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Preface

The 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report will be released to the public on the California
Department of Education (CDE) Web site on August 31, 2006, at http://lwww.cde.ca.gov/apr].

This Information Guide provides technical information for accountability coordinators at local educa-
tional agencies (LEAs) to use in coordinating their accountability programs to meet federal require-

ments of Title | of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. The guide explains the background
and calculation of the 2006 AYP reports.

The AYP results are part of the 2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) system. The CDE
now reports both state and federal accountability results under the general heading of APR. The
2005-06 APR includes the 2005 Academic Performance Index (API) Base Report (released in March
2006), the 2006 API Growth Report (released in August 2006), the 2006 AYP Report (released in
August 2006), and the 2006—07 Program Improvement (Pl) Report (released in August 2006).

For AYP reporting, LEAs include school districts and county offices of education. (Direct-funded char-
ter schools also are considered LEAs under federal definitions but must meet federal requirements
and timelines that apply to schools.)

This guide is not intended to serve as a substitute for state and federal laws or regulations or to detail
all of an accountability coordinator’s responsibilities in administering accountability requirements in
an LEA or school. The guide should be used in conjunction with academic accountability information
provided on the CDE Web site at http://lwww.cde.ca.gov/ayp/.

The guide is divided into two parts:

m The first part encompasses New Information that summarizes key points of this document and of
the 2006 AYP reports. The New Information section is aimed at readers who are generally familiar
with AYP calculation and reports and need to know only the latest news about AYP.

®m The second part covers Background Information that is aimed at readers who are unfamiliar with
the basic method of AYP calculation and reporting. The Background Information section is for read-
ers who need more specific information about the calculation and requirements of the AYP and
types of AYP information produced.

The Appendixes are provided at the end of the guide to describe technical details and references
related to the 2006 AYP Report. The appendixes include a listing of CDE contacts and Internet sites
as well as a glossary of terms and acronyms.

This publication is available on the CDE Web site and can be accessed at http://www.cde.
ca.gov/ayp/. Material in this publication is not copyrighted and may be reproduced.

California Department of Education August 2006 1
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Talking Points for Local Educational Agencies
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Topical Index for This Guide

Description For More
Information
New Information
m 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports will be posted on the o
California Department of Education (CDE) Web site on August 31, 2006, | Highlights of the
at http:/www.cde.ca.gov/apr/. 2006 AYP Reports’
m Reports include; (pages 910 15)
* Al elements and determinations of AYP for schools and local educa-
2006 AYP tional agencies (LEAS) “Updates to tr]e 2006
Reports Release + Pl status information AYP Reports
i (pages 16 to 17)

Reports do not include:

+ Changes to demographic data made by LEAs through the test pub-
lisher

“Sample Internet

Reports”
™ Final 2006 AYP reports to be released in February 2007 will include data | (pages 75 to 90)
changes.
This guide provides information for the 2006 AYP Report, which is part of the
2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) system. The CDE now
reports both state Academic Performance Index (API) and federal AYP and
Program Improvement (PI) results under the general heading of APR. The “AYP Reports as Part
AYP Reports 2005-06 APR includes the following reports: of the Accountability
asPartof APR | m 2005 API Base Report (released March 2006) Progress Reporting
m 2006 API Growth Report (released August 2006) System’ (page 9)
m 2006 AYP Report (released August 2006)
m 2006-07 PI Report (released August 2006)
m The targets for 2006 AYP are the same as those used for 2005 AYP. “Accountability
NoChangein | ™ The 2008 AYP calculations use the same basic methodology as used in Workbook Revisions
2006 AYP Targets | e 2005 AYP calculations with the exception of minor revisions resuling and 2006 AYP
from 2006 changes to California’s Accountability Workbook (see next sec- | Calculations”
tion). (page 1)

California Department of Education August 2006
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Description

REPORT

For More
Information

2006 Changes
to California’s

Accountability
Workbook

The United States Department of Education (ED) gave approval to a set of
amendments which result in changes to the AYP calculations for the 2006
AYP reports:

m The criteria for identifying a school for PI no longer distinguishes between
a Targeted Assistance School (TAS) or a Schoolwide Program (SWP)
school.

m The ED extended the 2005 transitional flexibility regarding students with
disabilities and modified achievement standards to also apply in the 2006
AYP. Specifically, 20 percentage points are added to the school’s or LEA's
percent proficient or above for the students with disabilities subgroup if
a school or LEA does not make AYP in 2006 solely because its students
with disabilities subgroup did not make its Annual Measurable Objectives
(AMOs) in either English-language arts or mathematics.

m A proxy graduation rate is calculated using the school's California Basic
Educational Data System (CBEDS) dropout and enrollment data for
traditional comprehensive high schools that do not have data for standard
graduation rate calculation.

“‘Accountability
Workbook Revisions
and 2006 AYP
Calculation”

(pages 11to 13)

‘Pl Identification
Simplified for
Schools”
(pages 1110 12)

“School
Accountability”
(pages 61 to 64)

“Extension of the
Transitional Flexibility
for Students With
Disabilities (SWD) for
2006 AYP” (pages 12
to 13)

“Alternative Methods”
(pages 52 to 53)

“Proxy Rate for High
Schools Without a
Graduation Rate”

(page 13)
“Graduation Rate
Using Alternative
Methods”
(page 44)

State and Federal
Accountability
Have Different
Criteria

The accountability criteria are different for state API requirements and federal
AYP requirements.

“Differences in
State and Federal
Accountability
Criteria”

(pages 13 to 14)

California Department of Education
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Description

For More
Information

m Information on the Pl status of a school or LEA is included in the
August 31, 2006, release of the AYP reports.

m LEAs have the primary responsibility to identify Pl schools, to “Federal PI
notify parents or guardians of students enrolled in the school of the | |\formation”
school’s Pl status and to implement required activities. The par- (page 14)
ent/guardian notification, including the option to transfer to a non-PI
P Status and school with paid transportation, must occur no later than September 1.
Identification m The state has the primary responsibility to identify PI LEASs. “Federal
Prmary Tesp Y y Accountability:
m Some schools or LEAs may be identified for Pl after the August 31, | program
2006, release (when the October 2006 or February 2007 updates of | |myrovement”
the 2006 AYP and 2006-07 Pl reports will occur). In these cases, the | (;aqes 60 to 74)
school or LEA must immediately implement the required Pl activities.
In addition, if the school or LEA does not make AYP in 2007, it will
advance to the next year of Pl in the 2007-08 school year.
u E)fcept for calculation errors, the criteria for appeals of 2006 AYR deter- 2006 AYP Appeals’
minations are substantively the same as those used for appeals in 2005 (page 15)
2006 AYP AYP. Deadline for appeals is September 15, 2006. iY?D rooes
Appeals m The accuracy of demographic and other background data submitted Procesg”pea s
as part of the assessment process is the final responsibility of the (pages 48 t0 49)
school or LEA. pag
The 2006 AYP, PI, and API Growth reports will be updated in October 2006 | “Updates to the 2006
Updates to the . . }
and in February 2007 to accommodate demographic data changes and AYP Reports
2006 AYP Reports .
corrections. (pages 16 to 17)
In previous years, the results of students tested with modifications were “Change in
_ counted in the AYP participation rate as “tested” and in the percent proficient | Modifications Rule”
Change in as ‘not proficient.” Beginning with the 2006 AYP reports, these student | (page 15)
I\R/I&(jﬂcatlons records are counted in the AYP participation rate as “not tested” and |y, sion/Exclusion
are not counted in the percent proficient calculation. Rules”
(pages 92 to 95)
Beginning in spring 2006, the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR)
Program does not allow out-of-level testing.
“No Out-of-Level
Out-of-Level Testing Beginning in
Testing g Beginning

2006" (page 15)

California Department of Education
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Description

For More
Information

Background Information

m AYPis a series of annual academic performance targets set by the state
for each school, LEA, and the state as a whole. The goal is for all students
in the state to be proficient in English-language arts and mathematics by
2014.

m AYP requirements were established by Title | of the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act of 2001.

m This information guide does not contain information about NCLB Title Il

. _. e . - | “What is AYP?'
AYP Origins accountabilty (AMAOS). For this information, contact the Language Policy | (na0es 23 to 24)
and Leadership Office of the CDE at (916) 319-0845 or http://www.cde.
ca.gov/splel/t3/acct.asp.
m California’s Accountability Workbook, adopted by the State Board of
Education (SBE) and approved by ED, describes and guides the state’s
method for complying with the assessment and accountability require-
ments of NCLB. A copy of the amended workbook is available on the CDE
Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/.
Schools, LEAs and the state are required to meet or exceed criteria annually | « AYP Targets
in four areas in order to make AYP: 2002-2014" '
® Requirement 1: Participation Rate (pages 27 t0 29)
® Requirement 2: Percent Proficient (also known as Annual Measurable “2006 Adequate
Objectives) Yearly Progress
AYP Criteria m Requirement 3: API as Additional Indicator Criteria Summary”
. . (pages 3110 32)
® Requirement 4: Graduation Rate
. o “Safe Harbor’
AYP targets increase nearly every year so that 100 percent proficiency is met (pages 45 to 47)
for all students by 2014. NCLB also contains a provision for meeting AYP ) o
in certain circumstances when the percentage of students below proficient | Y Criteria
decreases by at least 10 percent, called the “safe harbor” provision. (pages 2510 47)
Appeals of the 2006 AYP determination will be accepted for the following:
B Substantive reason "AYP Appeals
AYP Appeals . Process’
B Medical emergency (pages 48 10 49)

B Pair and share

California Department of Education

August 2006




2006

ADEQUATE

YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

meet federal requirements and timelines that apply to schools.

Description For M°T°
Information
The subgroup definitions for AYP and APl now match. “‘Numerically
Subgroup Significant
Definitions Subgroups”
(pages 50 to 51)
Alternative NCLB requires that all schools pe included in AYP reporting. Not al! schools |
Methods and contain grades or results for which AYP data are collected. Alternative “Alternative Methods”
methods to combine and report data are required for AYP reports. Alternative | (pages 52 to 54)
Codes .
codes are noted on the AYP reports when applicable.
Charter schools, particularly direct-funded charter schools, may have special
Charter Schools reporting or calculation rules in the AYP reports. Direct-funded charter “Charter Schools”
schools are also considered LEAs under federal definitions but must (pages 55 to 58)

CAPA 1.0 Percent

Federal regulations put a cap on the percentage of students in an LEA whose

“CAPA 1.0 Percent

PI Identification
and Status

implementation.

Cap for LEAs scores can be counted as proficient or above based on an the California Cap for LEAS”
P Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA). (page 59)
Schools and LEAs have different criteria for Pl identification and “School

Accountability”
(pages 61 to 65)

“LEA Accountability”
(pages 66 to 74)

Sample Internet

2006 AYP reports use the same basic format as the 2005 AYP reports.

“‘Sample Internet

Where to Find
Help

assistance through Internet, e-mail, or phone access.

Reports”
Reports (pages 75 to 90)
Appendixes
The Appendixes include the calculation rules and other technical information | “Inclusion/Exclusion
Technical Details | related to the 2006 AYP reports. Rules”
(pages 92 to 95)
CDE offices that are related to academic accountability can provide further | “CDE Contacts and

Related Internet
Sites”
(pages 96 to 97)

California Department of Education
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For More
Information

Description

Key terms and acronyms used in describing the AYP and API are provided in | “Glossary of Terms
the final section of the Appendixes. and Acronyms”
(pages 98 to 104)

Glossary of Terms
and Acronyms

California Department of Education August 2006 8
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Highlights of the 2006 AYP Reports

California’s 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports were posted on the
California Department of Education (CDE) Web site on August 31, 2006, at
http://www.cde.ca.gov/apr/. The reports show the results for schools, local educational
agencies (LEAs), and the state in meeting federal Title | accountability requirements
of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. An LEA is a school district or a county
office of education.

The 2006 AYP reports are based on the results of statewide testing in spring 2006.
The test results used in the AYP calculations were from the California Standards Tests
(CSTs) in English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics at grades two through eight,
the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) in ELA and mathematics at
grade ten, and the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in ELA and
mathematics at grades two through eight and ten. The CAPA is a standards-based as-
sessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities who are unable to take the
CSTs even with accommodations or modifications.

AYP Reports as Part of the Accountability Progress Reporting System

The CDE now reports both state and federal accountability results under the general
heading of the “Accountability Progress Reporting” (APR) system. The APR includes
the state Academic Performance Index (API) reports as well as the federal AYP and
Program Improvement (PI) reports, as shown below. The 2006 AYP and Pl reports
comprise the federal part of California’s 2005-06 APR.

2005-06 APR System

State Accountability Federal Accountability
Requirements Requirements
(Public Schools Accountability Act of 1999) (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001)
m 2005 API Base Report m 2006 AYP Report
(released March 2006) (released August 2006)
m 2006 API Growth Report m 2006-07 PI Status Report
(released August 2006) (released August 2006)

API reports provide information about whether or not schools meet state requirements
of the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999. Similarly, AYP and PI reports
provide information about whether or not schools and LEAs meet federal NCLB re-
quirements, including the Program Improvement (PI) status of a school or LEA.

California Department of Education August 2006 9
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State API Accountability

The state 2006 API Growth reports also were posted on the CDE Web site on

August 31, 2006, at http://www.cde.ca.gov/apr/. These reports are separate from the
federal 2006 AYP reports, but were released in conjunction with the posting of the AYP
reports. In March 2006, the 2005 API Base reports were released as the first part of
the 2005-06 APR. In August 2006, the release of the 2006 APl Growth reports com-
pleted the state part of the 2005-06 APR.

California’s accountability requirements, reported in terms of API criteria, measure
the academic success of a school on the basis of annual improvement. Schools have
a minimum growth target for the school year, and the target varies according to the
school’s API at the beginning of the year (API Base). The growth in the school’s API
reflects the progress the school made from one year to the next (APl Growth minus
the API Base).

Detailed information about the 2005 API Base and 2006 API Growth reports can be
found in the API information guides located on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.

ca.gov/api/.

Federal AYP Accountability

Federal accountability requirements differ from state accountability requirements by
focusing on whether or not a school or LEA meets common minimum performance
levels for a school year. All schools and LEAs of the same type as well as the numeri-
cally significant subgroups in those schools and LEAs must meet the same academic
achievement levels statewide.

Federal regulations require that all California schools and LEAs receive an annual AYP
determination. The 2006 AYP report includes all the elements used to determine AYP
for a school or LEA. The elements used to establish AYP in 2006 include:

m Participation rate of 95 percent or greater in the 2006 assessments used to estab-
lish the percentage of students at or above the proficient level for AYP

m Percentage of students performing at or above the proficient level in ELA and math-
ematics on the 2006 assessments as compared to the NCLB performance targets
called Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

®m Schoolwide or LEA-wide 2006 APl Growth

®m Schoolwide or LEA-wide graduation rate for schools or LEAs with high school stu-
dents (Class of 2004-05)

California Department of Education August 2006 10
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The 2006 AYP Report includes a breakdown of the participation rates and the percent-
age of students scoring at the proficient or above level for all numerically significant
student subgroups. The report also includes 2006 API Growth and graduation rate
results, if applicable. A school or LEA must meet the detailed criteria within all four ele-
ments described above to make AYP in 2006.

Accountability Workbook Revisions and 2006 AYP Calculation

No Changes in Targets

The 2006 AYP calculations are based on the same basic methodology as the cal-
culations used for the 2005 AYP reports. The targets for 2006 AYP are the same
as those used for 2005 AYP. A summary of 2006 AYP criteria is provided on pages
31 and 32. Details of AYP criteria are provided on pages 25 through 47.

Although the basic methodology for the 2006 AYP is unchanged, several minor revi-
sions have occurred as a result of 2006 changes to California’s Accountability Work-
book. All changes are effective for the 2006 AYP results and are not retroactive to the
2005 AYP results.

The standard procedure for amending the Accountability Workbook is for the State
Education Agency (SEA) to submit proposed amendments annually in April to the
United States Department of Education (ED) for review. State law specifies that the
State Board of Education (SBE) is the designated SEA for all federal programs. The
SBE approved and submitted a package of Accountability Workbook amendments to
the ED in 2004, in 2005, and again in 2006. Following a period of negotiation, the ED
eventually approved an amended California Accountability Workbook in all instances.
This section summarizes the proposed changes for 2006 which were approved by the
ED in June 2006.

Changes to the Accountability Workbook

The Accountability Workbook for 2006 AYP calculations includes the following chang-
es:

m Pl Identification Simplified for Schools

The 2006 AYP reports now end the distinction in Pl identification for Targeted
Assistance Schools (TAS) and Schoolwide Program (SWP) schools. In TAS,
Title | funds benefit only Title | eligible students, while in SWP schools, the funds
benefit all students.

In prior years, the Accountability Workbook provided that, in identifying a Title |
TAS for PI, the CDE consider the progress of the socioeconomically disadvantaged

California Department of Education August 2006 11
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(SED) student subgroup only, in accordance with federal law. California had consis-
tently followed this practice as part of its Pl identification procedures, using the SED
student subgroup as a proxy for Title | eligible students. However, in September
2004, a federal monitoring visit found that in applying this procedure California must
go further by disaggregating assessment results by all required numerically signifi-
cant subgroups within the SED (i.e., ethnic subgroups, English learners, students
with disabilities [SWD]).

The requirement to disaggregate results for SED students by numerically significant
subgroups virtually eliminated any benefit to TAS in terms of Pl identification. In
2005, only 23 schools were advantaged by the separate identification procedure for
TAS. As a result, the ED approved CDE’s request to drop the distinction in Pl iden-
tification between TAS and SWP schools. The new procedure greatly simplifies PI
identification, and disaggregation for SED students is no longer necessary. Also, the
new procedure ends perceived inconsistencies in the treatment of TAS and SWP
schools.

A detailed description of school 200607 Pl identification criteria, including exam-
ples, is provided on pages 61 to 65.

m Extension of the Transitional Flexibility for Students With Disabilities (SWD)
for 2006 AYP

The 2006 AYP reports continue to apply transitional option number one from
the flexibility granted by the ED on May 10, 2005, for SWD. This option provides
that if an LEA or school does not make 2006 AYP solely due to its SWD subgroup
not making AMOs, 20 percentage points are added to the LEA's or school’s percent
proficient or above score. This provision is extended only for 2006 and applies only
to LEAs and schools that did not make AYP solely because of assessment results
in ELA and mathematics for the SWD subgroup.

The ED had granted this flexibility for modified achievement standards only for the
2005 AYP. However, the ED clearly foresaw that many states would have to apply
for an extension in 2006 to allow adequate time for states to develop and imple-
ment the modified achievement assessments. The extension of this flexibility for
2006 AYP assumes the publication of final regulations by the ED and the on-going
development of the California Modified Assessment (CMA).

More information about the ED policy options are on the ED Web site at http://www.
ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/raising/alt-assess-long.html.

California Department of Education August 2006 12
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® Proxy Rate for High Schools Without a Graduation Rate

Comprehensive high schools and LEAs with appropriate dropout and graduation
data have their 2006 graduation rates calculated using standard procedures.

