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	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	STAFF, WestEd and State Board of Education


	SUBJECT:
	Developing a New State Accountability and Continuous Improvement System: Graduation Rate Analysis


Purpose
At the January 2016 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting, members discussed aligning the new state accountability system, based on the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), with the newly enacted federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) accountability requirements. SBE members requested further analysis on the graduation rate indicator as a means to illustrate how standards, once established, may identify local educational agencies (LEAs) in need of technical assistance and state intervention under LCFF assistance and support provisions, which turn on the performance of student subgroups. This information memorandum is the fourth in a series of memoranda that will be used to inform the March 2016 SBE item on accountability and continuous improvement. 
Graduation Rate Analysis

Given the inclusion of graduation rate as a required accountability indicator under LCFF and ESSA, this memorandum provides an in-depth analysis of four-year cohort graduation rates
 including California’s LEAs and schools with at least 11 students. For the purposes of this analysis, a three-year average of the four-year cohort graduation rates reported from 2011-12 to 2013-14 are used. Alternative schools are excluded from this preliminary analysis because such schools generally have lower graduation rates, given the population of students they serve
.
The analysis provides examples including reference to “outcome” and “improvement” expectations, which are modeled after the educational accountability system used in Alberta, Canada (Attachment 1). The Alberta accountability system has been referenced for the SBE since the September 2015 SBE meeting and has been integrated into the User Acceptance Testing (UAT) materials to pilot specific sections of the evaluation rubrics.
This memo is organized in the following way. Section one presents the first part of the analysis and summarizes information provided to the SBE previously about the four-year cohort graduation rates at the state level, both at the student subgroup level and over time.  Section two presents the second part of the analysis and presents a descriptive overview based on four distinct points in the distribution of LEA and school outcomes for all students (the 5th, 10th, 30th, and 60th percentiles) to illustrate the effect these selected points have on the number and types of schools and student subgroups that fall above and below each of these points. This analysis will demonstrate the potential number and percentage of LEAs and subgroups that may be identified for technical assistance and intervention based on these thresholds (Attachment 2). Section three presents the third and final part of the analysis and reviews the number of LEAs that fall above and below each the four percentile points on a distribution, based on all students and for specific student subgroups, that combines LEA outcomes with improvement consistent with the Alberta-like approach used in the current LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype. 
Section One- Graduation Rate Descriptive Overview
Statewide four-year cohort graduation rates have steadily increased over the last five years, including continued growth for all student subgroups. However, significant gaps still exist between students with disabilities, English Learner, African American, American Indian students and their peers. Data for foster youth were unavailable for the period of time shown, but will be included in future years.
Table 1. Statewide four-year cohort graduation rates for all LEAs and student subgroups

	 
	2009-10
	2010-11
	2011-12
	2012-13
	2013-14

	All Students
	74.7%
	77.1%
	78.9%
	80.4%
	81.0%

	Hispanic
	68.1%
	71.4%
	73.7%
	75.7%
	76.6%

	American Indian
	67.3%
	68.5%
	72.4%
	72.8%
	70.6%

	Asian
	89.0%
	90.3%
	91.1%
	91.6%
	92.4%

	Pacific Islander
	72.3%
	74.9%
	77.0%
	78.4%
	80.4%

	Filipino
	87.4%
	89.9%
	90.8%
	91.6%
	92.2%

	African American
	60.5%
	62.8%
	66.0%
	68.1%
	68.2%

	White
	83.5%
	85.7%
	86.6%
	87.7%
	87.6%

	Low Income
	68.0%
	71.1%
	73.0%
	74.8%
	75.6%

	English Learner
	56.4%
	61.5%
	62.0%
	63.1%
	65.4%

	Foster Youth
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Students with Disabilities
	56.7%
	59.5%
	61.1%
	61.9%
	62.3%


Source: California Department of Education, Dataquest 2009-10 through 2013-14
Section Two-Graduation Rate Example for Outcome 

