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	SUBJECT

Assessment and Accountability: Background Information in Preparation for State Board of Education Action on the Academic Performance Index and the California Modified Assessment.
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	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) take action as deemed necessary and appropriate. No specific action is recommended at this time.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


California Modified Assessment

In November 2010, the SBE approved proposed performance standards (levels) for the California Modified Assessment (CMA) for English-language arts (ELA) in grade nine, Algebra I, and life science in grade ten  to initiate a series of public hearings on those proposed performance levels. Two public hearings were held in January 2011; no members of the public attended. 

In March 2010, the SBE adopted CMA performance level descriptors (PLDs) for ELA in grades six through eight, mathematics in grades six and seven, and science in grade eight for California’s Peer Review submission to the U.S. Department of Education (ED). The performance levels’ cut points for these assessments were adopted by the SBE in November of 2009. 

In May 2009, the SBE adopted PLDs for the CMA for ELA and mathematics in grades three through five and science in grade five for California’s Peer Review submission to the ED. The performance levels’ cut points for these assessments were adopted by the SBE in November of 2008. 

In September 2009, the SBE adopted the CMA test blueprints for ELA in grade eleven and geometry. In May 2008, the SBE adopted the CMA test blueprints for ELA in grades nine and ten, Algebra I, and life science grade 10. In September 2007, the SBE adopted the CMA test blueprints for ELA in grades six through eight and mathematics grades six and seven, and science grade eight. In April 2007, the SBE adopted the CMA test blueprints for ELA and mathematics in grades two through five and science in 
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS (Cont.)


grade five. In November 2007, the SBE adopted participation criteria that can be found on the CDE Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) CMA Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/cmastar.asp. 

Academic Performance Index

The most recent action taken by the SBE for the Academic Performance Index (API) occurred for the 2009–10 API cycle. In January 2010, the SBE took the following actions:
· Included results from the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in science in grades five, eight, and ten.

· Included results from the CMA for ELA in grades six through eight; mathematics in grades six and seven; and science in grade eight.
· Adjusted the 2009 Base API to account for the introduction in 2010 of the CMA for Algebra I in grades seven through eleven, the CMA in ELA in grade nine, and the CMA in life science in grade ten.

· Aligned the business rules between the API and the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) calculations for determining whether the English learner (EL) subgroup is numerically significant for accountability purposes. 

In January 2009, the SBE was presented with a detailed description of the API reporting cycles and the calculation methodologies. The item also provided information on the five key areas of the API that can be modified by SBE action. The agenda item can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 7-8, 2009 Web page at
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr09/documents/jan09item5.doc. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


The SBE has a variety of responsibilities pertaining to California’s assessment and accountability system, including the approval of the STAR contract per California Education Code (EC) Section 60643(e)(2). California’s assessment system responsibilities include, but are not limited to: 
· Establishing eligibility criteria for the statewide assessments, 
· Approving regulations for each testing program that describe details around administration, 
· Approving test blueprints, approving performance levels for each assessment, approving PLDs for each assessment, and 
· Approving apportionment amounts for local educational agencies (LEAs). 
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For the state accountability system, responsibilities center on the API and include, but are not limited to:

· Establishing performance targets, 
· Incorporating new assessments, and 
· Establishing test weights and weighting structures as necessary.
Assessment

California’s K-12 assessment system is comprised of three main components: 

1. The STAR Program

· California Standards Tests (CSTs)
· CMA
· CAPA
· Standards-based Tests in Spanish (STS)

2. The California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) 
3. The California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
The purposes of the three main components are established in statute. The STAR Program is designed to help measure how well students are achieving California’s content standards and to provide information about how well schools and school districts are meeting state and federal accountability requirements. The primary purpose of the CAHSEE is to significantly improve pupil achievement in public high schools and to ensure that pupils who graduate from public high schools can demonstrate grade- level competency in reading, writing, and mathematics. The CELDT has three purposes: (1) to identify students who are ELs, (2) to determine the level of English language proficiency of students who are EL students, and (3) to assess the annual progress of EL students in acquiring the skills of listening, reading, speaking, and writing in English in order for them to be reclassified as fluent English proficient students.

