Performance Level” can be assigned one of the following colors for each indicator:

· Blue

· Green

· Yellow

· Orange

· Red

The following table is a sample of the five-by-five grid California will use to illustrate school and LEA performance relative to each indicator:

Table 8. Sample Five-by-Five Grid
Levels

Change

Declined Significantly

Declined

Maintained

Increased

Increased Significantly

Status

Very High

Yellow

Green

Blue

Blue

Blue
High

Orange
Yellow

Green

Green

Blue
Medium

Orange

Orange

Yellow

Green
Green

Low

Red

Orange

Orange

Yellow

Yellow

Very Low

Red

Red

Red

Orange

Yellow




b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation, including how the Academic Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation Rate, and Progress in ELP indicators each receive substantial weight individually and, in the aggregate, much greater weight than the School Quality or Student Success indicator(s), in the aggregate. 
	For each indicator, “Status” and “Change” have equal weight. In addition, each indicator is given equal weight when meaningfully differentiating schools, as explained in section vi.a below. Because five of the six indicators are academic, more weight is automatically attributed to academics without devaluing the importance of school quality (i.e., suspension rates).  




c. If the States uses a different methodology or methodologies for annual meaningful differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a. above for schools for which an accountability determination cannot be made (e.g., P-2 schools), describe the different methodology or methodologies, indicating the type(s) of schools to which it applies. 

	California will produce an accountability report for every public school in the state. Traditional schools’ reports will be based on the indicators described in this document and alternative schools’ reports will be based on comparable indicators that are more appropriate for their school mission.

Schools with less than 30 students will receive data on their Status and Change. However, they will not receive a performance level (i.e., a color). This will provide small schools with data that they can use to improve student performance. In addition, California’s new accountability system includes LEAs. The indicators used for school accountability will also be applied at the LEA level. As a result, the performance of students in schools with less than 30 students will be rolled up to the LEA level and to the state level. California is in the process of developing tools for all LEAs and schools to use for continuous improvement and implementing state law requirements for assistance and intervention for LEAs that are low-performing on the indicators described for the state and additional local indicators that apply only at the LEA level. Schools with less than 30 students will have access to these tools to assist them in their improvement plans. (Note: For privacy purposes results are never displayed for fewer than 11 students.)   

California’s accountability system uses both “Status” and “Change” which requires two consecutive years of data. Therefore, newly opened schools will not receive performance levels on the state indicators until the second year of data is available. 

State assessments are administered starting at grade 3. Elementary schools with kindergarten, grade 1, and/or grade 2 students will have their accountability reports based on grade 3 results of schools with which they are paired. Pairing is based on matriculation patterns. For start-up schools, where there is not a matriculation pattern, the grade 3 district average will be used.  
For alternative schools, the SBE approved the development of comparable indicators that are more appropriate for these schools. Alternative schools are designed to meet the needs of at-risk student populations, and include schools that serve students who are in custody in the juvenile court system or enrolled in drop-out recovery programs and continuation schools. These schools help students who are credit deficient make up credits and work toward graduation. Such schools often serve students for limited durations. It is expected that the SBE will consider alternate measures for these schools over the coming year. 

  


vi. Identification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D))
a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the State’s methodology for identifying not less than the lowest-performing five percent of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds in the State for comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in which the State will first identify such schools. 

	The SBE has not yet established a methodology for identifying the 
lowest-performing 5 percent of schools. Using the methodology for meaningful differentiation based on performance on the state indicators described in section v.b above, California will identify the 5 percent of schools based on the combination of performance levels on the indicators that apply for each school. Under this approach, the initial pool would consist of schools that have the lowest performance level for all indicators (e.g., Red on all applicable indicators). The pool would successively expand based on established criteria (combinations of color-coded performance levels) until at least 5 percent of schools were identified. This gives much greater weight, in the aggregate, to the academic performance indicators because they represent a significant majority of the indicators used when expanding the pool.  

