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	SUBJECT

2004 Base Academic Performance Index (API) Content Weightings
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION

	Approve the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee recommendations regarding the content weightings for the 2004 Base API.


	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

	Each year the State Board of Education (SBE) adopts content weightings for the calculation of the Base API. This is necessary because additional tests are added as the testing system matures. 


	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES

	Since the API measures growth from 2004 to 2005 it is necessary to adjust content weights to accommodate both the addition of grade 5 science and grade 8 history-social science and the deletion of the norm referenced test (NRT), except grades 3 and 7, in 2005. The Technical Design Group (TDG), a subcommittee to the PSAA Advisory Committee, made recommendations to the PSAA Advisory Committee at its September 30, 2004 meeting (see Attachment 2). The PSAA Advisory Committee met on October 19, 2004 to finalize their recommendations to the SBE and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI). These recommendations are summarized in Attachment 1.


	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

	The California Department of Education reviewed the proposed recommendations and determined that there are no additional costs associated with them.


	ATTACHMENT(S)

	Attachment 1: Summary of PSAA Recommendations on the 2004 Base API (4 Pages)

Attachment 2: 2004 Academic Performance Index Base: Integrating Results from the California Standards Tests in Science (Grade 5) and in History-Social Science (Grade 8)

(22 Pages)


Summary of PSAA Recommendations on the 2004 Base API

The PSAA has identified and made recommendations on two issues that must be resolved to integrate results of the California Standards Tests in science (CST Science), grade 5, History-Social Science (CST HSS), grade 8, and the deletion of the Norm-Referenced Test (NRT) in all but grades 3 and 7 in 2005, into the 2004 Base Academic Performance Index (API). 

1. How should the 2004 Base API be calculated to equitably account for the integration of grade 5 CST Science, grade 8 CST HSS, and the decrease in NRT testing?

Three different methods were considered.

Method 1: divide grades 2 to 8 into two grade spans (grades 2 to 6 and grades 7 to 8) (see Attachment 2, Page 9).

Method 2: assign new weights to grade 5 and grade 8 only (see Attachment 2, Page 10).

Method 3 (see Attachment 2, page 12): revise the API calculation methodology for all grades by using individual student content area indicator weights.

Recommendation: The Technical Design Group (TDG) and PSAA Advisory Committee recommend Method 3 that revises the API calculation methodology for all grades by using individual student content area indicator weights. This method has the following advantages.

· This method provides scores with better statistical properties because it is the only method that reflects the fact that students at some grade levels are tested in more content areas, and these students provide more information about the school’s achievement than students at other grade levels who are administered fewer tests.

· APIs for schools with different grade spans more accurately represent the schools performance and the contribution of all content areas tested at each grade level.

· This method provides a more natural way of accommodating subjects that are not tested in all grade levels.

· This method easily accommodates the case where a student has valid scores in some but not all content areas tested (missing data adjustments).

· This method offers the greatest flexibility in accommodating future changes to the API.

2. What should be the indicator weights for the 2004 Base API? Recommendations are provided for two grade spans, grades 2 to 8 and grades 9 to 12.

Recommendation for Grades 2 to 8 weightings: The Committee recommended that the level of weights should follow a phase-in approach.

Two-Step Phase-In of Grades 2-8 Weights
	Content Areas

Grades 2-8
	Weights

	
	2004 API Base
	2007 API Base*

	CST ELA
	.48
	.48

	CST Math
	.32
	.32

	CST Science (Gr. 5 only)
	.20
	.40

	CST HSS (Gr. 8 only)
	.20
	.40

	NRT Reading (Gr. 3, 7 only)
	.06
	.06

	NRT Language (Gr. 3, 7 only)
	.03
	.03

	NRT Spelling (Gr. 3, 7 only)
	.03
	.03

	NRT Math (Gr. 3, 7 only)
	.08
	.08

	Total
	1.40
	1.80


* The second column weights should be applied for the 2007 API Base or at least one year after the instructional materials adoption in science and/or in history-social science occurs.

The next table demonstrates the impact of the initial indicator weights for the most common grades K to 8 grade spans.

2004 API Base

Impact of Initial Indicator Weights for the Most Common K-8 Grade Spans

	Content Area
	Current 2003 Weights
	Initial Indicator Weight
	Percent Indicator Weight
for a School

	
	
	
	K-5 School
	6-8
School
	K-8 School

	CST ELA
	48.0%
	0.48
	53.3%
	51.4%
	52.5%

	CST Math
	32.0%
	0.32
	35.6%
	34.3%
	35.0%

	CST Science
	
	0.20
	5.6%
	
	3.1%

	CST History
	
	0.20
	
	7.1%
	3.1%

	NRT Reading
	6.0%
	0.06
	1.7%
	2.1%
	1.9%

	NRT Language
	3.0%
	0.03
	0.8%
	1.1%
	0.9%

	NRT Spelling
	3.0%
	0.03
	0.8%
	1.1%
	0.9%

	NRT Math
	8.0%
	0.08
	2.2%
	2.9%
	2.5%

	Total
	100.0%
	1.40
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Note:   Example assumes equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data.

2007 API Base

(or one year after materials adoption)

Impact of Indicator Weights for the Most Common K-8 Grade Spans

	Content Area
	Current 2003 Weights
	 Indicator
Weight
	Percent Indicator Weight
for a School

	
	
	
	K-5
School
	6-8
School
	K-8 School

	CST ELA
	48.0%
	0.48
	50.5%
	48.0%
	49.4%

	CST Math
	32.0%
	0.32
	33.7%
	32.0%
	32.9%

	CST Science
	
	0.40
	10.5%
	
	5.9%

	CST History
	
	0.40
	
	13.3%
	5.9%

	NRT Reading
	6.0%
	0.06
	1.6%
	2.0%
	1.8%

	NRT Language
	3.0%
	0.03
	0.8%
	1.0%
	0.9%

	NRT Spelling
	3.0%
	0.03
	0.8%
	1.0%
	0.9%

	NRT Math
	8.0%
	0.08
	2.1%
	2.7%
	2.4%

	Total
	100.0%
	1.80
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Note:   Example assumes equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data.