In discussions with California, the ED has insisted that all high schools must have
a graduation rate, even those without a graduating class. As a result, high schools
without graduation rates or high schools with the primary mission of returning stu-
dents to the regular classroom in a comprehensive high school are evaluated using
alternative methods for California’s AYP reports. The alternative method used for
2005 AYP was to assign these schools the school district or the countywide gradu-
ation rate. However, a school district or countywide graduation rate may not repre-
sent the actual population of a particular school. California requested a revision to
its Accountability Workbook for 2006 AYP to use a different alternative method for
the graduation rate for traditional comprehensive high schools without data for the
standard graduation rate calculation.

In June 2006, the ED approved California’s request to use a proxy graduation
rate only for traditional comprehensive high schools that have no graduation
rate. The proxy graduation rate uses a school’s California Basic Education Data
System (CBEDS) dropout and enrollment data in estimating a graduation rate. This
method provides additional flexibility in determining whether these schools meet the
criteria for AYP.

A detailed description of the proxy graduation rate calculation, including an exam-
ple, is provided on page 44.

Differences in State and Federal Accountability Criteria

State and federal accountability criteria differ. For example, all elementary schools
must have at least 24.4 percent of their students at the proficient level or above in
English-language arts (ELA) to make AYP for 2006. Although a school may have
shown 100 points in API growth from 2005 to 2006 for state requirements, it must
meet all minimum AYP criteria to make AYP for 2006. The school may need to meet as
many as 46 criteria to make AYP.

The APl is used in both state and federal accountability criteria, but the requirements
for the API vary. In order to meet its API growth target under current state require-
ments, a school must increase its API by 5 percent of the difference between the
school API Base and 800 or maintain its API at or above 800. In order to meet AYP
criteria, however, a school or LEA must have a minimum participation rate and a per-
centage of its students at the proficient or above level in ELA and mathematics, attain
a minimum API Growth of 590 or grow by at least one point, and meet graduation rate
requirements if it enrolls high school students.
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A detailed side by side comparison of APl and AYP key elements and
requirements are located on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay/
apiaypelements05.asp.

Federal Pl Information

Pl is a formal designation for Title I-funded schools and LEAs. These schools and
LEAs face consequences for not meeting AYP criteria. If a school or LEA does not
make AYP for two consecutive years in specific areas, it will be identified as PI. If a
Title-I funded school or LEA is designated as PI, it must provide certain types of re-
quired services and/or interventions during each year it is identified as PI.

The 2006 AYP results are provided prior to the 2006-07 school year in accordance
with NCLB requirements so that schools and LEAs identified as Pl can implement
required services as early as possible. LEAs have the primary responsibility to
identify Pl schools, to notify parents or guardians of students enrolled in the
school of the school’s Pl status, and to implement required services. The par-
ent/guardian notification, including the option to transfer to a non-Pl school with
paid transportation, must occur no later than September 1.

Information on the Pl status of a school or LEA is included in the August 31,
2006, release of the 2006 AYP reports. The Pl reports include information on
whether or not a school or LEA is in PI, the year of Pl implementation, and the prior Pl
status. LEAs should identify schools based on the August 31, 2006, AYP and PI status
reports and the information provided in this guide. Specific 2006—-07 PI identification
criteria for schools and LEAs are listed in the “School Accountability” section on pages
61 to 65 and in the “LEA Accountability” section on pages 66 to 74.

Changes to PI status may occur during the school year as a result of data review and
correction processes. Some schools or LEAs may be identified for Pl after the Au-
gust 31, 2006, release (when the October 2006 or February 2007 updates of the
2006 AYP and 2006-07 Pl reports will occur). In these cases, the school or LEA
must immediately implement the required Pl activities. In addition, if the school
or LEA does not make AYP in 2007, it will advance to the next year of Pl in the
2007-08 school year.

2006 AYP Appeals

All schools and LEAs have the opportunity to appeal their 2006 AYP results. Spe-
cific information on the grounds for appeal as well as appeal procedures were sent

to schools and LEAs in August 2006. The deadline for appeals is September 15,
2006. Appeals of the 2006 AYP determination will be accepted due to: (1) a substan-
tive reason, such as a natural disaster, (2) a significant medical emergency, or (3) use
of pair and share data from another school or LEA. In the case of pair and share, the
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school or LEA will need to submit results or other data that are a more valid measure
of performance than the data shown on the 2006 AYP Report.

The accuracy of demographic and other background data submitted as part of the
assessment process is the final responsibility of the school or LEA. The CDE does

not accept 2006 AYP appeals from schools and LEAs on the grounds that errone-

ous data were submitted to the test publisher or to the California Basic Educational
Data System (CBEDS). Appeals made on those grounds will not be processed. The
CDE expects these data issues to be resolved through the data review and correction
process beginning in September 2006. LEAs should correct erroneous data submitted
on student answer documents through the test publisher. Schools and LEAs with data
corrections will remain in the same AYP status as reported on August 31, 2006, until all
data correction procedures are complete. This likely will occur in February 2007.

For further information about AYP appeals, refer to the “AYP Appeals Process” section
on pages 48 and 49.

Change in Modifications Rule

In previous years, the results of students tested with modifications were counted in the
AYP participation rate as “tested” and in the percent proficient as “not proficient.” This
rule changes beginning with the 2006 AYP calculations. In the 2006 AYP reports, a
student record showing the student was tested with modifications is counted

in the AYP participation rate as “not tested” and is not counted in the percent
proficient calculation.

No Out-of-Level Testing Beginning in 2006

Beginning with the spring 2006 test administration, the Standardized Testing and Re-
porting (STAR) Program does not allow out-of-level testing.
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Updates to the 2006 AYP Reports

Each year, various data review and correction processes are provided for local educa-
tional agencies (LEAs) to correct demographic data errors that occur as part of state-
wide testing and the concurrent reporting of accountability data. The California Depart-
ment of Education (CDE) revises the accountability reports after it receives demo-
graphic data corrections from the test publisher. In addition, updates and corrections to
accountability reports occur due to other reasons, such as late testing by LEAs, appeal
decisions, or other testing and accountability processes. The CDE notifies each school
and LEA of any changes to Academic Performance Index (API) and Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) reports, including updates to Program Improvement (PI) status infor-
mation. The following describes regularly scheduled updates to the AYP and PI status
information for 2006-07:

August 31, 2006 2006 AYP reports released, including Pl status information
in the PI reports.

October 2006 2006 AYP reports updated to incorporate Standardized
Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program data changes for
late testing LEAs, California High School Exit Examination
(CAHSEE) data corrections made in August, appeal and
exception decisions, and California Alternate Performance
Assessment (CAPA) reallocations related to the 1.0
percent cap for LEAs.

2006-07 PI status information updated in PI reports follow-
ing revision of AYP reports.

February 2007 2006 AYP reports updated to incorporate final data correc-
tions made through the test publisher.

2006-07 PI status information updated in PI reports follow-
ing revision of AYP reports.

LEAs will have the opportunity to make changes to demographic data through
the test publisher during the data review process scheduled for September and
October 2006. For more information, contact the Academic Accountability Unit
(AAU) at aau@cde.ca.gov or (916) 319-0863.

Note: LEAs may need to consider the data correction process regarding their reclassi-
fied-fluent-English-proficient (RFEP) student records. “English learner” for purposes of
AYP (and API) is defined as an English learner or a RFEP student who has not scored
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at the proficient or above level on the California Standards Test (CST) in English-
language arts (ELA) for three years since being reclassified (see pages 50 to 51).
These data are based on student answer documents from the 2006 STAR Program
and CAHSEE administrations. For 2006 AYP calculations, RFEP student records
that are blank in the section indicating if the student scored at the proficient or
above level on the CST in ELA for three years will be considered a “yes.” This
action will usually lower the percent at or above the proficient level for the Eng-
lish learner subgroup at a school or LEA. Since a blank response is an error for
a student record, it must be corrected through the data correction process.
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Talking Points for
Local Educational Agencies (LEAs)

Talking points with options 1 or 2 and A or B can be adapted to address the progress
of individual schools and LEAs based on the 2006 AYP reports.

m California’s 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports were posted on the Cali-
fornia Department of Education (CDE) Web site on August 31, 2006, at http://www.
cde.ca.gov/apr/.

®m The 2006 AYP reports show the results for our school district (county office of edu-
cation) and each school in meeting Title | accountability requirements of the federal
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001.

m AYP is a series of annual academic performance goals or “targets” set by the state
for each school, local education agency (LEA), and the state as a whole. (An LEA
can be a school district or a county office of education.) The primary goal of Title | is
for all students to be proficient in English-language arts and mathematics, as deter-
mined by state assessments, by 2014.

m By participating in Title I, a program under NCLB that provides funding to help edu-
cate low-income children, our schools agree to the goals of NCLB.

®m The 2006 AYP reports are based on results of 2006 statewide testing. The test re-
sults used in the AYP calculations are from the California Standards Tests (CSTs) in
English-language arts and mathematics at grades two through eight, the California
High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) in English-language arts and mathemat-
ics at grade ten, and the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in
English-language arts and mathematics at grades two through eight and ten. (The
CAPA is a standards-based assessment for students with significant cognitive dis-
abilities who are unable to take the CSTs even with accommodations or modifica-
tions.)

m All schools or school districts (county offices of education) of the same type must
meet the same performance targets in four areas. The four target areas are: (1) par-
ticipation rate in test-taking, (2) percent at or above the proficient level on tests, (3)
Academic Performance Index (API) criteria, and (4) graduation rate criteria (if high
school students are enrolled). Targets must be met both schoolwide and districtwide
as well as for student subgroups.
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®m Qur school district and all (some, many) of our schools receive federal Title | funds.
Schools or school districts receiving these funds receive information about their
Program Improvement (PI) status in their AYP reports. If a school or school district
is designated P, it must provide certain types of required services and/or interven-
tions during each year it is identified as PI.

m With the current AYP structure, there are up to 46 different criteria for schools and
school districts (or county offices of education) to meet in order to make AYP tar-
gets. The number of criteria depends on the type of school (elementary, middle, or
high school) or LEA (elementary school district, unified school district, high school
district, or county office of education) and the number of numerically significant
student subgroups within that school or LEA.

- % ®m (Some, Many, All) schools in our school district met all of the criteria to make AYP
5 2 for 2006 through the outstanding efforts of our staff, students, and families. The
20 targets were met schoolwide as well as for each numerically significant subgroup in
©s the schools.
® The staff, students, and families at (some, many, all) schools in our school district
are to be commended for meeting one or more of the 2006 AYP criteria. However,
these schools did not make AYP for 2006 because they did not meet all of the
requirements.
| ® Schools in our school district that receive federal Title | funds and have not met AYP
‘: S criteria for two consecutive years are subject to additional federal requirements.
% g Schools that are identified as Pl must offer parents the choice of their student
O 5 attending another school in the school district with paid student transportation to at-
= tend that school in 2006—07. Some schools in Pl also may need to provide supple-
mental services to eligible students in the school. A Pl school also could be subject
to other federal requirements.
m We are notifying families and staff of Title | Pl schools that are subject to additional
federal requirements.
< «»| ® Ourschool district (county office of education) met all of its criteria to make AYP for
_§ ﬁ 2006. The targets were met districtwide (for the county office of education as a
| 5 whole) as well as for each numerically significant subgroup in the school district
O (county office of education).
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®m Qur school district (county office of education) met one or more of its criteria to
make AYP for 2006. However, the school district (county office of education) did not
make AYP for 2006 because it did not meet all of the requirements.

m School districts or county offices of education that receive federal Title | funds and
have not met AYP criteria for two consecutive years are subject to additional federal
requirements.

Option B
for LEAs

m We are notifying families and staff in our school district (county office of education)
of any additional federal requirements as a result of our AYP status.

m QOur challenge is to help all families, students, staff, and community members un-
derstand the AYP requirements and to implement all appropriate
federal mandates immediately in Title | schools that do not make AYP for two
consecutive years.

®m Qur schools will be scheduling a series of informational meetings about AYP
(and the API) and preparing explanatory information for mailings to parents and
guardians.

®m The goal for each of our schools is to ensure that all students master the knowledge
and skills they need to succeed. Our staff, students, families, and community lead-
ers will continue working together to make sure this goal is reached.
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Accountability Reports Timeline

August 2006

September 2006

October 2006

February 2007

March 2007

2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) appeals information
released.

2006 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) made avail-
able on the California Department of Education (CDE) Web
site on August 31, 2006. The August 2006 APR release in-
cludes the 2006 AYP reports, the 2006-07 Program Improve-
ment (PI) reports, and the 2006 Academic Performance Index
(API1) Growth reports. The reports are on the CDE APR Web
site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/apr/.

Data review process to begin for Standardized Testing and
Reporting (STAR) Program, California Alternate Performance
Assessment (CAPA), and California High School Exit Exami-
nation (CAHSEE) data.

Deadline for 2006 AYP appeals is September 15.

Revised 2006 AYP and 2006 API Growth reports to be updat-
ed to incorporate STAR Program data changes for late-testing
local educational agencies (LEAs), CAHSEE data corrections
made in August, appeal and exception decisions, and CAPA
reallocations.

Revised 2006-07 Title | PI status results to be incorporated
into the 2006-07 PI reports on the APR Web site.

Final 2006 AYP reports and final 2006 APl Growth reports to
be posted on the APR Web site. These reports will reflect final
data corrections made through the test publisher.

Revised 2006-07 Title | PI status results to be incorporated
into the 200607 PI reports on the APR Web site.

2006 API Base reports to be posted on the CDE APR Web
site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/apr/.
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Background Information

l. Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress

What Is AYP?

AYP Criteria

AYP Appeals Process

Numerically Significant Subgroups
Alternative Methods

Charter Schools

CAPA 1.0 Percent Cap for LEAs
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What is AYP?

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is a series of annual academic performance goals
set for each school, local educational agency (LEA), and the state as a whole. AYP is
required under Title | of the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001. States
commit to the goals of NCLB by participating in Title |, a program under NCLB that
provides funding to help educate low-income children. The primary goal of Title | is for
all students to be proficient in English-language arts and mathematics, as determined
by state assessments, by 2014.

No Child Left Behind Act

Title |

Title | of the federal NCLB Act established a new definition of AYP for all schools,
LEAs, and the state beginning with the 2002—-03 school year.

Schools, LEAs, and the state are required to meet all AYP criteria in order to meet
federal NCLB accountability requirements. Currently, the consequences of not meeting
AYP criteria apply only to those schools and LEAs that receive Title | funds. Schools
and LEAs that receive federal Title | funds face NCLB Program Improvement (PI)
requirements if they do not meet AYP criteria.

Pl is a formal designation for Title I-funded schools and LEAs. A Title | school or LEA is
identified for PI if it does not meet AYP criteria for two consecutive years within specific
areas. If a school or LEA is designated PI, it must provide certain types of required
services and/or interventions during each year it is identified as PI. A school or LEA is
eligible to exit Pl if it makes AYP for two consecutive years. More information about Pl
is on pages 60 to 74.

The NCLB Act contains four education reform principles: stronger accountability for re-
sults, increased flexibility and local control, expanded options for parents or guardians,
and an emphasis on scientifically-based effective teaching methods. This information
guide describes California’s implementation of the first principle under Title | of the
NCLB. More information about NCLB is located on the federal Web site at http://www.
nclb.gov and on the California Department of Education (CDE) Web site at http://www.
cde.ca.gov/nclb/.

Title Il

This guide does not contain information about NCLB Title 11l accountability. Title Il
of the NCLB Act provides supplemental funding to LEAs to implement programs
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designed to help English learners (ELs) and immigrant students attain English
proficiency and meet the state’s academic and content standards. Title Ill requires that
each state:

m Establish English language proficiency standards

®m Conduct an annual assessment of English language proficiency

m Define two annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAQs) for increasing the
percentage of EL students’ developing and attaining English proficiency

® Include a third AMAO relating to meeting AYP for the EL subgroup at the LEA level
®m Hold LEAs accountable for meeting the three AMAOs (NCLB Section 3122)
For information about Title IIl accountability requirements under NCLB, contact the

CDE’s Language Policy and Leadership Office at (916) 319-0845 or go to the CDE
Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/t3/acct.asp.

California’s Accountability Workbook

The importance of stronger accountability was emphasized by the federal requirement
for states to complete an Accountability Workbook as the first component of its Consol-
idated State Application. In January 2003, the CDE submitted its Accountability Work-
book to the United States Department of Education (ED). The workbook describes
California’s plan for complying with the assessment and accountability requirements of
NCLB. Its development was based upon a series of action items adopted by the State
Board of Education (SBE). The ED approved California’s workbook in June 2003.

In March 2004, the SBE approved and submitted a package of workbook amendments
to the ED. Following a period of negotiation, the ED eventually approved an amended
Accountability Workbook for California in September 2004. Since that time, revisions
to federal regulations and California’s workbook have occurred again in 2005 and
2006. Information provided in the 2006 AYP reports and this information guide reflects
additional workbook revisions. A copy of the amended workbook is available on the
CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/index.asp.
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AYP Criteria

California’s Definition of AYP

The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 requires that schools, local edu-
cation agencies (LEAs), and the state meet certain Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
requirements.

Using the framework established by NCLB, each state defines its own specific criteria
for determining AYP. As required by NCLB, the United States Department of Education
(ED) must approve that specific criteria in each state’s Accountability Workbook. To
comply with NCLB, California adopted AYP criteria for 2006 that were approved by the
ED in June 2006 in its Accountability Workbook.

Under NCLB criteria, schools and LEAs are required to meet or exceed criteria annu-
ally in the following four areas in order to make AYP:

®m Requirement 1: Participation Rate

m Requirement 2: Percent Proficient (Annual Measurable Objectives)

® Requirement 3: API as Additional Indicator

® Requirement 4: Graduation Rate

These four areas are described in detail in this “AYP Criteria” section of the guide.
Requirements 1 and 2 apply at the school, LEA, and subgroup levels. Requirements
3 and 4 apply only at the school and LEA levels, unless safe harbor criteria are used.
Safe harbor is a provision for meeting AYP without meeting the Annual Measur-

able Objectives, as described in the “Safe Harbor” section (see pages 45 to 47). If a
school, LEA, or subgroup misses any one criterion of AYP, the school or LEA
does not make AYP and could be identified for Program Improvement (PI). Po-
tentially, a school or LEA may have up to 46 different criteria to meet in order to
make AYP. Criteria for Pl identification are described on pages 60 through 74.
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2006 AYP Criteria Flow Chart

This chart illustrates the process of determining whether a school or LEA makes AYP.

School or LEA

Tested
at least 95%

SL and in each
NSS?

yes

Met
% proficient SL
and in each NSS in
both ELA and
Math?

no—»

no—»( Did not make AYP

Met
safe harbor
criteria?

Did not make AYP

T

no

AYP due only to
SWD subgroup but
met AYP with extra 20
percentage
points?

no—)»

yes

yes <

Met
API SL

. . no
criteria?

yes

Is this
a school
or LEA with

»(  Did not make AYP

high school
students?

yes

Met

graduation rate no

no > Made AYP

SL criteria?

yes

»(  Did not make AYP

AYP = Adequate Yearly Progress
ELA = English-language arts
LEA = Local educational agency
(School district or county office of education)
NSS = Numerically S|g[1|f|can't subgroup
SL = Schoolwide or LEA-wide
SWD= Students with disabilities

> Made AYP
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AYP Targets, 2002-2014

Elementary Schools, Middle Schools,
and Elementary School Districts

m Participation Rate - 95% (schoolwide/LEA-wide and subgroups)
m Percent Proficient - Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)' (schoolwide/LEA-wide and subgroups)
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m Additional Indicator — Growth in the API of at least one point OR a minimum API score
(schoolwide/LEA-wide)
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A local educational agency (LEA) is a school district or county office of education.

