memo-dsib-amard-oct16item02

Page 2 of 3
memo-exec-essa-apr17item02

Page 17 of 17

	State Board of Education

Executive Office
SBE-002 (REV. 01/2011)
	memo-exec-essa-apr17item02



	memorandum


	Date:
	April 12, 2017
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	STAFF, California Department of Education and State Board of Education


	SUBJECT:
	Relationship Between the State Board of Education’s Adoption of the Local Control Funding Formula Evaluation Rubrics and Title I School Accountability Requirements under the Every Student Succeeds Act


This memorandum summarizes requirements for Title I school accountability that the State Board of Education (SBE) must address in the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) state plan. It also explains how the SBE’s prior actions to adopt the evaluation rubrics, a new accountability tool required under the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), relate to the Title I school accountability requirements. 

At the May 2017 SBE meeting, staff will recommend that the SBE approve the initial draft of the ESSA state plan for the formal public comment period. The initial draft of the ESSA state plan will address the Title I school accountability requirements. This memorandum is provided as background to inform the SBE’s deliberations on the initial draft ESSA state plan in May.  

I. Background
Passed by the Legislature and signed by the Governor in 2013, LCFF significantly changed how California provides resources to public schools and holds districts, county offices of education, and charter schools accountable for improving student performance.  

LCFF includes eight priority areas for school districts and charter schools (ten priority areas for county offices of education) and requires that the state’s accountability system consider all LCFF priority areas.  The SBE met this requirement when it adopted the evaluation rubrics by establishing performance standards for a concise set of state and local indicators that address each LCFF priority.  

At its January 2017 meeting, the SBE finalized the details for a field test of the evaluation rubrics during 2016-17, before California’s new accountability system is fully operational for local educational agencies (LEAs) in 2017-18. Performance data from the evaluation rubrics will be reported to the public through the California School Dashboard, a new website that parents/guardians, educators and the public can use to see how LEAs and schools are meeting the needs of California’s diverse student population.

The federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed into law in December 2015. Like LCFF, ESSA requires the use of multiple measures for school accountability. In contrast to LCFF’s focus on LEAs, ESSA requires school-level assistance or intervention.  

Since ESSA’s enactment, the SBE has proceeded with the goal of developing an integrated local, state, and federal accountability system based on LCFF. Consistent with this goal, the SBE’s recent actions to adopt the evaluation rubrics address some of ESSA’s statutory requirements. The SBE will address other requirements in the final ESSA state plan that the SBE will approve in September 2017.  

II. Components of the Evaluation Rubrics Relevant to Title I School Accountability Requirements

A. State Indicators  
“State indicators” apply uniformly across the state and show performance of all students and student groups at the LEA and school levels. The SBE approved the following state indicators:

· Academic Indicator: student test scores for Grades 3 through 8 on English Language Arts and mathematics; 

· College/Career Indicator: college and career readiness, which includes student test scores for Grade 11 on English Language Arts and mathematics; 

· English Learner Progress Indicator: progress of English learners toward language proficiency; 

· Graduation rates; 

· Chronic absenteeism; and 

· Suspension rates. 

The SBE selected the state indicators based on deliberations over two meetings (March and May 2016). Those deliberations and the May 2016 action to approve the indicators focused on identifying a concise set of state indicators that meet ESSA’s statutory requirements for school accountability, which are discussed in detail later in this memorandum. Accordingly, the initial architecture for the integrated local, state, and federal accountability system that the SBE approved at the March 2016 meeting and the indicators that the SBE approved at the May 2016 meeting took into account the federal statutory requirements for school accountability under ESSA.  
The SBE approved measurement of performance for state indicators as a combination of current performance (Status) and improvement over time (Change), resulting in five color-coded performance levels for each state indicator:

· Five levels of current performance, called Status levels, which range from “Very High” to “Very Low.” Status is based on the most current year performance data.