Note: As explained in an April 2017 information memorandum (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-exec-essa-apr17item02.doc), this approach is consistent with the approach for identifying LEAs for assistance under LCFF, in which no indicator receives extra weight relative to others. It also relies on the performance levels (with Status and Change) that the SBE approved as part of the evaluation rubrics and, like the LEA criteria, focuses identification on the Red performance level (although it may expand to include Orange or Yellow performance levels to reach 5 percent). There are numerous variations on this general approach that staff will review for technical reliability. Staff expect to present one or more specific scenarios under this general approach to the SBE at the July SBE meeting. The April 2017 information memorandum also identified several alternate approaches, including analysis of why those approaches are less consistent with the approach for identifying LEAs for technical assistance under LCFF.  



b. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the State’s methodology for identifying all public high schools in the State failing to graduate one third or more of their students for comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in which the State will first identify such schools. 

	California will use three years of graduation rate data to identify schools with a high school graduation rate less than 67 percent. Any school with a graduation rate less than 67 percent in all three years will be identified for comprehensive assistance. Alternative schools will be not be included; however, California will identify the lowest-achieving five percent of alternative schools based on the alternate measures the SBE is expected to approve. 

Three years of data will be used to identify schools; therefore, newly opened schools will not be identified for comprehensive support and improvement until the third year of data is available.

California will identify high schools beginning in the 2018–19 school year.  




c. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the methodology by which the State identifies public schools in the State receiving Title I, Part A funds that have received additional targeted support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on identification as a school in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s methodology under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not satisfied the statewide exit criteria for such schools within a State-determined number of years, including the year in which the State will first identify such schools. 


	California will apply the criteria used initially to identify these schools for additional targeted support and determine whether the school would still be eligible for additional targeted support based on their performance. Schools will meet the exit criteria if they no longer meet those criteria (i.e., have improved so a student group, on its own, would no longer be identified based on those criteria). California will identify these schools once every three years after the initial identification. 



d. Frequency of Identification.  Provide, for each type of school identified for comprehensive support and improvement, the frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such schools.  Note that these schools must be identified at least once every three years. 
	California will identify schools once every three years.




e. Targeted Support and Improvement. Describe the State’s methodology for annually identifying any school with one or more “consistently underperforming” subgroups of students, based on all indicators in the statewide system of annual meaningful differentiation, including the definition used by the State to determine consistent underperformance. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C)(iii))


	California will identify as consistently underperforming any schools in which any student group, on its own, meets the criteria for being identified for comprehensive support as the lowest-performing 5 percent of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds in the state.




f. Additional Targeted Support. Describe the State’s methodology for identifying schools in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s methodology under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D), including the year in which the State will first identify such schools and the frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such schools. (ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C)-(D))
     
	California will use the same methodology that is used to identify schools for comprehensive support as the lowest-performing 5 percent of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds in the state. Schools will be identified beginning in the 2018–19 school year.   




g. Additional Statewide Categories of Schools. If the State chooses, at its discretion, to include additional statewide categories of schools, describe those categories.

	Not applicable.




vii. Annual Measurement of Achievement (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(E)(iii)): Describe how the State factors the requirement for 95 percent student participation in statewide mathematics and reading/language arts assessments into the statewide accountability system. 

	The SBE has not yet established how the requirement for 95 percent student participation will factor into the statewide accountability system. California will report whether schools met the 95 percent participation requirement based on a unique symbol (for example, a color coded image or icon specific to participation rate). Assistance specific to meeting the 95 percent participation rate will be offered to schools that do not meet that participation rate through the statewide system of support.



DRAFT California ESSA State Plan: Title I, Part A: Accountability | May 2017 | Page 28
California Department of Education | State Board of Education

�





�255�(3.6%)�Green





�





��








� This draft section has been updated since it was presented at the May 2017 State Board of Education (SBE) Meeting in Attachment 1 of Agenda Item 03 per SBE direction.


� Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, commonly known as the “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974”).  When selecting a minimum n-size for reporting, States should consult the Institute for Education Sciences report “Best Practices for Determining Subgroup Size in Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Information” to identify appropriate statistical disclosure limitation strategies for protecting student privacy.  
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