Recommendation for Grades 9 to 12 weightings: The Committee recommended that the initial level of weights is the following.

2004 API Base

Weights for Grades 9 to 12
	Content Area
	Current
2003
Weights
	Indicator Weight and Impact for a School

	
	
	Initial
Indicator
Weight
	9-12
School
	10-12
School

	CST ELA
	38.0%
	0.30
	30.0%
	25.5%

	CST Math
	19.0%
	0.20
	20.0%
	17.0%

	CST Science
	8.0%
	0.15
	15.0%
	12.8%

	CST History
	20.0%
	0.225
	15.0%
	19.1%

	CAHSEE ELA
	10.0%
	0.30
	10.0%
	12.8%

	CAHSEE Math
	5.0%
	0.30
	10.0%
	12.8%

	Total
	100.0%
	1.48
	100.0%
	100.0%


Note: Example assumes equal number of students at each grade level and no missing data.

2004 Academic Performance Index Base

Integrating Results from the 

California Standards Tests in Science (Grade 5) and in History-Social Science (Grade 8)
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CST English-Language Arts (ELA)

700

45%

315

800

45%

360

CST Math

700

30%

210

800

30%

240

CST Science

500

5%

25

CST History-Social Science

 

500

5%

25

NRT Reading

600

6%

36

750

6%

45

NRT Language

600

3%

18

750

3%

22.5

NRT Spelling

600

3%

18

750

3%

22.5

NRT Math

600

8%

48

750

8%

60

100%

670.00

100%

775.00

 

API

670

API

775

School with Grades 7-8

School with Grades 2-6


A Report of the Technical Design Group

to the Public Schools Accountability Act Advisory Committee

September 2004

Summary

2004 Academic Performance Index Base

Integrating Results from the California Standards Tests in

Science (Grade 5) and in History-Social Science (Grade 8) 

The Technical Design Group (TDG) for the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Advisory Committee has identified and made recommendations on two issues that must be resolved to integrate results of the California Standards Test in science (CST Science), grade 5, and in history-social science (CST HSS), grade 8, into the Academic Performance Index (API):  

1. How should the 2004 API Base be calculated to equitably account for the integration of the grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS as well as the decrease in NRT testing?

Recommendation:  Revise the API calculation methodology for all grades by using individual student content area indicator weights (method 3 as described on pages 12-15).  This method should be used so that the APIs for schools with different grade spans most accurately represent their performance and the contributions of all content areas tested at each grade level.  This method would provide a more natural way of accommodating the fact some subjects are not tested in all grade levels than past methods or other proposed methods.  The proposed method would also result in small weighting adjustments in cases where students received valid scores in some but not all content areas tested at their grade levels (missing data adjustments).  It would provide a score with better statistical properties, because it is the only method among those considered that reflects the fact that students at some grade levels are tested in more content areas, and these students provide more information about the school's achievement than students at other grade levels who are administered fewer tests.  The method proposed in this paper would greatly simplify the API calculation.  Calculating the API using the current method (by first grouping together student test results by content areas within grade spans) is becoming increasingly more complex and difficult to communicate.  The method recommended in this paper would make calculations clearer for all schools.  It would also offer the greatest flexibility in accommodating future changes to the API.  Since the NRT is also changing for 2005, this is a good time to revise the 2004 API Base methodology.

When the API was first established in 1999, students were tested in   almost all content areas at all grade levels, and it was not necessary to adjust API scores for the specific numbers of students in each grade level.  But   the composition of the API has changed so that more content areas are tested in only some grade levels. It now appears desirable to adjust the composition of the API to reflect the number of students actually taking tests in each content area, because test results derived from many students are more reliable than test results derived from few students. 

2. What should be the indicator weights for grades 2-8 for the 2004 API Base?  

Recommendation:  Using method 3 as recommended in issue #1, use current content area weights as initial weight indices.  In addition, the TDG recommends an initial weight of 0.30 for the grade 5 CST Science and 0.30 for the grade 8 CST HSS.  These initial weight indices are recommended because they reflect the proportional increase in testing time for fifth and eighth grade students taking the CST Science (30 percent of the total CST testing time) or CST HSS (27 percent of the total CST testing time).  The initial weight of 0.30 for each new content area would still maintain a substantial proportion of the overall weight of the API in English-language arts and mathematics, which continue to be foundations of the curriculum at the elementary and middle grades.  At the same time, it would assign a significant initial weight to the CST Science at grade 5 and to the CST HSS at grade 8.  Each school’s actual weight for CST Science and CST HSS would reflect the school's specific proportions of student results in each content area relative to the results in other content areas.  In a typical K-5 elementary school with similar numbers of students in each grade level, for example, the final, overall weight for science would be 8.1%, reflecting the fact that science scores are only obtained from about one-quarter of the students and are therefore less reliable.  Weights for CST ELA plus NRT results in Reading, Language, and Spelling would total 55.1%, and CST Math plus NRT math results would total 36.8% (see Appendix A).

These recommendations for indicator weights assume no countervailing policy considerations exist.  It is important to recall that the PSAA Advisory Committee and ultimately the State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the original content area weights in 1999 because they believed that the weights reflected the curriculum priorities in California public education.  If the Committee and SBE so choose, the development of the 2004 API Base may be an opportune time to revisit this question.   The TDG for the PSAA Advisory Committee has recognized that in the final analysis the question of content area weights is a policy and not a technical question.  

2004 Academic Performance Index Base

Integrating Results from the California Standards Tests in

Science (Grade 5) and in History-Social Science (Grade 8) 

A Report of the TDG to the PSAA Advisory Committee

The Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999 (Chapter 3, Statutes of 1999) requires that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), with approval of the SBE, develop an Academic Performance Index (API) to measure the performance of schools.  The law also provides for an Advisory Committee to assist the SSPI and the SBE in the creation of the Index.  The Committee established a Technical Design Group (TDG), comprised of educational measurement specialists, to provide guidance on technical issues.  The TDG developed this report.  