"AMO targets are level at two time intervals between 2002 and 2007 and then increase yearly to 2014. This pattern was
established to reflect the expectation that the strongest academic gains in schools and LEAs are likely to occur in later
years (after alignment of instruction with state content standards, after schools and LEAs have the opportunity for
increased capacity, and after a highly qualified teacher is in every classroom).
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AYP Targets, 2002-2014 (continued)
High Schools and High School Districts

(with students in any of grades nine through twelve)

m Participation Rate - 95% (schoolwide/LEA-wide and subgroups)
m Percent Proficient - Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)' (schoolwide/LEA-wide and subgroups)
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least one point OR a minimum API score 0.1 from the previous year OR improvement in the rate
(schoolwide/LEA-wide) of at least 0.2 in the average two-year rate
(schoolwide/LEA-wide)
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A local educational agency (LEA) is a school district or county office of education.

%

TAMO targets are level at two time intervals between 2002 and 2007 and then increase yearly to 2014. This pattern was
established to reflect the expectation that the strongest academic gains in schools and LEAs are likely to occur in later
years (after alignment of instruction with state content standards, after schools and LEAs have the opportunity for
increased capacity, and after a highly qualified teacher is in every classroom).
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AYP Targets, 2002-2014 (continued)

Unified School Districts, High School Districts,
and County Offices of Education (COEs)

(with students in any of grades two through eight and nine through twelve)

m Participation Rate - 95% (LEA-wide and subgroups)
m Percent Proficient - Annual Measurable Objectives' (AMOs) (LEA-wide and subgroups)
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m Additional Indicator - Growth in the API of at ® Minimum graduation rate OR improvement of at least
least one point OR a minimum API score 0.1 from the previous year OR improvement in the rate
(LEA-wide) of at least 0.2 in the average two-year rate (LEA-wide)
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A local educational agency (LEA) is a school district or county office of education.

"AMO targets are level at two time intervals between 2002 and 2007 and then increase yearly to 2014. This pattern was
established to reflect the expectation that the strongest academic gains in schools and LEAs are likely to occur in later
years (after alignment of instruction with state content standards, after schools and LEAs have the opportunity for
increased capacity, and after a highly qualified teacher is in every classroom).
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Assessments Used in 2006 AYP Calculations

NCLB mandates that all students tested on statewide assessments in English-lan-
guage arts (ELA) and mathematics perform at the proficient level or above on these
assessments by 2014. The following table lists the content areas and grade levels of
the assessments used in determining the participation rate and the percent at or above
the proficient level for 2006 AYP.

2006 Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program

m California Standards Tests (CSTs)

* The California English-Language Arts Standards Test (CST in ELA), grades two through eight,
including a writing assessment at grades four and seven

* The California Mathematics Standards Test, grades two through eight

+ The California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) in English-language arts and math-
ematics, grades two through eight and ten

2006 California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)

m The CAHSEE, administered in February and March 2006 (and May for makeup exams), grade ten.
The CAHSEE has two separate parts, English-language arts and mathematics
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2006 Adequate Yearly Progress Criteria Summary

The following two tables summarize the AYP criteria for 2006. The first table displays
the “standard” criteria, which apply to a school, local educational agency (LEA), or
numerically significant subgroup that has at least 100 students enrolled on the first day
of testing and/or at least 100 valid test scores. The second table displays the criteria
for a small school, LEA, or subgroup that has fewer than 100 students enrolled the first
day of testing and/or fewer than 100 valid test scores. For definitions of “Enroliment
First Day of Testing,” “Number Tested,” “Number Valid Scores,” and “Number Proficient

or Above,” see “Inclusion/Exclusion Rules” on pages 92 to 95.

2006 AYP Targets, Standard Criteria

Requirement 1:
Participation Rate

Requirement 2: Requirement 3:
Percent Proficient API
(AMOs) as Additional
on Statewide Assessments Indicator

Standard Criteria

Requirement 4:
on Statewide Graduation Rate

Assessments

(School, LEA, or
subgroup has at least
100 students enrolled on

tal':1ed ;(l)rrsta:ilaeyagtf :%ztina%'d Foarnsdds]ﬁggryobiés’ Foarnsdds]ﬁggr’oﬁés’ For schools and LEAs For schools and LEAs
vall
scores.) ELA and Math ELA | Math
Schools
Elementary or Middle 95% 0 0 590 APl or .
Schools (roxﬂgleedrfﬁn:gz;)eg 244h 26.5% 1 point growth NIA
95, Meet at least one:
. 0 590 API or *82.9%
0, 0,
High Schools (rov‘;ﬂgleedrfﬁn:g:;)eg 223% 209% 1pointgrowth | *+0.1% one-year change
* +0.2% two-year average change
LEAs
Elementary School (ound %5t%n et 24,49, 26.5% 590 API or NJA®
Districts hols nSmt?:rfS ol e 1 point growth
High School Districts 95 0APle | e eastone:
J/0
(with students in any of (rounded to nearest 2.3% 2.9% 1point growth | * +0.1% one-year change
rades 9-12) whole number)
g + +0.2% two-year average change
Unified and High
School Districts and 959, Meet at least one:
County Offices of 0 0 0 590 API or +82.9%
Education (r°xﬂgid;3£§§{f3t 23.0% 28.7% 1 pointgrowth | » +0.1% one-year change
(with students in any of * +0.2% two-year average change
grades 2-8 and 9-12)

* Any elementary school, middle school, or elementary school district with students enrolled in grades nine through twelve must meet the high school graduation rate criteria.

NOTES:

* AMOs = Annual Measurable Objectives

*  The standard criteria apply to subgroups for the Participation Rate (requirement 1) if the school or LEA has 100 or more students enrolled on the first day of
testing, and the subgroup has 100 or more students enrolled on the first day of testing.

*  The standard criteria apply to subgroups for the Percent Proficient (requirement 2) if the school or LEA has 100 or more students with valid test scores, and the
subgroup has 100 or more students with valid test scores.

+ Subgroups are excluded from requirements 3 and 4.
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2006 AYP Targets, Small School/LEA/Subgroup Criteria

Small school/LEA/
subgroup criteria

Requirement 1:

Participation Rate

(School, LEA on Statewide Assessments
chool, LEA, or

subgroup has fewer than
100 students enrolled on
the first day of testing
and/or at fewer than 100
valid scores.)

For schools, LEASs,

Requirement 2:
Percent Proficient
(AMOs)

on Statewide Assessments

For schools, LEASs,

95%
(rounded UP to nearest
whole number)

OR

50 students enrolled

and subgroups and subgroups
ELA and Math ‘ ELA and Math
51-99 students enrolled Fewer than 100
first day of testing valid scores

For a school or LEA:

Confidence
Interval Adjusted

AMO Table
(see page 37)

Requirement 3:
AP|
as Additional
Indicator

For schools and LEAs

11 or more API
valid scores

590 API or
1 point growth

OR

Fewer than 11

Requirement 4:
Graduation Rate

For schools and LEAs

Meet at least one:

« 82.9%

* +0.1% one-year change

* +0.2% two-year average
change

OR

If no graduation rate is

Small Schools, G testi , valid scores available or the primary
LEA, or first day of testing zlzrr]ﬁlgxzmaglzup (51-99 Confidence Interval mission of the school
’ : B onfidence Interva is to return students to
Subgroup MUSt teSt at |eaSt 47 valid scores): Adjusted APl Table the I'egular Classroom in
students (see page 39) a comprehensive high
Standard Criteria g
OR (see previous table school, an alternate
on page 31) method is used.
1-49 students enrolled
first day of testing
Participation rate
criteria do not apply.
NOTES:

+ AMOs = Annual Measurable Objectives

+ Participation rates for schools, LEAs, or subgroups with 1-49 students enrolled first day of testing will be printed on the report, but “N/A” will be printed in the “Met
2006 AYP Criteria” column.

+ Percent proficient numbers and rates and APIs for schools or LEAs with fewer than 11 valid scores will be shown as “N/A” on the report, but results will be printed
in the “Met 2006 AYP Criteria” column.

+ The small subgroup criteria apply to subgroups for the Participation Rate (requirement 1) if the school or LEA has 100 or more students enrolled on the first
day of testing, and the subgroup has between 50 to 99 students enrolled on the first day of testing who make up at least 15 percent of the total population. A
subgroup is not numerically significant if it has fewer than 50 students enrolled on the first day of testing.

+ The small subgroup criteria apply to subgroups for the Percent Proficient (requirement 2) if the school or LEA has 100 or more students with valid test scores,
and the subgroup has 50 or more students with valid test scores who make up at least 15 percent of the total valid test scores. A subgroup is not numerically
significant if it has fewer than 50 students with valid test scores.

+Aschool or LEA with fewer than 100 enrolled on the first day of testing or fewer than 100 valid test scores has no numerically significant subgroups for that
indicator.

+ Subgroups are excluded from requirements 3 and 4.
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Requirement 1: Participation Rate

NCLB requires a 95 percent participation rate in the percentage of students tested
in order to make AYP. This requirement is applied separately for schools, LEAs, and
numerically significant subgroups for each content area (ELA and mathematics).

Students who were absent from testing due to a significant medical emergency are
excluded from the participation rate. (Student records marked as “not tested due to
significant medical emergency” will not be counted for or against the school or LEA in
the participation rate.)

English learners during their first year of enroliment in the United States are counted in
the participation rate.

Schools where LEA data are used to determine percent proficient or above (i.e., use of
pair and share alternative method) do not have a participation rate calculation.

If the school or LEA has 100 or more students enrolled on the first day of testing, the
participation rate is calculated for subgroups that are numerically significant. A numeri-
cally significant subgroup for participation rate calculations is defined as having 100 or
more students enrolled on the first day of testing or 50 or more students enrolled on
the first day of testing who make up at least 15 percent of the total student population.
If the school or LEA has fewer than 100 students enrolled on the first day of testing,
none of the subgroups are considered numerically significant.

2006 Participation Rate, Standard Criteria

A participation rate of 95 percent, rounded to the nearest whole number, is required of
a school, LEA, or numerically significant subgroup with 100 or more students enrolled
on the first day of testing to meet participation rate criteria. These requirements com-
prise the standard criteria for participation rate.

2006 Participation Rate, Small School/LEA/Subgroup Criteria

For small schools, LEAs, and subgroups, alternative criteria are applied. If the school
or LEA has 49 or fewer students enrolled on the first day of testing, the participation
rate requirement does not apply. If the school, LEA, or subgroup has 50 students en-
rolled on the first day of testing, at least 47 students must be tested to meet the par-
ticipation rate criteria. If the school, LEA, or subgroup has between 51 to 99 students
enrolled on the first day of testing, the participation rate requirement is 95 percent,
rounded up to the nearest whole number.

Formulas for 2006 AYP Participation Rate Calculation

The table on the following page shows the formulas for calculating the participation
rate. A two-year and a three-year average participation rate will be considered for
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schools, LEAs, and subgroups that have not met the 2006 participation rate criteria us-
ing a one-year formula. Averages are determined by aggregating enroliments over two
or three years. First, the one-year participation rate is calculated. This is the only rate
that is printed on all reports. The method of rounding the one-year rate varies ac-
cording to the number of students enrolled on the first day of testing. If a school, LEA,
or subgroup does not meet the minimum 95 percent participation rate using the one-
year rate calculation, the two-year participation rate is calculated. If the school, LEA,
or subgroup does not meet the minimum 95 percent participation rate using the two-
year rate calculation, the three-year participation rate is calculated. If a school, LEA, or
subgroup meets the AMO through a two- or three-year average, that methodology will
be noted in the Alternative Method column on the report.

Formulas for 2006 AYP Participation Rate Calculation

Participation rates are determined based on enroliment on the first day of testing, not on the number of valid scores. This is true for schools, LEASs,
and numerically significant subgroups. Participation rates are calculated separately for ELA and mathematics.

Two Year Participation Three Year Participation

One Year Participation Rate Calculation

Rate Calculation Rate Calculation
A B C D E F
If the school, LEA, or 100 or more 51-99 enrolled 50 enrolled first 1-49 enrolled Did not meet 95% minimum Did not meet 95% minimum
subgroup has: enrolled first first day of day of testing first day of using one-year rate calculation | using one-year or two-year rate
day of testing testing testing calculation
(participation
rate is printed
on report but
participation
rate criteria do
not apply)
Then, the numerator is: Sum of the number of students tested on CST, grades 2-8; Add numerator for 2006 to Add numerator for 2006 to
CAHSEE, grade 10; and CAPA, grades 2-8 and 10 numerator for 2005 numerators for 2005 and 2004
And the denominator is: Sum of the STAR enrollment first day of testing, Add denominator for 2006 Add denominator for 2006 to
grades 2-8, and CAHSEE enrollment, grade 10 to denominator for 2005 denominator for 2005 and 2004
The rounding method is: Round to the Round UP to the nearest whole number Use rounding method Use rounding method
nearest whole according to number of according to number of
number enrollment enrollment
The criteria used for 95% 95% Minimum 47 Participation 95% 95%
participation rate are: tested rate
requirement
does not apply.

Requirement 2: Percent Proficient — Annual Measurable Objectives

NCLB mandates that all students perform at the proficient or above level on state assess-
ments in ELA and mathematics by 2014. California’s Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)
are the minimum percentages of students who are required to meet or exceed the proficient
level on the state assessments used for AYP. The AMOs rise almost every year so that by
2014, 100 percent of students in all schools, LEAs, and numerically significant subgroups
must score at the proficient or above level.
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Students who were absent from testing due to a significant medical emergency are ex-
cluded from the percent proficient calculations. (Student records marked as “not tested due
to significant medical emergency” are not counted for or against the school or LEA in the
percent proficient.)

If a school or LEA does not make AYP in 2006 solely due to its students with dis-
abilities subgroup not making AMOs separately in either ELA and/or mathematics, 20
percentage points are added to the school’s or LEA’s percent proficient or above for
the students with disabilities subgroup in that content area.

If the school or LEA has 100 or more valid test scores, the percent proficient is calculated
for subgroups that are numerically significant. A numerically significant subgroup for percent
proficient calculations is defined as having 100 or more students with valid scores or 50 or
more students with valid scores who make up at least 15 percent of the total valid scores. If
the school or LEA has fewer than 100 valid scores, none of the subgroups are considered
numerically significant.

2006 Percent Proficient, Standard Criteria

The following table shows California’s 2006 percent proficient standard criteria for schools
or LEAs with at least 100 valid test scores or for numerically significant subgroups.

It is important to note that the percent proficient criteria for schools in a unified school

district differ from the school district’s criteria. The percent proficient criteria for the state are
the same as for a unified school district.

2006 Percent Proficient, Standard Criteria

Standard Criteria Percent Proficient or Above
(School or LEA has at least 100 valid On the CST, CAHSEE, and CAPA for 2006

§§§[§§ff“bgr°”p has atfeast 50 vald English-Language Arts Mathematics
Schools

Elementary and Middle Schools 244 26.5
High Schools 22.3 20.9
LEAs

Elementary School Districts 244 26.5
Rivligwgggahlg\?ellsgl—ﬁtgds 22.3 209
Unified School Districts, High

School Districts, and COEs 230 237

(with grade levels 2-8 and 9-12)

Note: COEs = county offices of education.
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2006 Percent Proficient, Small School/LEA Criteria

All schools and LEAs receive an AYP report, including those in the Alternative Schools
Accountability Model (ASAM), small schools, small school districts, and small county
offices of education. Schools and LEAs with fewer than 100 valid scores have ad-
justed AMOs to account for the small number of test scores. These schools and LEAs
must meet the adjusted percent proficient criteria for under 100 valid test scores. The
AMOs are adjusted using a confidence interval methodology. Numerically significant
subgroups with fewer than 100 valid scores use the standard criteria (see the table
shown on the previous page).

The following table shows the number of scores a school or LEA needs at proficient or
above in order to meet the adjusted AMO criteria for 2006. The table was generated by
using the standard error of the proportion to construct a confidence interval around the
school’s observed proportion (“proficient or above”), based on a 99 percent confidence
interval for each school. This confidence interval covers 2.33 standard deviation units
above and below the school’s observed proportion. If the percent proficient falls within
this range, it cannot be considered statistically different enough from the school’s
observed proportion; therefore, the school scored high enough to meet the AMO. The
percent proficient has been converted into the number of proficient or above scores

to facilitate the use of the table. Finally, the table has been adjusted to smooth the
transition at the upper range of valid scores so that there is not an abrupt jump in the
percent proficient targets when moving from 99 to 100 valid scores.

California Department of Education August 2006 36



2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

Confidence Interval Adjusted AMO Table

To use the table, determine the number of valid scores available in a content area. Then reference the appropriate percent
proficient, or AMO criteria, at the top of the table to determine the number of scores at or above the proficient level that are
needed to meet the criterion. Refer to page 35 for the appropriate percent proficient for your school or LEA.

or vall or vall
Scores 20.9% 22.3% 23.0% 23.7% 24.4% 26.5% Scores 20.9% 22.3% 23.0% 23.7% 24.4% 26.5%
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 51 4 5 5 5 6 7
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 5 5 5 6 6 7
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 5 5 6 6 6 7
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 5 5 6 6 6 7
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 5 6 6 6 6 7
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 5 6 6 6 7 8
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 5 6 6 7 7 8
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 5 6 6 7 7 8
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 59 6 6 7 7 7 8
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 6 6 7 7 7 8
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 6 7 7 7 8 9
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 6 7 7 7 8 9
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 6 7 7 8 8 9
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 6 7 7 8 8 9
15 0 0 0 0 0 1 65 6 7 8 8 8 9
16 0 0 0 0 0 1 66 7 7 8 8 8 10
17 0 0 0 0 1 1 67 7 7 8 8 9 10
18 0 0 1 1 1 1 68 7 8 8 8 9 10
19 0 1 1 1 1 1 69 7 8 8 9 9 10
20 1 1 1 1 1 1 70 7 8 8 9 9 10
21 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 7 8 9 9 9 1
22 1 1 1 1 1 1 72 8 8 9 9 10 1
23 1 1 1 1 1 2 73 8 8 9 9 10 1
24 1 1 1 1 1 2 74 8 9 9 9 10 1
25 1 1 1 1 2 2 75 8 9 9 10 10 1
26 1 1 2 2 2 2 76 8 9 9 10 10 12
27 1 2 2 2 2 2 7 8 9 10 10 10 12
28 1 2 2 2 2 2 78 8 9 10 10 1 12
29 2 2 2 2 2 3 79 9 9 10 10 1 12
30 2 2 2 2 2 3 80 9 10 10 1 1 12
3 2 2 2 2 2 3 81 9 10 10 1 1 13
32 2 2 2 2 3 3 82 9 10 10 1 1 13
33 2 2 2 3 3 3 83 9 10 1 1 12 13
34 2 2 3 3 3 3 84 9 10 1 1 12 13
35 2 3 3 3 3 4 85 10 10 1 1 12 13
36 2 3 3 3 3 4 86 10 1 1 12 12 14
37 3 3 3 3 3 4 87 10 1 1 12 12 14
38 3 3 3 3 4 4 88 10 1 12 12 13 15
39 3 3 3 4 4 4 89 10 1 12 13 13 16
40 3 3 4 4 4 5 90 1 12 13 14 14 17
41 3 3 4 4 4 5 91 12 13 14 15 15 18
42 3 4 4 4 4 5 92 13 14 15 16 16 19
43 3 4 4 4 4 5 93 14 15 16 17 17 20
44 3 4 4 4 5 5 94 15 16 17 18 18 21
45 4 4 4 5 5 5 95 16 17 18 19 19 22
46 4 4 4 5 5 6 96 17 18 19 20 20 23
47 4 4 5 5 5 6 97 18 19 20 21 21 24
48 4 4 5 5 5 6 98 19 20 21 22 22 25
49 4 5 5 5 5 6 99 20 21 22 23 23 26
50 4 5 5 5 6 6 100 21 22 23 24 24 27
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The table below shows the formulas for calculating the percent proficient. A two-year
and a three-year average percent proficient or above will be considered for schools,
LEAs, and subgroups that have not met the 2006 AMOs using a one-year formula.
Averages are determined by aggregating results over two or three years. First, the
one-year percentage is calculated. This is the only percentage that is printed on all
reports. If a school, LEA, or subgroup does not meet its AMO target using the one-
year method, the two-year method is used. If the school, LEA, or subgroup does not
meet its AMO target using the two-year method, the three-year method is used. If a
school, LEA, or subgroup meets the AMO through a two- or three-year average, that
methodology will be noted in the Alternative Method column on the report.