· Five levels of change in performance, called Change levels, which range from “Increased Significantly” to “Declined Significantly.” Change is calculated as the difference between current performance and past performance.

· Five color-coded Performance levels, based on a five-by-five reference table that combines the five Status levels and five Change levels.  The model provides equal weight to both Status and Change. From lowest to highest the performance levels are: Red, Orange, Yellow, Green, and Blue. 

· LEAs, schools, and student groups are assigned a performance level annually for each state indicator that applies.

The performance levels serve as the performance standards for the state indicators. The SBE established the performance standards based on the current statewide distribution of Status and Change for each indicator. Therefore, the performance standards vary by indicator and will generally remain fixed for several years, until the SBE decides to update them.

Based on state law, LEAs and student groups do not receive color-coded performance levels if there are fewer than 30 students (15 students for foster youth and homeless youth) with performance data for any state indicator. State law defines the student groups that must be included in the accountability system:

· English learner

· Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

· Foster Youth

· Homeless

· Students with Disabilities

· Race/ethnic groups, which include:

· American Indian/Alaskan Native
· Asian

· Black/African-American

· Filipino 

· Hispanic/Latino

· Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

· Two or more races

· White

LEA, school, and student group performance levels are determined annually based on the most recent year of data available. Table 1 provides an example of how the five-by-five reference table is used to identify the performance level for an LEA, school, or student group. In this example, a “High” Status and an “Increased” Change results in an overall performance level of Green.
Table 1. Example Five-by-Five Reference Table
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For each state indicator, the Status levels and Change levels represent a range of values. For example, the “High” Status on the Graduation Rate Indicator includes graduation rates from 90.0% to less than 95.0%, and the “Declined” Change on the Graduation Rate Indicator includes a decline in graduation rates of between 1.0% and 5.0%.   
The five-by-five reference tables that the SBE approved for each indicator show the specific values for each Status and Change level and are available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/stateindicatorsquickref.pdf. A technical guide for the new accountability system shows the specific distributions for Status and Change (at the LEA level and school level) used to establish the five-by-five reference tables: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/dashboardguidespring17.pdf.

Note: The indicators are based on different measures (e.g., scale scores for Academic Indicator, rates for suspension and graduation). The statewide distributions of performance used to establish the performance levels also vary from indicator to indicator. So the range of values in the five-by-five reference tables differs across the state indicators.  

B. Local Indicators  

The SBE approved local measures for the remaining LCFF priorities that are not covered by the state indicators. These “local indicators” apply only to LEAs.  Performance on the local indicators is based on whether LEAs collect local data and report their progress to their local governing board and through the Dashboard using self-reflection tools included in the evaluation rubrics. The performance standards for local indicators are Met, Not Met and Not Met for Two or More Years.
C. Criteria for LEA Assistance and Support 

By statute, LEAs are eligible for assistance and intervention based on performance of student groups within LCFF priority areas. For example, districts and county offices of education are eligible for technical assistance if at least one student group does not meet the performance standards established by the SBE in two or more LCFF priority areas.
The SBE approved criteria for determining LEA eligibility for assistance and intervention under LCFF based on the performance standards for the state and local indicators. The criteria are the Red performance level on state indicators (except for the Academic Indicator, which is Red on both the English language arts and Math assessments OR Red on one assessment and Orange on the other assessment) and Not Met for Two or More Years on local indicators. 
Appendix 1 contains a table with the criteria for assistance and support. More details are available on pages 6 through 8 of a February 2017 information memorandum available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-sbe-feb17item01v2.doc.  

D. Summary 
In adopting the evaluation rubrics, the SBE approved performance standards for state indicators based on the five-by-five reference tables. The performance standards apply at the LEA and school levels for all students and individual student groups. The performance standards for state indicators therefore support:

· Differentiating performance within a single indicator (e.g., overall performance may be Yellow but a student group’s performance may be higher or lower); 

· Setting goals for improvement within a single indicator (e.g., if current performance is Yellow, an LEA can determine how much Change is needed to move up to the next performance level); and

· Differentiating performance across indicators (e.g., one school or student group may be Green on all indicators and other schools or student groups may be higher or lower on the indicators).