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate the alternatives for incorporating the standards-based tests for science, grade 5, and history-social science, grade 8, into the API.  The paper, organized into four sections, provides the following: 

· Background information about current standards-based science and history-social science tests, changes in norm-referenced testing, and current API indicator weights

· Issues to be resolved 

· Options and recommendations on the resolution of each issue

· Listing of TDG committee members

Background
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6-8 School
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CST ELA
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54.5%

51.4%

48.0%

52.5%
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0.32

35.6%

36.4%

34.3%

32.0%

35.0%
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0.20

5.6%

4.5%

 

 

3.1%

CST History

0.20

 

 

7.1%

10.0%

3.1%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.7%

1.4%

2.1%

3.0%

1.9%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.1%

1.5%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.1%

1.5%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.2%

1.8%

2.9%

4.0%

2.5%

Total

1.40

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School


CSTs in Science

Results of the California Standards Test in Science (CST Science), grades 9-11, have been incorporated in the API since the 2003 API Base.  These CSTs in Science are end-of-course exams.  They are not universally administered (i.e., not administered to all students within a grade level).  Three standards-based, universally-administered cumulative science tests are currently under development to meet No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements. The grade 5 CST Science was field tested in 2003 and became operational in 2004. It meets the NCLB requirement to administer a science test in grades 3-5. A science test for grades 6-9, to be administered at grade 8, and a science test for grades 10-12, to be administered at grade 10, are also under development. They are scheduled to be field tested in 2005 and administered in 2006.  The universally-administered grade 5 CST Science would be the only new CST Science available for inclusion in the 2004 API Base.

For 2004, the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program administered the CST Science in grade 5 (cumulative based on grades 4-5 standards) and in grades 9-11.  All students in grade 5 were required to participate in the assessment unless otherwise exempted.  The tests for grades 9-11 were specific to the following subjects:

· Biology/life sciences

· Earth science

· Chemistry

· Physics

· Integrated/coordinated science 1, 2, 3, or 4
Students in the grades tested were required to participate in these assessments if they had completed a science course in biology/life sciences, earth science, chemistry, physics, integrated/coordinated science 1, 2, 3, or 4, or a specialized science course that met specific requirements.
CSTs in History-Social Science

Results of the CSTs in History-Social Science (CST HSS), grades 10 and 11, have been included in the API since the 2002 API Base.  In 2003, the STAR Program dropped both the Stanford 9 norm referenced social studies test as well as the grade 9 CST HSS.  At the same time, a grade 8 cumulative CST HSS was added, but this test has not yet been incorporated into the API.  

For 2004, the STAR Program administered the CST HSS in the following grade levels:

· Grade 8 (cumulative based on grades 6-8 standards)

· Grade 10 (world history)

· Grade 11 (U.S. history)

All students in the grades tested were required to participate in these assessments unless otherwise exempted.  

Changes in NRT Administration

In August 2004, Senate Bill 1448 (Ch. 233 of 2004) was enacted and reauthorized the STAR Program.  The bill also specified a change in the administration of California’s norm-referenced test (NRT) under the STAR Program, the California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition, Survey (CAT/6 Survey).  Beginning with the 2005 test administration, only grades 3 and 7 are to be administered the NRT.  In previous years, grades 2-11 were administered the NRT.  This change in the number of grade levels tested poses challenges in calculating the 2004 API Base.  The primary challenge is that the 2004 API Base indicators, weights, and calculation will need to match the growth API based on 2005 test results when not all students will be tested on the NRTs.  This means that the 2004 API Base should include only grade 3 and grade 7 NRT results.

API Indicator Weights 

Currently, API indicator weights are calculated separately according to two types of grade spans.  The indicator weights for the elementary/middle level are applied to grades 2-8, and the indicator weights for the secondary level are applied to grades 9-11.  The indicator weights are separate to account for differences in assessments used at different grade levels.  The following table shows the current 2003 API Base indicator weights. 

Table 1

API Indicator Weights

2003 API Base

[image: image4.wmf]Content Area

Initial Indicator 

Weight

9-12 School

10-12 School

K-12 School

7-12 School

Grades 2-8

CST ELA

0.48

40.3%

23.2%

CST Math

0.32

26.9%

15.5%

CST Science

0.20

2.4%

 

CST History

0.20

2.4%

4.8%

NRT Reading

0.06

0.7%

1.4%

NRT Language

0.03

0.4%

0.7%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.4%

0.7%

NRT Math

0.08

1.0%

1.9%

Grades 9-11

 

CST ELA

0.32

44.9%

39.8%

11.5%

23.2%

CST Math

0.16

22.4%

19.9%

5.8%

11.6%

CST Science

0.05

7.0%

6.2%

1.8%

3.6%

CST History

0.20

18.7%

24.8%

4.8%

9.7%

CAHSEE ELA

0.10

4.7%

6.2%

1.2%

2.4%

CAHSEE Math

0.05

2.3%

3.1%

0.6%

1.2%

Total

2.28

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School


Table 1 shows that the 2003 API Base for grades 2-8 was based on only two content areas on the CST and NRT: English-language arts (which includes reading, language, and spelling on the NRT) and mathematics.  Under the current weighting method, if a new assessment is to be added to the API, the current weights must be reduced and the new indicator assigned that proportion.  For example, the CST Science, grades 9-11, was added to the 2003 API Base at a weight of 5 percent.  The CST ELA was reduced by 3 percent, and the mathematics CST was reduced by 2 percent to accommodate the inclusion of the CST Science at 5 percent.  