Statewide averages, while useful for showing trends over time and state-level differences among student subgroups, provided a limited view of performance. Both LCFF and ESSA require that standard(s) exist for certain indicators to assist in identifying LEAs or schools requiring assistance and intervention.  Additionally, while statewide averages for graduation rates provide a starting point, LEAs and schools may be setting more ambitious goals for graduation rates to meet local goals and reflect their emphasis on continuous improvement. 
The simulation that follows illustrates the implications of setting a standard based on the current statewide data on distribution of performance for all LEAs and then applying that standard to student subgroups within each LEA to determine how many LEAs fall into each percentile. The simulation also applies that standard to the school level, based on ESSA’s requirement that the state’s accountability system support differentiation of schools in need of support, in addition to identifying the lowest performing 5% of Title I schools.  The Alberta-like model used in the LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype determines performance by combining measures of outcomes and improvement.  The simulation described in this section, however, focuses on only one of these dimensions—outcomes, in this case average four-year cohort graduation rate—to illustrate the application of a standard calculated based on comparing the performance of all students to individual student subgroups.
For purposes of the simulation using current data, there are approximately 483 LEAs and 1,428 schools, excluding alternative schools, with four-year cohort graduation rate data
 in at least one of the years from 2011-12 through 2013-14. In the 2013-14 year, 476 LEAs and 1,364 schools have data. Based on the distribution of LEA results, the four-year cohort graduation rate results at the 5th percentile (i.e., the lowest 5% of LEAs perform at or below this point and 95% perform above this point) is 59%, the 10th percentile is 75.6%, the 30th percentile is 89.1%, and the 60th percentile is 94.5%. The same simulation was conducted based on the distribution of results for schools. The four-year cohort graduation rate results at the 5th percentile is 53.1%, the 10th percentile is 68.0%, the 30th percentile is 86.0%, and the 60th percentile is 94.1%. Table 2 below charts this information and adds the number and percent of LEAs in each percentile. 
Table 2. Comparison LEA All Students, LEA with One or More Student Subgroups, and LEA with Three or More Student Subgroups Below Four Percentile Distribution Points for Outcome
	Percentile
	Four-Year Cohort

Graduation Rate

2013-14
	LEA All Students (Outcome)

	LEA with One or More Student Subgroups Below Percentile Point (Outcome) 
	LEA with Three or More Student Subgroups Below Percentile Point (Outcome)

	
	
	# of LEAs

	% of LEAs
	# of LEAs
	% of LEAs
	# of LEAs
	% of LEAs

	5th
	59.0%
	24
	5%
	49
	10.1%
	25
	5.2%

	10th
	75.6%
	48
	10%
	204
	42.2%
	58
	12.0%

	30th
	89.1%
	143
	30%
	398
	82.4%
	226
	46.8%

	60th
	94.5%
	286
	60%
	457
	94.6%
	365
	75.6%


Table 2 also illustrates how the gaps that exist between many student subgroups and their peers lead to a larger share of LEAs falling below a percentile threshold calculation based on the performance for all students when that threshold is applied at the student subgroup level.  For instance, 10% or approximately 48 LEAs have graduation rates below 75.6%. By comparison, the number of LEAs with one or more student subgroups below this percentile is 204 LEAs, or 42.2%, while 58 LEAs or 12% have three or more student subgroups below this point.  

Section Three-Graduation Rate Example for Improvement and Outcome 

Section two provided current graduation rate data for outcomes only. This section expands on that data by applying the analysis to both improvement and outcome dimensions. The current LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype measures performance based on two dimensions: outcomes and improvement.  As such, this section represents a full simulation of the graduation rate indicator based on the current LCFF evaluation rubrics prototype both outcome and improvement expectations to identify LEAs in need of technical assistance.  