A comprehensive overview of California’s assessment system can be found on the CDE California Assessment System Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/caassessment.asp. 
Technical Advisory Group

To advise the CDE, the Superintendent, and the SBE on the on-going quality of its assessment system, two Technical Advisory Groups (TAGs) were established. One TAG advises on CAHSEE/STAR issues and the other advises on CELDT issues. Each state has technical advisory groups comprised of assessment experts who provide advice on their assessment programs as well as help aid the state in preparing for the federal peer review. 
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The purpose of the TAGs is to provide external, independent advice to the CDE, the Superintendent, and the SBE on various technical aspects of the assessments (including technical reports) and evaluate changes being considered for each assessment program. 

The TAG members are assessment experts who are not employees of the assessment contractors. Any reimbursement costs incurred from the TAG meetings are covered through a contract the CDE has with the San Joaquin County Office of Education (SJCOE) for technical issues related to the statewide assessment and accountability programs. A full list of TAG members for both the CAHSEE/STAR TAG and the CELDT TAG is provided in Attachment 1.
Typically the TAGs meet three or four times each fiscal year. The following dates remain for the 2010–11 fiscal year:

January 28, 2011 
(CELDT TAG)

February 10-11, 2011 
(CAHSEE/STAR TAG)

April 14-15, 2011
CAHSEE/STAR TAG)

May 6, 2011 

(CELDT TAG)

Meetings are confidential because of the nature of the discussions, including but not limited to, discussions about the quality of individual secure test items. 

Upcoming Assessment Actions
The Assessment and Accountability Division (AAD) plans to bring two items to the March SBE meeting related to assessment. Both items focus on the CMA and represent the final step in a series of events related to the administration of this assessment for Algebra I for grades seven through eleven, ELA for grade nine, and science for grade ten.

The CMA is designed to assess those students whose disabilities preclude them from achieving grade level proficiency on the CSTs with or without accommodations. The CDE developed the CMA as a result of the flexibility offered through provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). About half of states have developed such an assessment. 
The CMA has been introduced into the assessment system over a period of four years. It was first administered to students in grades three through five in 2008. In 2009, the CMA was available to students in grades six through eight. In 2010, the CMA for Algebra I for grades seven through eleven, for ELA for grade nine, and for Life Science for grade ten was introduced. This spring, the final expansion will take place with the CMA for ELA for grades ten and eleven and for geometry.

The forthcoming March 2011 SBE item regarding the CMA is the final step in establishing the performance levels for the CMA for Algebra I for grades seven through 
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


eleven, for ELA for grade nine, and for Life Science for grade ten. In November 2010, the SBE approved proposed performance levels to initiate a series of public hearings on those proposed performance levels. Two public hearings were held in January 2011; no members of the public attended, and one member of the public provided written comments. In March 2011, the CDE will ask for the SBE’s final approval of these proposed performance levels. This action will enable the AAD to incorporate results from these CMAs into the 2010 AYP calculations and the 2010 Base API. 

The second March SBE item regarding the CMA is the adoption of PLDs. PLDs are required by California EC Section 60605.5 as well as by the ED for all assessments used in the federal accountability system. In short, PLDs provide a narrative description of what a student should know and is able to do at each performance level. PLDs for the CMA in ELA for grades six through eight, mathematics for grades six and seven, and science for grade eight can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda–May 5-7, 2010, Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr10/agenda201005.asp.

