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Objective Criteria for Evaluating Local Educational Agencies to Determine Pervasiveness and Severity of Local Educational Agency Performance Problems
PURPOSE

The purpose of this analysis is to facilitate the evaluation of the 50 local educational agencies (LEAs) identified for Program Improvement (PI) Year 3 based on the 2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Report (AYP). 
Assembly Bill 519 specifies that, using objective criteria LEAs are to be evaluated to determine the pervasiveness and severity of their performance problems. An index score has been calculated for each LEA that includes multiple objective indicators of performance reflective of both the pervasiveness (i.e., the number of schools and students affected) and the severity (i.e., the degree to which the LEA is performing better or worse than other PI Year 3 LEAs) of the performance problems.
COMPONENTS OF THE INDEX 

The proposed index to evaluate the PI Year 3 LEAs is based on five components: 

1. Percentage of AYP targets met 

2. Relative AYP performance weighted by number of students
3. Percentage of Title I schools in the LEA that are not in PI

4. Relative growth in the Academic Performance Index (API) over time 

5. Relative API performance

	
	Addressed Need

	Component
	Pervasiveness
	Severity

	Percentage of AYP targets met
	X
	

	Relative AYP performance weighted by number of students
	X
	X

	Percentage of Title I Schools in PI
	X
	

	Relative Growth in the API over time
	
	X

	Relative API performance
	
	X


Percentage of Adequate Yearly Progress Targets Met 

The first component of the index is the percentage of AYP targets met in the most recent year. This includes the percent proficient targets in English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics and the graduation rate for any district with students in grades nine through twelve. Participation rate targets are not included in this measure. The percentage of AYP targets met is calculated by dividing the number of AYP targets met by number of AYP targets possible for that LEA (subgroups that are not numerically significant are not included as criteria and are indicated below by n/a).

Example 1: Calculation of Percent Proficiency Variable

	Groups
	ELA Percent Proficient Target Met
	Math Percent Proficient Target Met

	LEA-wide
	Yes
	Yes

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	Yes
	Yes

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	n/a
	n/a

	Asian
	Yes
	Yes

	Filipino
	Yes
	Yes

	Hispanic or Latino
	Yes
	Yes

	Pacific Islander
	n/a
	n/a

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	Yes
	Yes

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	No
	No

	English Learners
	No
	Yes

	Students with Disabilities
	No
	No

	Criteria Possible
	9
	9

	Criteria Met
	6
	7

	Graduation Rate
	Yes, met 1 of 1

	Total Criteria Possible
	1 + 9 + 9 = 19

	Total Criteria Met
	1 + 6 + 7 = 14

	Percent Criteria Met
	14/19 = 73.68%


This component of the index evaluates how many AYP targets were met out of the number of AYP targets possible for a particular LEA (pervasiveness), but it does not reflect the degree (i.e., by how much the AYP target was missed) or the impact (i.e., how many students are included in the subgroups that missed the AYP targets). Two LEAs that missed 2 targets out of 11 targets possible would receive the same value for this component of the index.
Relative Adequate Yearly Progress Performance
The second component of the index evaluates AYP performance across all of the percent proficient AYP targets that were missed by the LEA. This component represents a measure of the difference between actual performance and the statewide target and is weighted by the number of students contributing to the percent proficient calculation.

This component is calculated for each subgroup (including the LEA as a whole) that missed the percent proficient targets in the most recent year in ELA and mathematics. Participation rate targets are not included in this measure. 

This component of the index evaluates both the pervasiveness and severity of performance problems. While two LEAs that missed 2 of 11 targets would be given the same score on Component 1, their scores may be very different on this component because scores would depend on how far away each of the LEAs’ subgroups was from the statewide target and on how many students were included in that subgroup.