Table 3 below shows the results when a measurement of improvement/growth
 is added to the measurement of outcomes, with an equal weighting to each dimension. (Note, the total number of LEAs with both outcome and growth data is 458.) 
Table 3. Comparison LEA All Students, LEA with One or More Student Subgroups, and LEA with Three or More Student Subgroups Below Four Percentile Distribution Points for Outcome and Improvement 
	Percentile
	LEA All Students

(Improvement and Outcome)

	LEA with One or More Student Subgroups Below Percentile Point 

(Improvement and Outcome)
	LEA with Three or More Student Subgroups Below Percentile Point

(Improvement and Outcome)

	
	# of LEAs

	% of LEAs
	# of LEAs
	% of LEAs
	# of LEAs
	% of LEAs

	5th
	24
	5%
	113
	24.7%
	26
	5.7%

	10th
	48
	10%
	221
	48.3%
	63
	13.8%

	30th
	143
	30%
	374
	81.7%
	200
	43.7%

	60th
	286
	60%
	412
	90.0%
	321
	70.1%


When improvement is factored into the scenario, there is little change in result at the 10th and 30th percentile, but the number of LEAs with at least one subgroup below the 5th percentile more than doubles (it is virtually identical for three or more student subgroups). There are also increases in the number of LEAs exceeding the 60th percentile point. 
Conclusion
The analysis of graduation rate provides one example of how local, state, and federal accountability requirements can be aligned through an integrated approach, and illustrates the relationship between standards at the LEA and student subgroup levels. This analysis provides the additional information requested by SBE to use current four-year cohort graduation rates for LEAs and student subgroups to identify how many LEAs are impacted at each of the four percentile distribution points for outcome and improvement in the standard setting and performance expectations determinations.

Based on the analysis presented, the following is recommended to the SBE:

· Continue to model graduation rate to determine the impact of weighting improvement and outcome differently when setting a standard using a composite score for LEAs and student subgroups. 

· Direct CDE to apply the methodology and progression of analyses that were used for graduation rate to other potential key indicators for the accountability and continuous improvement system. 
ATTACHMENT(S)

Attachment 1:
Overview of Alberta, Canada Accountability System (1 Page)

Attachment 2:
Education Code Sections 52064.5, 52071, 52071.5, 52072, 52072.5 
(4 Pages)

Overview of Alberta, Canada Accountability System

Since the September 2015 SBE meeting, the SBE has reviewed a structure for quality standards that is based on a system used by the Ministry of Education in Alberta, Canada. Canada’s provinces have developed and maintained province, or state-level performance-based accountability systems since the 1990’s. Based on international and inter-country comparisons, Alberta’s education system has exceeded that of comparable provinces and countries. 
The Alberta approach sets standards for achievement (what is referred to as “performance” in this memo) by selecting the 5th, 25th, 75th, and 95th percentiles on the distribution of three-year average results for indicators included in the accountability system.  In doing so, the Alberta approach calculates performance based on two dimensions—outcomes and improvement over time—and sets the percentile distribution based on a combination of both dimensions. A similar approach, with the designation of the 5th, 10th, 30th, and 60th percentiles, was applied to the evaluation of both outcome and improvement in the current analysis using California data. 

The Alberta system establishes five ranges to classify school and district outcomes and improvement/growth results. Once a standard is set, it is held constant for seven to ten years. The Alberta system also includes color-based references to classification criteria that reflect a range of expectations with a composite classification that combines outcome and improvement (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/jan16item02rev.doc). 
	Outcome

	Very High
	High
	Intermediate
	Low
	Very Low


	Improvement

	Improved Significantly
	Improved
	Maintained
	Declined
	Declined Significantly


	Improvement
	Outcome

	
	Very High
	High
	Intermediate
	Low
	Very Low

	Improved Significantly
	Excellent
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Emerging

	Improved
	Excellent
	Good
	Good
	Emerging
	Issue

	Maintained
	Excellent
	Good
	Emerging
	Issue
	Concern

	Declined
	Good
	Emerging
	Issue
	Issue
	Concern

	Declined Significantly
	Emerging
	Issue
	Issue
	Concern
	Concern


California Education Code Sections 52064.5, 52071, 52071.5, 52072, and 52072.5

Education Code Section 52064.5.  