III. Title I School Accountability Requirements
ESSA requires that the state plan describe the following components of the state’s accountability system for schools under Title I:

A. Student Groups 

B. Minimum Student Group Size for Accountability Purposes

C. Required Indicators

D. Long-Term Goals and Measures of Interim Progress

E. Meaningful Differentiation of Schools
F. Much Greater Weight, in the Aggregate, to Certain Indicators
G. Identifying Schools for Assistance

The SBE has already addressed a number of these requirements in adopting the evaluation rubrics. Others are addressed in state law and require no further action by the SBE. The SBE must, however, still address some remaining ESSA requirements. The ESSA requirements, and California’s current status in addressing the requirements, are summarized below. Appendix 2 contains relevant excerpts from the ESSA statute.
A. Student Groups 
Under ESSA, the state accountability system for schools must address performance of at least the following student groups:

· Economically disadvantaged students;

· Students from major racial and ethnic groups;

· Children with disabilities; and

· English learners.

LCFF required that the evaluation rubrics include performance standards for LEAs, schools, and the statutorily defined student groups, which include the groups required under ESSA. Therefore, this federal requirement has already been addressed.

B. Minimum Student Group Size for Accountability Purposes  

ESSA requires that the state establish a minimum number of students for disaggregating data by student group and requires that the minimum number be the same for all students and for each student group. 

State law defines 30 as the minimum size for student groups (15 for foster youth and homeless youth) for accountability purposes at the LEA level.  The sole question for the SBE to address is what student group size should apply for school accountability.  

Using a 30-student minimum size for school accountability would address ESSA’s requirement that the minimum number “be the same for all students and for each student group.” The 15-student minimum size for foster and homeless youth would still apply at the LEA level when that data become available in fall 2017.  

This aligns with the SBE’s actions on the evaluation rubrics and would minimize the differences between LEA and school accountability. In contrast, using a different group size for school accountability under ESSA could require different cut scores for LEAs and schools for all state indicators.  

Note: Color-coded performance levels are assigned only when the student group meets the minimum size for accountability purposes. Performance data are included at the LEA and school levels for reporting purposes through the California School Dashboard when any student group has at least 11 students. 

C. Required Indicators 
ESSA specifies indicators that must be included in the state accountability system for schools and requires that the data used for the indicators allow comparison of school and student group performance statewide. As part of developing a single accountability system for LEAs and schools, the SBE decided that the state indicators in the evaluation rubrics will be the indicators required under ESSA. Table 2 shows the relationship between the state indicators and the required indicators under ESSA.  

Table 2.  ESSA Requirements and the State Indicators 
	Required Indicators under ESSA
	State Indicators

	Student test scores on English language arts and math for grades 3-8, and one time in high school
	The Academic Indicator includes student test scores on English language arts and math for grades 3-8. 

The College/Career Indicator includes test scores on English language arts and math for grade 11.

	Progress of English learners toward language proficiency
	The English Learner Progress Indicator measures progress of English learners toward language proficiency.

	Graduation rate
	Graduation rate is a state indicator.

	An additional academic indicator for grades K-8
	Chronic absence is an additional academic indicator for grades K-8, given its strong correlation with future academic attainment.

	At least one additional indicator that applies for grades K-12  
	Suspension rate is an additional indicator that applies for grades K-12.


The local indicators do not apply uniformly across the state, do not measure student group performance, and do not apply to schools. They will not be used for school-level accountability purposes under ESSA.  

The SBE does not need to take further action to address this requirement. The SBE has indicated that it intends to annually review the evaluation rubrics and may add or replace certain state indicators over time. If there are any changes, the state indicators would still be used for school accountability purposes under ESSA.    

