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	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
	Developing a New Accountability System: An Overview of Potential College and Career Indicators 


Summary of Key Issues

At the January 2016 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting, members requested that California Department of Education (CDE) staff work with SBE staff and WestEd to propose measures for a new state accountability system that: (1) aligns with the state priorities identified in the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) legislation and (2) meets the accountability requirements under the newly enacted federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). This memorandum provides an overview of two options for a College and Career Indicator (CCI) as one of the measures for an aligned state and federal accountability system.  

In September 2012, Senate Bill 1458 amended California Education Code (EC) Section 52052, which made significant changes to the Academic Performance Index (API). SB 1458 required that only 60 percent of the high school API be comprised of state assessments and the remaining 40 percent be based on other indicators. One of the indicators that SB 1458 recommended for exploration was the inclusion of a CCI.
In 2014, the CDE Technical Design Group (TDG) and the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee discussed measures to incorporate a CCI in the API. In response, the CDE conducted multiple simulations to determine a valid, reliable, and fair methodology for incorporating the CCI into a state accountability system (Attachment 1).
ESSA provides states with greater responsibility for designing and building their state accountability systems and requires more robust measures of student learning and achievement. California has a rare opportunity to build a state accountability system that aligns with the ESSA requirements, but still maintains the established accountability vision that California has developed through the implementation of the LCFF legislation. 
A component of both the LCFF and ESSA is a focus on ensuring students are prepared for postsecondary options. The CCI would satisfy the ESSA requirements to include an indicator for school quality or student success. As part of their work to redesign the API as required under SB 1458, the PSAA Advisory Committee and the TDG completed a significant amount of work in the development of a CCI which is discussed in this memorandum. 
To assist in the development of the proposed two CCI models, the CDE held one statewide Webinar and six regional meetings to gather input for the proposed methodology. Approximately 500 people attended the meetings and 146 attendees provided public comment. In addition, a statewide survey was conducted and the CDE received 1,768 responses. 
In addition, the CDE contracted with the Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC), to conduct a literature review of the most valid and reliable measures for determining whether or not students were prepared for postsecondary options. Dr. David Conley served as project lead and presented six papers to the PSAA Advisory Committee which were incorporated in the design of the CCI. Dr. Conley presented the final paper with recommendations for college and career measures to the SBE at the May 2015 SBE meeting.
Design Features of the College and Career Indicators
One of the most important guiding principles in the redesign of an aligned state and federal accountability system is to develop a valid and reliable system that is also fair to all schools. Through a review of potential measures, it was determined that a single universal measure did not exist that was adequate to determine if students were ready for postsecondary options that would also fairly compare all schools and still allow students to pursue various options to prepare for postsecondary. 
As a result, the PSAA Advisory Committee and the TDG concluded that the CCI needed to contain multiple measures. Because there are various pathways available to prepare for postsecondary options, the PSAA Advisory Committee and TDG recommended that multiple pathways deserved recognition. In addition, California’s secondary schools are diverse and choosing only one measure for postsecondary readiness may unfairly represent a school’s CCI progress. For example, not all high schools offer Advanced Placement (AP) courses (one of the measures required in the Local Control and Accountability Plans [LCAPs]). However, there are high schools that offer dual enrollment (i.e., taking a college course while still in high school) instead of AP courses. 
The PSAA Advisory Committee and the TDG also concluded that a separate system should be developed for alternative schools. (Schools are identified as alternative if: [1] they are eligible to participate in the alternative schools accountability model (ASAM) as defined by EC sections 52052 and 52052.1; or [2] they meet the SBE criteria [e.g., dropout recovery] and applied for ASAM status.) The data simulations produced sufficient evidence that a different set of measures should be developed for alternative schools to better reflect how they are serving their students. For example, it may not be appropriate to hold alternative schools accountable to a four-year cohort graduation rate when they are serving students who arrive credit deficient with less chance of graduating within four years. 

Because high school students are only assessed in English language arts/literacy and mathematics in grade eleven, a valid and reliable growth model cannot be developed for high schools. In addition, even with the inclusion of multiple measures in the CCI, approximately 47 percent of students did not meet any of the proposed criteria (Attachment 2). As a result, the TDG supports the incorporation of the Early Assessment Program (EAP) into the CCI. Because the grade eleven Smarter Balanced assessments yield a determination of whether or not a student is ready for college, it provides all students an opportunity to demonstrate college preparedness.  