Accountability

California maintains two distinct accountability systems. The state accountability system is the API. The API was developed in 1999 in response to the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA). The API provides accountability at the subgroup, school, and LEA level. Simply put, it consolidates assessment results across grade levels and subject areas into a single number that ranges from 200 to 1,000. Each API reporting cycle is made up of a Base API and a Growth API. The Base API is provided each spring and is based on the prior year’s test results. The Base API is a recalibration of the accountability system and is when new indicators are added into the API or new weights are applied. Schools also receive state ranks and similar schools ranks with the Base API report. The Growth API, released in August/September each year, is compared to the prior year’s Base API to measure change. The API is often referred to as an improvement model because it rewards improvement in academic performance from one year to the next, comparing two cohorts of students. Further information about the API calculations can be found in the 2009–10 Academic Performance Index Report Information Guide on the CDE API Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ap/. Attachment 2 provides a summary of the SBE action for the previous four API cycles.
The federal accountability system meets all the requirements of the ESEA as determined under No Child Left Behind. Annually, the CDE calculates AYP at the subgroup, school, LEA, and state level. AYP calculations include four components: (1) participation rate; (2) percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level on the state assessment; (3) the API; and (4) the graduation rate for schools and LEAs with high school students. The AYP is often referred to as a status model because schools are evaluated on the percentage of students who are scoring at or above the proficient level compared to a target. The targets, adopted by the SBE and approved by the ED, increase each year through the 2013–14 school year, when 100 percent of students are expected to be proficient in both ELA and mathematics. If a school or LEA fails to meet 
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specific criteria for two consecutive years, it is identified for Program Improvement. Under the federal accountability model schools receive “credit” for moving students to the proficient level but no “credit” is given for moving students out of the lowest performance levels. Further information about AYP calculations can be found in the 2010 Adequate Yearly Progress Report Information Guide on the CDE AYP Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay/index.asp.

As with the assessment system, the SBE has several responsibilities for California’s accountability systems. For federal accountability (i.e., AYP calculations), the SBE is annually responsible for approving any necessary changes (i.e., amendments) to California’s Accountability Workbook. (The Accountability Workbook is the official document that describes the way that AYP calculations are made.) This was last done in January 2011. Amendments are due to the ED each February. California’s Accountability Workbook can be found on the CDE Accountability Workbook Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/sa/wb.asp. For state accountability, the SBE annually approves changes to the calculation of the API. In general, this means the SBE is responsible for determining the indicators, the weight of each indicator, and other aspects of the API calculation methodology. Changes to the API are typically brought to the SBE in January prior to the publication of the new Base API. 
Basic Components of the API
There are five key components of the API that can be modified by SBE action. 

1. Indicators
The indicators are the individual elements included in the API (i.e., test results). State law requires that the API be comprised of at least 60 percent test results from statewide assessments. The other 40 percent may be made up of other test results, not clearly specified in the PSAA legislation, or other non-test indicators (e.g., attendance or graduation rates). Currently, the API is based on test results from statewide assessments, including results from the assessments included in the STAR Program (exclusive of the STS) in various content areas, grades two through eleven, and results from the CAHSEE in ELA and mathematics, grades ten through twelve. 
Recent changes to state law specify that in addition to results of assessments, the API must also include attendance rates for elementary, middle, and high schools and graduation rates for high schools (California EC Section 52052(a)(4)), and school and school district dropout rates for students who drop out of school while enrolled in grade eight or nine (EC Section 52052.1(a)(3)). The Superintendent is responsible for determining the reliability and validity of those data prior to their inclusion in the API (EC Section 52052(a)(4)(C)). 
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2. Weighting Structure
The weighting structure refers to the point value each test result contributes to the API score. Each performance level on the statewide assessments is given a point value. For example, a student who scores proficient on a CST contributes 
875 points toward the school’s API score. The current weighting structure, encompassing the individual performance level weights, is depicted in Table 1.
The system of performance level weights encourages schools to focus on the instructional needs of low-performing students. For example, a student who moves from a score of far below basic to below basic contributes more points to a school’s API score (i.e., 300) than a student who moves from a score of proficient to advanced (i.e., 125). These performance level weights were set by the SBE in 1999 and have not changed.
Table 1

Performance Level Weights for Including Test Results in the API
	CST/CAPA/CMA
Performance Level
	CAHSEE
Score
	Weight
	Point Difference

	Advanced
	Pass
	1,000
	125

	Proficient
	N/A
	875
	175

	Basic
	N/A
	700
	200

	Below Basic
	N/A
	500
	300

	Far Below Basic
	No Pass
	200
	---


3. Test Weights

Test weights indicate the relative contribution of a particular test result to a school’s API score. Test weights are applied according to the test, the content area, and the grade span: grades two through eight and grades nine through twelve. Test weights are the same for all school and subgroup APIs and are the same for the Base and Growth APIs within a reporting cycle. The SBE is responsible for adopting test weights. Test weights are not percentages and do not total 100 percent. The SBE last adopted test weights when the results from the CSTs in grade eight science and grade ten life science were added to the 2006–07 API.
Table 2 shows the test weights for grades two through eight. Included in the API score are results from the CSTs, the CMA, and the CAPA. 
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Table 2