D. Long-Term Goals and Measures of Interim Progress  

The state plan must set long-term goals for, at a minimum, the Academic Indicator and College/Career Indicator (which includes Grade 11 assessments); graduation rate; and the English Learner Progress Indicator. The plan must describe the goal, the period of time for meeting it, and how to measure whether all students and individual student groups are making progress toward the goal. The long-term goals and measures of interim progress must also take into account the improvement necessary “to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency and graduation rate gaps” for student groups that are behind on those indicators.  

1. Period of Time  

ESSA does not define “long-term.” The methodology for establishing performance standards for the state indicators considers the present distribution of performance statewide. The SBE approved a process for annually reviewing the evaluation rubrics, including the cut scores for Status and Change for the state indicators. 

The SBE’s actions reflect the expectation to update the performance standards periodically to support continuous improvement for all LEAs and schools. Staff have suggested between 5 and 7 years as the expected time when the SBE would revise the performance standards. Additionally, in approving the performance standards for the Academic Indicator in January 2017 and the preliminary performance standards for the College/Career Indicator in September 2016, SBE members emphasized the importance of revisiting those standards annually and potentially updating them sooner than 5 years, in recognition that the state is still relatively early in the ongoing implementation of the new California Common Core State Standards.  

The SBE does not need to take further action to address this requirement. The ESSA state plan can describe the expected duration for goals and evaluation of statewide progress on the goals by: explaining the methodology for establishing performance standards; stating that the SBE expects to revise the performance standards for state indicators every 5 to 7 years; and describing the annual review process and potential for the SBE to update performance standards sooner if warranted.  

2. Goals and Interim Progress  

The SBE has not established a specific goal or target for LEAs, schools, and student groups to attain over the long term. There are several ways to do so. 

One option is to establish a goal of reaching a specific cell in the Green performance level. Table 3 contains a sample five-by-five reference table (similar to Table 1 above) to illustrate this option. Based on Table 3, the goal could be the cell for High (Status) and Maintained (Change). All of the Blue cells would exceed the goal, and the SBE would determine whether any other Green cells also exceed the goal, e.g., High (Status) and Increased (Change). Green is the logical performance level to use based on where the cut points for Status and Change were drawn within the current statewide distribution of performance.  
Table 3. Example Five-by-Five Reference Table
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Either the state or LEAs would determine interim measures of progress for each school and student group using the five-by-five reference chart. For example, based on the current Status (e.g., graduation rate of 86 percent), how much improvement is needed to be High (Status) and Maintained (Change) or above? Dividing that by the number of years left to reach the goal provides the average annual Change needed to reach the goal within the period of time. 
The reference chart also allows for transparent calculation of improvement needed for lower performing student groups to make significant progress in closing performance gaps throughout the duration of the goal. For example, a student group in the Very Low (Status) and Maintained (Change) cell would need to make greater progress to reach the goal than another student group in the Medium (Status) and Maintained (Change) cell would need to make to reach the goal.
This approach is based on the methodology for measuring performance on the state indicators and provides meaningful information to assist LEAs and schools in evaluating progress and prioritizing where to focus in improving performance over time. This is not true of other options.  

· For example, the goal could be for all schools and student groups to be in the Green performance category or above (Blue) at the end of the time period. Interim measures of progress would be for the school or student group to be in the Green performance level. But this approach presents a challenge practically and from a communication perspective because the goal (Green) and interim goal (Green) are identical. The concept of differential improvement for student groups would also be difficult to articulate or implement.  

· As another example, the goal could be for all schools and student groups to reach a specific Status at the end of the time period, similar to the targets set under No Child Left Behind. Interim measures of progress would be determined for each school and student group by comparing current Status with the goal, similar to the former Adequate Yearly Progress. This option would create a different approach for school accountability than the overall approach to measuring performance in the evaluation rubrics. It is therefore inconsistent with the principle to align, to the greatest extent possible, the state’s approach to federal requirements with the SBE’s decisions to implement LCFF. 

