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	SUBJECT

Accountability Progress Reporting System: Report of the 2007 Results from the Academic Performance Index, Adequate Yearly Progress, and Program Improvement Reports
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) take action as deemed necessary and appropriate.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


The SBE annually receives information and reports on results of the Academic Performance Index (API), Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), and Program Improvement (PI).
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


The Policy and Evaluation Division is providing summary results from the 
August 31, 2007, release of the 2007 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) system. Results include the proportion of schools that made all API growth targets in 2007, the proportion of schools that made AYP in 2007, and the proportion of schools that are identified for PI in 2007-08. The August 31, 2007, Press Release is attached and the data on charter schools will be provided as an Item Addendum.
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


Fiscal impact will be minimal as the APR system reports will be posted on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/apr.
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1: August 31, 2007, Press Release of the 2007 APR system (12 pages)
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STATE SUPERINTENDENT JACK O’CONNELL RELEASES 2007 ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRESS REPORT

State and Federal Measurements of Student Achievement, School Accountability

San Jose – State Superintendent of Public Instruction Jack O’Connell today released California’s 2007 Accountability Progress Report (APR) that is comprised of the state Academic Performance Index (API), the federal Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), and the federal Program Improvement (PI). 

“In reporting our latest test scores two weeks ago, I noted that California experienced a general leveling off after steady gains in student achievement over the past five years,” O’Connell said. “Today’s APR, a compilation of schools and districts that are meeting academic performance targets, is consistent with student performance on the annual assessments.

“It is important that we not lose sight of the significant gains that our students and our schools have made since the inception of our accountability system, nor should we misinterpret these current data as a decline in overall student or school performance. In particular, these results reflect significant achievement gains by our lowest-performing students, and significant gains by African American, Hispanic, and English learner subgroups. 

“However, it is clear that we will need to redouble our efforts if we are to attain our goal to prepare all students for success in the rapidly changing global economy. We should also use this data to bolster our efforts to address the achievement gap that exists between students who are African American or Latino and their peers who are white or Asian.” 
Some performance indicators in the APR indicate modest growth, while others show no change, or even a slight decrease. For example, the median API score grew from 745 last year to 751 in 2007, and the percentage of schools at or above the performance target of 800 grew by just 1 percentage point, from 30 percent to 31 percent. The percentage of schools meeting all API targets decreased from 53 percent in 2005-06 to 45 percent in 2006-07.

The slower progress on meeting state accountability targets was anticipated due to an increase in accountability targets for all statistically significant subgroups that took effect for the first time this year. In addition to making the overall school growth target, all numerically significant subgroups in a school now must also make a 5 percent or 5-point gain, whichever is larger. The increase in student subgroup targets, a recommendation by O’Connell that was adopted by the State Board of Education in May 2006, allows schools to focus more intensely on narrowing achievement gaps.

"Holding all students to the same high standards ensures a culture of high expectations for everyone," O’Connell said. "Now we are holding our schools accountable for closing achievement gaps. As a state, we have a moral, ethical, and economic obligation to address the needs of every group of students. My administration is focused on finding gap-closing strategies. I know our schools share my deep concern about this problem and join me in facing this challenge.”

The API is a numeric index that ranges from a low of 200 to a high of 1000. The 2006 results established the current baseline and academic growth targets for each school's academic performance. A school's school-wide annual growth target is set at 5 percent of the difference between the school's base API and the statewide performance target of 800 with a minimum target of 5 points. By law, numerically significant student subgroups within a school must also make improvement for a school to meet its API targets. 
These subgroups include ethnic subgroups, socioeconomically disadvantaged students, and since 2006, English learners, and students with disabilities. In the 2006-07 APR, every subgroup showed declines in the number and percentage of schools meeting API targets, but every subgroup did show growth in the API score when compared to the last year’s base score. 
Both the API and AYP are based on statewide assessment results, which were released earlier this month. These assessments include the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program and California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE).

AYP results show that 66 percent of schools met AYP requirements, unchanged from last year. However, the percentage of local educational agencies (LEAs) making AYP fell from 64 percent in 2006 to 53 percent in 2007.
As AYP targets will rise steeply for the next six years to meet the current federal requirements of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, it is anticipated that in 2008 and thereafter, districts and schools will find it increasingly difficult to meet AYP targets. 

