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	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
	Elementary and Secondary Education Act: Required Review of 93 Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 1 Program Improvement Corrective Action.


The purpose of this Information Memorandum is to provide background on the review of 93 local educational agencies (LEAs) in Cohort 1 Program Improvement (PI) Year 3 Corrective Action. These requirements are specified in California Education Code (EC) Section 52055.57(e).
This memorandum provides:

· A description of state obligations under California EC Section 52055.57(e) to conduct a state review of LEAs in PI Year 3 Corrective Action that have not exited PI, including a review of the history of initial work.
· Attachments describing:

· Academic performance of the 93 Cohort 1 LEAs in PI Year 3 2007–08
· An initial set of academic criteria used in November 2009 to assess these LEAs’ academic growth between 2007–2009
· Application of these academic criteria to the 93 LEAs using current data
State Obligations to Review LEAs in PI Year 3 and History of Initial Related Work

California EC Section 52055.57(e) specifies that an LEA that has received a PI Year 3 sanction and has not exited PI shall appear before the State Board of Education (SBE) within three years to review the progress of the LEA. Upon hearing testimony and reviewing written data from the LEA, the district assistance and intervention team (DAIT), or the county superintendent of schools, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) shall recommend and the SBE may approve an alternative sanction under California EC Section 52055.57(c) or may take any appropriate action.
Anticipating this requirement, SBE accountability liaisons and California Department of Education (CDE) staff began a discussion in 2009 of how to track academic progress of Cohort 1 LEAs in PI Year 3 Corrective Action.

In November 2009, the SBE reviewed a set of academic criteria to describe the progress of Cohort 1 LEAs in PI Year 3 Corrective Action over the first two years. The analysis of LEA academic growth was applied to 44 of the 93 LEAs in Cohort 1 in moderate or intensive. (See Item 16 on the SBE Agenda—November 18–19, 2009, Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr09/agenda200911.asp.) As a result of this analysis, the SBE directed its liaisons and CDE staff to conduct a more in-depth analysis of eight LEAs in this cohort. 
At SBE meetings in January 2010 and March 2010, the SBE heard from selected LEAs with the lowest values on the adopted academic criteria. These conversations resulted in the additional assignment of Corrective Action 3 (a trustee) to Alisal Union Elementary and Greenfield Union Elementary School Districts. Coachella Valley Unified School District had also been assigned a trustee because it had agreed, in receiving additional funds in 2005, to be subject to only the harshest sanctions should it not exit PI. (This trustee was removed in June 2010, although the district has not exited PI.) Although individual LEA circumstances differed, the assignment of Corrective Action 3 was intended to buttress the assignment of Corrective Action 6 in settings where student achievement was not improving. 
In March 2011, state law anticipates a review of the 93 LEAs in PI Year 3 Cohort 1. Out of the initial 97 LEAs in Cohort 1, one LEA has exited; two LEAs have merged, which changed their status in PI; and one LEA was granted a timeline extension. Thus, 93 LEAs in Cohort 1 will be analyzed for progress made over the last three years using the academic criteria adopted for this Cohort in 2009, updated with 2010 data. 
Attachment 1 is a list of the 93 LEAs (ordered as they appear in Attachment 3) presenting each LEA’s Academic Performance Index and Adequate Yearly Progress scores for 2008 and 2010. Columns 6, 8, 10, 12, and 14 compare each LEA’s achievement with the state’s achievement. 

Attachment 2 describes the set of academic criteria originally used in November 2009 to evaluate initial academic progress of the LEAs in PI Year 3 Cohort 1. 
Attachment 3 is a ranking of the 93 Cohort 1 LEAs in PI based on academic progress from 2008 through 2010. Columns 6–10 represent each of the five variables identified in Attachment 2. Each column records the rank that each LEA received on that particular variable compared to the other LEAs on the list. A rank of 1 is assigned to the LEA with the lowest score on this variable compared to the other 92 LEAs. Column 11 is the sum of the five ranks. The LEAs are ordered from the lowest rank (lowest growth) to the highest. For purposes of analysis, bold lines have been drawn to divide the list into four quartiles of ranked performance.

The CDE will bring a recommendation for reviewing Cohort 1 LEAs in PI Corrective Action to the March 2011 SBE meeting. At that time, CDE may recommend that selected LEAs be asked to appear to provide additional evidence on their progress while in PI Corrective Action.
Attachment(s)
Attachment 1:
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and Academic Performance Index (API) Values Achieved by 93 Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 1 of Program Improvement Year 3 (3 Pages)
Attachment 2:
Explanation of Academic Criteria Used in Evaluating Progress Achieved by Cohort 1 (2007–08) Program Improvement Local Educational Agencies (4 Pages)

Attachment 3:
Ranking of 93 Local Educational Agencies in Cohort 1 of Program Improvement Year 3 (3 Pages)

Explanation of Academic Criteria Used in Evaluating Progress Achieved by Cohort 1 (2007–08) Program Improvement Local Educational Agencies 
The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 93 local educational agencies (LEAs) identified for Program Improvement (PI) Year 3 in 2007–08. California Education Code (EC) Section 52055.57(e) requires that any LEA in corrective action that has not exited PI shall appear before the SBE within three years of being identified for PI Corrective Action to review its progress. Five variables were used to determine progress and the results were ranked in order based on growth achieved. The following identifies, describes, and provides samples on the calculations for the five variables. 