Formulas for 2006 AYP Percent Proficient Calculation

The percent proficient is calculated for English-language arts and mathematics.

One-Year Participation Two-Year Percent Proficient Three-Year Percent
Proficient Calculation Calculation Proficient Calculation
A B C D
If the school, LEA, or 100 or more valid test scores Fewer than 100 valid test Did not meet the AMO criteria | Did not meet the AMO criteria
subgroup has: scores using the one year calculation | using the two year calculation
If the subgroup is: Numerically Significant N/A* Did not meet the AMO criteria | Did not meet the AMO criteria
using the one year calculation | using the two year calculation
Then, the numerator is: Sum of the number valid N/A* Add numerator for 2006 to Add numerator for 2006 to
proficient or above scores on numerator for 2005 numerator for 2005 and 2004
CST, grades 2-8; CAHSEE,
grade 10; and CAPA, grades
2-8and 10
And the denominator is: Sum of the total number N/A* Add denominator for 2006 to | Add denominator for 2006 to
valid scores on CST, grades denominator for 2005 denominator for 2005
2-8; CAHSEE, grade 10, and and 2004
CAPA, grades 2-8 and 10
The rounding method is: Round to the nearest N/A* Use rounding method Use rounding method
tenth place
The criteria used for Vary by school and LEA type Use Confidence Interval Use criteria Use criteria
percent proficient are: Adjusted AMO Table
(see page 35) (see page 37)

* The percent proficient data for the school, LEA, or subgroup is calculated on the 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress Report using the formula shown in Column A,
However, the confidence interval alternative method shown in Column B is used as criteria only for the school or LEA.

Note: Valid scores are test takers who are not mobile (see also “Inclusion/Exclusion Rules” on pages 92 to 95).

Students who were absent from testing due to a significant medical emergency are excluded from the percent proficient calculations.

If a school or LEA does not make AYP in 2006 solely due to its students with disabilities subgroup not making AMOs in either English-language arts or mathematics,
20 percentage points are added to the school's or LEA's percent proficient level or above for the students with disabilities subgroup in English-language arts or

mathematics.

Atwo-year and a three-year average percent proficient level or above will be considered for schools, LEAs, and subgroups that have not met the 2006 AMOs using a

one-year formula.
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Requirement 3: API as an Additional Indicator

NCLB requires that each state adopt an “additional” indicator for AYP. California has
chosen to use the API as an additional indicator for all schools and LEAs. Progress on
the APl is defined differently for AYP requirements than for the state API requirements.

2006 API as an Additional Indicator, Standard Criteria

Standard . School or LEA must:
Criteria ;I;lo d:z:f:rp‘r:ﬁﬁ:mz:z m Show growth of at least one point for 2005-06
OR
(School or LEA has .
atleast 1 vlid scores) | O the 2006 AYP: m Have a 2006 API Growth of at least 590

For example, a school with a API Base of 493 that grew to 494 on its API Growth
would meet the criteria for the additional indicator under AYP. These requirements ap-
ply at the school and LEA levels but do not apply to subgroups.

2006 API as an Additional Indicator, Small School/LEA Criteria

Small schools and small LEAs with under 11 valid scores have adjusted API criteria for
AYP reporting. The following table shows the adjusted API criteria for 2006 AYP.

Confidence Interval Adjusted API Table

Small School Number of Valid Scores Minimum API
and LEA Criteria 10 448

(School or LEA has fewer
than 11 valid scores.) 440
431

420
406
389
365
330
272
200

- NN W NN U1 OO N o

Note: Fora school or LEA with fewer than 11 valid scores, APIs will not be shown on the report.
Instead, an “N/A” will be printed on the report ; however, whether or not the LEA or school met the API
criteria is still printed.

A school or LEA that had its API invalidated also fails to make AYP.
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Requirement 4: Graduation Rate

NCLB requires that the state use the graduation rate as an additional indicator for all
schools and LEAs with high school students.

2006 Graduation Rate Criteria

To meet Graduation School or LEA must:
Rate Criteria for the m Option 1: Have a 2006 graduation rate of at least 82.9
2006 AYP: OR

m Option 2: Show improvement in the graduation rate from 2005 to 2006
of at least 0.1

OR

m Option 3: Show improvement in the average two-year graduation rate
of at least 0.2

The graduation rate for AYP purposes is defined according to the year of AYP reporting
(e.g., rate for 2006). On other California Department of Education reports, the gradua-
tion rate is defined as the school year of the graduating class (e.g., Class of 2004-05).
Note that the AYP graduation rate data on the report are one year older than other
data on the AYP report. These data are from the California Basic Educational Data
System (CBEDS).

Calculating 2006 AYP Graduation Rate

The graduation rate calculation method for 2006 AYP is the same as the method
used for 2005 AYP. California currently does not have a universal student information
system to track students as they change schools, drop out, or graduate; therefore, a
four-year completion rate is used, based on the definition established by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). This rate includes information on high school
completers (e.g., high school graduates who receive a diploma or other type of cer-
tificate of completion from high school) and high school dropouts, aggregated over a
four-year period. Federal requirements define high school “completers” in the same
way as high school “graduates” is defined in the CBEDS.
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Four-Year Graduation Rate Formula for NCLB

High School Graduates, year 4

[High School Graduates, year 4
+ (Grade 9 Dropouts, year 1 +
Grade 10 Dropouts, year 2 +
Grade 11 Dropouts, year 3 +
Grade 12 Dropouts, year 4)]

In this table, year 4 is the latest year, while year 1 refers to three years prior. For
example, in the graduation rate for 2006, year 4 would be 200405 data, and year 1
would be 2001-02 data.

Example of Graduation Rates

In addition to being reported on the AYP reports, graduation rates based on the NCES
definition are also reported on the CDE Web site at http://dqg.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.

Fe= @Adequate Yearly ProgressReport ———— [ H
: = N
ﬂ' ﬁ : [ &
Back Forward Stop Fefresh Home = hutoFill Frint Mail _
dlll  california Department of Education
== Educational Demographics Unit
:
3
Graduation Rates Based on NCES Definition - District Report
=
é" Select Year | 2004-05 % | Report
== Select District [ 9898765——-POLARIS UNIFIED +
1]
B
=
=
Data sources FAQs
Dropouts
z Gr.9 (01-
= 02)
-E Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts through Grade 12
= Dropouts Gr.10 (02- Gr.11 (03- Gr.12 (04- Gr.12 (04- Graduates Graduation
g School Gr.9 (01-02) 03 05) 05) (04-05) rate*
x SUNSET HIGH 119 41 9 3 172 508 74.7
SATURN HIGH 52 23 12 27 114 498 81.4
- NORTH STAR HIGH 20 15 5 (0] 40 537 93.1
3 JUPITER HIGH (CONT. 1 7 11 3 22 0o n/a
"
g
E DISTRICT TOTAL: 192 86 37 33 348 1,543 81.6
:
COUNTY TOTAL 5,000 3,875 4,137 3,930 16,942 79,509 82.4
STATE TOTAL 12,006 11,034 11,632 14,313 48,985 325,928 86.9
*Graduation Rate Formula is based on the NCES definition:
Number of Graduates (Year 4)
divided by
Number of Graduates (Year 4) + Gr. 9 Dropouts (Year 1) + Gr. 10 Dropouts (Year 2) + Gr. 11 Dropouts (Year 3) + Gr. 12 Dropouts (Year 4)
Data Sources:
Dropouts Gr.9 (01-02) - CBEDS October 2002
Dropouts Gr.10 (02-03) - CBEDS October 2003
Dropouts Gr.11 (03-04) - CBEDS October 2004
Dropouts Gr.12 (04-05) - CBEDS October 2005
Grade 12 Graduates (04-05) - CBEDS October 2005
%
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The graphic on the previous page shows an example of the graduation rate report for
a school district. On this report, the graduation rate is listed according to the school
year of the graduating class (e.g., Class of 2004—05). However, the graduation rate for
AYP purposes is defined according to the year of AYP reporting. Therefore, the “2004-
05” graduation rate shown in the sample report (showing Class of 2004-05 data) is
referred to as the “graduation rate for 2006” for AYP purposes.

Using these data and the four-year NCLB formula for calculating the graduation rate,
three examples below show the three optional methods for meeting 2006 AYP gradua-
tion rate criteria. Option 1 is an example of North Star High School. Option 2 is an ex-
ample of Polaris Unified School District. Option 3 is an example of Saturn High School.

Examples of Three Methods for
Meeting 2006 AYP Graduation Rate Criteria

Example of Option 1: Graduation Rate of 82.9 or Above

Option 1 Example
North Star High School

Graduation Rate for 2006
537/ (537 +20+15+5+0)=931%

Must have minimum
Graduation Rate of 82.9 to
meet requirement

Y

Met Requirement

In the example in above, North Star High School met its 2006 AYP criteria for the
graduation rate under Option 1 because the rate for 2006 was 93.1, which exceeds
the minimum rate of 82.9.
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Example of Option 2: Gain in Rate of At Least 0.1

Option 2 Example
Polaris Unified School District

Graduation Rate for 2005 Graduation Rate for 2006
1,601/ (1,601 +225 + 98 +60 + 31) = 79.5% 1,543 /(1,543 + 192 + 86 + 37 + 33) = 81.6%

Change in Rate

Must increase Graduation Rate 81.6%-79.5%=2.1%
by at least 0.1 to i

meet requirement
Met Requirement

In the example above, Polaris Unified School District met its 2006 AYP criteria for the
graduation rate under Option 2 because the rate change from 2005 to 2006 was 2.1,
which exceeds the minimum requirement of a 0.1 gain.

Example of Option 3: Gain in Two-Year Average Rate of At Least 0.2

Option 3 Example
Saturn High School
Graduation Rate Graduation Rate Graduation Rate Graduation Rate
for 2003 for 2004 for 2005 for 2006
446/ (446 + 8+ 23 + 476/ (476 + 35 + 12 498/ (498 +43 + 21 498/ (498 +52 + 23
10 +11)=89.6% +16+17)=85.6% +17+23)=82.7% +12+27)=814%
Change in Average Two-Year Rates
(81.4% + 82.7%) 1 2 - (85.6% + 89.6%) / 2 =
82.1%-87.6=
-55%
Must increase Graduation Rate ¢

by at least 0.2 to
meet requirement Did not meet
requirement

In the example above, Saturn High School did not meet its 2006 AYP criteria for the
graduation rate under Option 3 because the change in the average of the two-year
rates was —5.5, which does not meet the minimum requirement of a 0.2 gain.

Schools or LEAs meet the graduation rate criteria by meeting the requirements of any
one of the three options.
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Graduation Rate Using Alternative Methods

Comprehensive high schools and LEAs with appropriate dropout and graduation data
have their 2006 graduation rates calculated using standard procedures.

Graduation rates for some schools, however, require alternative methods. In discus-
sions with California, the ED has insisted that all high schools must have a graduation
rate, even those without a graduating class. As a result, calculation of graduation rates
for schools missing dropout data and graduation data requires alternative procedures.
This occurs in two cases: (1) comprehensive high schools without appropriate data to
calculate 2006 graduation rates or (2) high schools with the primary mission of return-
ing students to the regular classroom in a comprehensive high school. The methods
for these two cases are described in this section.

m Traditional Comprehensive High Schools Without a Graduation Rate

The ED approved California’s request to use a proxy graduation rate for traditional
comprehensive high schools that have no graduation rate for 2006 AYP. The proxy
graduation rate provides additional flexibility in determining whether these schools
meet the criteria for AYP.

For traditional comprehensive high schools without a graduating class, a proxy
graduation rate is computed for the 2006 AYP reports using available California
Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) dropout and enrollment data. The proxy
graduation rate is calculated by first dividing the number of dropouts in all of the
grades in the school (grades nine, ten, and eleven) by the enroliment in the same
grades. This percentage is then multiplied by four if the school enrolls ninth graders
only, by two if the school enrolls ninth and tenth graders only, or by 4/3 if the school
enrolls ninth, tenth, and eleventh graders. The result approximates the percentage
of students that would have dropped out if the school had enrolled students in all
four grades (nine through twelve). This percentage is then subtracted from 100 to
approximate the graduation rate for the school.

Example of Proxy Graduation Rate Calculation
Example: Mercury High School

In the first year of operation, this comprehensive high school enrolls ninth graders only. Each year it
will add a grade. Therefore, it will not graduate students until its fourth year of operation. The ninth
grade enrollment totals 300 students, five of whom drop out in the first year.

The proxy graduation rate for this school would be:

100% - ((5/300 x 100) x 4) = 100% - 6.6% = 93.4%

See also “Alternative Methods” on pages 52 to 53 and “Alternative Methods Codes” on
page 54.
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®m High Schools With a Primary Mission of Returning Students to a Regular
Classroom Environment in a Comprehensive High School

High schools with a primary mission of returning students to a regular classroom
environment in a comprehensive high school (e.g., alternative or continuation
schools) have the following alternative methods used for determining the 2006 AYP
graduation rate:

* For these high schools that are administered by an LEA, the CDE assigns the
value of the LEA graduation rate.

* For these direct-funded charter high schools, the CDE assigns the graduation rate
of the charter authorizer. In cases where the charter authorizer does not have a
graduation rate, the countywide graduation rate of the county in which the school
is located is assigned.

+ For these high schools administered by county offices of education, the CDE as-
signs the countywide graduation rate.

See also “Alternative Methods” on pages 52 to 53 and “Alternative Methods Codes” on
page 54.

Safe Harbor

NCLB contains a “safe harbor” provision for meeting AYP in some circumstances. The
safe harbor criteria is applied in the 2006 AYP reports released August 31, 2006. Safe
harbor is an alternate method of meeting the AMOs if a school, LEA, or subgroup is
showing progress in moving students from scoring below the proficient level to profi-
cient level or above on STAR Program, CAHSEE, and/or CAPA examinations. In the
event that a school, LEA, or student subgroup does not meet its AMO criteria in either
or both content areas, AYP may be achieved if all of the following conditions are met:

®m The percentage of students in the school, LEA, or subgroup performing below profi-
cient in either ELA or mathematics decreased by at least 10 percent of that percent-
age from the preceding school year.

®m The school, LEA, or subgroup had at least a 95 percent participation rate for the
assessments in ELA and mathematics.

®m The school, LEA, or subgroup demonstrated at least a one-point growth in the API
or had an API Growth of 590 or more.

®m The school or LEA must have met graduation rate criteria, if applicable.

A confidence interval of 75 percent is applied to safe harbor calculations.
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Example of Safe Harbor
Using 75% Confidence Interval

Example School: Sunshine Elementary

The school met its 2006 Annual Measurable Objectives in mathematics schoolwide and for each numeri-
cally significant subgroup. The school had at least a 95 percent participation rate in 2006 for both English-
language arts (ELA) and mathematics. The school demonstrated a least one-point growth in its API from
2005 to 2006 and had a 2006 API Growth of 600. The school had no numerically significant subgroups in
either 2005 or 2006.

Calculation
C

A. Number Proficient or Above (NP)

B. Number Below Proficient (NBP) 190 174
(NBPys) |  (NBPy)
C. Total Number of Valid Scores (TN) 200 200
(TNos) (TNoo)
D. Percent Proficient or Above (PP) 5 13 (NP/TN) x 100
(PPgs) (PPes)
E. Percent Below Proficient (PBP) 95 87 100- PP
The 2006 rate should decrease by at least 10 percent from the 2005 rate to (PBPy) (PBPy)
meet Safe Harbor criteria.
F. Maximum Percent Below Proficient (MPBP) 85.5 0.9 x PBPgs
This is the maximum percent below proficient for 2006 to meet Safe Harbor (MPBP)
criteria.
G. Minimum Percent Proficient for 2006 Safe Harbor (PPSH) 14.5 100 - MPBP
This is the minimum 2006 percent proficient or above necessary to meet (PPSH)

Safe Harbor criteria in 2006.

H. 75% Confidence Interval (Cl) - 1.99110572 0.68 x SQRT (PPgs x PBPys/TNs +
;Z:)svs the extra margin of error provided to the 2006 percent proficient or (C) PPSH x MPBPITN,)

|. 2006 Percent Proficient with 75 Percent Confidence Interval 14.9911057 | PPy + Cl
[f this rate is higher than the Minimum Percent Proficient for 2006 Safe (PPCI) | If PPCI > PPSH, criteria met.

Harbor (PPSH), the Safe Harbor criteria were met.

ELA = English-language arts

This school met the Safe Harbor criteria because the 2006 Percent Proficient with 75 Percent Confidence Interval (14.9911057) is greater than
the Minimum Percent Proficient for 2006 Safe Harbor (14.5 percent) needed to show a 10 percent reduction in students below proficient.
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In the example on page 46 of safe harbor, the school shows five percent of its students
scoring at the proficient level or above schoolwide in 2005 in ELA (shown as PPy in
row D, column A). The school does not make AYP in that year because five percent is
below the AMO criteria of 24.4 percent for ELA.

In 2006, the school’s percent at the proficient or above level in ELA increases to 13
percent (shown as PPy in row D, column B). Except for ELA, however, the school
met all the other criteria for making AYP. (It made its AMO in mathematics, its API
increased by at least one point, and the 95 percent participation rate was met.)

The school would not ordinarily make AYP in 2006 because 13 percent is below the
AMO of 24.4 percent for ELA. However, the school’s percentage at the below profi-
cient level in ELA decreased by the safe harbor requirement of at least 10 per-
cent with the 75 percent confidence interval adjustment (shown in the calculation
steps in rows E through I).

For 2006, the 75 percent confidence interval provides an extra margin of error in the
calculations to enhance reliability in the determination of schools meeting safe harbor
criteria. Therefore, the school meets AYP according to safe harbor because the per-
centage of students below the proficient level decreased by at least 10 percent from
the preceding school year in ELA, the content area in which AMO was not met, and it
met its other AYP criteria.