Under NCLB, each state defines what it considers a proficient level of performance for students in English-language arts and mathematics. Schools then must meet annual AYP objectives in the two content areas. These objectives increase over time so that by 2013-14, 100 percent of students at all schools must score at the proficient level or above. California is recognized nationally for setting its proficiency standards very high in comparison with most other states.

 Schools, districts, and county offices that receive federal Title I funds and do not make the AYP target for two consecutive years are subject to identification for PI. Schools in PI are subject to a range of requirements and local interventions. For instance, a district must offer students in a PI school the choice and paid transportation to attend non-PI schools in the same district. For the 2007-08 school year, 232 California schools were newly identified for PI, while 161 exited, for a total of 2,208 schools in PI.
NCLB also requires states to identify LEAs for PI. In California, this includes school districts and county offices of education. For the 2007-08 school year, 36 California districts and county offices were newly identified for PI, while two exited, leaving a total of 192 LEAs in PI.

A District Assistance and Intervention Team (DAIT) may be brought in to assist a district that has failed in PI for two consecutive years and is subject to sanctions. 

“Unfortunately, Governor Schwarzenegger recently vetoed the $7 million allocated in the state budget to support DAIT assistance,” O’Connell said. “As a number of districts in Year Three of Program Improvement will soon have to implement sanctions, the work of such assistance is vitally important to systemically improve student achievement. I will continue to urge the Governor and the Legislature to restore this critical funding.”
Schools and LEAs have an opportunity to review their data and make corrections. AYP, API, and PI reports will be finalized in February 2008. All reports are available through the APR Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ar/index.asp
# # #

2006-07 Accountability Progress Report
Statewide Accountability: Academic Performance Index (API)

2007 Growth Results

Table 1*

Percentage of Schools Meeting All API Growth Targets

2002-2007

	Type of School
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07*

	Elementary
	60%
	82%
	46%
	68%
	58%
	51%

	Middle
	38%
	69%
	55%
	67%
	44%
	35%

	High
	29%
	67%
	50%
	68%
	36%
	27%

	All Schools
	52%
	78%
	48%
	68%
	53%
	45%


 *Year 2006-07 reflects new, higher targets for schools and subgroups.
Table 2
Example of New, Higher Subgroup Targets (for a School with an API of 700)
	 Subgroup API        
	
	 2006*
	  2007**

	
	400
	4
	20

	
	500
	4
	15

	
	600
	4
	10

	
	700
	4
	5

	
	795
	4
	5


*Dependent on school API   **Independent of school API

Table 3*

Percentage of Schools with an Increased Schoolwide API

2002-2007

	Type of School
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07

	Elementary
	74%
	92%
	59%
	81%
	71%
	60%

	Middle
	62%
	88%
	76%
	85%
	72%
	57%

	High
	58%
	89%
	74%
	88%
	65%
	59%

	All Schools
	69%
	90%
	64%
	83%
	70%
	59%


Table 4*

Percentage of Schools At or Above Performance Target of 800

on API Growth Scores

2002-2007

	Type of School
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Elementary
	23%
	26%
	27%
	32%
	35%
	36%

	Middle
	16%
	14%
	18%
	21%
	24%
	24%

	High
	6%
	7%
	8%
	12%
	14%
	14%

	All Schools
	20%
	21%
	23%
	27%
	30%
	31%


Table 5*

Median Scores on API

2002-2007

	Type of School
	2002 Base
	2003 Base
	2004 Base
	2005 Base
	2006 Base
	2007 Growth

	Elementary
	699
	728
	730
	751
	759
	766

	Middle
	667
	685
	697
	715
	723
	730

	High
	643
	668
	660
	692
	701
	706

	All Schools
	685
	714
	717
	737
	745
	751


Table 6*

Percentage of Schools Meeting API Growth Targets by Subgroup and Subgroup APIs

2006 and 2007

	
	2006

Number of

Schools

With

Numerically

Significant

Subgroup
	2007 Number of

Schools

With

Numerically

Significant

Subgroup
	2006 Number of

Schools

Meeting

Subgroup

Growth

Targets
	2007

Number of

Schools

Meeting

Subgroup

Growth

Targets
	2006

Percentage 

of Schools

Meeting

Subgroup

Growth

Targets
	2007

Percentage

of Schools

Meeting

Subgroup

Growth

Targets
	2006

State

Base

API
	2007

State

Growth

API

	Schoolwide
	7,410
	7,469
	5,360
	4913
	72%
	66%
	721
	727

	African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
	1,122
	1,067
	645
	530
	57%
	50%
	635
	643

