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Local Control Funding Formula Update: Evaluation Rubrics
According to California Education Code (EC) Section 52064.5, the State Board of Education (SBE) shall adopt on or before October 1, 2016 evaluation rubrics that allow LEAs to evaluate their strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement; assist county superintendents of schools to identify needs and focus technical assistance; and assist the State Superintendent of Public Instruction to direct interventions when warranted. Furthermore, the rubrics should provide standards for school districts and individual school site performance and expectations for improvement as related to the identified Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) state priorities. 
The Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP), along with the Annual Update, the evaluation rubrics and the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence (CCEE) support structure all function as components of the new accountability system. Each part of the emerging system will be aligned with one or more of the SBE guiding principles (Attachment 1). The new accountability system will support continuous learning and improvement, equity, and transparency and will be grounded in state and local partnerships to sustain its implementation.
The SBE provided the following direction and preferences to guide the development of the evaluation rubrics:

· Ground and frame the development of the rubrics in research related to accountability indicators and current California context.

· Make them simple and locally relevant.

· Ensure the rubrics support growth in LEA, school, and subgroup performance.
· Incorporate evidence or practice expectations to more closely resemble traditional rubric structures. 
· Address resource alignment.
In response to the above, WestEd, as consultant to the SBE, planned a series of Information Memoranda. The first Information Memo provided a summary of existing research and evidence-based foundation for the evaluation rubrics to support coherence and clarity (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-jun15item01.doc). From this summary, WestEd recommended policy statements that offered an organizational structure for the LCFF priorities within the evaluation rubrics. The following were presented to the SBE at the July 2015 meeting as examples of policy statements that reflected existing state priorities and research:  
· All students are provided with access and opportunities that support learning.

· They are taught by well prepared and qualified teachers.

· Their schools are safe and clean.

· They are provided with basic learning materials

· All students exhibit early and continuing signs of college and career readiness:
· They regularly attend school, with particular attention to Kindergarten and grade six.
· Assessment Results (e.g., CAASPP)
· They meet or exceed grade level standards for reading by grade three.
· They meet or exceed grade level standards for mathematics by grade eight.
· English learners are proficient in English within six years of being enrolled in school.
· All students graduate from high school.
· All students are college and career ready:
· They complete CTE, A-G, IB, and/or dual enrollment courses.
· They have access to courses that prepare them for college and career options.

WestEd is finalizing a second memo based on an indepth analysis of California’s data related to graduation. The analysis builds upon the research described in the first memo by assessing trends and relationships among graduation rate and data related to other state priorities. Preliminary results below show that graduation rate has improved steadily in California for all subgroups, but that gaps persist especially for students with a disability and English learners.
	Year
	All
	Hispanic or Latino
	Am. Indian
	Asian
	African Am.
	Filipino
	Pacific Islander
	White
	English Learner
	Low Income
	SWD*

	11-12
	78.5%
	73.7%
	72.4%
	91.0%
	65.7%
	90.6%
	76.8%
	86.4%
	61.6%
	72.7%
	60.8%

	12-13
	80.4%
	75.7%
	72.8%
	91.6%
	68.1%
	91.6%
	78.4%
	87.7%
	63.1%
	74.8%
	61.9%

	13-14
	80.8%
	76.4%
	70.1%
	92.3%
	68.1%
	92.6%
	79.9%
	87.4%
	65.3%
	75.4%
	62.2%


* Students with Disability

Source: California Department of Education

The preliminary analysis included consideration of relationships (i.e., correlations) between measurements to ensure a balance in the representation of data and use within the rubrics. For instance, based on the above policy statements, college and career readiness and graduation are stated as separate objectives, but clearly graduation is a precursor to college and career readiness. The indepth analysis assessed the relationship between graduation and potential measurements of college and career readiness (e.g., A-G completion, advanced placement participation, career pathway participation) for all students and at the subgroup level. There were no strong relationships or correlations found between graduation rate and other variables, which suggests graduation rate can be treated as a unique and independent variable that does not also measure college and career readiness outcomes.
The graduation rate analysis memo and other memos are planned and will be released in the upcoming months that address in greater depth data related to other state priorities.
Evaluation Rubrics Design Update – Analysis and Feedback through Data Reflection

The directions and policy statements identified by the SBE establishes the foundation for the design of the evaluation rubrics. The developing evaluation rubrics will:
· Include all state priorities.

· Offer clear statements and descriptors of standards that indicate practice and expectation for local educational agencies, schools, and subgroups as appropriate and to the extent possible.

· Provide a tool to complement planning and progress monitoring (e.g., Local Control and Accountability Plan and Annual Update) and technical assistance processes.

· Support analysis and feedback by facilitating deeper reflections of data through customized narratives based on consideration of data trends and relationships. 