(a) On or before October 1, 2016, the state board shall adopt evaluation rubrics for all of the following purposes:

(1) To assist a school district, county office of education, or charter school in evaluating its strengths, weaknesses, and areas that require improvement.

(2) To assist a county superintendent of schools in identifying school districts and charter schools in need of technical assistance pursuant to Section 52071 or 47607.3, as applicable, and the specific priorities upon which the technical assistance should be focused.

(3) To assist the Superintendent in identifying school districts for which intervention pursuant to Section 52072 is warranted.

(b) The evaluation rubrics shall reflect a holistic, multidimensional assessment of school district and individual schoolsite performance and shall include all of the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060.

(c) As part of the evaluation rubrics, the state board shall adopt standards for school district and individual schoolsite performance and expectations for improvement in regard to each of the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060.

Education Code Section 52071.  

(a) If a county superintendent of schools does not approve a local control and accountability plan or annual update to the local control and accountability plan approved by a governing board of a school district, or if the governing board of a school district requests technical assistance, the county superintendent of schools shall provide technical assistance, including, among other things, any of the following:

(1) Identification of the school district’s strengths and weaknesses in regard to the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060, communicated in writing to the school district. This identification shall include a review of effective, evidence-based programs that apply to the school district’s goals.

(2) Assignment of an academic expert or team of academic experts to assist the school district in identifying and implementing effective programs that are designed to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052. The county superintendent of schools may also solicit another school district within the county to act as a partner to the school district in need of technical assistance.

(3) Request that the Superintendent assign the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence to provide advice and assistance to the school district.

(b) Using an evaluation rubric adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 52064.5, the county superintendent of schools shall provide the technical assistance described in subdivision (a) to any school district that fails to improve pupil achievement across more than one state priority described in subdivision (d) of Section 52060 for one or more pupil subgroup identified pursuant to Section 52052.

(c) Technical assistance provided pursuant to this section at the request of a school district shall be paid for by the school district requesting the assistance.

Education Code Section 52071.5.  

(a) If the Superintendent does not approve a local control and accountability plan or annual update to the local control and accountability plan approved by a county board of education, or if the county board of education requests technical assistance, the Superintendent shall provide technical assistance, including, among other things, any of the following:

(1) Identification of the county board of education’s strengths and weaknesses in regard to the state priorities described in subdivision (d) of Section 52066, communicated in writing to the county board of education. This identification shall include a review of effective, evidence-based programs that apply to the board’s goals.

(2) Assignment of an academic expert or team of academic experts, or the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence established pursuant to Section 52074, to assist the county board of education in identifying and implementing effective programs that are designed to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052. The Superintendent may also solicit another county office of education to act as a partner to the county office of education in need of technical assistance.

(b) Using an evaluation rubric adopted by the state board pursuant to Section 52064.5, the Superintendent shall provide the technical assistance described in subdivision (a) to any county office of education that fails to improve pupil achievement in regard to more than one state priority described in subdivision (d) of Section 52066 for one or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052.

(c) Technical assistance provided pursuant to this section at the request of a county board of education shall be paid for by the county board of education receiving assistance.

Education Code Section 52072.  

(a) The Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, identify school districts in need of intervention.

(b) The Superintendent shall only intervene in a school district that meets both of the following criteria:

(1) The school district did not improve the outcomes for three or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 or, if the school district has less than three pupil subgroups, all of the school district’s pupil subgroups, in regard to more than one state or local priority in three out of four consecutive school years.

(2) The California Collaborative for Educational Excellence has provided advice and assistance to the school district pursuant to Section 52071 and submits either of the following findings to the Superintendent:

(A) That the school district has failed, or is unable, to implement the recommendations of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence.