Table 2 on the following page shows how the current indicator weights are used in the calculation of the API for a school with grades 2-8.  For each content area and test, the example indicator scores (shown in row a.) are multiplied by the indicator weights (shown in row b.) to produce the total weighted scores for the indicators (shown in row c.)  The total weighted scores are summed to produce the API.

Table 2

Example of 2003 API Base Calculation for an Elementary School (Grades 2-8)
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Initial Indicator 

Weight

K-5 School

K-6 School

6-8 School

7-8 School

K-8 School

CST ELA

0.48

53.3%

54.5%

51.4%

48.0%

52.5%

CST Math

0.32

35.6%

36.4%

34.3%

32.0%

35.0%

CST Science

0.20

5.6%

4.5%

 

 

3.1%

CST History

0.20

 

 

7.1%

10.0%

3.1%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.7%

1.4%

2.1%

3.0%

1.9%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.1%

1.5%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.1%

1.5%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.2%

1.8%

2.9%

4.0%

2.5%

Total

1.40

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School


In the example shown in Table 2, the results of all students in grades 2-8 together are weighted in the same way to calculate the school’s API.  If science, grade 5, and history-social science, grade 8, are added to the API for 2004, an issue arises about equity in indicator weights.  The grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS are each administered at only one grade level.  This is different from the other API indicators, which are administered to all students in grades 2-8.  Historically, using the same indicator weights for an entire grade span (rather than separate weights for each grade level) generally reduced the complexity of the API and facilitated ease of calculation.  Ideally, though, the indicator weights should apply to the grade levels actually tested.  That suggests the need for separate grade level indicator weights for the grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS.  One option would be just to make grade 5 or grade 8 a separate API grade span.  But if science is given some proportion of the API weight for fifth graders, that would mean that the weight for fifth graders' scores in ELA and Math would have to be reduced, even though their math and ELA scores contribute as much information about the school as math and ELA scores from fourth or sixth graders.  In addition, inequities occur when one or more students in a school do not take a test.  For example, a student may be absent and have a missing score for English-language arts.  In these cases, current API calculation methodology lacks precision in equitably adjusting for the missing test scores at a grade level.

Issues
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Initial Indicator 

Weight

K-5 School

K-6 School

6-8 School

7-8 School

K-8 School

CST ELA

0.48

52.6%

53.9%

50.5%

46.8%

51.7%

CST Math

0.32

35.1%

36.0%

33.7%

31.2%

34.5%

CST Science

0.25

6.8%

5.6%

 

 

3.8%

CST History

0.25

 

 

8.8%

12.2%

3.8%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.6%

1.3%

2.1%

2.9%

1.8%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.1%

1.5%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.1%

1.5%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.2%

1.8%

2.8%

3.9%

2.5%

Total

1.50

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School


Two key issues need to be resolved in order to incorporate the grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS into the 2004 Base API and account for the reduction of NRT testing to just two grade levels:

1. How should the API be calculated to equitably account for the integration of the grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS as well as the decrease in NRT testing?

2. What should the indicator weights for the 2004 API Base be?

Options and Recommendations

[image: image7.wmf]Content Area

Initial Indicator 

Weight

K-5 School

K-6 School

6-8 School

7-8 School

K-8 School

CST ELA

0.48

51.9%

53.3%

49.7%

45.7%

50.9%

CST Math

0.32

34.6%

35.6%

33.1%

30.5%

33.9%

CST Science

0.30

8.1%

6.7%

 

 

4.5%

CST History

0.30

 

 

10.3%

14.3%

4.5%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.6%

1.3%

2.1%

2.9%

1.8%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.0%

1.4%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.0%

1.4%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.2%

1.8%

2.8%

3.8%

2.4%

Total

1.60

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School


Issue #1 

How should the API be calculated to equitably account for the integration of the grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS as well as the decrease in NRT testing?

At its July 2004 meetings, the TDG discussed three methods for reconfiguring the 2-8 grade span in order to incorporate the grade 5 CST Science and grade 8 CST HSS into the 2004 Base API.  In September 2004, the TDG further refined the third method for calculating the API to address the disadvantages of the first two methods.   The three proposed methods are:

1. Divide 2-8 into two grade spans (2-6 and 7-8)

2. Assign new weights to grade 5 and to grade 8 only

3. Revise the API calculation methodology for all grades by using individual student content area indicator weights

 Method 1:  Divide 2-8 into two grade spans (2-6 and 7-8)

Under this method, the new grade span for elementary grades would be grades 2-6, and the new grade span for middle grades would be grades 7-8.  The 2-6 configuration would include the grade 5 CST Science and have separate indicator weights.  Likewise, the 7-8 configuration would include the grade 8 CST HSS and have separate indicator weights.  The following table illustrates the calculation for a school with grades 2-6 and for a school with grades 7-8.

Table 3
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6-8 School

7-8 School

K-8 School

CST ELA

0.48

51.2%

52.7%

48.8%

44.7%

50.1%

CST Math

0.32

34.1%

35.2%

32.5%

29.8%

33.4%

CST Science

0.35

9.3%

7.7%

 

 

5.2%

CST History

0.35

 

 

11.9%

16.3%

5.2%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.6%

1.3%

2.0%

2.8%

1.8%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.0%

1.4%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.0%

1.4%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.1%

1.8%

2.7%

3.7%

2.4%

Total

1.70

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School

Method 1 Examples for 2004 API Base

In Table 3, the indicator weights for the CST Science and CST HSS are each proposed at 5 percent, and the weights for the CSTs in ELA and mathematics are reduced to 45 percent for ELA and 30 percent for math.  Under method 1, the weight assigned for the CST Science is relatively less than the other weights for grades 2-6, since the CST Science would represent one grade out of five.  (The grade 5 test is cumulative based on standards for grades 4-5.)  A similar consideration would need to be given to the indicator weight for the CST HSS, which would represent one grade out of three.  (The grade 8 test is cumulative based on standards for grades 6-8.)  Scores from the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) currently have the same indicator weights as the CST ELA and CST Math and would need to remain so under this method.  