The PSAA Advisory Committee supported the development of a CCI model using data currently collected through the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS) and other available data to design a flexible model to add new measures as they become available and remove measures as necessary. This would promote continuous improvement of the CCI model.
In response to these recommendations, the CDE developed two CCI models: (1) Standards Model, and (2) Point System Model. Each model has its strengths and weaknesses. Both models currently have four performance levels to align with the Smarter Balanced assessment results:

· Not Prepared 

· Approaching Preparedness 

· Prepared

· Well Prepared

The models are designed to report out the percent of students in each of the four levels. Reporting out the percentages may eliminate the need for the SBE to make judgments regarding a school’s performance on the CCI. Local communities can determine what is acceptable in regards to the percentage of students who are deemed prepared for postsecondary options, which re-enforces the local control accountability established in LCFF. The number of levels and how the data are reported can be adjusted based on further guidance from the SBE.
Both models required decisions to be made regarding the placement of criteria in each of the four performance levels. For example, should the completion of a-g and passage of an AP examination receive equal weight in the models? One option to calibrate the placement of each measure, within the four levels, is to compare student performance on each measure (e.g., a-g) to their performance on the EAP assessment (See Attachment 2 for selected simulation results). 
Given diverse resources, needs, and student populations across the state, the model presents a variety of ways for schools to better prepare students for postsecondary options. It is also recognized that schools and districts may have additional local data that can contribute to their LCAP, as appropriate. 

Standards Model

In this model, students are placed in the CCI based on their highest achievement. For example, if a student passes an AP exam, and does not meet any other criteria (e.g., complete a-g requirements, complete a Career Technical Education (CTE) pathway, or earn the State Seal of Biliteracy, etc.), the student’s placement or performance in the model will be based solely on the AP exam achievement. Therefore, a student could be considered prepared for postsecondary options by only meeting only one achievement criteria. 
Strengths of the model: 

· It is very flexible; it allows measures to be added or removed with very little effort.
· It provides multiple pathways for schools to prepare students for postsecondary options. 
· It is a simple concept to understand.
· It may incentivize schools to move modest performing students out of lower achievement levels (i.e., progressive weighting).
Weakness of the model:

· It requires students to meet each measure based on established criteria. Therefore, no credit is given for students who take an AP exam, but do not pass. 

· Complex equating is required. 
Point System Model

This model is similar to the college acceptance process. In this model, students are assigned points based on their performance in multiple areas. For example, a student would earn a set number of points for completing a-g courses, CTE pathways, AP exam scores, etc. The total points would determine level placement in the model. This model is designed so that a student must obtain points in more than one area to be considered well prepared for postsecondary options. (A student cannot be well prepared by earning points in only one area.) In addition, the point system allows points for participation in AP courses and in SAT/ACT/AP exams. However, caution must be used when providing points for participation (i.e., participation in AP courses) to avoid the unintended consequence of schools placing unprepared students in AP courses. The goal should be for schools to increase the number of disadvantage students taking AP courses by providing them with extra support in grades nine and ten so they can be successful in AP courses in grades eleven and twelve. 
Strengths of the model:

· It provides multiple opportunities for schools to prepare students for postsecondary options.
· The methodology is easy to communicate. 
· It allows credit to be given for participation in college courses or exams, which could result in more disadvantaged students having access to higher level courses. 
Weaknesses of the model:

· Because this model allows points to be awarded for participation, it could produce an unintended consequence of unprepared students being placed into AP courses, or required to take an AP/SAT/ACT exam. 

· This model does not place value on certain levels of achievement. Because a student’s placement in the model is derived from the sum of the points earned, a student could earn enough low-level points in multiple areas that would increase their placement level without actually meeting any minimum achievement criteria. For example, a student could participate in AP courses and college level exams and not pass the course and/or exam, but score enough points to move up a level in the model.    

· Although the model allows measures to be added or removed, each change could require a re-scaling of the point structure.

Attachment(s)
Attachment 1: Simulations Conducted for the College and Career Indicator (3 pages)
Attachment 2: Percent of 2012–13 Cohort that Met Simulated College and Career 

Criteria (1 page)
Simulations Conducted for the College and Career Indicator
Background
Work on the College and Career Indicator (CCI) began in 2014 using a master file for the 2012–13 four-year cohort rate. The file contained 2,470 high schools. Of those, 1,390 were identified as traditional and 1,080 were identified as alternative. Schools were identified as alternative if: (1) they were eligible to participate in the alternative schools accountability model (ASAM) as defined by California Education Code (EC) Section 52052 (Note: to conduct the simulations these schools were identified based on their school ownership codes) or (2) they met the State Board of Education (SBE) criteria (e.g., dropout recovery) and applied for ASAM status. This master file contained 490,732 students. Only schools that met the following criteria were included in the file:

· Had a 2013 Academic Performance Index (API)
· Had grade twelve students in the 2012–13 Cohort

· Had an active school status

To ensure consistency and comparability, the master file was used in all simulations. Multiple simulations were run on each measure under consideration for the CCI and data was provided by the following categories:

· School Type:
· Traditional Non-Charter Schools (N=1,043)

· Traditional Charter Schools (N=344)

· Alternative Non-Charter Schools (N=1,000)

· Alternative Charter Schools (N=69)
· Student group (race/ethnicity, socioeconomically disadvantaged [SED], and English learners [ELs])
· Location (i.e., rural, suburban, and urban)
· School size
Career and College Indicator Simulation Results
The following are the results from select simulations completed for the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee and the Technical Design Group (TDG) related to CCI.