E. Meaningful Differentiation of Schools 
Under ESSA, the state accountability system for schools must allow meaningful differentiation of all schools based on the required indicators.  

The SBE does not need to take further action to address this requirement. The performance levels for the state indicators apply at both the LEA and school levels.  Schools will receive one of the five color-coded performance levels for each applicable state indicator for all students and for each student group. The differences in schools’ performance on the state indicators will support meaningful differentiation. 

The SBE will establish performance standards for chronic absence when data become available. The SBE has also established a process for annually reviewing the performance standards for other state indicators and adjusting them as appropriate.    

F. Much Greater Weight, in the Aggregate, to Certain Indicators

Student test scores, progress of English learners, graduation rate, and the additional K-8 academic measure (chronic absence) must receive much greater weight, in the aggregate, than the additional indicator (suspension rate) when meaningfully differentiating schools. This requirement is discussed below when reviewing options for identifying schools for assistance.

G. Identifying Schools for Assistance 

Background. Under ESSA, the state must identify the lowest-performing 5 percent of schools receiving Title I funds to receive support (comprehensive support) and schools where there is consistent underperformance by student groups (targeted support). As noted above, the approach must give much greater weight, in the aggregate, to student test scores, progress of English learners, graduation rate, and chronic absence than suspension rate. 

Consistent underperformance includes at least any student group that, on its own, would meet the criteria for being in the lowest-performing 5 percent of schools. The methodology for selecting the lowest-performing 5 percent of schools for comprehensive support is therefore applied to student groups within schools for selecting schools for targeted support.
There will be some differences between LEA identification and school identification due to differences in state and federal law. Under LCFF, identification of LEAs for assistance is based on the performance of student groups on the state and local indicators, grouped within the LCFF priorities. Under ESSA, identification of the lowest-performing 5 percent of schools is based on how all students perform on the state indicators and the state indicators are not grouped within the LCFF priorities. 
Analysis. The SBE has not established a methodology for identifying the lowest-performing 5 percent of schools. There are several ways to do so using the performance standards on the state indicators. 

One approach is to 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 be 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 identifying at least 5 percent of schools. 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.  

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.  
Other options would increase the differences between LEA and school identification criteria.  

· For example, it is possible to follow the approach described above, but give extra weight to one or more indicator. Depending on which indicator(s) receive extra weight, this approach would give much greater weight, in the aggregate, to the academic performance indicators.  

· The state could also determine the pool of 5 percent by considering performance on one or more indicator first, then moving to other indicators. For example, the initial pool of schools would be identified based on the performance on one indicator, e.g., Red on Indicator 1, then narrowed based on performance on a second indicator, e.g., Red on Indicator 2, etc. The selection process stops when moving to the next indicator results in less than 5 percent. Depending on the order of indicator(s) in the sequence, this approach would give much greater weight, in the aggregate, to the academic performance indicators. But it is possible that the final indicator(s) in the sequence might not be used at all, if the first few indicators narrow the pool to 5 percent. 

The alternatives discussed above give extra weight or precedence to one or more indicator, which would force LEA leaders to consider the indicators differently at the LEA and school levels. These alternatives are therefore inconsistent with the principle to align, to the greatest extent possible, the state’s approach to federal requirements with the SBE’s decisions to implement LCFF.   

Additional considerations. The likelihood of identifying exactly 5 percent of schools is low. The state plan would therefore need to specify whether the state will identify more than 5 percent of schools (i.e., apply the last step that identifies at least 5 percent of schools) or whether there will be additional factor(s) to differentiate performance to reach exactly 5 percent, e.g., performance on certain indicator(s) or other factors as a “tie-breaker.”  
Appendix 1.  Criteria for Determining Local Educational Agency Eligibility for Technical Assistance and Intervention under the Local Control Funding Formula


Appendix 2.  Relevant Sections of Every Student Succeeds Act  

Student Groups and Minimum Size

Section 1111(c)(1)–(3) of ESSA requires:

“(c) Statewide accountability system.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State plan shall describe a statewide accountability system that complies with the requirements of this subsection and subsection (d).

