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INITIAL STATEMENT OF REASONS

High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP)
Section 1030.7  
Definition of Significant Growth for HPSGP Schools with Valid APIs;
 
Method of Demonstrating Positive API Growth for HPSGP Schools without Valid APIs
Section 1030.8
Criteria to Demonstrate Academic Growth Equivalent to Significant Growth for HPSGP Schools without Valid APIs
SPECIFIC PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS
The proposed regulations provide schools with an alternative means of demonstrating positive growth in the absence of a valid Academic Performance Index (API) for the purpose of satisfying the significant growth requirement in Education Code section 52055.650. 
The California Department of Education (CDE) proposes to amend California Code of Regulations (Cal. Code Regs.), title 5, sections 1030.7 and 1030.8 to do the following: 1) identify a method of determining “positive API growth” for schools without a valid API in any year of participation in the program, and 2) clarify that schools without a valid API in at least one year that cannot show “significant growth” by either of the methods defined by Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7 may still show the necessary academic growth by the method described in Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.8.
NECESSITY/RATIONALE
Under California Education Code (EC) sections 52055.600-660, a low performing school that participates in the High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) must show that it met academic performance improvement targets or achieved “significant growth,” in order to meet program requirements and avoid state sanctions (EC section 52055.650). Generally, a school’s performance on the API is the measure used to determine whether the school has achieved “significant growth.”. The current language of Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7 states that “significant growth” consists of both a cumulative three-year increase of ten API points and “positive API growth” in two of the last three years. However, since a school may not generate a valid API in one or more years of program participation for a variety of reasons, a school might be able to show cumulative three-year growth of ten API points, but would not be able to show “positive API growth” through a valid API score in the other year(s). Thus, a school can meet the significant growth requirement while at the same time failing the alternative growth definition, and vice versa. However, the purpose in amending the regulation is to provide schools with the opportunity to demonstrate significant growth when circumstances prevent them from fairly applying either Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7 or Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.8.
CDE therefore proposes to add a new Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7(b) which defines a measure of “positive API growth” to be utilized in years in which they do not generate valid APIs. This defined measure of “positive API growth” is then used as one part of the determination of “significant growth.” This definition requires that schools show an increase in student proficiency on the California Standards Tests (CST) for English/language arts and mathematics from prior to current year of at least one percent. CDE believes this alternative standard holds such a school to a comparable degree of stringency to those with valid APIs as specified in Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7(a).

For example, School A has an API increase of 12 points in 2002, no valid API in 2003, and a decrease of 2 API points in 2004. School A can meet the cumulative increase requirement of ten API points over three years, but cannot show “positive API growth” in either of the other two 
years through API results. In such case, School A could show a one percent increase in percent proficient on the CST in 2003 to meet the requirement of “positive API growth” for the purposes of Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7(a).

The current language of Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.8 allows an alternative measure of “significant growth” for schools without valid APIs in one or more years. However, Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.8 relies entirely on a two percent increase in percent proficient on the CST over a three-year period and does not consider any valid APIs the school had during that time. The proposed amendment to Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.8 clarifies that this alternative measure is still available to schools, but only after they have been unable to show “significant growth” by the measures stated in Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.7. That is, the API is still the preferred measure of growth and should be utilized first before going to the measure in Cal. Code Regs., title 5, section 1030.8.

For example, School B has a valid API showing an increase of 7 API points in 2002, but no valid API in 2003 or 2004. School B cannot show a cumulative increase of 10 points over three years and does not show “positive API growth” in either 2003 or 2004. School B can still show “significant growth” by demonstrating a two percent increase in percent proficient on the CSTs over that three-year period. This alternative measure is reasonably comparable in stringency to the API-based measures and provides a more appropriate outcome for a school that is able to show academic improvement over several years.










TECHNICAL, THEORETICAL, AND/OR EMPIRICAL STUDY, REPORTS, OR DOCUMENTS

The SBE did not rely on any technical, theoretical, or empirical studies, reports, or documents when proposing the adoption of this regulation.

REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE REGULATION AND THE AGENCY’S REASONS FOR REJECTING THOSE ALTERNATIVES

The SBE has not identified any alternatives to the proposed regulation that would achieve the specificity required to make program participation decisions based on API growth. The proposed regulation provides a standard as measured by the API and an alternative for those schools that do not have a valid API.
REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED REGULATORY ACTION THAT WOULD LESSEN ANY ADVERSE IMPACT ON SMALL BUSINESS

The SBE has not identified any alternatives that would lessen any adverse impact on small business.  

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON ANY BUSINESS 

The SBE does not anticipate any economic impact on any business as the regulation is applicable only to schools. 