(B) That the inadequate performance of the school district, based upon an evaluation rubric adopted pursuant to Section 52064.5, is either so persistent or acute as to require intervention by the Superintendent.

(c) For school districts identified pursuant to subdivision (a), the Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, do one or more of the following:

(1) Make changes to a local control and accountability plan adopted by the governing board of the school district.

(2) Develop and impose a budget revision, in conjunction with revisions to the local control and accountability plan, that the Superintendent determines would allow the school district to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state and local priorities.

(3) Stay or rescind an action, if that action is not required by a local collective bargaining agreement, that would prevent the school district from improving outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state or local priorities.

(4) Appoint an academic trustee to exercise the powers and authority specified in this section on his or her behalf.

(d) The Superintendent shall notify the county superintendent of schools, the county board of education, the superintendent of the school district, and the governing board of the school district of any action by the state board to direct him or her to exercise any of the powers and authorities specified in this section.

Education Code Section 52072.5.  

(a) The Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, identify county offices of education in need of intervention.

(b) The Superintendent shall only intervene in a county office of education that meets both of the following criteria:

(1) The county office of education did not improve the outcomes for three or more pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 or, if the county office of education has less than three pupil subgroups, all of the county office of education’s pupil subgroups, in regard to more than one state or local priority in three out of four consecutive school years.

(2) The California Collaborative for Educational Excellence has provided advice and assistance to the county office of education pursuant to Section 52071.5 and submits either of the following findings to the Superintendent:

(A) That the county office of education has failed, or is unable, to implement the recommendations of the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence.

(B) That the inadequate performance of the county office of education, based upon an evaluation rubric adopted pursuant to Section 52064.5, is either so persistent or acute as to require intervention by the Superintendent.

(c) For county offices of education identified pursuant to subdivision (a), the Superintendent may, with the approval of the state board, do one or more of the following:

(1) Make changes to a local control and accountability plan adopted by the county board of education.

(2) Develop and impose a budget revision, in conjunction with revisions to the local control and accountability plan, that the Superintendent determines would allow the county office of education to improve the outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state and local priorities.

(3) Stay or rescind an action, if that action is not required by a local collective bargaining agreement, that would prevent the county office of education from improving outcomes for all pupil subgroups identified pursuant to Section 52052 in regard to state or local priorities.

(4) Appoint an academic trustee to exercise the powers and authority specified in this section on his or her behalf.

(d) The Superintendent shall notify the county board of education and the county superintendent of schools, in writing, of any action by the state board to direct him or her to exercise any of the powers and authorities specified in this section.

� The cohort graduation rate follows the same class of students for four years beginning from the first time they are in grade 9. Specifically, the cohort graduation rate is the number of cohort members who earn a regular high school diploma by the end of year 4 in the cohort divided by the number of first-time grade 9 students in year 1 (starting cohort) plus students who transfer in minus students who transfer out, emigrate, or die during school years 1, 2, 3, and 4. (Explanation retrieved from � HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/sq/sqsmethodoverview.asp" �http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/sq/sqsmethodoverview.asp� on February 15, 2016)





� All schools that were formerly part of the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM) were excluded from the sample used for this simulation.  Further analysis is required to determine whether participation in the ASAM or some other criteria should be used for determining the schools included in the sample and the appropriate methodology for identifying such schools that may require assistance and support within the integrated state and federal accountability system.


� A cohort of at least 11 students.


� Numbers do not add to 483 due to rounding. 


� For the purposes of this analysis, improvement was treated similarly to outcomes and assigned based on relative distribution. See Attachment 1 for further explanation of the dimensions of outcome and improvement. Staff anticipates running further simulations to explore the implications of assigning different weights for outcome and improvement and applying additional conditions beyond the distributional analysis for purposes of setting standards.


� Numbers do not add to 483 due to rounding. 