	Simulation
	Results Reported
	Results

	Advanced Placement (AP) Courses Offered 
	By School Type
	· Traditional schools offered more AP courses than alternative schools

· Traditional schools with high enrollment (>300) offer more AP courses

· English-language arts (ELA), History/ Social Science, and math/computer are offered more often than other AP courses

	Participation on AP Exams
	By Student Group
	· 22 percent of students in the master file took an AP exam

· African American and ELs had the lowest participation rates
· Asian, White, and Two or More Races had the highest participation rates

	Participation on AP Exams
	By Territory for Alternative Schools
	· Rural Schools: 79 percent do not have any AP test takers

· Suburban Schools: 55 percent do not have any AP test takers

· Urban Schools: 48 percent do not have any AP test takers

	Participation on AP Exams
	By Territory for  Traditional Schools
	· Rural Schools: 9 percent do not have any AP test takers

· Suburban Schools: 10 percent do not have any AP test takers

· Urban Schools: 17 percent do not have any AP test takers

	Participation on AP/SAT/ACT
	By School Type
	· Alternative schools: 95 percent do not have any students participating in AP exams 
· Alternative schools: 61 percent do not have any students participating in any college-level exams 

· Traditional schools: 5 percent do not have any students participating in any college-level exams 

	No a-g Completers Reported
	By School Type
	· Traditional non-charter: 9.0 percent
· Traditional charter: 4.4 percent
· Alternative non-charter: 43.1 percent
· Alternative charter: 15.9 percent


	a-g Completers Meeting at Least One Benchmark
 on AP/SAT/ACT 
	By Student Group
	· African American: 22.6 percent completed a-g and 7.0 percent met benchmark

· Hispanic: 24.2 percent completed a-g and 10.3 percent met benchmark

· SED: 24.2 percent completed a-g and 10.6 percent met benchmark

· Asian: 63.5 percent completed a-g and 47.4 percent met benchmark

· White: 42.9 percent completed a-g and 28.8 percent met benchmark

	a-g Completers’ Performance on the Early Assessment Program (EAP)
	Statewide
	· 36.2 percent scored “Not Ready”

· 21.4 percent scored “Conditionally Ready”

· 42.4 percent scored “Ready”

	No Career Technical Education (CTE) Courses Reported
	By School Type
	· Traditional non-charter: 4.0 percent
· Traditional charter: 52.3 percent
· Alternative non-charter: 50.0 percent
· Alternative charter: 36.2 percent

	CTE Completers
 Meeting at Least One Benchmark on AP/SAT/ACT
	By Student Group
	· African American: 8.4 percent completed CTE and 0.08 percent met benchmark

· Hispanic: 11.6 percent completed CTE and 1.5 percent met benchmark

· SED: 11.4 percent completed CTE and 1.6 percent met benchmark

· Asian: 12.3 percent completed CTE and 5.6 percent met benchmark

· White: 12.1 percent completed CTE and 3.5 percent met benchmark

	CTE Completers’ Performance on the EAP
	Statewide
	· 64.5 percent scored “Not Ready”

· 15.7 percent scored “Conditionally Ready”

· 19.8 percent scored “Ready”

	Percent of Schools Reporting Students Who Are Dually enrolled
	School Type
	· Traditional non-charter: 25.9 percent
· Traditional charter: 20.2 percent
· Alternative non-charter: 11.6 percent
· Alternative charter: 20.3 percent

	Dual Enrollment 
	Student Group
	· African American: 3.1 percent
· Hispanic: 3.9 percent
· SED: 3.6 percent
· Asian: 1.7 percent
· White: 3.4 percent


Percent of 2012–13 Cohort that Met Simulated 

College and Career Criteria
	Took SAT, ACT, or Advanced Placement (AP) Exam

211,083 (43.0%)


	
	Did not take SAT, ACT, or AP Exam

279,649 (57.0%)



	Met at least one exam benchmark*
(114,947)

(23.4%)


	
	Did not meet any exam benchmark, but completed a-g only

(46,288)

(9.4%)


	
	Did not meet any exam benchmark, but completed CTE** only

(5,815)

(1.2%)


	
	Did not meet any exam benchmark, but completed

a-g and CTE

(6,965)

(1.4%)


	
	Did not take any exam, but completed   a-g only

(15,535)

(3.2%)


	
	Did not take any exam, but completed CTE only

(29,294)

(6.0%)


	
	Did not take any exam, but completed

a-g and CTE

(2,630)

(0.5%)



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Took exam, but did not meet any exam benchmark. Furthermore, did not complete a-g or CTE

(37,068) (7.6%).


	
	Did not take any exam and did not complete a-g or CTE

(232,190) (47.3%).




*SAT Benchmark=Score of 1550 or higher; ACT Benchmark=Score of 21 or higher; AP Benchmark=Score of 3 or higher.
**CTE=Career Technical Education 
� SAT Benchmark=Score of 1550 or higher; ACT Benchmark=Score of 21 or higher; AP Benchmark=Score of 3 or higher.





� A student who has completed a CTE Pathway, including the capstone course, with a “C” or better.
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