Advantages.  Under method 1, all schools of the same grade span type (2-6, 7-8, or 9-12) would have the same indicator weights.  Also, the proposed grade span configurations of 2-6 and 7-8 would match the current configurations used in calculating the scale calibration factors (SCFs) for the API, which would help to reduce the complexity of the calculation process.
  

Disadvantages.  Method 1 would apply the same indicator weights across the 2-6 or 7-8 grade span.  However, weights appropriate for grade 5 or grade 8 may not necessarily be as appropriate for grade spans of 2-4 and 6-7.  Also, schools with grade spans that do not include grade 5 or grade 8 would need separate complex calculation adjustments.  These types of adjustments are currently used in API calculations for a small number of schools that lack grade 10 scores within the 9-11 grade span.  However, these special adjustments add significant workload to the process of calculating the API.  If method 1 were adopted, adjustments would include approximately 350 schools that would need an adjustment for lack of a grade 5 and approximately 800 schools with a grade span of 6-8.  These special calculations greatly increase the complexity of determining the API.  Missing data would continue to result in inequities in indicator weighting.

Method 2:  Assign new weights to grade 5 and to grade 8 only

Method 2 would eliminate separate calculations for special adjustments.  Under this method, grade 5 and grade 8 would have separate new indicator weights.  The other grade levels would maintain the current indicator weights.  For schools with grade spans that include both grades 2, 3, 4, or 7 and grade 5 or 8, the API would be calculated as a weighted average.  For example, for a school with a grade span of 2-5, the API is the weighted average of the APIs for grades 2-4 and grade 5.  

Method 2 would essentially calculate a grade-level API, which would be weighted by the number of valid scores at each grade level and summed to produce an API.  Method 2 would be more sensitive than method 1 in adjusting for missing data and in reflecting differences in students’ scoring across grade levels.  

The following page shows a simplified example of the method 2 calculation for a school with grades 2-6.  The number of students (i.e., 20 students) is the same at each grade level to simplify the calculations.

Table 4

Method 2 Example for 2004 API Base 
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Example 

Indicator 

Scores

2004 Base 

Example 

Indicator 

Weights

Weighted 

Scores

Example 

Indicator 

Scores

2004 Base 

Example 

Indicator 

Weights

Weighted 

Scores

Example 

Indicator 

Scores

2004 Base 

Example 

Indicator 

Weights

Weighted 

Scores

Example 

Indicator 

Scores

2004 Base 

Example 

Indicator 

Weights

Weighted 

Scores

Example 

Indicator 

Scores

2004 Base 

Example 

Indicator 

Weights

Weighted 

Scores

CST ELA

650

60%

390

650

48%

312

750

60%

450

700

45%

315

650

60%

390

CST Math

700

40%

280

650

32%

208

650

40%

260

700

30%

210

750

40%

300

CST Science

 

 

 

 

 

 

500

25%

125

 

 

NRT Reading

 

 

 

600

6%

36

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NRT Language

 

 

 

600

3%

18

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NRT Spelling

 

 

 

600

3%

18

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NRT Math

 

 

 

600

8%

48

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total

100%

670.00

100%

640.00

100%

710.00

100%

650.00

100%

690.00

Grade Level Valid Scores

 x 20 =

 x 20 =

 x 20 =

 x 20 =

 x 20 =

 

 

 

Sum

Total Weighted by Scores

13400

 +

12800

 

 +

14200

 +

13000

 +

13800

 =

672.00

 

API

672

"

Sum

"=Sum "Total Weighted by Scores"/(Gr. 2-6 valid scores)

Notes: 

NRT in 2005 will be administered at grades 3 and 7 only.

School with Grades 2-6

The 2004 API Base example indicator weights are adjusted to reflect the reduction in NRT testing for grades 2, 4, 5, and 6; however, the same relative proportions 

across content areas are maintained.

Gr 6, Valid Scores = 20

Gr 2, Valid Scores = 20

Gr 3, Valid Scores = 20

Gr 4, Valid Scores = 20

Gr 5, Valid Scores = 20


Advantages.  No separate calculation adjustments would be needed.  This would streamline the process and would be a more efficient method than method 1.  In addition, method 2 would reflect variations in results across grade levels.

Disadvantages.  The indicator weights would not be the same for all schools and would vary according to the grade span of the school.  Establishing separate indicator weights for grade 5 and for grade 8 would add to the complexity of the API calculation and would increase the difficulty in communicating the calculation of the API.  In addition, method 2 (as well as method 1) would not adjust for the fact that grade 5 and grade 8 students take more tests and, therefore, contribute more information about the school’s achievement level.  Relatively, the CSTs in ELA and math for grade 5 and grade 8 would not count as much as the CSTs in ELA and math for other grades.  Moreover, the logic of this approach would seem to imply that different weights should also be employed for grades 3 and 7, because beginning next year, those are the only grades at which the NRTs will be administered.

Method 3: Revise the API calculation methodology for all grades by using individual student content area indicator weights  

Rather than reconfiguring the 2-8 grade span, a complete revision to the method for calculating the API is proposed.  The new method would determine a school’s API based upon individual student content area indicator weights, which would vary according to the tests taken by each student.  Table 5 shows an example of the method 3 calculation for a school with grades 2-5.