Test Weights, Grade Levels 2-8
	Content Area
	2009–10 API 
Test Weights

	CST/CMA/CAPA in ELA, Grades 2-8
	0.48

	CST/CMA/CAPA in Mathematics, Grades 2-8
	0.32

	CST/CMA/CAPA in Science, Grades 5 and 8
	0.20

	CST in History-Social Science, Grade 8
	0.20

	Assignment of 200, CST in Mathematics, Grade 8
	0.10


Table 3 shows the test weights for grades nine through twelve. For CAHSEE, grade eleven and twelve results are only counted if the student passed.

Table 3
Test Weights, Grade Levels 9-12
	Content Area
	2009–10 API 
Test Weights

	CST/CAPA in ELA, Grades 9-11
	0.30

	CST/CAPA in Mathematics, Grades 9-11
	0.20

	CST in Science, Grade 9-11
	0.22

	CST/CAPA in Life Science, Grade 10 
	0.10

	CST in History-Social Science, Grades 9-11
	0.23

	CAHSEE ELA, Grades 10-12
	0.30

	CAHSEE Mathematics, Grades 10-12
	0.30

	Assignment of 200, CST in Mathematics, Grades 9-11
	0.10

	Assignment of 200, CST in Science, Grades 9-11
	0.05


4. Statewide Performance Target

California EC Section 52052(d) requires that the Superintendent recommend and the SBE adopt a statewide performance target that all schools should strive to achieve. In 1999, the SBE adopted an API score of 800 as the statewide performance target. This API score was set because it was believed to be rigorous, yet attainable. 
Because individual school and subgroup targets are established by examining the distance between that school or subgroup API score and the state target, changes to the state target must be implemented with the Base API. Any change to the state target will also impact growth targets for schools and subgroups.
Table 4 shows the percentage of schools at or above 800 by school type in 2002 and in 2010.
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Table 4
Percentage of Schools at or Above State Target of 800
	School Type
	2002
	2010
	Change in Percentage Points

	Elementary
	23%
	51%
	28

	Middle
	16%
	40%
	24

	High
	6%
	25%
	19

	All Schools
	20%
	46%
	26


5. Growth Targets

Growth targets indicate how much improvement is expected for a school overall and for all numerically significant subgroups within a school. To meet all state API growth target requirements, a school and each numerically significant subgroup in the school must meet its growth target each year. 

EC Section 52052(c) requires that the SBE must adopt expected annual percentage growth targets for all schools based on their API baseline score from the previous year. Specifically, the minimum annual percentage growth targets shall be five percent of the difference between the actual API score of a school and the statewide API performance target. 

From 1999 until 2005, school growth targets were five percent of the difference between the school API score and the statewide performance target of 800 and numerically significant subgroup growth targets were 80 percent of the school’s growth target. All numerically significant subgroups at a school were given the same growth target, irrespective of their performance on the API scale. 

In May 2006, to address the achievement gap between lower and higher scoring student subgroups, Superintendent O’Connell recommended and the SBE adopted a more challenging system of subgroup growth targets. Beginning with the 2006 Base API, schools and all numerically significant subgroups had growth targets calculated in the same manner – five percent of the difference between the baseline score and the statewide performance target. The net effect was to establish more ambitious annual growth targets for lower scoring subgroups. 
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Table 5
Examples of Numerically Significant Subgroup Growth Targets
Before and After the Policy Change

	Subgroup
	API Score
	1999–2005
	2006–Present

	School
	700
	5
	5

	Black or African American
	680
	4
	6

	Hispanic or Latino
	690
	4
	6

	White
	825
	4
	Stay above 800

	Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
	710
	4
	5

	English Learner
	640
	4
	8


PSAA Advisory Committee

EC Section 52052.5 states that the Superintendent shall establish a broadly representative and diverse advisory committee to advise the Superintendent and the SBE on all appropriate matters relative to the creation of the API and the implementation of state intervention programs. 