Note: The safe harbor calculations are not applied to LEA grade span reports. (LEA
grade span reports are described on pages 66 to 68 under the heading entitled
2006-07 PI Identification Criteria for Title | LEAs.” An example of an LEA grade span
report is shown on pages 83 to 84.)
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AYP Appeals Process

A local educational agency (LEA) on its own behalf or on behalf of its schools may ap-
peal the 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) results that are shown on the

August 31, 2006 AYP Report. A separate appeal form must be submitted for the LEA
and each school.

The results of an AYP appeal could impact the Program Improvement (PI) status of
any Title I-funded school or LEA that will potentially enter, advance in, or exit from P!
in 2006-07. Therefore, it is essential that LEAs submit all appeals by the deadline of
September 15, 2006. Regardless of the status of an appeal, LEAs must notify parents
or guardians of students enrolled in an identified PI school of the school’s Pl status
and the option to transfer to a non-Pl school with paid transportation no later than
September 1. More information on these requirements may be found at http://www.
cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ti/programimprov.asp.

Criteria for Appeals of the 2006 AYP Determination

Appeals of the 2006 AYP determination will be accepted for the following reasons:

A. Substantive reason * An example would be a natural disaster that prevented the LEA from administering the
applicable assessment.

* Supporting documentation should establish the unique character of the substantive
reason.

B. Medical emergency | ¢ Asignificant medical emergency prevented the student from taking the originally sched-
uled state assessment(s) as well as the make-up assessment(s) used for establishing
AYP (STAR for grades two through eight, CAHSEE for grade ten, CAPA for grades two
through eight and ten), and the schoolwide and/or numerically significant subgroup
participation rate has been affected.

C. Pairand share *The AYP determination was based on results from other students, schools, or LEAs.
(The AYP was based on pairing and sharing the results of other schools or of the school
district or county in which the school is located.) In this instance, the LEA or school will
have to submit test results or other data that are a more valid measure of the LEA's

or school’s performance than the information that appears on the 2006 Accountability
Progress Report.

Appeals must be filed with the Policy and Evaluation Division at the California Depart-
ment of Education (CDE) by 5:00 p.m. on September 15, 2006. Appeal results will be
incorporated into the revised 2006 AYP reports planned for release in October 2006.

California Department of Education August 2006 48



2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

The LEA submitting the appeal on its behalf or on behalf of its schools must include
appropriate documentation supporting the appeal criteria and a detailed description of
the issue and how its resolution will modify the AYP determination. Failure to submit
appropriate documentation will result in denial of the appeal.

Questions about the AYP Appeals Process may be directed to the CDE'’s Evaluation,
Research, and Analysis Unit at (916) 319-0875 or by e-mail to evaluation@cde.ca.gov.
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Numerically Significant Subgroups

AMO and participation rate criteria must be met in each content area (ELA and mathe-
matics) at the school, LEA, and state levels and by each numerically significant sub-
group at each of those levels. Reporting occurs for subgroups with at least 11 students
enrolled on the first day of testing or 11 valid scores, but schools and LEAs are held
accountable only for numerically significant subgroups.

Definitions of Subgroups Used in AYP

A subgroup is “numerically Participation Rate
significant” for AYP if it

: (schools or LEAs with 100 or more students enrolled on the first day of testing)
as:

m 100 or more students enrolled on the first day of testing
OR
® 50 or more students enrolled on the first day of testing who make up at least 15
percent of the total population

Percent Proficient (AMOs)

(schools or LEAs with 100 or more valid scores)
m 100 or more students with valid scores
OR
® 50 or more students with valid scores who make up at least 15 percent of the
total valid scores

Note: A school or LEA with fewer than 100 students enrolled on the first day of
testing or fewer than 100 valid scores has no numerically significant subgroups for
that indicator for AYP purposes.

African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Filipino

Hispanic or Latino

Pacific Islander

White (not of Hispanic origin)

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

English Learner

Student with Disabilities

Subgroups used in AYP
calculations include:

“Socioeconomically A student whose parents both have not received a high school diploma

Disadvantaged” is OR
defined as: ® A student who participates in the free or reduced-price lunch program, also

known as the National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
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Definitions of Subgroups Used in AYP (continued)

“English Learner” is
defined as:

m English Learner (EL)
OR
m Reclassified fluent-English-proficient (RFEP) student who has not scored
at the proficient level or above on the CST in ELA for three years after being
reclassified

“Student with Disabilities”
is defined as:

A student who receives special education services and has a valid
disability code

Note: These data are based on student answer documents from the spring 2006 STAR Program and CAHSEE administrations.

Redesignated Fluent-English-Proficient (RFEP) Students

In calculating AYP for the English learner subgroup for a school or LEA, reclassified
fluent-English-proficient (RFEP) students who have not scored at the proficient or
above level on the CST in ELA for three years are included in calculating the participa-
tion rate and AMOs for the “English Learner” subgroup. However, RFEP students are
not counted when determining whether the English learner subgroup meets the mini-
mum group size to be numerically significant. For example, a school with 150 English
learner valid scores and 50 RFEP valid scores would have a numerically significant
English learner subgroup because 150 is above the definition of at least 100 valid
scores to be numerically significant (as defined on the previous page). The calculation
of the school’s percent proficient, however, would be based on 200 valid scores, which
includes English learner and RFEP student results.

English Learners First Enrolled in United States Schools

For 2006 AYP, the results of English learners who were first enrolled in United States
schools for less than a year are not included in the count of valid scores or in the count
of the proficient or above level. However, the definition of “the year English learners
are first enrolled in United States schools” for 2006 AYP compares the date first en-
rolled to the date when most students have yet to start STAR Program testing, which
was determined to be March 15, 2006. Any English learner with an enrolled date after
March 15, 2005, is considered as enrolled in a United States school less than a year
at STAR Program or CAHSEE testing and was not counted in valid scores or AMOs.
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Alternative Methods

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 requires that all schools be included in
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reporting. Not all schools contain grades or results
for which AYP data are collected. A number of alternate methodologies to combine and
report data, therefore, were required for the 2006 AYP reports.

Only schools and LEAs with 2006 STAR Program results in grades two through eight
and/or CAHSEE results in grade ten were processed for participation rates, percent
proficient, and API according to the standard procedures. Other schools and LEAs
were evaluated using alternative methodologies.

Only schools and LEAs with 2006 graduation rates (Class of 2004-2005) had the
graduation rates calculated using standard procedures. High schools without 2006
graduation rates or high schools with the primary mission of returning students to the
regular classroom in a comprehensive high school were evaluated using alternative
methodologies.

Standard calculations were used for most schools, LEAs, and subgroups in the 2006
AYP reports, indicated by a blank in the “Alternative Method” column(s) on the reports.
A description of the alternative methods used are listed below:

Alternative Methods Descriptions

m AJ = Adjustment for students with disabilities: If a school or LEA does not make AYP in
2006 solely due to its students with disabilities subgroup not making AMOs, 20 percentage
points were added to the school's or LEA's percent proficient for this subgroup. This alternative
method was also applied to grade span calculations on the LEA 2006 PI Report when appli-
cable.

m CA=County average, DA = District average: For schools with no results on tests used in
AYP calculations or no graduation rate (if applicable), calculations were based on the school
district averages. If no school district values are available, county-wide averages are used.

m Cl =Passed using confidence intervals: Small schools and LEAs with fewer than 100 valid
scores have adjusted AMOs to account for the small number of test scores. These schools and
LEAs met the adjusted percent proficient criteria using a confidence interval methodology. Very
small schools and LEAs with fewer than 11 valid scores have adjusted API criteria to account
for the very small number of test scores. These schools and LEAs met the adjusted AP criteria
using confidence interval methodology.

m CK = CAPA and CAHSEE only: Schools with CAPA and CAHSEE but no CST results have
APIs based only on CAPA and CAHSEE.

m CP = CAPA only: Schools with CAPA but no CST results have APIs based only on CAPA.
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Alternative Methods Descriptions (continued)

m EN = Enroliment less than 50: Schools or LEAs with less than 50 students enrolled do not
have participation rate criteria, and “Yes” is shown for school-wide or LEA-wide in the “Met 2006
AYP Criteria” column on the report.

m ER =Enroliment 50 to 99: Small schools and LEAs with 50 to 99 enroliment have slightly
adjusted participation rate criteria to account for the small numbers. Schools or LEAs with 50
students enrolled met participation rate criteria by having at least 47 students tested. Schools
or LEAs with between 51 and 99 students enrolled met participation rate criteria by having a
schoolwide or LEA-wide participation rate of at least 95 percent, but the rate is rounded up to
the nearest whole number.

®m G1=Grade 11 only: High schools without grade ten CAHSEE results and no grade nine CST
results but with grade eleven CST results that include at least 95 percent tested on CST Math
have participation rates and percent proficient based on grade eleven CST results.

®m G9 = Grade 9 only: High schools without grade ten CAHSEE results but with grade nine CST
results have participation rates and percent proficient based on grade nine CST results.

m KC = CAHSEE only: Schools with CAHSEE but no STAR or CAPA results have APIs based
only on CAHSEE.

m OT = Other: In very rare cases, special calculations may have been required due to unique
situations.

® PS = Pair and share: California testing begins in grade two. For schools with only kindergarten
and/or grade one, the scores for the schools to which these students matriculate were used.
This is also referred to as “pairing and sharing.” For schools that do not supply pair and share
data, the school district or county values are used (CA or DA).

m PX = Proxy graduation rate: For traditional comprehensive high schools with no graduation
rates, a proxy graduation rate was calculated based on the school’s available CBEDS dropout
and enrollment data for grades 9-11.

m SH = Passed by Safe Harbor: The school, LEA, or subgroup met the criteria for Safe Harbor,
which is an alternate method of meeting the AMO if a school, LEA, or subgroup shows progress
in moving students from scoring at the below proficient level to the proficient level or above on
STAR, CAHSEE, and/or CAPA.

® Y2 =Passed by using 2-year average: Schools, LEAs, or subgroups that have not met 2006
AYP participation rate or percent proficient (AMO) criteria using a one-year formula met the
participation rate or AMO using a two-year formula.

m Y3 = Passed by using 3-year average: Schools, LEAs, or subgroups that have not met 2006
AYP participation rate or percent proficient (AMO) criteria using a one- or two-year formula met
the participation rate or AMO using a three-year formula.

Note: The original data for the school, LEA, or subgroup are shown on the 2006 AYP report, even though the
alternative method is used as the criterion, unless the school, LEA, or subgroup had no results for enrollment,
valid scores, and/or graduation rate. In those cases, the alternative data are shown on the report.
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The alternative methods listed in the table on the previous page may apply to one or
more of the four areas of AYP requirements (participation rate, AMO, API, graduation
rate). The following chart shows which methods apply to each of the four areas.

Alternative Methods Codes

Participation Graduation

Alternative Methods Rates AMOs APls Rates

AJ = Adjustment for students with
o NSS

disabilities
CA = County average SL SL SL
Cl= Eassed using confidence sl sl

intervals
CK = CAPA and CAHSEE only SL
CP = CAPA only SL
DA = District average SL SL SL SL
EN = Enroliment less than 50 SLINSS
ER = Enrollment 50 to 99 SLINSS
G1=Grade 11 only SLINSS SLINSS
G9 = Grade 9 only SLINSS SLINSS
KC = CAHSEE only SL
OT = Other SLINSS SLINSS SL SL
PS = Pair and share SL SL
PX = Proxy graduation rate SL
SH = Passed by Safe Harbor SLINSS
Y2 = Passed by using 2-year SLNSS SLNSS

average
Y3 = Passed by using 3-year SLNSS SLNSS

average

SL = Schoolwide or LEA-wide
NSS = Numerically significant subgroup
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Charter Schools
NCLB Requirements

This section summarizes information about the impact of Title I, Part A, requirements
on charter schools based on the Non-Regulatory Guidance: The Impact of the New
Title | Requirements on Charter Schools issued by the United States Department of
Education (ED) in July 2004. The guidance is available on the ED Web site at
http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/charterguidance03.doc.

Charter schools that are part of a local educational agency (LEA) (locally funded
charter schools) and charters that are their own LEA (direct-funded charter schools)
are subject to the same Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements of the No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 that apply to all public schools. If the charter school
receives Title | funds, the Program Improvement (PI) accountability provisions under
Section 1116 of Title I, Part A, also apply.

2006 AYP Report Rules

Charter schools may have special reporting or calculation rules in the 2006 AYP re-
ports.

Although a direct-funded charter school is considered to be its own LEA (California
Education Code Section 47636(a)(1)), the school is treated as a school and receives
the school report only. In addition, a direct-funded charter school is subject to the Pl
provisions that apply to schools and not LEAs.

For direct-funded charter schools with no valid test scores for assessments used in
AYP calculations, the school is assigned the percent proficient results of its authorizing
charter agency. If results of the authorizing agency are absent, results of the county as
a whole are used.

Direct-funded comprehensive charter high schools with appropriate dropout and
graduate data have their 2006 graduation rates calculated using standard procedures.

Direct-funded charter high schools with a primary mission of returning students to a
regular classroom in a comprehensive high school (e.g., a charter continuation high
school) have their 2006 graduation rates assigned as the graduation rate of its au-
thorizing charter agency. If results of the authorizing agency are absent, results of the
county as a whole are used.

Direct-funded comprehensive charter high schools that do not have appropriate
graduate data for calculating a standard 2006 graduation rate (e.g., first-year schools)
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receive a proxy graduation rate, calculated from their CBEDS dropout and enroliment
data. The method of calculating a proxy graduation rate is described on page 44.

AYP results from direct-funded charter schools will not be counted in the AYP results of
the sponsoring school district or county office of education.

Role of Charter School Authorizer

The entity that authorizes a direct-funded or locally funded charter school has respon-
sibility to assure accountability requirements for a school identified as Pl are met.
School districts, county offices of education, and the State Board of Education (SBE),
as authorizers of charter schools, must work closely with the school to ensure that Pl
requirements are met and that the school receives technical assistance to improve
student performance.

The charter school authorizer is responsible in general for holding charter schools
accountable to Title I, Part A, provisions, that include parent/guardian involvement and
the highly qualified teacher and paraprofessional requirements.

A charter school authorizer must assure a direct-funded charter school identified as PI
takes the following actions:

® Promptly inform parents or guardians of each student enrolled in the school of the
school’s Pl status, the reason for the Pl identification, what the school is doing to
improve student achievement, and how parents or guardians can be involved in ad-
dressing the academic issues that led to the identification. A sample parent/guard-
ian notification letter for Year 1 PI charter schools is available on the CDE Web site
at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ti/documents/3parenttempcharter.doc.

m Ensure that the school is receiving technical assistance to revise its school plan.
The plan must be revised within three months of Pl identification and must cover a
two-year period.

m Review the revised school plan through a peer review process and approve the
school plan.

m Take corrective actions in Year 3 and appropriate restructuring modifications in
Year 4.

®m Ensure that the school complies with professional development requirements. Pl
schools must set aside 10 percent of their Title | allocation for professional develop-
ment for teachers and other school staff. (This requirement excludes funds provided
under NCLB Section 1119(1)—highly qualified teachers and paraprofessionals.)
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Resources Available for Pl Charter Schools

LEA authorizers that receive Title | funds and direct-funded charters as their own LEA
may reserve Title |, Part A, funds on the Consolidated Application (Con App), Part

I, on the Reservations for Title I, Part A, page to cover the costs of required NCLB-
related activities, such as professional development for school staff, parental/guardian
involvement, and Pl mandates.

Direct-funded charters can help offset the costs incurred by a charter school autho-
rizer that does not receive Title | funds, by using the allowable set-aside funds on the
Reservations for Title |, Part A page of the Con App to pay for needed services that are
provided by the charter school authorizer.

Title | Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

Both locally funded and direct-funded charter schools, in collaboration with the charter
school authorizer, must provide and pay for supplemental educational services if the
schools are identified as Pl schools in Years 2-5. Locally funded and direct-funded
charter schools that are not in Pl are eligible to become supplemental educational
services providers.

Locally Funded Charter Schools

An LEA with a locally funded charter school that is in Pl must provide school choice op-
tions with paid transportation to non-P| schools within the LEA. The LEA may list locally
funded charter schools that are not in Pl as choice options for students transferring
from Pl schools within the LEA. An LEA also may enter into an agreement with a non-
Pl direct-funded charter school within its geographic area to allow for student transfers.
To the extent practicable, the LEA must enter into an agreement with a neighboring
school district if no school choice options are available within the LEA.

If there are no choice options within the LEA, the LEA also may offer supplemental ed-
ucational services for those students that choose to remain at the school during Year 1.
LEAs and schools that choose to offer supplemental educational services during Year 1
are not required to use approved supplemental educational services providers.
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Direct-Funded Charter Schools

Direct-funded charters, with the assistance of the charter school authorizer, must
inform the parents or guardians of students enrolled in the school of the option to
return to the “home” public school. If the home public school is a Pl school, the parent
or guardian may obtain information about transferring to a non-PI school within the
“home” LEA with paid transportation, by contacting the “home” LEA.

If students choose to remain at the school, direct-funded charter schools in Year 1 of
Pl may also offer supplemental educational services to students who need additional
help.

To the extent practicable, the direct-funded charter (as a charter school LEA) must en-

ter into an agreement with a neighboring LEA if no school choice options are available
within the “home” LEA or direct-funded charter school.

NCLB Qualifications of Teachers and Paraprofessionals

All charter schools must meet the requirements pertaining to the qualification of teach-
ers under NCLB. Charter school paraprofessionals hired to work in programs support-
ed with Title I, Part A funds must meet the paraprofessional provisions of the law in the
same manner as public schools. More information about teacher and paraprofessional
requirements can be found on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/tq/
and http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/tq/parafaq.asp.
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CAPA 1.0 Percent Cap for LEAs

Accountability under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act for certain students with severe
cognitive disabilities is based on performance on the California Alternate Performance As-
sessment (CAPA), which tests students using a subset of California’s content standards. For
calculating Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), federal regulations adopted on December 9,
2003, set a cap of 1.0 percent on the percentage of students in a local educational agency
(LEA) whose scores can be counted as proficient or above based on an alternate assess-
ment using alternate achievement standards. (An LEA is a school district or county office of
education.) This cap may be exceeded in cases where the LEA provides adequate justifica-
tion to the state. Absent an exception, proficient or advanced level scores above the cap
must be counted as not proficient in AYP calculations.

The percentage for determining if an LEA is above the 1.0 percent cap is calculated sepa-
rately for both English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics in grades two through eight
and ten using the following formula:

B Numerator = Number of proficient and advanced scores on 2006 CAPA from non-mobile
students in a content area

“Mobile students” are defined as those who first enrolled in the LEA after the Octo-
ber 2005 CBEDS date.

B Denominator = 2006 Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program enrollment on
the first day of testing, less mobile students

The numerator only includes those scores used in calculating the percent proficient or above
level, and the denominator includes all students in the grades assessed. There is no round-
ing in determining the proportion of test takers (i.e., 1.09 is not 1.1 and a proportion of a
student would not be considered one student).

The final federal regulations became effective for the 2004 AYP. The California Department
of Education (CDE) developed criteria and the methodology for meeting the NCLB regula-
tions regarding the 1.0 percent cap. All LEAs were notified in July 2006 of the process to
apply for an exception. The deadline for applying for an exception was August 4, 2006. The
official AYP determination of LEAs that are over the 1.0 percent cap is not included in
the August 2006 release of the 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress reports. This informa-
tion will be provided in the October 2006 update of the reports. Exception requests are
reviewed and processed by the CDE. The status of exception requests will be noted on later
versions of the 2006 AYP Report.