Five Variables Used to Rank LEAs’ Progress

1. 2010 Growth in Academic Performance Index (API) 

2. Difference in API from State Target

3. 2008–2010 Change in Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Percent Proficient in English/language arts (ELA)

4. 2008–2010 Change in AYP Percent Proficient in Mathematics

5. Weighted Relative AYP Performance

Variable 1: 2010 Growth in API

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. This variable measures the amount of API change from 2009 to 2010 by calculating the difference between the 2010 Growth API and the 2009 Base API.
Figure 1: Calculation of 2010 Growth in API for SAMPLE ELA


Subtract the LEA’s 2009 Base API from the 2010 Growth API.

(2010 Growth API) – (2009 Base API) 
SAMPLE LEA:

679 – 643 = 36 (API Growth Achieved)

Variable 2: Difference in API from State Target

This variable is a comparison to the statewide API target of 800. 

Figure 2: Calculation of Difference in API from State Target for SAMPLE ELA


Subtract the LEA’s 2010 Growth API from the State Target of 800.

(State Target 800) – (2010 Growth API)

SAMPLE LEA:

800 – 679 = 121 (Difference from State Target)
Variable 3: 2008–2010 Change in AYP Percent Proficient in ELA 

Under Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), LEAs are required to meet or exceed four requirements. One of these requirements is percent proficient or Annual Measurable Objectives. For the purposes of the analysis, this variable compares the difference made in ELA over the past three years, 2008–2010. 

Figure 3: Calculation of 2008–2010 Change in AYP Percent Proficient in ELA 

for SAMPLE ELA




Subtract the LEA’s 2010 ELA AYP Percent Proficient from the LEA’s 2008 ELA AYP Percent Proficient

(2010 LEA-wide ELA percent proficient) - (2008 LEA-wide ELA percent proficient)
SAMPLE LEA:

22.5 – 17.9 = 4.6 (Change in ELA AYP Percent Proficient)
Variable 4: 2008–2010 Change in AYP Percent Proficient in Mathematics 

This variable is the exact replica of the above with the exception that achievement in mathematics is examined. 

Figure 4: Calculation of 2008–2010 Change in AYP Percent Proficient in Mathematics for SAMPLE ELA


Subtract the LEA’s 2010 Mathematics AYP Percent Proficient from the 

LEA’s 2008 Mathematics AYP Percent Proficient

(2010 LEA-wide Mathematics percent proficient) - (2008 LEA-wide Mathematics percent proficient)
SAMPLE LEA:

33.9 – 26.0 = 7.9 (Change in Mathematics AYP Percent Proficient)
Variable 5: Weighted Relative AYP Performance

This variable evaluates AYP performance across all of the percent proficient targets that were missed in the LEA. This component represents a measure of the difference between actual performance and the statewide target for each subgroup that missed the percent proficient target. That difference is then weighted by the proportion of students in the LEA that are part of that subgroup. 

For purposes of this analysis, a value is calculated for each subgroup that missed a percent proficient target. This value is determined by subtracting the subgroups’ actual performance (percent proficient or above) from the statewide target. A second value is calculated by dividing the number of valid scores in each subgroup that missed the percent proficient target and by the total number of valid scores in the LEA. This provides a proportion of students in the LEA that are part of the subgroup that missed the percent proficient target. The two values are then multiplied together and summed. As a result, the more students who do not meet the percent proficient targets, the lower the scale score an LEA receives for this component. The final step is dividing that figure by the highest value of any LEA in the group. Additional calculations are done to create a scale for this component that ranges from 0 to 100 with the 0 representing the lowest performing LEA in the group.

Illustration of Variable: AYP Performance and Proportion of Students 

for SAMPLE LEA

	
	English-language Arts

(Target = 56.0%)
	Mathematics

(Target = 56.4%)

	Subgroup
	No. of Students
	Proportion of Total
	Percent Proficient or Above
	No. of Students
	Proportion of Total
	Percent Proficient or Above

	LEA-wide
	875
	1.00
	51.7%
	877
	1.00
	49.9%

	African American
	502
	.57
	39.2%
	505
	.58
	36.1%

	Asian
	187
	.21
	61.7%
	186
	.21
	67.1%

	White
	186
	.21
	63.5%
	186
	.21
	65.0%

	English Learners
	123
	.14
	40.1%
	126
	.14
	45.4%

	Students with Disabilities
	62
	.07
	24.9%
	65
	.07
	25.1%


Figure 5: Calculation of AYP Performance for SAMPLE ELA

(1)
For each subgroup that failed to make AYP, apply the following steps:

(a) Subtract the subgroup’s percent proficient from the statewide AYP target 

(b) Take the results attained in (a) and multiply it by the proportion of students in that subgroup who missed the percent proficient target.

(2) Add all numbers attained in 1(b). 

(3) Compare the LEA-wide percent proficient values across all LEAs in PI Year 3 and identify the LEA that has the highest value (96.63)

(4) Divide the highest value (Step 3) by the sum attained in Step 2.

SAMPLE LEA: (English-language arts example)


[image: image1]
(1)                   [((56.0%-39.2%)*.57) + ((56.0%-40.1%)*.14) + ((56.0%-24.9%)*.07)]






96.63

(2)

9.57 + 2.22 + 2.17 = 13.96 = 0.14 (AYP Performance Value)




96.63
          96.63
FINAL CALCULATION

The values obtained in each variable described above were ranked from 1 (least progress achieved) to 93 (highest progress achieved). The ranks were added for each of the 93 LEAs. 

Figure 6: Summed Ranks for SAMPLE LEA


               9                         + 14                      + 3                   + 9.5                  + 4                =        39.5
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