Table 5

Method 3 Example for 2004 API Base

School with Grades 2-5
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Initial 

Indicator 

Weight

Student 1      

(Gr. 2)

Student 2      

(Gr. 3)

Student 3      

(Gr. 4)

Student 4      

(Gr. 5)

 

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

J

Count of B, C, 

D, & E

A x F

G / Total of 

Column G

Average of B, 

C, D, & E

H x I

CST ELA

0.48

1000

875

700

1000

4

1.92

53.3%

893.75

476.666667

CST Math

0.32

1000

875

700

875

4

1.28

35.6%

862.50

306.666667

CST Science

0.20

875

1

0.20

5.6%

875.00

48.611111

NRT Reading

0.06

700

1

0.06

1.7%

700.00

11.666667

NRT Language

0.03

875

1

0.03

0.8%

875.00

7.291667

NRT Spelling

0.03

700

1

0.03

0.8%

700.00

5.833333

NRT Math

0.08

875

1

0.08

2.2%

875.00

19.444444

Total

3.60

100.0%

School    

API =

876

API = weighted average of student scores, based upon the tests taken

Student

School

API Performance Scores

Number of 

Student 

Scores

Indicator 

Weight, All 

Scores

Percent 

Indicator 

Weight, All 

Scores

Average of 

Student 

Scores

Weighted 

Average of 

Student 

Scores


The initial indicator weights are shown in column A; these are a continuation of the current weights with the exception of the CST Science.  The initial weight for the CST Science is shown as 20 percent for illustrative purposes only.  (It is not necessary for column A to total 100 percent.)  The student API performance scores are shown in columns B-E, and the school results are shown in columns F-J.  Column H shows the unique indicator weights for the school and must total 100 percent.  

Under method 3, the API is calculated as the weighted average of student scores based on the number and types of tests taken.  This is a completely new and more direct way of calculating the API.  All schools would have the same initial indicator weights (column A above), but each school would have its own unique school indicator weights (column H) according to the numbers of student test scores in each content area.  In this example, the CST ELA and math weights for the school are higher than the initial indicator weights (i.e., column H result is greater than column A level), because all students contribute CST ELA and CST Math scores.  For the NRT and the CST Science, weights for the school are lower than the initial indicator weights because fewer students contributed scores in these areas.  For schools in which there are no missing test scores, the current (2003 Base/2004 Growth) API would be mathematically identical using either method 3 or the current method.  For schools that have missing test scores, the indicator weights under method 3 will vary according to the distribution of the other scores in the school in order to adjust for the missing scores.  In these cases, the API will differ for method 3 compared to the current method.   

This flexibility to apply indicator weights to a wide variety of grade spans and to easily and equitably accommodate student records that do not have scores is a strong advantage of method 3.  As with methods 1 and 2, scores from the CAPA would have the same indicator weights as the CST ELA and CST Math.

Since method 3 produces a unique set of indicator weights for each school, the TDG was interested in the extent of variation in weights across school types.  To illustrate the variation, the following two tables provide examples of indicator weights for the most common grade spans.  These examples again use an indicator weight of .20 for CST Science and for CST History, but this is for illustrative purposes only.  The TDG has no specific proposal as to what these weights should be.
Table 6

Method 3 Indicator Weights for the Most Common K-8 Grade Spans

[image: image11.wmf]2003 API 

Base

Gr. 2-6

Gr. 7-8

Gr. 2-6

Gr. 7-8

Gr. 2-6

Gr. 7-8

CST ELA

48%

CST Math

32%

CST Science (Gr. 2-6) or 

History (Gr. 7-8)

5%

5%

10%

10%

18%

18%

Subtotal, CST

80%

NRT Reading

6%

NRT Language

3%

NRT Spelling

3%

NRT Math

8%

Subtotal, NRT

20%

Total:

100%

100%

100%

Option 3 - Reduce NRT 8% 

and CST 10%

40%

30%

88%

3%

3%

3%

3%

85%

4%

12%

3%

3%

5%

15%

Option 1 - Reduce NRT 5%

48%

45%

2004 API Base

5%

15%

100%

Option 2 - Reduce NRT 5% 

and CST 5%

4%

3%

3%

32%

85%

30%

(Examples assume equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data)

Table 7

Method 3 Indicator Weights for the Most Common 9-12 and K-12 Grade Spans

[image: image12.wmf]2003 API Base

Gr. 2, 4, 6

Gr. 3

Gr. 5

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 2, 4, 6

Gr. 3

Gr. 5

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

CST ELA

48%

60%

48%

45%

48%

45%

60%

48%

43%

48%

43%

CST Math

32%

40%

32%

30%

32%

30%

40%

32%

27%

32%

27%

CST Science (Gr. 5) or 

History (Gr. 8)

 

 

25%

 

25%

 

 

30%

 

30%

Subtotal, CST

80%

100%

80%

100%

80%

100%

100%

80%

100%

80%

100%

NRT Reading

6%

 

6%

 

6%

 

 

6%

 

6%

 

NRT Language

3%

 

3%

 

3%

 

 

3%

 

3%

 

NRT Spelling

3%

 

3%

 

3%

 

 

3%

 

3%

 

NRT Math

8%

 

8%

 

8%

 

 

8%

 

8%

 

Subtotal, NRT

20%

0%

20%

0%

20%

0%

0%

20%

0%

20%

0%

Total:

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Option 1

Option 2

2004 API Base

(Examples assume equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data)

Note:  CST ELA and math weights are shown twice (once for grades 2-8 and once for grades 9-11).   The total CST weight would be the sum of the two weights.  For CST ELA in a K-12 school, for example, the school’s indicator weight would be 55.8 percent (40.3 percent plus 11.5 percent).

In Tables 6 and 7, all students have scores for all tests used in the API.  The tables show that method 3 can easily adapt to various grade spans.  The initial indicator weights could be increased or decreased according to policy needs.  

Advantages.  Method 3 offers a more direct and simpler way of calculating the API.  It would provide the most equitable distribution of indicator weights for each school.  The new method would be more equitable because the weights would be based on the content area tested.  The weights would only apply if the student has a performance level score.  The method would provide a more natural way of accommodating missing data than methods 1 or 2.  It would provide a score with better statistical properties, because it is the only method among those considered that reflects the fact that students at some grade levels are tested in more content areas, and these students provide more information about the school's achievement than students at other grade levels who are administered fewer tests. The new proposed method could revise how to account for students who do not take a test that is not universally administered (e.g., CST Math and Science).  For example, a lower weight could be assigned to a ninth grader who did not take the Math CST to lessen the non-tested penalty.  Method 3 would greatly simplify the complexity of API calculation.  Continuing to calculate the API by grade span and grade level is becoming increasingly more complex and difficult to communicate.  The new method would allow for the greatest flexibility in accommodating changes to the API in the future.  Since the NRT is changing for 2005, it would be a good time to revise the 2004 API Base.