· For instance, if an LEA has flat or declining graduation rates, the graduation rate data will be shown with links to data displays and content narrative that includes suggestions and displays of data that are known from research to serve as related data to the outcome of graduation. This would include for instance, discipline policies, drop-out measurement, chronic absenteeism, etc.
· Further develop the emerging accountability system by serving as a resource for data analysis, reflection, and resource alignment inquiry.
Input from stakeholders over the course of the evaluation rubrics design process, including the Rubric Technical Design Group (RTDG) and policy stakeholders, remains an invaluable resource to inform the design process. In August the RTDG reviewed and provided comment to content and display ideas for the evaluation rubrics. Policy stakeholders provided ideas for how to support alignment between the architecture, expectations, and needs for the evaluation rubrics. The design process calls for continued engagement and feedback by these and other groups. The SBE’s input and direction as part of this item will inform the design of a user acceptance testing process where parts of the evaluation rubrics will be shared with LEAs and their stakeholders to explore and provide input regarding their benefits, areas for improvement, and suggestions for change. The user acceptance testing process will begin in mid-September and include a wide range of LEAs and their stakeholders and the RTDG and policy stakeholders provided suggestions for LEAs to include in this process (Attachment 5).
Design Overview

The three groupings for priority areas as represented in the Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) instructions are generally accepted and useful to organizing plans and actions related to state priorities, which includes Conditions for Learning, Engagement, and Pupil Achievement. Furthermore, they map to the suggestions for policy statements areas discussed by the SBE in July.
	LCAP State Priority Grouping
	Evaluation Rubrics Policy Statements

	Conditions for Learning
	Access and Opportunity

	Engagement
	Graduation

	Pupil Achievement
	College and Career Readiness



The following page provides an example of the type of information that would be included in the evaluation rubrics based upon the above for the area of Graduation/Engagement. Please note that this is a display of sample content only and does not represent the manner in which the information will be accessed and displayed in the final format of the evaluation rubrics. The display and interface to access this information will be online and provide an interface that offers combination of narrative, data displays, and links. The user acceptance testing process will include gathering input to inform the online design so that it evidences the direction and policy statements as indicated by the SBE.
Example of Evaluation Rubrics Graduation Content
Each evaluation rubrics policy statements areas (i.e., Access and Opportunity, Graduation, and College and Career Readiness) will have a brief description of expectation and practices that reflects research. The following is a draft statement for Graduation.
Students that graduate are supported as learners from their point of entry into education. Graduation from high school requires sufficient accrual of credits, demonstration of competencies in academic and other content areas, positive participation and engagement in school, and persistence. 
Schools and districts that successfully support students in their path towards high school graduation:

· Provide instruction, and when appropriate interventions, that align to and address state standards.

· Use formative and standardized assessment data to inform placement, intervention, and supports for students to ensure they are able to meet or exceed grade level standards.

· Promote student attendance, with particular attention to policies and practices that address at risk students such as those that are chronically absent, suspended, and/or expelled from school.

· Have programs in place that work to limit transitions between schools for students, and when they do occur, programs that support smooth transitions. Such programs are especially important for foster youth, homeless youth, migrant education students, and others for which home stability is a challenge. 

· Engage and value parents and community members as partners in learning. Activities and supportive services are in place that seek parent and community input, including but not limited to LCAP development; parents and community members are encouraged and supported to extend learning opportunity and time at home; and parents can access information in a timely and friendly manner, which includes sensitivity and accommodations for language and culture. 

For each policy statement area there will also be data displays and narratives that highlight trends over time (a three or more year period) and related data for which research supports linkages (e.g., relationship between dropout, suspension, and graduation). The data displays will, as applicable and practical, include data at the LEA, school, and subgroup levels. Following is an example of how data may be described and organized for the graduation policy statement area:
Students that graduate:

Complete high school ( High school graduation rate at the cohort level

Regularly attend school ( Attendance rate by grade span (elementary, middle, and high school)
Early and related indicators of students that graduate:


Attention to High Risk Factors ( Middle school and high school dropout rates, Chronic Absenteeism
Productive and Supportive Behavior and Discipline ( Suspensions and Expulsion rates
Locally identified measures related to graduation* 
* The evaluation rubrics will include a local indicator selection tool to help with local metric identification and use.