Information about the CAPA 1.0 percent cap criteria is located on the CDE Web site at http://
www.cde.ca.gov/ayp/ and http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/capa.asp.

Questions about calculating the 1.0 percent cap should be addressed to the Academic Ac-
countability Unit (AAU) of the Policy and Evaluation Division at (916) 319-0863 or by e-mail
at aau@cde.ca.gov. Questions regarding the application for exception to the 1.0 percent cap
should be addressed to Holly Evans-Pongratz, Consultant, in the Assessment Evaluation
and Support Unit of the Special Education Division at (916) 327-3702.
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Background Information (continued)

Il. Federal Accountability: Program Improvement
School Accountability
LEA Accountability
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School Accountability

Identification of Schools for PI

The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 requires that all schools annu-
ally meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) criteria. Schools that receive Title I, Part A,
Basic, funds will be identified for Program Improvement (PI) if they do not meet AYP
criteria for two consecutive years in specific areas. The PI requirements of NCLB do not
apply to schools that do not receive Title |, Part A, Basic funds.

Local educational agencies (LEAs) have the primary responsibility to identify Pl
schools and to notify parents or guardians of students enrolled in the school of
the school’s Pl status. LEAs should identify Title | schools as either Pl or not Pl based
on the August 31, 2006, AYP results, the 2006-07 PI identification criteria shown in the
table below, and the examples on the following pages. The parent/guardian notification,
including the option to transfer to a non-Pl school with paid transportation, must occur
no later than September 1. The 2006-07 PI status of schools (and LEAs) based on
2005 and 2006 AYP results may be confirmed by consulting the 2006—07 PI Report on
August 31, 2006.

In prior years, the determination of a school’s PI status depended in part on whether
the school was a Targeted Assistance School (TAS) or was operating a Schoolwide
Program (SWP). In TAS, Title | funds benefit only Title I-eligible students, while in SWP
schools, the funds benefit all students. Therefore for 2005 AYP, the PI identification of a
TAS was based in part on the disaggregation of data for the school’s socioeconomically
disadvantaged (SED) student subgroup.

For 2006 AYP, the United States Department of Education (ED) approved California’s
request to eliminate the distinction between TAS and SWP schools in Pl identification.
The new procedure ends perceived inconsistencies in the treatment of TAS and SWP
schools. Also, the new procedure greatly simplifies Pl identification since disaggregation
for SED students is no longer necessary and allows the California Department of
Education (CDE) to identify schools for Pl at the same time the AYP data are released.
The following table shows the 2006 PI identification criteria for Title | schools.

2006-07 P! Identification Criteria for Title | Schools

A Title | school will be 1. Does not make AYP in the same content area (ELA or mathematics)
identified for Pl when, for (schoolwide or any numerically significant subgroup)

each of two consecutive OR

years, the school:

2. Does not make AYP on the same indicator (API or graduation rate)
(schoolwide)

ELA = English-language arts
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Four Examples of Pl Identification for Title | Schools

Content Area
Example 1 Example 2
Big Dipper Elementary Little Dipper Elementary
2005 2006 2005 2006
Met all criteria except Met all criteria except Met all criteria except Met all criteria
percent proficient > percent proficient percent proficient except participation
(AMO) in ELA (AMO) in mathematics (AMO) in ELA rate in ELA
Was not the same Was the same
|dentified if percent content area |dentified if percent content area
proficient (AMO) or proficient (AMO) or
participation rate not participation rate not
met for two consecutive v met for two consecutive
years in the same years in the same
content area Not Identified for PI content area |dentified for Pl
ELA = English-language arts
Indicator
Example 3 Example 4
North Star High Jupiter High
2005 2006 2005 2006
Met all criteria Met all criteria Met all criteria Met all criteria
except API > except graduation except graduation except graduation
requirement rate requirement rate requirement rate requirement
Was not the same Was the same
Identified if same indicator Identified if same indicator
indicator (APl or indicator (APl or
graduation rate) graduation rate)
not met for two y not met for two
consecutive years Not dentified for P! consecutive years Identified for P!
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Schools Already in PI

Three options for schools that have been identified for Pl are as follows:

Advancing in Pl

A school that begins the school year in Pl and does not meet all AYP criteria for that
school year will advance to the next year of PI. For example, a school that implement-
ed Year 1 of PI during the 2005-06 school year and did not meet all 2006 AYP criteria
will advance to Year 2 of Pl during 2006—07. This school must continue the interven-
tions that began during Year 1 and begin those interventions required in Year 2.

Maintaining PI Status

A school that begins the school year in Pl and meets all AYP criteria for that school
year will maintain the same Pl status for the next school year. For example, a school
that implemented Year 1 of Pl during the 2005-06 school year and met all 2006 AYP
criteria will maintain Year 1 of Pl during 2006-07. This school must continue to offer
the interventions begun during Year 1.

Exiting PI

A school will exit Pl if it makes AYP for two consecutive years.

A school exiting Pl will not be subject to Title | corrective actions or other NCLB
sanctions.

Changes to Pl Status

Each year, various data review and correction processes are provided for LEAs to
correct demographic data errors that occur as part of statewide testing and the sub-
sequent reporting of accountability data. The CDE revises the accountability reports
after it receives demographic corrections from the test publisher. In addition, updates
and corrections to accountability reports also occur due to other reasons, such as late
testing by LEAs, appeal decisions, or other testing and accountability processes. The
CDE notifies each school and LEA of any changes to APl and AYP reports, including
updates to Pl status information. The following describes regularly scheduled updates
to the PI status information for 2006-07:

August 31, 2006 AYP reports released, including PI status information
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October 2006 AYP reports updated to incorporate STAR Program data
changes for late testing LEAs, CAHSEE data corrections made
in August, appeal and exception decisions, and CAPA realloca-
tions

Pl status information updated following revision of AYP reports

January 2007 AYP reports updated to incorporate additional data corrections
made through the test publisher

February 2007 Pl status information updated following revision of AYP reports

Some schools or LEAs may be identified for Pl after the August 31, 2006, release
(when the October 2006 or February 2007 updates of the 2006 AYP and 2006-07
Pl reports will occur). In these cases, the school or LEA must immediately imple-
ment the required Pl activities. In addition, if the school or LEA does not make
AYP in 2007, it will advance to the next year of Pl in the 2007-08 school year.
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LEA Accountability

Identification of LEAs for PI

NCLB Section 1116 (c)(3) requires the California Department of Education (CDE) to
annually review the performance of each LEA receiving Title |, Part A, Basic funds. The
CDE must then identify for Program Improvement (PI) any LEA that has not made Ad-
equate Yearly Progress (AYP) for two consecutive years in specific areas. The require-
ments of NCLB to identify LEAs for Pl do not apply to LEAs that do not receive Title |,
Part A, Basic funds.

Currently, school districts, direct-funded charter schools, and county offices of educa-
tion are LEAs that are eligible to receive Title |, Part A, Basic funds. However, single
school districts and direct-funded charter schools are treated as schools (not
as LEAs) for AYP and Pl identification purposes. For these school districts and
charter schools, refer to information about school Pl identification, which is pro-
vided on pages 61 to 65. AYP results from direct-funded charter schools will not
be counted in the AYP results of the sponsoring school district or county office
of education.

Pl information for LEAs is included in the 2006-07 PI reports released on August 31,
2006.

2006-07 PI Identification Criteria for Title | LEAs

An LEA receiving Title | ™ Does not make AYP in the same content area (English-language arts

|, Part A, Basic funds [ELA] or mathematics) AND does not meet AYP criteria in the same

will be identified for PI content area in each grade span (grades two through five, grades six

status when, for each of |  through eight, and grade ten)

two consecutive years, OR

the LEA: m Does not make AYP on the same indicator (LEA-wide API or graduation
rate for high school students)

The AMO targets for grade spans two through five and six through eight are the
same as those used for elementary and middle schools (shown on page 27). The
AMO targets for grade span ten are the same as those used for high schools
(shown on page 28).
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Identifying LEAs for Pl is a two-step test. First, test 1 is applied. Under test 1, achieve-
ment data of LEAs that receive Title | funds are aggregated to the LEA level to de-
termine which LEAs missed AYP in the same content area or on the same additional
indicator for two consecutive years. LEAs that missed the same additional indicator
criteria for two consecutive years are identified for PI. For those LEAs that missed the
same content area criteria only, test 2 is applied. Under test 2, the LEA results are
disaggregated by grade spans. LEAs that missed the content area criteria are identi-
fied for PI if all grade spans missed AYP in the same content area for two consecutive

years.

Four Examples of Pl Identification of Title | LEAs

Y

Not subject to Test 2
and not identified as PI

Indicator
Example 1 Example 2
Orion Unified School District Jupiter County Office of Education
Test 1 Test 1
2005 2006 2005 2006
" Met all criteria except Met all criteria except Met all criteria except
Mept‘s:lr%ntjir::rﬁgﬁ?pt > percent proficient for all graduation rate > graduation rate
. students in ELA requirement requirement
Was not the same
content area W?rsl (}?ce a:g;ne
or indicator

Identified for Pl
(Test 2 does not apply)
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Content Area
Example 3 Example 4
Mars High School District Galaxy Unified School District
Test 1 Test 1
2005 2006 2005 2006
Met all criteria Met all criteria except Met all criteria Met all criteria except
except participation > percent proficient except participation > percent proficient
rate for Hispanic for White subgroup rate for Hispanic for White subgroup
subgroup in ELA in ELA subgroup in ELA in ELA
Was the same Was the same
content area content area

Test 2
2005

All grade spans
missed participation
rate for Hispanic
subgroup in ELA

At risk of being
|dentified as Pl

2006

Elementary and middle
grade spans missed
percent proficient for

Asian subgroup in ELA,
but high school grade

span made participation

rate and percent
proficient in ELA

One grade span
made AYP in same
content area

Not Identified as PI

Test 2

2005

Elementary and middle
grade spans missed
percent proficient for

English learners in ELA,
and high school grade
span missed percent

proficient in ELA

At risk of being
Identified as Pl

2006

Elementary grade
span missed percent
proficient for White
subgroup in ELA, and
middle and high school
grade spans missed
participation rates
in ELA

Missed the same

content area for

all grade spans in
both years

Identified as PI
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LEAs Already in Pl

Three options for LEAs that have been identified for Pl are as follows:

Advancing in Pl

An LEA that begins the school year in Pl and does not make AYP will advance to the
next year of Pl status. For example, if an LEA that implemented Year 1 of PI during
the 2005-06 school year and did not make all 2006 AYP criteria will advance to Year
2 of PI during 2006-07. This LEA must continue to implement the plan developed in
Year 1.

Maintaining PI Status

An LEA that begins the school year in Pl and makes AYP will maintain the same PI
status for the next school year. For example, an LEA that implemented Year 1 of PI
during the 2005-06 school year and made all 2006 AYP criteria will maintain Year 1
status during 2006—07. This LEA must continue to implement the plan developed in
Year 1.

Exiting PI
An LEA will exit Pl status by making AYP for two consecutive years. An LEA exiting Pl
will not be subject to Title | corrective actions or other NCLB sanctions.

The grade span criteria only is applied when initially identifying LEAs for Pl and does
not apply when determining if LEAs advance in their Pl status, maintain their Pl status,
or exit PI.

Changes to PI Status

Each year, various data review and correction processes are provided for LEAs to
correct demographic data errors that occur as part of statewide testing and the subse-
quent reporting of accountability data. The information regarding changes to school Pl
status described on pages 63-64 also applies to changes to LEA Pl status.

LEA Pl Requirements Summary

The following summary lists the provisions for an LEA entering or advancing in PI:

m The LEA, with the assistance of the state educational agency (SEA), must inform
parents or guardians of the LEA’s Pl status.

® The LEA must develop or revise the LEA improvement plan within three months of
Pl identification and promptly implement the plan.
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® The LEA must reserve not less than 10 percent of the LEA Title | allocation for high
quality professional development. (This requirement excludes funds provided under
NCLB Section 1119[i]—highly qualified teachers and paraprofessionals.) In the 10
percent, LEAs may include the school level 10 percent reservation for professional
development required in Pl schools.

m |n Year 2 of PI, the LEA must continue to implement the revised plan.

m In Year 3 of P, the LEA is subject to corrective action by the State Education
Agency (SEA).

Impact of Pl Status on Providing Supplemental Educational Services

An LEA that is identified for PI may not be a supplemental educational services pro-
vider. An exception occurs in the case of providing supplemental educational services
to English learners and students with disabilities. A PI LEA must provide supplemen-
tal educational services to students with disabilities and English learners directly or
through a contractor if there are no approved providers to do so.

Results of the July 2005 meeting of the State Board of Education (SBE) has an impact
on county offices of education (COEs) identified for Pl and on supplemental education-
al services. If a COE chooses to bifurcate its responsibilities, county operated schools/
programs could fall into PI status while the separate county services function could
apply to the state for approval to be a supplemental educational services provider.
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Specific Pl Requirements for LEAs

Parent/Guardian Notification Requirements

1. The state education agency (SEA) must work with a Pl LEA to arrange for notification of the parents
or guardians of each student enrolled in a school district regarding the LEA's Pl status. The informa-
tion must be provided directly using regular mail or e-mail and indirectly using the Internet, the
media, or public agencies.

2. Atemplate, accessible on the CDE Web site in multiple languages, may be used by LEAs to notify
parents/guardians. The notification must be written in clear, non-technical language that can be eas-
ily understood by parents/guardians. It must inform parents or guardians of:

m The reason for identification of the LEA as P!
® How parents or guardians can get involved in improving the LEA
m Actions the SEA will take to improve the LEA

3. The CDE also must work with the LEA to disseminate information to parents or guardians and the
public about the corrective action taken by the CDE for PI LEAs in Year 3. The CDE will publicize
such information through the Internet, the media, and public agencies.
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PI LEA Specific Requirements, Years 1-3
Responsibilities of SEA or LEA

SEA

® Provide or arrange for the provision of technical assistance or other assistance to the LEA, based
on effective methods and instructional strategies grounded in scientifically based research.

m Assist the LEA to revise and then implement its LEA plan for improvement.

m Assist the LEA to work more effectively with its PI schools.

LEA

A. Revision/development of the LEA plan

m Develop or revise an improvement plan within three months of Pl identification based on the
LEA assessment.

m Submit the plan to the local school board for approval and then to the CDE.

B. Content of the plan
The purpose of revising the LEA plan is to address the deficiencies in the LEA that prevent
students in its schools from achieving proficiency in reading and mathematics. The plan also must
analyze and address LEA problems of leadership for schools, governance, fiscal infrastructure,
and curriculum and instruction. Specifically, the plan must:

m Define specific measurable achievement goals and targets for each of the student subgroups,
especially those that did not make AYP.

m ncorporate strategies grounded in scientifically based research that will strengthen instruction
in the core content areas.

m |nclude, as appropriate, student extended learning activities before and/or after school, during
the summer, and during any extension of the school year.

® Provide high-quality professional development for instructional staff that focuses primarily on
improved standards-based instruction.

m |nclude strategies to promote effective parent/guardian involvement in the schools served by
the LEA.

The plan must also specify the fiscal responsibilities of the LEA and detail the required technical
assistance that the SEA will provide.
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Responsibilities of SEA or LEA

C. Reservation of not less than 10 percent of the LEA Title | allocation for high quality profes-
sional development.

m Use the 10 percent specifically for instructional staff to improve classroom teaching.

m May include the 10 percent of Title I, Part A, funds that schools in Pl reserve for professional
development in this 10 percent total. The LEA may not include in the 10 percent total the mini-
mum 5 percent reserved by the LEA to help teachers to become highly qualified.

Year 2

SEA

m Continue to ensure that the LEA is provided with technical assistance.

SEA

m Continue to implement the plan developed in Year 1.

Year 3

SEA

The SEA must take corrective action against a Pl LEA if the LEA remains in P for two years after
identification. However, because the successful functioning of the LEA is critical to school and student
academic achievement, the SEA may, at any time during P!, identify an LEA for corrective action as
follows:

m Notify the LEA of its corrective action status and provide the LEA with a public hearing no later
than 45 days following identification, if the LEA requests a public hearing.

m Continue to ensure that the LEA is provided with technical assistance.
m Take at least one of the following corrective actions:
* Defer programmatic funds or reduce administrative funds.

* Institute and fully implement a new curriculum based on state and local content achievement
standards, including provision of research-based professional development for all relevant staff.

Replace the LEA staff that are related to the inability of the LEA to make adequate progress.

* Remove individual schools from the jurisdiction of the LEA and arrange for their public gover-
nance and supervision.

* Appoint a receiver or trustee to administer the affairs of the LEA in place of the superintendent
and local school board.

+ Abolish or restructure the school district.

In conjunction with at least one of the actions above, the SEA also may authorize students to transfer,
with paid transportation, to a higher performing school that is not in Pl in another LEA.

State law allows the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, with the approval of the State Board
of Education, to also require the LEA to contract with an LEA assistance and intervention team, in
addition to at least one of the sanctions above.
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2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

Background Information (continued)
lll. Sample Internet Reports for 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress

List of Schools
County List of Schools
Local Educational Agency (LEA) List of Schools

LEA Report

Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) Summary
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Overview

AYP Chart

AYP Report

Program Improvement (Pl) Report

Pl Grade Span Report

School Report
APR Summary
AYP Qverview

AYP Chart
AYP Report
Pl Report
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2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

Sample Internet Reports
County List of Schools

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

County List of Schools
2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

API County List of Schools

COUNTY: ORION (API = Academic Performance Index)
County Code: 98

| Met 2006 Criteria for: | | Pistatus |
English- Graduation
All Components ~ Language Arts ~ Mathematics API Rate PI Status

POLARIS UNIFIED No No No Yes Yes Year 1
Elementary Schools

Big Dipper Elementary No No No Yes N/A Year 2

Jupiter Elementary No Yes No Yes N/A Notin PI

Sunrise Elementary Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Not T1
Middle Schools

Mercury Middle Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Not T1

Milky Way Middle No No No No N/A Year 3
High Schools

North Star High No No No Yes Yes Notin PI
ASAM Schools

Pluto Middle No No No Yes N/A Not in PI
SATURN UNIFIED Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Not in PI
Elementary Schools

Mars Elementary Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Notin PI

Pluto Elementary Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Notin T1
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Sample Internet Reports
LEA List of Schools

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division

Local Educational Agency (LEA) List of Schools August 31, 2006
2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

APR LEA Summary
LEA: Polaris Unified API LEA List of Schools
LEA Type: Unified API County List of Schools
County: Orion AYP LEA Report
CD Code: 08-98765 AYP County List of Schools

(An LEAs a school district or county office of education.)
(API = Academic Performance Index)

| Met 2006 Criteria for: | | Pistatus |
English- Graduation
All Components  Language Arts ~ Mathematics API Rate PI Status

POLARIS UNIFIED No No No Yes Yes Year 1
Elementary Schools

Big Dipper Elementary No No No Yes N/A Year 2

Jupiter Elementary No Yes No Yes N/A Notin PI

Sunrise Elementary Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Not T1
Middle Schools

Mercury Middle Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Not T1

Milky Way Middle No No No No N/A Year 3
High Schools

North Star High No No No Yes Yes Notin P
ASAM Schools

Pluto Middle No No No Yes N/A Notin PI
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Sample Internet Reports
LEA APR Summary Report—Unified School District

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Summary

2005-06 APR
API LEA List of Schools
LEA: Polaris Unified API County List of Schools
LEA Type: Unlfled AYP LEA List F)f Schools
AYP County List of Schools

County: ~ Orion
CD Code:  98-98765

(An LEA s a school district or county office of education.)