“(2) SUBGROUP OF STUDENTS.—In this subsection and subsection (d), the term ‘subgroup of students’ means— 

“(A) economically disadvantaged students;

“(B) students from major racial and ethnic groups;

“(C) children with disabilities; and

“(D) English learners.

“(3) MINIMUM NUMBER OF STUDENTS.—Each State shall describe— 

“(A) with respect to any provisions under this part that require disaggregation of information by each subgroup of students— 

“(i) the minimum number of students that the State determines are necessary to be included to carry out such requirements and how that number is statistically sound, which shall be the same State-determined number for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State;

“(ii) how such 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; and

“(iii) how the State ensures that such minimum number is sufficient to not reveal any personally identifiable information.

Indicators

Section 1111(c)(4)(B) of ESSA requires that the state plan:
“(B) INDICATORS.—Except for the indicator described in clause (iv), annually measure, for all students and separately for each subgroup of students, the following indicators: 

“(i) For all public schools in the State, based on the long-term goals established under subparagraph (A), academic achievement— 

“(I) as measured by proficiency on the annual assessments required under subsection (b)(2)(B)(v)(I); and

“(II) at the State’s discretion, for each public high school in the State, student growth, as measured by such annual assessments.

“(ii) For public elementary schools and secondary schools that are not high schools in the State— 

“(I) a measure of student growth, if determined appropriate by the State; or

“(II) another valid and reliable statewide academic indicator that allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance.

“(iii) For public high schools in the State, and based on State-designed long term goals established under subparagraph (A)— 

“(I) the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; and

“(II) at the State’s discretion, the extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.

“(iv) For public schools in the State, progress in achieving English language proficiency, as defined by the State and measured by the assessments described in subsection (b)(2)(G), within a State-determined timeline for all English learners— 

“(I) in each of the grades 3 through 8; and

“(II) in the grade for which such English learners are otherwise assessed under subsection (b)(2)(B)(v)(I) during the grade 9 through grade 12 period, with such progress being measured against the results of the assessments described in subsection (b)(2)(G) taken in the previous grade.

“(v) (I) For all public schools in the State, not less than one indicator of school quality or student success that— 

“(aa) allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance;

“(bb) is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide (with the same indicator or indicators used for each grade span, as such term is determined by the State); and

“(cc) may include one or more of the measures described in subclause (II).

“(II) For purposes of subclause (I), the State may include measures of—

“(III) student engagement;

“(IV) educator engagement;

“(V) student access to and completion of advanced coursework;

“(VI) postsecondary readiness;

“(VII) school climate and safety; and

“(VIII) any other indicator the State chooses that meets the requirements of this clause.

Long-Term Goals

Section 1111(c)(4)(A) of ESSA requires that the state plan:

(A) ESTABLISHMENT OF LONG-TERM GOALS.—Establish ambitious State-designed long-term goals, which shall include measurements of interim progress toward meeting such goals— 

(i) for all students and separately for each subgroup of students in the State— 

(I) for, at a minimum, improved— 

(aa) academic achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual assessments [for English and mathematics]; and

(bb) high school graduation rates, including—

(AA) the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; and

(BB) at the State’s discretion, the extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, except that the State shall set a more rigorous long-term goal for such graduation rate, as compared to the long-term goal set for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate;

(II) for which the term set by the State for such goals is the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; and

(III) that, for subgroups of students who are behind on the measures described in items (aa) and (bb) of subclause (I), take into account the improvement necessary on such measures to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency and graduation rate gaps; and

(ii) for English learners, for increases in the percentage of such students making progress in achieving English language proficiency, as defined by the State and measured by the [English language development assessment], within a State-determined timeline.