Following is an example of data that would appear in the evaluation rubrics for an LEA related to graduation:
Students that graduate --  

	LEA
	Results

	
	1 Year
	3-Year Average
	State Average

	Graduation Rate
	88.5%
	88.4%
	80.8%

	School Attendance – Elementary
	95.0%
	95.0%
	94.5%

	School Attendance – Intermediate
	92.5%
	93.1%
	93.0%

	School Attendance – High School
	93.5%
	93.2%
	92.8%


Early and related indicators of students that graduate –

	LEA
	Results

	
	1 Year
	3-Year Average
	State Average

	Middle School Dropout
	0.9%
	0.8%
	0.7%

	High School Dropout
	3.3%
	3.4%
	3.1%

	Suspension Rate
	4.0%
	4.0%
	4.4%

	Expulsion Rate
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.1%

	Chronic Absenteeism Rate
	Populated by 
the LEA
	N/A

	Locally Identified Measures
	Identified and populated 
by the LEA


Comparable displays would be created at the school and student subgroup levels as applicable and practical. The evaluation rubrics will include narratives based on analysis of the trends exhibited by the data to help users explore relationships and research that aims to support alignment between practices, data use, and resources.
Following is an example of a narrative statement based on the above data:

For the past three years graduation rates have remained around 88%. Research has found that regular participation in school impacts long-term outcomes, such as graduation. The district has maintained average or above average graduation rates as the elementary and high school levels, but recent drops in middle school/intermediate attendance. During this same period middle school dropouts have also been on the rise. Policies and practices related to drop-outs, suspension, and expulsion can impact long-term outcomes such as graduation. Given the trends in the data the district may want to consider how it is attending to the following practices: 
· Promoting student attendance, with particular attention to policies and practices that address at risk students such as those that are chronically absent, suspended, and/or expelled from school.

· Supporting successful transitions between school types (e.g., elementary to middle/intermediate to high school) and minimize transitions for students that face instabilities in housing.

Defining and Approaching Standards
The evaluation rubrics when completed will allow LEAs to assess strengths and areas in need of improvement by providing LEAs and their stakeholders a resource to review outcomes and standards related to the state priorities. WestEd proposes including two types of standards within the evaluation rubrics: practice standards and quality standards. Such standards align to the SBE’s evaluation rubrics policy statements and provide specific reference to practices and measurements against which an LEA may assess strengths, areas in need of improvement, and local performance. 
Practice Standards describe research-supported practices related to areas within the policy frame inclusive of all state priorities. Practice standards convey characteristics and examples of high functioning practices. Following is an example of a subset of practice standards related to Graduation:
· Provide instruction, and when appropriate interventions, that align to and address state standards.

· Use formative and standardized assessment data to inform placement, intervention, and supports for students to ensure they are able to meet or exceed grade level standards.

· Promote student attendance, with particular attention to policies and practices that address at risk students such as those that are chronically absent, suspended, and/or expelled from school.

Quality Standards complement practice standards by providing a measurement-based system against which to assess local progress for all state priorities. The quality standards establish specific expectations for performance based on consideration of improvement and outcomes, which are assigned based upon how an LEA, school, or subgroups performs for a specific metric relative to the overall distribution of results for the state. 
This approach is modelled after the evidence-based approached used in Alberta, Canada. The Alberta system was designed to support improvement and therefore the highest (Excellent) and lowest ends of the classification results (Concern) are viewed as exceptional, with 5% of LEAs classified as Excellent, and 5% as Concern. The remaining 90% are classified as Good, Acceptable, or Issues. Quality standards promote growth and reflection by providing feedback regarding improvement and outcome for the LEA and its schools, including significant subgroups. The ranges for the classifications and nomenclature will be developed based on analysis of California-specific data, user acceptance testing applied research, and input from stakeholders. Appendix A provides technical details and a more indepth description of this approach.
WestEd anticipates preparing memos that over the upcoming months provide the SBE with concrete examples and data to illustrate options and provide recommendations for practice and quality standards for the evaluation rubrics.
Relationship between the Evaluation Rubrics, Planning, Assistance, and Intervention
The evaluation rubrics when completed are to serve as a tool and resource that align with LCFF’s approach to improving a broad range of student outcomes through strategic planning, alignment of resources, technical assistance, and intervention. In addition to data displays to support the use of practice and quality standards, the evaluation rubrics will also include practice guides and resource materials that are associated with the narrative statements. The planned user acceptance testing will investigate the relevance and usefulness of the evaluation rubrics within current planning, monitoring, assistance, intervention processes. Results from the user acceptance testing, including examples and recommendations for the use of the evaluation rubrics, will be shared with the as part of future updates and memos to the SBE. 
APPENDIX A – Explanation of Practice and Quality Standards

The following terms and definitions are referenced in the document:

LCFF State Priorities: Areas of focus for LCFF that include conditions for learning, pupil achievement, and engagement as specified in Education Code Sections 52060 and 52066.

Indicators: Indicators provide evidence that a certain condition exists or certain results have or have not been achieved based on consideration of one or more metric(s) related to the LCFF State Priorities.

Metrics: Metrics are the detailed measures used to evaluate performance for the LCFF State Priorities
Practice Standards would describe research-supported practices related to “key” or indicators, and could also be developed for related or “leading” indicators. Practice standards convey characteristics and an example of high functioning practices associated with the “key” indicators.