Disadvantages.  All schools would not have the same school level indicator weights.  However, this is a disadvantage for method 2 as well.  More importantly, there may be increasing emphasis to produce individual student APIs.  Such a trend should strongly be avoided to protect the privacy and confidentiality of student records and because, at the individual student level, use of performance level weighting factors would result in substantial imprecision.  

Recommendation:  Method 3 should be used so that the API for all grades most accurately represents a school’s performance and the contributions of all content areas tested at each grade level.  This method would greatly simplify the complexity of API calculation.  It would make calculations clearer for all schools.  The new method would offer the greatest flexibility in accommodating changes to the API in the future.  Since the NRT is changing for 2005, it would be a good time to revise the 2004 API Base.

Introducing and eliminating grade-specific tests requires the API to reflect the percent of student results at each grade level, because students at different grade levels contribute different information.  If fifth and eighth graders are tested in more content areas than other grade levels, the API should capture this extra contribution without at the same time discounting their performance on tests in other subject areas, particularly since the performance of these students in Science (fifth grade) and History-Social Science (eighth grade) reflects their cumulative achievement.  Method 3 would reflect the extra contribution of fifth and eighth graders while still equitably reflecting the contributions of the other grade levels included in the school’s API.

Issue #2

What should be the indicator weights for grades 2-8 for the 2004 API Base?

Options for indicator weights would vary according to the method adopted for calculating indicator weights.  The following three tables present options for method 1, 2 or 3.

Table 8

Method 1 Options for 2004 API Base Indicator Weights: 

5%, 10%, or 18% for CST Science or CST HSS, Grades 2-8
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(Example assumes equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data)

 

Content Area

Percent Indicator 

Weight for K-8 

School

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Grade 7

Grade 8

CST ELA

0.20

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

CST Math

0.20

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

CST Science

0.20

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

CST History

0.20

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

20.0%

NRT Reading

0.06

0.0%

3.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

3.0%

0.0%

NRT Language

0.03

0.0%

1.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.5%

0.0%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.0%

1.5%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.5%

0.0%

NRT Math

0.08

0.0%

4.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

4.0%

0.0%

Total

1.00

5.7%

15.7%

5.7%

25.7%

5.7%

15.7%

25.7%

100.0%

 

Method 3 Indicator Weight Option 1  (same indicator weight of .20 for each CST and for NRT)

(Example assumes equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data)

Content Area

Initial Indicator 

Weight

Percent 

Indicator 

Weight for K-8 

School

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Grade 7

Grade 8

CST ELA

0.20

38.9%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

CST Math

0.20

38.9%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

5.6%

CST Science

0.20

5.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

CST History

0.20

5.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5.6%

NRT Reading

0.06

3.3%

0.0%

1.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.7%

0.0%

NRT Language

0.03

1.7%

0.0%

0.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.8%

0.0%

NRT Spelling

0.03

1.7%

0.0%

0.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.8%

0.0%

NRT Math

0.08

4.4%

0.0%

2.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

2.2%

0.0%

Total

1.00

100.0%

11.1%

16.7%

11.1%

16.7%

11.1%

16.7%

16.7%

100.0%


Table 9
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Initial Indicator 

Weight

K-5 School

K-6 School

6-8 School

7-8 School

K-8 School

CST ELA

0.48

50.5%

52.2%

48.0%

43.6%

49.4%

CST Math

0.32

33.7%

34.8%

32.0%

29.1%

32.9%

CST Science

0.40

10.5%

8.7%

 

 

5.9%

CST History

0.40

 

 

13.3%

18.2%

5.9%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.6%

1.3%

2.0%

2.7%

1.8%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.0%

1.4%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.7%

1.0%

1.4%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.1%

1.7%

2.7%

3.6%

2.4%

Total

1.80

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School

Method 2 Options for 2004 API Base Indicator Weights: 

25% or 30% for CST Science or CST HSS, Grades 2-8

Table 10

Method 3 Options for 2004 API Base Indicator Weights:

[image: image15.wmf]Content Area

Initial Indicator 

Weight

K-5 School

K-6 School

6-8 School

7-8 School

K-8 School

CST ELA

0.48

49.2%

51.1%

46.5%

41.7%

48.0%

CST Math

0.32

32.8%

34.0%

31.0%

27.8%

32.0%

CST Science

0.50

12.8%

10.6%

 

 

7.1%

CST History

0.50

 

 

16.1%

21.7%

7.1%

NRT Reading

0.06

1.5%

1.3%

1.9%

2.6%

1.7%

NRT Language

0.03

0.8%

0.6%

1.0%

1.3%

0.9%

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.8%

0.6%

1.0%

1.3%

0.9%

NRT Math

0.08

2.1%

1.7%

2.6%

3.5%

2.3%

Total

2.00

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Percent Indicator Weight for a School

.20, .25, .30, .35, .40, or .50 Initial Weights for CST Science or CST HSS

Table 10 shows that if method 3 were adopted, all previous indicator weights could remain unchanged, and the primary decision could be the level of the initial Science and CST HSS weights.  Appendix A on pages 18-20 shows how each method 3 option would impact the final weights for schools with the most common K-8 grade spans.  Appendix B on page 21 shows a comparison of indicator weights across grade levels using the current API calculation method and method 3. 

Recommendation:  Method 3 using option 3 is recommended.  This option is recommended because it proposes a 30 percent adjustment factor for the CST Science and the CST HSS, which can be viewed as adding about one-third extra CST weight for each test at the applicable grade level.  This coincides with the proportion of a student’s total CST testing time taken by the CST Science (30 percent of the total CST testing time) or CST HSS (27 percent of the total CST testing time).  This option would still maintain a substantial proportion of the initial weight of the API in English-language arts and mathematics, which continue to be foundations of the curriculum at the elementary and middle grades.  At the same time, it would assign a significant initial weight to the CST Science at grade 5 and to the CST HSS at grade 8.