2005-06 APR 2005-06 State API
Summary | Glossary | 2005 Base | Guide |2006Growth| Guide

2006 Federal AYP and PI

State Accountability: Academic Performance Index (API)

2005 API Base 2006 API Growth Growth in the API from 2005 to 2006
720 751 31

API growth target information is not applicable to LEAs, to schools in the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM), or to schools that do
not have a valid 2005 API Base.

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: No

Met AYP Criteria: English-Language Arts Mathematics
Participation Rate No No
Percent Proficient No No
API - Additional Indicator for AYP Yes
Graduation Rate Yes

Program Improvement (Pl)
PI Status: In Pl

California Department of Education August 2006 78



2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

Sample Internet Reports
LEA AYP Overview—Unified School District

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Overview August 31, 2006
2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

2006 AYP and PI links:

LEA: Polaris Unified LEA Chart

LEA Type:  Unified LEA Report

County: Orion LEA PI Status and Grade Spans
. i LEA List of Schools

CD Code: 98-98765 County List of Schools

(An LEAis a school district or county office of education.)

2005-06 APR 2005-06 State API
Summary Glossary | 2005 Base | Guide | 2006 Growth | Guide

2006 Federal AYP and PI

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: No
Met 27 of 34 AYP Criteria
Met AYP Criteria: English-Language Arts Mathematics
Participation Rate No No
Percent Proficient No No
API - Additional Indicator for AYP Yes
Graduation Rate Yes
Met 2006 AYP Criteria
GROUPS Participation Rate Percent Proficient
English-Language Arts ~ Mathematics English-Language Arts ~ Mathematics
LEA-wide Yes Yes Yes Yes
African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) Yes Yes Yes Yes
American Indian or Alaska Native - - - -
Asian Yes Yes Yes Yes
Filipino - - - -
Hispanic or Latino Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pacific Islander - - - -
White (not of Hispanic origin) Yes Yes Yes Yes
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged Yes Yes No Yes
English Learners Yes Yes No No
Students with Disabilities No No No No
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Sample Internet Reports
LEA AYP Chart—Unified School District

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Chart
2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

2006 AYP and P! links:

LEA: Polaris Unified LEA Overview
LEAType:  Unified % ST
, . LEAP! Status and Grade Spans |
ggu(r)]tyd 8;32765 LEA List of Schools
oae - County List of Schools

(An LEAs a school district or county office of education.)

2005-06 APR
Glossary

2005-06 State API
2005 Base Guide 2006 Growth Guide

2006 Federal AYP and PI

Summary

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: No
Met 27 of 34 AYP Criteria
Met AYP Criteria: English-Language Arts Mathematics

Participation Rate No No

Percent Proficient No No

API - Additional Indicator for AYP Yes

Graduation Rate Yes

English-Language Arts Mathematics
GROUPS Percent At or Above Proficient Percent At or Above Proficient
Percent 2006 Percent Percent 2006 Percent
AtorAbove Proficient Target At or Above Proficient Target
Proficient 23.0% 100% Proficient 23.7% 100%

LEA-wide 323 40.8

African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) 236 25.7

American Indian or Alaska Native - | - |

Asian 283 45.1

Filipino - | - |

Hispanic or Latino 26.4 33.0

Pacific Islander - | - |

White (not of Hispanic origin) 43.7 52.2

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 215 | 30.6

English Learners 9.4 | 223 I

Students with Disabilities 9.9 | 16.4 |
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Sample Internet Reports
LEA AYP Report—Unified School District

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Report

2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report 2006 AYP and P! links:

LEA Overview
LEA: Polaris Unified %t e
LEAT nif atus and Grade Spans
C tYPe g , ed LEA List of Schools
ounty: rion County List of Schools
CD Code:  98-98765 (An LEAis a school district or county office of education.)
2005-06 APR 2005-06 State API 2006 Federal AYP and Pl

Guide | 2006 Growth |  Guide

Summary | Glossary | 2005 Base |

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: No
Met 27 of 34 AYP Criteria

California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA)

Percent Proficient and Above Above 1.0 Exception Approved
English-Language Arts 0.7 No N/A
Mathematics 0.7 No N/A
ininati English-Language Arts Mathematics
Participation Rate Target 95% Target 95%
Met all participation rate criteria? No Met all participation rate criteria? No
Enrollment ~ Number of Enrollment ~ Number of
FirstDay ~ Students Met2006  Alternative FirstDay  Students Met2006  Alternative

GROUPS ofTesng ~ Tested  Rate  AYPCrieria  Method ofTestng  Tested  Rate  AYPCriteria  Method
LEA-wide 6,637 6469 97  Yes 6,637 645 97  Yes

African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) 580 562 97  Yes 580 533 92 Yes Y3

American Indian or Alaska Native 45 43 9% - 45 43 9% -

Asian 868 853 98  Yes 868 852 98  Yes

Filipino 83 82 99 - 5 81 98 -

Hispanic or Latino 2872 2788 97  Yes 2872 2795 97  Yes

Pacific Islander 18 18 100 - 18 18 100 -

White (not of Hispanic origin) 2108 2063 98  Yes 2108 205 98  Yes

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 3490 3380 97  Yes 3490 3385 97 Yes

English Learners 1,328 1288 97  Yes 1328 1,248 94 Yes Y2*

Students with Disabilities 724 619 86 No 724 629 87  No

The 2006 AYP criterion was met by using the Alternative Method (Y2 = Passed by using a 2-year average; Y3 = Passed by using a 3- year average).
However, only the one-year rate is printed in the “Rate” column (also see page 34). Alist of Alternative Methods codes is shown on pages 52 to 54.
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Sample Internet Reports

ADEQUATE

YEARLY

LEA AYP Report—Unified School District (continued)
2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

Percent Proficient - Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

PROGRESS

REPORT

English-Language Arts
Target 23.0%
Met all percent proficient criteria? No

Mathematics
Target 23.7%
Met all percent proficient criteria? No

Number At Percent At Number At~ Percent At

Valid orAbove  orAbove  Met2006  Alternative Valid orAbove  orAbove  Met2006  Alternative

GROUPS Scores  Proficient  Proficient  AYP Criteria ~ Method Scores  Proficient  Proficient ~ AYP Criteria ~ Method
LEA-wide 5930 1919 323  Yes 5911 2416 408  Yes

African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) 491 108 219* Yes Y2 481 106 218" Yes  Y3*

American Indian or Alaska Native 36 7 194 - 36 12 333 -

Asian 789 224 283  Yes 789 356 451 Yes

Filipino 69 37 536 - 68 48 705 -

Hispanic or Latino 2556 676 264  Yes 2557 846 330  Yes

Pacific Islander 11 3 212 - 11 6 545 -

White (not of Hispanic origin) 1949 853 437  Yes 1,942 1,015 522 Yes

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 2999 645 215 No 2999 919 306 Yes

English Leamners 1174 11 94 No 1173 262 223 No

Students with Disabilities 594 59 99 No 601 9 164 No

The 2006 AYP criterion was met by using the Alternative Method (Y2 = Passed by using a 2-year average; Y3 = Passed by using a 3- year average).
However, only the one-year rate is printed in the “Rate” column (also see page 35). Alist of Alternative Methods codes is shown on pages 52 to 54.

Academic Performance Index - Additional Indicator for AYP

2005 API 2006 API 2005-06 Met 2006
Base Growth Growth API Criteria Alternative Method
720 751 31 Yes N/A

2006 API Criteria for meeting federal AYP: A minimum “2006 API Growth” score of 590 OR “2005-06 API Growth” of at
least one point.

Graduation Rate

Rate for 2005, | Rate for 2006, Average Met 2006
Class of Class of Change 2-Year Graduation
2003-04 2004-05 Change | Rate Criteria Alternative Method
79.5 81.6 2.1 0.0 Yes N/A

2006 Graduation Rate Criteria: A “Rate for 2006” of at least 82.9 OR “Change” (improvement in the rate from the previous
year) of at least 0.1 OR “Average 2-Year Change” (improvement in the average two-year rate) of at least 0.2.
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Sample Internet Reports
LEA Pl Report—Unified School District

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Report - Pl Status and Grade Spans
2006-07 Program Improvement (Pl) Report

2006 AYP and PI links:

LEA Overview
LEA: Polaris Unified LEA Chart
LEAType: Unified LEA Report
County: ~ Orion LEA List of Schools
CD Code: 98-98765 County List of Schools

(An LEAs a school district or county office of education.)
2006 Federal AYP and PI

2005-06 APR 2005-06 State AP
Summary | Glossary | 2005Base | Guide | 2006 Growth | Guide

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) \

Pl Status:

2006-07 PI Placement: Year 1
Prior Pl Placement: Notin PI
First Year of Pl Implementation: 2006-07

Met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Criteria

English-Language Arts Mathematics AP| Graduation Rate
2005 No Yes by appeal Yes Yes
2006 No No Yes Yes
Met Grade Span Criteria
English-Language Arts Mathematics Grade Span Reports
2005 Grades 2-5 No No
Grades 6-8 No Yes
Grade 10 No No
2006 Grades 2-5 No No
Grades 6-8 No Yes
Grade 10 No No
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Sample Internet Reports
LEA Pl Grade Span Report—Unified School District

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

Local Educational Agency (LEA) Report

2006-07 Program Improvement (PI) Report

2006 Grade Span Report - Grades 2-5
2006 AYP and P! links:

LEA: PO'_?“S Unified LEA PI Status and Grade Spans

LEA Type:  Unified LEA List of Schools

County: ~ Orion County List of Schools

CD Code:  98-98765 (An LEA s a school district or county office of education.)
2005-06 APR 2005-06 State API 2006 Federal AYP and PI

Guide | 2006 Growth |  Guide

Summary | Glossary | 2005 Base |

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

2006 Participation Rate - Grade Span 2-5

English-Language Arts Mathematics
Target 95% Target 95%
Met all participation rate criteria? No Met all participation rate criteria? No
Enrollment ~ Number of Enrollment ~ Number of

FirstDay  Students Met2006  Alternative FirstDay  Students Met2006  Alternative
GROUPS ofTesng  Tested  Rale AYPCriteria  Method ofTestng  Tested  Rate AYPCiteria Method
All Students in Grade Slpan S 2212 2156 97 Yes 212 2153 97 Yes
African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) 193 187 97 Yes 193 185 96 Yes
American Indian or Alaska Native 15 15 100 - 15 15100 -
Asian 289 284 98 Yes 289 284 98 Yes
Filipino _ 28 28 99 - 28 28 100 -
Hispanic or Latino 957 929 97 Yes 97 932 97 Yes
Pacific Islander 6 6 100 - 6 6 100 -
White (not of Hispanic origin) 703 688 98  Yes 703 685 98  Yes
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 163 1127 97 Yes 1163 1163 100  Yes
English Learners = 443 429 97 Yes 443 443 100  Yes
Students with Disabilities 241 20 91 No 241 215 89 No
2006 Percent Proficient - Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) - Grade Span 2-5
English-Language Arts Mathematics
Target 24.4% Target 26.5%
Met all participation rate criteria? No Met all participation rate criteria? No
Number At Percent At Number At Percent At
Valid orAbove  orAbove  Met2006  Alternative Valid orAbove  orAbove  Met2006  Altenative
GROUPS Scores  Proficient  Proficient  AYP Criteria ~ Method Scores  Profient  Proficient  AYP Criteria  Method
LEA-wide . o 1977 670 338  Yes 1970 815 413  Yes
African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) 164 49 298  Yes 160 44 2715  Yes
American Indian or Alaska Native 12 3 250 - 12 3 250 -
Asian 263 105 399  Yes 263 109 414  Yes
Filipino _ 23 9 391 - 23 17 739 -
Hispanic or Latino 852 185 217 No 852 283 332  Yes
Pacific Islander 4 - - - 4 - - -
White (not of Hispanic origin) 650 264 406  Yes 647 342 528  Yes
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 1000 218 218 No 1000 301 3041 Yes
English Learners = 391 39 99 No 391 92 235 No
Students with Disabilities 198 28 141 No 200 3% 175 No

This sample report shows the LEA's Program Improvement grade span report for 2006 for grades two through five. The LEA's grade span report for 2006 would
also include a report of grades six through eight and of grade ten in the same format. The LEA's grade span report for 2005 would include reports for each grade
span (grades two through five, grades six through eight, and grade ten) for 2005 also in the same format.
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Sample Internet Reports
School APR Summary Report—Elementary School

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division

School Summary August 31, 2008
2005-06 APR
School: Big Dipper Elementary API LEA List of Schools
LEA: Polaris Unified Q\F("PCL%X‘E{ 'E'Stf%f iChT’O'S
: ISL 0T ©CNO0IS
nty: rion
County Orio AYP County List of Schools

CDS Code:  98-98765-9876543

An LEAis a school district or county office of education.
School Type:  Elementary ( ' )

Direct Funded Charter School: No

2005-06 APR 2005-06 State AP
Summary | Glossary | 2005 Base | Guide |20066rowth| Guide

2006 Federal AYP and PI

State Accountability: Academic Performance Index (API)

2005 API Base 2006 API Growth Growth in the API from 2005 to 2006
707 686 21

Met 2005-06 API Growth Targets:

Schoolwide No
Comparable Improvement No
Both No

Schools that do not have a valid 2005 API Base will not have any growth or target information.

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: No

Met AYP Criteria English-Language Arts Mathematics
Participation Rate Yes Yes
Percent Proficient No No
API - Additional Indicator for AYP Yes
Graduation Rate N/A

Program Improvement (Pl)
PI Status: InPI
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Sample Internet Reports
School AYP Overview—Elementary School

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

School Overview

2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

School Big Dipper Elementary 2006 AYP and P! links:
LEA: Polaris Unified Wﬂ
. . chool Repo
ggusmcy'd : Sgg?ams 0876543 School Pl Salus
0oade: g - LEA List of Schools
School Type:  Elementary County List of Schools

Direct Funded Charter School: No

(An LEA s a school district or county office of education.)

2005-06 APR
Summary Glossary | 2005 Base |

Guide

2005-06 State API
| 2006 Growth |

Guide

2006 Federal AYP and PI

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: No
Met 16 of 21 AYP Criteria:
Met AYP Criteria: English-Language Arts Mathematics
Participation Rate Yes Yes
Percent Proficient No No
API - Additional Indicator for AYP Yes
Graduation Rate N/A
Met 2006 AYP Criteria
GROUPS Participation Rate Percent Proficient
English-Language Arts ~ Mathematics English-Language Arts ~ Mathematics
Schoolwide Yes Yes Yes Yes
African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) - - - -
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino - - - -
Hispanic or Latino Yes Yes No Yes
Pacific Islander - - - -
White (not of Hispanic origin) Yes Yes Yes Yes
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged Yes Yes No No
English Learners Yes Yes No No
Students with Disabilities - - - -
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Sample Internet Reports
School AYP Chart—Elementary School

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division

School Chart August 31, 2006
2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

School: Big Dipper Elementary 200(; ATP and P! links:

LEA: Polaris Unified ool veiey

County. Orion School PI Status

School Type:  Elementary County List of Schools

Direct Funded Charter School: No (An LEAis a school district or county office of education.)

2005-06 APR 2005-06 State API 2006 Federal AYP and PI

Summary Glossary 2005 Base Guide 2006 Growth Guide

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP: Yes
Met AYP Criteria: English-Language Arts Mathematics

Participation Rate Yes Yes

Percent Proficient No No

API - Additional Indicator for AYP Yes

Graduation Rate N/A

English-Language Arts Mathematics
GROUPS Percent At or Above Proficient Percent At or Above Proficient
Percent 2006 Percent Percent 2006 Percent
AtorAbove  Proficient Target At or Above Proficient Target
Proficient 24.4% 100% Proficient 26.5% 100%

Schoolwide 28.8 34.1

African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) - I - I

American Indian or Alaska Native | |

Asian I |

Filipino - I - I

Hispanic or Latino 16.7 | 28.2

Pacific Islander - I - |

White (not of Hispanic origin) 40.0 40.9

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 18.2 | 28.0

English Learners 1.7 I 19.8 I

Students with Disabilities - I - I
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Sample Internet Reports

ADEQUATE

YEARLY

School AYP Report—Elementary School
2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

School Report
School: Big Dipper Elementary
LEA: Polaris Unified
County: Orion
CDS Code:  98-98765-9876543
School Type:  Elementary

Direct Funded Charter School: No

2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report

PROGRESS

REPORT

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division
August 31, 2006

2006 AYP and PI links:

School Overview

School Chart
School PI Status

LEA List of Schools
County List of Schools

2005-06 APR

Summary | Glossary | 2005 Base |

Guide

2005-06 State API

| 2006 Growth | Guide

2006 Federal AYP and PI

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Made AYP Criteria: No
Met 16 of 21 AYP Criteria

Participation Rate

GROUPS

Schoolwide
African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin)
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino
Hispanic or Latino
Pacific Islander
White (not of Hispanic origin)
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

English-Language Arts
Target 95%
Met all participation rate criteria? Yes

Mathematics
Target 95%
Met all participation rate criteria? Yes

Enrollment ~ Number of

FirstDay  Students Met2006  Alternative
of Testing  Tested Rate  AYPCriteria  Method

490 460 94*  Yes  Y2*

38 32 84
4 3 75
61 60 98
5 5 100 -
212 208 98  Yes
0 0

159 147 93" Yes Y3*
323 303 94" Yes Y2*
126 125 99  Yes

68 54 79

Enrollment ~ Number of

FirstDay  Students Met2006  Alternative
of Testing  Tested Rate  AYPCriteia  Method

490 460 94" Yes Y2

38 387
4 3 75
61 60 98
5 5 100 -
212 208 98  Yes
0 0

159 149 94*  Yes Y3
323 303 94*  Yes Y2
126 125 99  Yes

66 55 83

The 2006 AYP criterion was met by using the Alternative Method (Y2 = Passed by using a 2-year average; Y3 = Passed by using a 3-year average).
However, only the one-year rate is printed in the “Rate” column (also see page 34). Alist of Alternative Methods codes is shown on pages 52 to 54.

California Department of Education

August 2006

88



2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

Sample Internet Reports
School AYP Report—Elementary School (continued)

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

Percent Proficient - Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

Mathematics
Target 26.5%
Met all percent proficient criteria? No

English-Language Arts
Target 24.4%
Met all percent proficient criteria? No

Number At Percent At Number At Percent At
Valid ~ orAbove  orAbove  Met2006  Alternative Valid ~ orAbove  orAbove  Met2006  Alternative

GROUPS Scores  Proficient  Proficient  AYP Criteria ~ Method Scores  Proficient  Proficient  AYP Criteria ~ Method
Schoolwide 428 99 231 Yes Y2 427 146 341 Yes

African American or Black (not of Hispanic origin) 25 4 16.0 - 25 4 160

American Indian or Alaska Native 3 - - - 3 - -

Asian 59 17 28.8 - 59 24 406

Filipino 5 - - - 5 - - -

Hispanic or Latino 191 32 16.7 No 191 54 282  Yes

Pacific Islander 0 - - - 0 - - -

White (not of Hispanic origin) 145 58 400  VYes 144 59 409  Yes

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged 280 51 18.2 No 280 73 26.0 No

English Learners 116 9 77 No 116 23 198 No

Students with Disabilities 52 7 134 - 52 8 153

The 2006 AYP criterion was met by using the Alternative Method (Y2 = Passed by using a 2-year average; Y3 = Passed by using a 3-year average).
However, only the one-year rate is printed in the “Rate” column (also see page 35). Alist of Alternative Methods codes is shown on pages 52 to 54.