Identifying Schools for Comprehensive and Targeted Support

Section 1111(c)(4)(C) requires that the state plan:

“(C) ANNUAL MEANINGFUL DIFFERENTIATION.—Establish a system of meaningfully differentiating, on an annual basis, all public schools in the State, which shall— 

“(i) be based on all indicators in the State’s accountability system under subparagraph (B), for all students and for each of subgroup of students, consistent with the requirements of such subparagraph;

“(ii) with respect to the indicators described in clauses (i) through (iv) of subparagraph (B) afford— 

“(I) substantial weight to each such indicator; and

“(II) in the aggregate, much greater weight than is afforded to the indicator or indicators utilized by the State and described in subparagraph (B)(v), in the aggregate; and

“(iii) include differentiation of any such school in which any subgroup of students is consistently underperforming, as determined by the State, based on all indicators under subparagraph (B) and the system established under this subparagraph.

Section 1111(c)(4)(D) further requires that the state plan:

“(D) IDENTIFICATION OF SCHOOLS.—Based on the system of meaningful differentiation described in subparagraph (C), establish a State-determined methodology to identify— 

“(i) beginning with school year 2017–2018, and at least once every three school years thereafter, one statewide category of schools for comprehensive support and improvement, as described in subsection (d)(1), which shall include— 

“(I) not less than the lowest-performing 5 percent of all schools receiving funds under this part in the State;

“(II) all public high schools in the State failing to graduate one third or more of their students; and

“(III) public schools in the State described under subsection (d)(3)(A)(i)(II); and

“(ii) at the discretion of the State, additional statewide categories of schools.

Section 1111(d) further requires: 

“(2) TARGETED SUPPORT AND IMPROVEMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational agency receiving funds under this part shall, using the meaningful differentiation of schools described in subsection (c)(4)(C)— 

“(i) notify each local educational agency in the State of any school served by the local educational agency in which any subgroup of students is consistently underperforming, as described in subsection (c)(4)(C)(iii); and

“(ii) ensure such local educational agency provides notification to such school with respect to which subgroup or subgroups of students in such school are consistently underperforming as described in subsection (c)(4)(C)(iii).

. . . 

 “(C) ADDITIONAL TARGETED SUPPORT.—A plan described in subparagraph (B) that is developed and implemented in any school receiving a notification under this paragraph from the local educational agency in which any subgroup of students, on its own, would lead to identification under subsection (c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s methodology under subsection (c)(4)(D) shall also identify resource inequities (which may include a review of local educational agency and school level budgeting), to be addressed through implementation of such plan. . . .

Basics (Priority 1)


Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator





Implementation of State Academic Standards (Priority 2)


Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator





Parent Engagement (Priority 3)


Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator





Pupil Achievement (Priority 4)


Red on both English Language Arts and Math tests OR 


Red on English Language Arts or Math test AND Orange on the other test OR


Red on the English Learner Indicator (English learner student group only)





Pupil Engagement (Priority 5)


Red on Graduation Rate Indicator OR 


Red on Chronic Absence Indicator





School Climate (Priority 6)


Red on Suspension Rate Indicator OR 


Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator





Access to and Outcomes in a Broad Course of Study (Priorities 7 & 8)


Red on College/Career Indicator





Coordination of Services for Expelled Pupils – COEs Only (Priority 9)


Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator





Coordination of Services for Foster Youth – COEs Only (Priority 10)


Not Met for Two or More Years on Local Performance Indicator








� All schools that were formerly part of the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM) were excluded from the sample used to establish the statewide distributions for each state indicator. Some of the state indicators are not accurate measures of performance for alternative schools due to the nature of the programs. Over the coming year, the SBE will consider how to incorporate alternative schools into an integrated system. 