Example: The practices and supports necessary for a student to graduate from high school begin from a student’s point of entry into education. Graduation from high school requires sufficient accrual of credits, demonstration of competencies in academic and other content areas, positive participation and engagement in school, and persistence. Schools and districts that successfully support students in their path towards high school graduation:

· Provide instruction, and when appropriate interventions, that align to and address state standards.

· Use formative and standardized assessment data to inform placement, intervention, and supports for students to ensure they are able to meet or exceed grade level standards.

· Promote student attendance, with particular attention to policies and practices that address at risk students such as those that are chronically absent, suspended, and/or expelled from school.

· Have programs in place that work to limit transitions between schools for students, and when they do occur, programs that support smooth transitions. Such programs are especially important for foster youth, homeless youth, migrant education students, and others for which home stability is a challenge. 

· Engage and value parents and community members as partners in learning. Activities and supportive services are in place that seek parent and community input, including but not limited to LCAP development; parents and community members are encouraged and supported to extend learning opportunity and time at home; and parents can access information in a timely and friendly manner, which includes sensitivity and accommodations for language and culture. 

Quality Standards would provide a measurement-based system against which to assess local progress for “key” indicators, and could also be developed for related or “leading” indicators. Quality standards promote growth and reflection by providing feedback regarding “improvement” and “outcome” for the LEA and its schools, including significant subgroups. The following information would be generated for each quality standard:

· Result: Level of performance at the LEA, school, and subgroup levels for the key indicator as measured by a specific metric (e.g., graduation rate).

· Improvement: Based on three year averages for the metrics identified for the key indicator, classify growth or decline in one of five ways – Improved Significantly, Improved, Maintained, Declined, and Declined Significantly. Cut point would be established based on trends exhibited from analysis of California data.

· Outcome: Based on three-year averages for the metrics identified for the key indicator, classify outcomes at the LEA, school, or student subgroups based on points in the statewide distribution for the key indicator. The five-point classification includes – Very High, High, Intermediate, Low, and Very Low.

· Overall: Provide an overall rating for the key indicator based on a composite analysis of the Improvement and Outcome classification for all metrics related to the key indicator. The overall indicator can serve to identify where technical assistance or intervention may be warranted. The five-point classification includes – Excellent (blue), Good (green), Acceptable (white), Issue (orange), and Concern (red).

The above approach, based on the system used in Alberta, Canada, would apply to the LEA, school, and student subgroup levels. The Albert system classifies two result-oriented dimensions--Improvement and Outcome (see above for definition), which are assigned based upon how an LEA, school, or subgroups perform for a specific metric relative to the overall distribution of results for the state. The Alberta system was designed to support improvement and therefore the highest (Excellent) and lowest ends of the classification results (Concern) are viewed as exceptional with 5% of LEAs classified as Excellent and 5% as Concern. 
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The above Sample Classification Distribution graph depicts how an LEA, school, or subgroup performs for a specific metric relative to the overall distribution of results for the state.  
Please refer to the following data table, which is an example of how the above Sample Classification Distribution data is captured in the Alberta dashboard:

	Improvement
	Outcome

	
	Very High
	High
	Intermediate
	Low
	Very Low

	Improved Significantly
	Excellent
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Acceptable

	Improved
	Excellent
	Good
	Good
	Acceptable
	Issue

	Maintained
	Excellent
	Good
	Acceptable
	Issue
	Concern

	Declined
	Good
	Acceptable
	Issue
	Issue
	Concern

	Declined Significantly
	Acceptable
	Issue
	Issue
	Concern
	Concern


Below is a sample of what this display may include for the key indicator of graduation. This examples includes data for the most recent year, three-year average, and state average. Based on this data the results are classified based on level of improvement and outcome with an overall rating that reflects a combination of improvement and outcome.  The evaluation rubrics display could include the following:

EXAMPLE: Students that graduate --  

	
	Results
	Improvement
	Outcome
	Overall
	Graduation Indicator

	
	1 Year
	3-Year Average
	State Average
	
	
	
	

	Graduation Rate
	88.5%
	88.4%
	80.8%
	Maintained
	High
	Good
	Acceptable

	School Attendance – Elementary
	95.0%
	95.0%
	94.5%
	Maintained
	Intermediate
	Acceptable
	

	School Attendance – Intermediate
	92.5%
	93.1%
	93.0%
	Declined
	Intermediate
	Issue
	

	School Attendance – High School
	93.5%
	93.2%
	92.8%
	Maintained
	High
	Good
	


The ranges for the Improvement, Outcome, and Overall classifications will be developed based on analysis of California-specific data with recommendations included in future memos and presentations to the SBE.
 Revised version prepared by: Staff, California State Board of Education, and WestEd, August 31, 2015
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