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	15
	14
	11
	6
	73%
	43%
	691
	696

	Asian
	1,287
	1,253
	1,167
	1,111
	91%
	89%
	847
	852

	Filipino
	250
	244
	200
	179
	80%
	73%
	808
	813

	Hispanic or Latino
	5,724
	5,815
	3,740
	3,270
	65%
	56%
	656
	665

	Pacific Islander
	4
	4
	3
	1
	75%
	25%
	714
	719

	White (not of Hispanic origin)
	4,580
	4,499
	3,810
	3,576
	83%
	79%
	801
	805

	Socioeco-

nomically Disadvan-

taged
	6,101
	6,139
	3,894
	3,399
	64%
	55%
	654
	662

	English Learners
	4,056
	4,186
	2,577
	2,359
	64%
	56%
	637
	645

	Students with Disabilities
	927
	969
	520
	373
	56%
	38%
	518
	528


Note: The number of schools with numerically significant subgroups is used in these calculations. For example: 5,815 schools had a numerically significant number of Hispanic or Latino students in 2007. Of those schools 56% (3,270) met the Hispanic or Latino subgroup growth target.
Table 7*

Reasons Why Some Schools Did Not Receive 2007 API Growth Results

	Reasons
	Subtotal
	Number of Schools

	Schools Receiving 2007 API Growth and Target Information
	 
	8,022

	Schools Receiving 2007 API Growth but No Target Information
	 
	793

	     Alternative Schools (ASAM)
	548
	 

	     No 2006 Base API (New School, No Valid API, or No STAR Program Results)
	218
	 

	     API Not Comparable (Reported by District) or ASAM in Base
	27
	 

	SUBTOTAL:
	793
	 

	Schools Not Receiving 2007 API Growth Report
	 
	745

	     Excessive Parent Waivers
	12
	 

	     Testing Irregularities Reported by School Districts in 2006
	15
	  

	     Very Small Schools (Fewer Than 11 Valid Scores)
	671
	 

	     Not a Significant Percentage of 2007 STAR Program scores in a Content Area
	47
	 

	SUBTOTAL:
	745
	 

	TOTAL: All Schools, Fall 2006
	 
	9,560


*Tables 1 and 3-6 exclude schools in the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM), special education schools, small schools, and other schools with missing API targets. A “small school” is a school with fewer than 100 valid test scores. Table 7 includes all schools.
Federal Accountability: 2007 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Table 8

Percentage of Schools Meeting

All 2007 Federal AYP Criteria (Making AYP)

	School Type
	All Schools 2006
	All Schools 2007
	Title I-Funded Schools Only   2006
	Title I-Funded Schools Only   2007

	Elementary Schools
	74%
	76%
	66%
	69%

	Middle Schools
	47%
	44%
	34%
	32%

	High Schools
	60%
	55%
	57%
	50%

	All Schools
	66%
	66%
	60%
	61%

	Total Number of Schools
	  9,553
	 9,653
	     6,061
	      6,075


Note: For 2007, the number of Title I schools statewide was taken from the 2007-08 Consolidated Application, Part 1, that each local educational agency (LEA) is responsible for completing annually. As of August 3, 2007, 93 percent of the LEAs in California had completed the Consolidated Application.
Table 9

Percentage of Schools Meeting 2007 State

API Growth Targets and/or 2007 Federal AYP Criteria

	School Type
	Met ALL  API Growth Targets AND AYP Criteria
	Met  ALL API Growth Targets  ONLY
	Met AYP Criteria ONLY
	Did NOT Meet API Growth Targets OR AYP Criteria