Since 1999, the PSAA Advisory Committee has played a pivotal role in advising the Superintendent and the SBE on the statewide target, the school and subgroup targets, and the weights for assessments that have been added to California’s assessment program. In the future, the PSAA Advisory Committee is legislatively required to evaluate measures of individual student growth for purposes of adding such a measure to the API (EC Section 52052.6).
Technical Design Group

In 1999, the PSAA Advisory Committee established a Technical Design Group (TDG) to provide guidance to the PSAA committee members, and ultimately the Superintendent, the CDE, and the SBE, on technical issues related to the API. Within the last year, the TDG has provided advice to the CDE on the two upcoming March SBE items on adding middle school dropout rates to the API and on how to hold schools and LEAs accountable for students who are referred to an alternative education program. The TDG has also provided advice on the adjustment that was developed to account for the introduction of the CMA into the API. 

The TDG members are educational measurement specialists, statisticians, and psychometricians representing universities; research organizations; and small, medium, and large school districts. Any reimbursement costs incurred from the TAG meetings are covered through a contract the CDE has with the SJCOE for technical issues related to the statewide assessment and accountability programs. A list of current TDG members can be found in Attachment 3.
The TDG meets up to six times per calendar year. No meetings of this group are currently scheduled. 
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Upcoming API Actions
In addition to the changes to the 2010–11 API cycle on the February 2011 SBE agenda, the AAD plans to bring two items to the March SBE meeting related to the API. Both of these items involve the approval of regulations.

As indicated above, EC Section 52052.1(a)(3) requires school and school district dropout rates of students who drop out of school during grade eight or nine to be incorporated into the API. The first set of regulations planned for the March SBE meeting defines dropouts and dropout rates for this purpose. At a later date, the SBE will need to take further action on the weight of these dropout rates in the API calculation. The CDE, with the assistance of the PSAA Advisory Committee, expects to provide recommendations to the SBE about the weight of this indicator in January 2012 for the 2011–12 API cycle.

The second set of regulations planned for the March SBE meeting relate to EC Section 52052.1 that describes the requirement to hold schools and school districts accountable for test results and other accountability data for students who are referred to an alternative educational program. The PSAA Advisory Committee and the Subcommittee on Alternative Accountability have heavily contributed to the content and accountability assignment rules reflected in these proposed regulations. 
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


All costs associated with these activities are included in the AAD’s budget.

	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1:  California High School Exit Examination, Standardized Testing and Reporting, and California English Language Development Test Technical Advisory Group Members (2 Pages)
Attachment 2:  Changes to the Academic Performance Index Over the Last Four Years (2 Pages)
Attachment 3:  Technical Design Group Members (1 Page)
California High School Exit Examination and

Standardized Testing and Reporting

Technical Advisory Group Members

	Name
	Position and Affiliation
	Area of Expertise

	Richard Duran, Ph.D.
	Professor
Gevirtz Graduate School of Education
University of California at Santa Barbara
	Assessment validity and education policy; interventions serving English language learners preparing for college

	Paula C. Moseley, Ed.D.
	Administrator

Student Testing and Assessment
Los Angeles Unified School District

Los Angeles County
	Coordinator of student testing for California's largest school district

	Pamela Moss, Ph.D.
	Professor of Education

School of Education
University of Michigan 
	Validity in educational assessment

	Donna O’Neil, Ed. D.
	Director

Assessment, Evaluation and Planning
San Juan Unified School District

Sacramento County
	Director of accountability and evaluation for a large urban school district

	Richard Wolfe, Ph.D.
	Associate Professor
University of Toronto
	Planning and evaluating large-scale assessment designs; sampling, data management and analysis; use of statistics to improve educational quality

	Mark Wilson, Ph.D.
	Professor 
Graduate School of Education
University of California at Berkeley
	Development of new statistical models for analyzing measurement data; development of new assessments; policy issues in the use of assessment data in accountability systems


California English Language Development Test

Technical Advisory Group Members

	Name
	Position and Affiliation
	Area of Expertise

	Jamal Abedi, Ph.D.
	Professor 
School of Education 
University of California at Davis 