Academic Performance Index - Additional Indicator for AYP

2005 API 2006 API 2005-06 Met 2006
Base Growth Growth API Criteria Alternative Method
707 686 21 Yes N/A

2006 API Criteria for meeting federal AYP: A minimum “2006 API Growth” score of 590 OR “2005-06 API Growth” of at
least one point.

Graduation Rate

Rate for 2005, | Rate for 2006, Average Met 2006
Class of Class of Change 2-Year Graduation
2003-04 2004-05 Change | Rate Criteria Alternative Method
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

2006 Graduation Rate Criteria: A “Rate for 2006” of at least 82.9 OR “Change” (improvement in the rate from the previous
year) of at least 0.1 OR “Average 2-Year Change” (improvement in the average two-year rate) of at least 0.2.
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2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

Sample Internet Reports
School Pl Report—Elementary School

2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR)

California Department of Education
Policy and Evaluation Division

School Report - Pl Status August 31, 2008
2006-07 Program Improvement (PI) Report

2006 AYP and PI links:

School: Big Dipper Elementary School Overview
LEA: Polaris Unified Sohea Grar.
County: Orion LEAListof Schools
CDS Code: 98-98765-9876543 County List of Schools
School Type:  Elementary (An LEA s a school district or county office of education.)
Direct Funded Charter School: No
2005-06 APR 2005-06 State API 2006 Federal AYP and Pl

Summary | Glossary | 2005 Base | Guide |20066rowth| Guide

Federal Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Pl Status:

2006-07 PI Placement: Year 2
Prior PI Placement: Year 1
First Year of Pl Inplementation: 2005-06

Made 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): No
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Inclusion/Exclusion Rules

Prior to calculating the Academic Performance Index (API) or Adequate Yearly Prog-
ress (AYP), decisions are necessary about how to include, exclude, or account for test
scores or records to be used in the calculations. These inclusion/exclusion rules are
applied prior to calculating the API or AYP and do not affect the score a student re-
ceives. The inclusion/exclusion rules for API, AYP, Standardized Testing and Reporting
(STAR) Program, or California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) reporting do
not always match.

Rules for including, excluding, or accounting for student records in AYP calculations
are integrally related to the process of defining the data elements used in the calcu-
lation. For the AYP, the primary data elements are the number enrolled, the number
tested, the number of valid scores, and the number of proficient and above. The tables
on the following pages define these data elements for the 2006 AYP. The inclusion/ex-
clusion rules are explained within the context of the data element definitions.

Student records with a valid district of residence code and a valid disability code (other
than 000) are calculated with the district of residence for LEA accountability if the
school of attendance (normal county-district-school code) is either of the following:

m County office of education special education school

or

m | EA special education school

These schools are classified as special education in the public schools directory.
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California Department of Education (CDE)
Contacts and Related Internet Sites

* NCLB Title | Accountability requirements,
AYP Appeals, and Accountability
Workbook

* APl and AYP Calculation and
Accountability Progress Reporting

Evaluation, Research, and Analysis Unit
(916) 319-0875
evaluation@cde.ca.gov

Academic Accountability Unit
(916) 319-0863
aau@cde.ca.gov

Topics CDE Contact Offices CDE Web Sites
PSAA and NCLB Title | Accountability | Policy and Evaluation Division http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/talac/pal
(916) 319-0869
psaa@cde.ca.gov

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/talac/ay/

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/sa/wb.asp

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ap/

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/talac/ay/

NCLB Title I, and Program

Improvement (P!)

* NCLB Corrective Actions for Program
Improvement

School and District

Accountability Division

Title | Policy and Partnerships Office
(916) 319-0854

pi@cde.ca.gov

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/inclb/

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/talac/ti/
programimprov.asp

NCLB Title lll Accountability

Language Policy and Leadership Office
(916) 319-0845
amao@cde.ca.gov

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/splel/t3/acct.asp

Graduation Rate for NCLB and
Corrections of Graduation Rate and
Dropout Data

Educational Demographics Unit
(916) 327-0219
eddemo@cde.ca.gov

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/

http:/fwww.cde.ca.gov/ds/silds/certpolicy.

asp

Statewide Assessments

* STAR Program — CST, CAT/6 Survey,
and CAPA

* STAR Program — CAPA

Standards and Assessment Division
(916) 445-9441

Standardized Testing and Reporting
(STAR) Program Office

(916) 445-8765

star@cde.ca.gov

Special Education Division

Assessment, Evaluation, and Support Office
(916) 327-3702
HEvansPongratz@cde.ca.gov

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/taltg

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/
http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/capa.asp

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/capa.asp

+ CAHSEE High School Exit Examination Office http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/taltg/hs/
(916) 445-9449
cahsee@cde.ca.gov
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California Department of Education (CDE)
Contacts and Related Internet Sites

Schools Program (Il/USP)
+ Comprehensive School Reform (CSR)

* Intervention Assistance

* Immediate Intervention/ Underperforming

(continued)
Topics CDE Contact Offices CDE Web Sites
Low Performing Schools School Improvement Division http://www.cde.ca.gov/tallp/
(916) 319-0830
* High Priority Schools Grant Program High Priority Schools Office http://www.cde.ca.gov/tallp/hp/
(HPSG) (916) 324-3236

Intervention Assistance Office
(916) 319-0836

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/tallp/iu/

http:/lwww.cde.ca.govitallp/cs/

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/tallp/iu/sait.asp

API Awards Programs

Policy and Evaluation Division
Awards Unit,

(916) 319-0866
awards@cde.ca.gov

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/pa/awards.asp

Alternative Accountability System,
Alternative Schools Accountability
Model (ASAM)

Secondary, Postsecondary and Adult
Leadership Division

Educational Options Office

(916) 322-5012

(916) 445-7746 (Robert Bakke)
rbakke@cde.ca.gov

(916) 323-2564 (Rose Loyola)
RLoyola@cde.ca.gov

http://www.cde.ca.govi/talaclam/

Special Education Issues

Special Education Division
Assessment, Evaluation, and Support Office
(916) 445-4628

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/

Charter Schools Issues

Charter Schools Division
(916) 322-6029
charters@cde.ca.gov

http:/lwww.cde.ca.gov/splcs/
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Glossary of Terms and Acronyms

Additional Indicator The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 requires that each
state adopt an additional indicator for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
that is in addition to the mandatory indicators of percent proficient (also
known as Annual Measurable Objectives, or AMOs), participation rates,
and graduation rates for schools that enroll high school students. Califor-
nia has chosen to use the Academic Performance Index (API) as the
additional indicator for all schools and local educational agencies (LEAs).
(An LEA is a school district or county office of education.) Schools must
show at least one point of growth or be above a minimum level of the API
each year to meet this part of the AYP criteria. The API criteria for federal
AYP requirements are different from the API criteria for state require-
ments.

AMAOs Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAQOs) are performance
objectives, or targets, that LEAs receiving NCLB Act Title Ill subgrants
must meet each year for its English learners. All LEAs receiving a Title IlI
subgrant are required to meet two English language proficiency AMAOs
and a third academic achievement AMAO based on AYP information.
Both English language proficiency AMAOs are calculated based on data
from the California English Language Development Test (CELDT).

AMOs The Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) are the minimum percentag-
es of students who are required to meet or exceed the proficient level on
the state assessments in English-language arts (ELA) and mathematics
used for calculating AYP under Title | requirements of the federal NCLB
Act. The AMOs increase so that by 2014, 100 percent of students in all
schools, LEAs, and numerically significant subgroups must score at the
proficient level or above.

API The Academic Performance Index (API), required by the state Public
Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999, is a measure of the aca-
demic performance and growth of public schools. It is a numeric index (or
score) that ranges from a low of 200 to a high of 1000. The statewide API
performance target for all schools is 800. A school’s growth is measured
by how well it is moving toward or past that goal. A school’s AP| Base
score is subtracted from its API Growth score in the following year to de-
termine how much the school grew in a year. The API also functions as
an Additional Indicator for AYP, but the federal AYP target requirements
for the API are different from the state target requirements. (The federal
AYP target requirements for the API for 2006 is a 2006 API Growth of at
least 590 or growth in the API from 2005 to 2006 of at least one point.)
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APR The California Department of Education (CDE) reports both state API
and federal AYP results under the general heading of “Accountability
Progress Reporting” (APR). This reporting format provides academic
accountability information about the state’s public schools and LEAs in
a more cohesive way because California’s complete academic account-
ability system encompasses both state and federal requirements. The
2005-06 Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) system includes the
following reports:

B 2005 API Base Report
* Released March 2006

B 2006 API Growth Report
* Released August 2006

B 2006 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Report
* Released August 2006

B 2006-07 Program Improvement (PI) Report
* Released August 2006

ASAM Schools in the Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM) include
community day, continuation, opportunity, county community, county
court, California Youth Authority, and other alternative schools that meet
stringent criteria set by the State Board of Education (SBE). ASAM
schools must apply for ASAM status. The ASAM is a state-only alterna-
tive to the APl and is not used in meeting federal AYP requirements.

AYP Under NCLB, all states are required to develop and implement a single,
statewide accountability system that will ensure all public schools make
their Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward the federal goal that all
students perform at or above the proficient level in English-language arts
(ELA) and mathematics by 2014. Under AYP requirements, schools and
LEAs are required to meet criteria in four areas: participation rate, per-
cent proficient (also known as Annual Measurable Objectives or AMOs),
API as an additional indicator, and graduation rate (if applicable).

CAHSEE Students in California public schools must pass the California High
School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) to receive a high school diploma.
The purpose of the CAHSEE is: (1) to improve student achievement in
high school and (2) to help ensure that students who graduate from high
school can demonstrate competency in state academic content standards
for reading, writing, and mathematics. There are two parts to the CAH-
SEE: ELA and mathematics. The CAHSEE is included in API calculations
and is the only test for high school included in the AYP calculations.

California Department of Education August 2006 99



2006 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS REPORT

CAPA The California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) is an alternate
assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities who cannot
participate in the California Standards Tests (CSTs) even with accommo-
dations or modifications. A student’s individualized education program
(IEP) specifies whether the student should take the CAPA. The CAPA,
administered for the first time statewide in the spring of 2003, is part of
the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program. The CAPA in
ELA and mathematics is included in APl and AYP calculations.

CAT/6 Survey As part of the STAR Program, all California public school students in
grades three and seven take a nationally norm-referenced test (NRT)
each spring to measure achievement in general academic knowledge.
The NRT designated by the State Board of Education (SBE) is the
California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey). The
CAT/6 Survey for these grade levels covers reading, language, spelling,
and mathematics and is not aligned with California content standards.

CBEDS The California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) is a system for
collecting and sharing demographic data about students, schools, school
districts, and staff in the California public school system in kindergarten
through grade twelve. The data are collected once a year on a Wednes-
day in early October that is designated as “Information Day.”

CDE The California Department of Education (CDE) is California’s state educa-
tion agency.
CSR Program The Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) Program is a federally funded

school reform initiative that offers schools and school districts the oppor-
tunity to implement schoolwide research-based reform strategies to
increase student achievement. Formerly known as the Comprehensive
School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) Program, the program was
renamed with the passage of the NCLB Act of 2001. The purpose of

the CSR Program is to improve student achievement by supporting the
implementation of comprehensive school reforms based on scientific
research and effective practices. The goal is that all children, especially
those in low-performing, high poverty schools, can meet challenging
state content standards.
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CST The California Standards Tests (CSTs) are part of the STAR Program
and include several content areas. The CSTs in ELA and mathemat-
ics for grades two through eleven became part of the STAR Program in
1999. The CSTs in ELA (including writing at grades four and seven) and
mathematics are included in APl and AYP calculations. CSTs in history-
social science and science also are administered and used in the API.
The CSTs are aligned to state-adopted content standards that describe
what students should know and be able to do in each grade and subject

tested.

Direct-Funded A direct-funded charter school is an LEA but is considered a school

Charter Schools (rather than an LEA) for APl and AYP reporting purposes.

ED The United States Department of Education (ED) is the agency that ad-
ministers federal education programs, including the requirements of the
NCLB Act of 2001.

EL An English learner (EL), formerly known as limited-English-proficient or

LEP, is a student for whom there is a report of a primary language other
than English on the Home Language Survey. An EL, upon initial assess-
ment on the California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
and from additional information when appropriate, has been determined
to lack the English language skills of listening, speaking, reading, and/or
writing necessary to succeed in the school’s regular academic curricu-
lum.

The EL subgroup in the AYP and API calculations includes RFEP stu-
dents who have not scored at the proficient level or above on the CST in
ELA for three times since being reclassified.

ELA This item refers to the content area of English-language arts (ELA).

Grade or grade level “Grade” or “grade level” refers to the grade level in which a student is
enrolled. The “test grade level” is the grade level of the test taken by a
student.
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NCLB requires that a graduation rate be used for AYP as an indicator for
all schools and LEAs that enroll high school students. Since California
does not have a universal student information system, a four-year
completion rate is used as the calculation of the graduation rate for AYP
reports. This rate includes information on high school completers (i.e.,
high school graduates) and high school dropouts aggregated over a
four-year period. To meet the 2006 AYP graduation rate criteria, a school
or LEA must have a 2006 graduation rate of at least 82.9 percent, show
improvement in the graduation rate from 2005 to 2006 of a least 0.1
percent, or show improvement in the average two-year graduation rate of
at least 0.2 percent.

HPSGP

The High Priority Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) provides assistance
to the very lowest performing schools (API state ranks 1-5) regardless
of their relative API growth. The purpose of the voluntary program is to
improve pupil performance in legislatively identified areas by offering ad-
ditional resources to schools. There are fiscal and non-fiscal rewards or
sanctions as possible consequences, depending on the school’s prog-
ress.

II/USP

The PSAA established the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming
Schools Program (lI/lUSP) to promote the improvement of academic
achievement in California’s low-performing schools. The voluntary pro-
gram provides fiscal resources and incentives for schools to implement
reform strategies. There are fiscal and non-fiscal rewards or sanctions as
possible consequences, depending on schools’ progress.

LEA

Alocal educational agency (LEA) is a term used to designate a school
district or county office of education.

LEP

A limited-English-proficient (LEP) student is one whose primary language
is not English and who is not proficient in English. An LEP student is also
referred to as an English learner (EL). (See “EL” for a precise definition.)

NCLB

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 is a federal law enacted in
January 2002 that reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act (ESEA). It mandates that all students (including students who are
economically disadvantaged, are from racial or ethnic minority groups,
have disabilities, or have limited English proficiency) in all grades meet
the state academic content standards for proficiency in ELA and math-
ematics by 2014. Schools must demonstrate “Adequate Yearly Progress”
(AYP) toward achieving that goal.
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Numerically Significant Numerical significance refers to subgroups in schools or LEAs with 100

Subgroups or more students enrolled or tested. For participation rate for AYP, a sub-
group is numerically significant if the subgroup has 100 or more students
enrolled on the first day of testing or 50 or more students enrolled on the
first day of testing who make up at least 15 percent of the school’s total
population. For APl and the percent proficient for AYP, a subgroup is nu-
merically significant if the subgroup has 100 or more students with valid
scores or 50 or more students with valid scores who make up at least 15
percent of the school’s total valid scores.

B African American (not of B Pacific Islander
Hispanic Origin) B White (not of Hispanic Origin)
B American Indian or B Socioeconomically
Alaska Native disadvantaged
B Asian B English Learner
B Filipino B Student With Disabilities

B Hispanic or Latino

Participation Rate The participation rate for the APl is used to determine the validity of an
API. A school or LEA must have tested at least 85 percent of students
in every content area to have a valid API. This rule is applied only if the
school has at least 100 or more students enrolled in a content area since
the CBEDS data collection date.

In addition, all schools and LEAs must test at least 95 percent of eligible
students to meet federal AYP criteria. These rates are calculated for ELA
and mathematics separately. The 95 percent criterion also applies to all
numerically significant subgroups in the school or LEA.

Pl Program Improvement (Pl) is a formal designation for Title I-funded
schools and LEAs that do not make AYP for two consecutive years in
specific areas. Title | funds are federal funds under the NCLB Act of
2001. There are required services and/or interventions that schools and
LEAs must implement during each year they are in PI. A school will exit
Pl when it makes AYP for each of two consecutive years.

PSAA The Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999 established
California’s state accountability system requirements. Its primary goal
is to help schools improve the academic achievement of all students.
The PSAA has three components: (1) the Academic Performance Index
(API), (2) the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program
(I'USP), and (3) the Governor’s Performance Awards (GPA). The PSAA
also requires the development of an alternative accountability system for
schools that serve non-traditional student populations (the Alternative
Schools Accountability Model or ASAM). Currently, the state budget does
not include funding for the awards program.
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RFEP A reclassified fluent-English-proficient (RFEP) student is one whose pri-
mary language is not English and who has been reclassified from English
learner to fluent-English-proficient. Reclassification is based on assess-
ment of English proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing as
currently measured by the CELDT, teacher evaluation, parent input, and
the student’s performance of basic skills. Basic skills are measured by
the CST in ELA.

SBE The California State Board of Education (SBE) is the governing and
policy-determining body of the California Department of Education
(CDE). The SBE sets kindergarten through grade twelve education
policy in the areas of standards, curriculum, instructional materials,
assessment, and accountability.

STAR The Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program is California’s
primary statewide testing program. The current STAR Program has
four components: the California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition Survey
(CAT/6 Survey), published by CTB/McGraw-Hill; the California Standards
Tests (CSTs), produced for California public schools; the Aprenda: La
prueba de logros en espafiol, Tercera edicion (Aprenda 3), an achieve-
ment test in Spanish published by Harcourt Assessment, Inc.; and the
California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA), an assessment
related to the California content standards that is designed to assess the
performance of students with significant cognitive disabilities.

Title | School A Title | school receives federal Title | funds. Title |, Part A, of the NCLB
Act of 2001 is the largest federal program supporting elementary and
secondary education. This program is intended to help ensure that all
children have the opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and to
reach proficiency on challenging state content standards and assess-
ments. Title | provides flexible funding that may be used to provide
additional instructional staff, professional development, extended-time
programs, and other strategies for raising student achievement in high-
poverty schools. Title | schools that do not make AYP may face NCLB
corrective actions.

Title 11l Title 11l of the NCLB provides supplemental funding to LEAs to implement
programs designed to help ELs and immigrant students attain English
proficiency and meet the state’s academic and content standards. Title IlI
accountability includes two annual measurable achievement objectives
(AMAOs) for increasing the percentage of ELs who are developing and
attaining English proficiency and a third AMAO related to meeting Ad-
equate Yearly Progress (AYP) for the EL subgroup at the LEA level.
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