For purposes of this analysis, a value is calculated for each AYP percent proficient target that was missed. This value is determined by subtracting the subgroups’ actual performance (percent proficient or above) from the statewide target and multiplying by the number of students in that subgroup. These values are summed within the LEA (i.e., an LEA that missed two targets would have two values) and divided by the largest total value of any of the PI Year 3 LEAs (2,223 for the 2008 AYP data).
For example, three percent proficient targets were missed in LEA XYZ: African American subgroup in ELA, English learners in ELA, and students with disabilities in mathematics. See below for Example 2 that shows LEA XYZ’s performance and Example 3 that shows the calculation of this component.
Example 2: LEA XYZ AYP Performance 

	
	English-language Arts
	Mathematics

	Subgroup
	No. of Students
	Percent Proficient or Above
	Target
	No. of Students
	Percent Proficient or Above
	Target

	District-wide
	875
	34.1%
	34.0%
	877
	38.9%
	34.6%

	African American
	677
	33.1%
	34.0%
	680
	39.2%
	34.6%

	English Learners
	123
	28.9%
	34.0%
	126
	42.6%
	34.6%

	Students with Disabilities
	62
	34.9%
	34.0%
	65
	26.0%
	34.6%


Example 3: Calculation of Relative AYP Performance Variable



[image: image1]
 [((34.0%-33.1%)*677) + ((34.0%-28.9%)*123) + ((34.6%-26.0%)*65)]
2223
1 – (1795.6 ÷ 2223) = 19.22% of the range
Percentage of Title I Schools in the LEA that are not Program Improvement 

The third component of the index is the percentage of Title I schools that are not in PI in an LEA. This is a measure of overall LEA need. Those in PI are, like the LEA, performing below AYP standards. For the purposes of this analysis, the number of non-PI Title I schools is divided by the total number of Title I schools in the LEA, excluding direct-funded charter schools. 
Example 4: Calculation of PI Variable


Total non-PI Title I schools

Total Title I Schools in LEA

8 non-PI Title 1 schools ÷ 9 total Title I schools in LEA = 88.89%
Growth in the Academic Performance Index Over Time

The fourth component used in the index is the LEA’s relative API growth over three API cycles. The API, which measures the LEA’s academic growth and performance, is a numeric scale, ranging from a low of 200 to a high of 1000. For purposes of the analysis, the sum of API growth over the last three API cycles (2005-06, 2006-07, and 2007-08) is divided by the largest sum of growth over the last three API cycles by any PI Year 3 LEA (points). 

Example 5: Calculation of API Growth Over Time Variable


7 + 13 + 27

(138)

47÷ 138 = 34.05% growth in API
Relative Academic Performance Index Performance

The fifth component used in the index is the LEA’s API score relative to all other Year 3 PI LEAs’ API scores. For purposes of the analysis, the lowest 2008 Growth API score of all Year 3 PI LEAs is subtracted from each individual LEA 2008 Growth API score and divided by the difference between the highest 2008 Growth API score and the lowest 2008 Growth API score of all Year 3 PI LEAs (455 for the 2008 Growth API). 
Example 6: Calculation of API Relative Performance Variable


705-455

795-455

250 ÷ 340= 73.52% of API range

WEIGHTED ANALYSIS

Each of the PI Year 3 LEAs has been assigned an index score based on the five components described above. Each of the five components has been weighted equally at 20 percent. The LEAs are ranked from 1 (lowest index score) to 46 (highest index score). Four county offices of education were included in calculating the index but were not provided an index rank.
Weighted Calculation

The final weighted calculation is written as follows:

Priority Assistance Index =
 (0.20 * AYP Targets Met) + (0.20 * Relative AYP Performance Variable) + (0.20 * PI Variable) + (0.20 *API Growth Variable) + (0.20 * Relative API Performance Variable)

Example 7: Calculation of Index Result


(0.20 * 73.68%) + (0.20 * 19.22%) + (0.20 * 88.89%) + (0.20 * 34.05%) + (0.20 * 73.52%) = 57.87%
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