	Elementary Schools
	42%
	  9%
	33%
	16%

	Middle Schools
	22%
	13%
	18%
	47%

	High Schools
	21%
	  6%
	45%
	28%

	All Schools
	35%
	  9%
	32%
	23%

	Total Number of Schools
	    2,649
	673
	   2,402
	   1,742


Note: Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM), special education schools, small schools, and other schools with missing API targets are excluded. A “small school” is a school with fewer than 100 valid test scores. "ALL API Growth Targets" include schoolwide and numerically significant subgroup growth targets..
Table 10

Schools Meeting 2007 State API Growth Targets

with Schoolwide Growth at Least Double the 2007 Target, and

Not Meeting 2007 Federal AYP Criteria

	School Type
	Number

	Elementary Schools
	376

	Middle Schools
	124

	High Schools
	50

	All Schools
	550


Note: ASAM schools, special education schools, small schools, schools with missing API targets, and schools with a 2007 Growth API of at least 800 are excluded.

Table 11

Percentage of Local Educational Agencies Meeting

2007 Federal AYP Criteria (Made AYP)

	School Type
	All LEAs 2006
	All LEAs 2007

	Elementary School Districts
	76%
	  67%

	Unified School Districts
	47%
	 34%

	High School Districts
	64%
	 52%

	County Offices of Education
	16%
	 11%

	All LEAs Making AYP
	64%
	 53%

	Total Number of LEAs
	      1,034
	       1,032


Note: LEA = Local Educational Agency such as a district or county office of education. 

2007-08 Program Improvement (PI)

Table 12
2007-08 Title I Program Improvement Status

Statewide Summary of Schools

	Year
	Advance
	Remain
	Total
	Exit

	Year 1
	 232*
	195
	427
	41

	Year 2
	428
	51
	479
	54

	Year 3
	219
	78
	297
	33

	Year 4
	360
	50
	410
	20

	Year 5
	260
	 335**
	595
	13

	Total
	   1,499
	709
	2,208
	161


Note: This table excludes 30 schools that received Title I funds in 2006-07 because they have incomplete or missing 2007 AYP data.

*These schools were newly identified for PI in 2007-08.

**The federal NCLB Act does not allow for a PI designation beyond Year 5. The 335 schools remaining in Year 5 have been identified for PI for at least six years.

Table 13
2007-08 Title I Program Improvement Status

Statewide Summary of Local Educational Agencies

	Year
	Advance
	Remain
	Total
	Exit

	Year 1
	 36*
	6
	42
	2

	Year 2
	50
	1
	51
	0

	Year 3
	99
	0
	99
	0

	Total
	185
	7
	192
	2


Note: *These LEAs were newly identified for PI in 2007-08.

	District
	County

	Lake Tahoe Unified
	El Dorado      

	Central Unified
	Fresno         

	Standard Elementary
	Kern           

	Corcoran Joint Unified
	Kings          

	Azusa Unified
	Los Angeles    

	Baldwin Park Unified
	Los Angeles    

	Bassett Unified
	Los Angeles    

	Inglewood Unified
	Los Angeles    

	Long Beach Unified
	Los Angeles    

	Westside Union Elementary
	Los Angeles    

	Marin County Office of Education
	Marin          

	Ukiah Unified
	Mendocino      

	Mammoth Unified
	Mono           

	Mono County Office of Education
	Mono           

	Soledad Unified
	Monterey       

	Palo Verde Unified
	Riverside      

	Riverside Unified
	Riverside      

	Val Verde Unified
	Riverside      

	Sacramento County Office of Education
	Sacramento     

	Fontana Unified
	San Bernardino 

	Jamul-Dulzura Union Elementary
	San Diego      

	Manteca Unified
	San Joaquin    

	Paso Robles Joint Unified
	San Luis Obispo

	San Luis Obispo County Office of Education
	San Luis Obispo

	San Miguel Joint Union
	San Luis Obispo

	Cabrillo Unified
	San Mateo      

	Guadalupe Union Elementary
	Santa Barbara  

	Santa Maria Joint Union High
	Santa Barbara  

	Santa Clara County Office of Education
	Santa Clara    

	Anderson Union High
	Shasta         

	Fairfield-Suisun Unified
	Solano         

	Riverbank Unified
	Stanislaus     

	Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Stanislaus     

	Turlock Unified
	Stanislaus     

	Washington Unified
	Yolo           

	Woodland Joint Unified
	Yolo           
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