Conclusions

The recommendations for indicator weights assume no countervailing policy considerations exist.  It is important to recall that the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) Committee and ultimately the State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the original content area weights in 1999 because they believed that the weights reflected the curriculum priorities in California public education.  If the Committee and SBE so choose, the development of the 2004 API Base may be an opportune time to revisit this question.   The Technical Design Group (TDG) for the PSAA Committee has recognized that in the final analysis the question of content area weights is a policy and not a technical question.  

TDG Committee Members
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English Language Arts

Mathematics

A

B

C

D

E

F

 

Performance Levels

Weighting 

Factors

Percent of 

Pupils in Each 

Level

Weighted 

Score in Each 

Level

Percent of 

Pupils in 

Each Level

Weighted 

Score in 

Each Level

 

(B x C)

(B x E)

5

Advanced

1000

8%

80.00

9%

90.00

4

Proficient

875

23%

201.25

22%

192.50

3

Basic

700

35%

245.00

33%

231.00

2

Below Basic

500

21%

105.00

22%

110.00

1

Far Below Basic

200

13%

26.00

14%

28.00

a  Indicator Score

 

657.25

651.50

b  Indicator Weight

48%

32%

 

c  Total Weighted Score for Indicator

315.48

 +

208.48

+

Stanford 9

English-Language Arts (ELA)

 

Reading

Language

Spelling

Mathematics

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

K

L

Performance Bands

Weighting 

Factors

Percent of Pupils 

in Each Band

Weighted Score 

in Each Band

Percent of 

Pupils in Each 

Band

Weighted Score 

in Each Band

Percent of 

Pupils in Each 

Band

Weighted Score 

in Each Band

Percent of 

Pupils in Each 

Band

Weighted Score 

in Each Band

(B x C)

(B x E)

(B x G)

(B x K)

5

80-99th NPR

1000

13%

130.00

17%

170.00

12%

120.00

19%

190.00

4

60-79th NPR

875

20%

175.00

20%

175.00

19%

166.25

30%

262.50

3

40-59th NPR

700

29%

203.00

30%

210.00

32%

224.00

22%

154.00

2

20-39th NPR

500

20%

100.00

19%

95.00

24%

120.00

16%

80.00

1

1-19th NPR

200

18%

36.00

14%

28.00

13%

26.00

13%

26.00

2003

a  Indicator Score

 

644.00

 

678.00

656.25

 

712.50

API

b  Indicator Weight

6%

3%

3%

8%

Base

c  Total Weighted Score for Indicator

38.64

 +

20.34

 +

19.69

 +

57.00

=

660

a

x

b

=

c

a

x

b

=

c

   

                                               

ELA

     

Math

Content area weights

Calif. Standards Test CST      48%      32%



Content area weights

Stanford 9 NRT                          12%       8%



Portion of API                            60%     40%


Edward Haertel, Professor (Chair)

Stanford University
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San Diego USD
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Program Evaluation and Research

LA USD

James Catterall, Professor

University of California, Los Angeles

Gary Estes, Chief of Programs

WestEd
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Private Citizen
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Appendix A

Method 3 Indicator Weight Options for the Most Common K-8 Grade Spans

(Examples assume equal numbers of students at each grade level and no missing data)

[image: image17.wmf] 

 

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Option 6

CST ELA

0.48

0.48

0.48

0.48

0.48

0.48

CST Math

0.32

0.32

0.32

0.32

0.32

0.32

CST Science

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.50

CST History

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.50

NRT Reading

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.06

0.06

NRT Language

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

NRT Spelling

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

NRT Math

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.08

CST ELA

0.32

0.32

0.32

0.32

0.32

0.32

CST Math

0.16

0.16

0.16

0.16

0.16

0.16

CST Science

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

CST History

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.20

CAHSEE ELA

0.10

0.10

0.10

0.10

0.10

0.10

CAHSEE Math

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

Total

2.28

2.38

2.48

2.58

2.68

2.88

Initial Indicator Weight


Indicator Weight Option 1:  

CST Science and CST HSS Initial Indicator Weight  = .20

[image: image18.wmf]Content Area

Grades 2-8

Content Area

Grades 9-11

California Standards Test (CST)

California Standards Test (CST)

English-language arts (ELA)

48%

ELA

32%

Mathematics

32%

Mathematics

16%

Norm-referenced Test (NRT)

Science

5%

Reading

6%

History-social science

20%

Language

3%

Norm-referenced Test (NRT)

Spelling

3%

Reading

3%

Mathematics

8%

Language

3%

Science

3%

Mathematics

3%

 

California High School Exit 

Examination (CAHSEE)

ELA

10%

Mathematics

5%

100%

100%

Grades 9-11

Grades 2-8


Indicator Weight Option 2:  

CST Science and CST HSS Initial Indicator Weight  = .25


Indicator Weight Option 3:

CST Science and CST HSS Initial Indicator Weight  = .30


Indicator Weight Option 4:

CST Science and CST HSS Initial Indicator Weight  = .35


Indicator Weight Option 5:

CST Science and CST HSS Initial Indicator Weight  = .40


Indicator Weight Option 6:

CST Science and CST HSS Initial Indicator Weight  = .50


Appendix B

Comparison of Current API Calculation Method with Proposed Method 3

Examples for a K-8 School

� Senate Bill 1448 (Ch. 233 of 2004) reduces the norm-referenced testing (NRT) from grades 2-11 to grades 3 and 7 beginning with the 2005 test administration of the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program.


� The SCF provides a positive or negative adjustment to a school’s API in order to reduce  the inconsistency in the statewide API scale from one reporting cycle to the next.
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