	Assessment and accommodations for English language learners

	Alison Bailey, Ed.D.
	Associate Professor
Psychological Studies in Education
Graduate School of Education and Information Studies
University of California at Los Angeles
	English language learners; language assessment

	Patricia Calabrese
	Bilingual Coordinator

Robla Elementary School District

Sacramento County
	English learner coordinator

	Debra Dougherty
	Program Manager

Office of Language Acquisition 

San Diego Unified School District

San Diego County
	Director of language acquisition for a large urban school district

	Richard Duran, Ph.D.
	Professor
Gevirtz Graduate School of Education
University of California at Santa Barbara
	Assessment validity and education policy; educational interventions serving English language learners preparing for college

	Barbara Merino, Ph.D.
	Professor 
Director of Teacher Education
School of Education
University of California at Davis 
	English language learners; language assessment

	Robin Scarcella, Ph.D.
	Professor, School of Humanities
Director, Program of Academic English / English as a Second Language
University of California at Irvine
	Assessment of English language learners


Changes to the Academic Performance Index 

Over the Last Four Years

2009-10 Academic Performance Index (API) Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the January 2010 State Board of Education (SBE) Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 5–7, 2010 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr10/documents/jan10item18.doc
· Include results from the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in science in grades five, eight, and ten. 

· Include results from the California Modified Assessment (CMA) for English–language arts (ELA) in grades six through eight; mathematics in grades six and seven; and science in grade eight.

· Adjust the 2009 Base API to account for the introduction in 2010 of the CMA for Algebra I in grades seven through eleven, the CMA in ELA in grade nine, and the CMA in life science in grade ten.

· Align the business rules between the API and the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) calculations for determining whether the English learner (EL) is numerically significant for accountability purposes. 

2008-09 API Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the January 2009 SBE Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 7–8, 2009 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr09/documents/jan09item4.doc 

· Remove results from the California Achievement Tests, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey) because the assessment was eliminated from the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program in spring 2009.

· Include results from the CMA for ELA and mathematics grades three through five, and science, grade five.

· Adjust the 2008 Base API to account for the introduction of the CMA in grades six through eight in 2009. 

2007-08 API Cycle

· Adjust the 2007 Base API to account for the introduction of the CMA in grades three through five in 2008. 

· Modify the definition of the students with disabilities (SWD) subgroup to include students who were previously served but who are no longer receiving special education services for two years after exiting from those services.

2006-07 API Cycle

The following changes were addressed at the January 2007 SBE Meeting and can be found on the CDE SBE Agenda—January 10–11, 2007 Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr07/documents/jan07item05.doc
· Addition of results from the California Standards Tests (CSTs) in grade eight science and grade ten life science. 

· The weight assigned in the API calculation for students in grades nine through eleven who are not enrolled in a math or science test and consequently do not take an end-of-course CST (i.e., the assignment of 200) was reduced. 

· Growth targets were calculated separately for the school and for each numerically significant subgroup and set at 5 percent growth towards the statewide performance target of 800.
Technical Design Group
Members
	Name
	Position and Affiliation
	Area of Expertise

	Wendell Callahan
	Director

San Diego County Office of Education
	Specializes in alternative education programs

	James Catterall, Ph.D.
	Professor

University of California, Los Angeles
	Education policy, human development

	Edward Haertel, Ph.D.
	Professor

Stanford University, School of Education
	Educational testing and assessment, psychometrics, educational policy, test-based accountability, and policy uses of test data

	Christine Hikido
	Director

Elk Grove Unified School District
	Director of Testing and Accountability for a large urban district

	Brandon Lee
	Test Coordinator

Sequoia Union High School District
	Coordinator of Testing for a high school district

	Grace Pang-Bovy
	Interim Director

School Information Branch

Los Angeles Unified School District
	Director of School Information Systems for California’s largest school district

	Brian Stecher
	Acting Director
RAND Education
	Applied educational measurement and the impact of state testing and accountability systems

	Roger Yoho
	Director

Corona-Norco Unified School District
	Director of Testing and Accountability at a mid-sized urban district
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