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Rachel:
Okay. Good afternoon, everybody. My name is Rachel Perry. I'm 
the Director of the Assessment, Accountability, and Awards Division here at the California Department of Education and I wanted to welcome you to our Webcast today on Training on Accountability for New Coordinators. Now, before I get started, I wanted to give you some announcements about the upcoming release of test data. As we know, this is our busy time of the year. And now with the assessment and the accountability divisions merged together, we have responsibility for the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (STAR) release, the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) release, and the Accountability Progress Reporting release all this month of August. So the first announcement that I wanted to make is that today we have provided local educational agencies (LEAs) access to the STAR results for 2010. STAR coordinators were sent an e-mail earlier this afternoon, or will be shortly, giving them the secure Web site and the password to view this data. Please let us know if you see any problems with the data. There's information about who to contact within our STAR Office and currently, the public release is planned for next Monday, August 16th. Also, please note that data are 

embargoed until Superintendent O'Connell does his public release on the 16th. The other STAR announcement I wanted to make is that, I believe, tomorrow August 11, there's a post-test workshop conducted by ETS and that is Webcast only and information has been shared with STAR coordinators. The next release we have scheduled is for the Californian High School Exit Exam or the CAHSEE. Currently, our LEA preview is scheduled for August 17th with the public release scheduled for August 24. And finally, we have the accountability progress reporting system. Now, that system you'll learn a little bit more about it today, but it doesn’t include our state and our federal accountability. We're currently planning an LEA preview for August 24th and the public release for August 31st. And so with that, I wanted to talk just a minute about this particular training and introduce the speakers for today. We started this training about five years ago when we found that there was a lot of turnover in districts and county offices for people who were responsible for assessment and accountability. And so, it is designed for people who are new to their jobs. It is focused on the very basics of our state and federal accountability systems. And today, we're very lucky to have Jenny Singh, who has been working in this Division and she and I have done this training many years. She'll be conducting the first part of the training on the Academic Performance Index or the API. Next stop will be Meredith Babcock, who will be talking about the federal accountability or AYP, Adequate Yearly Progress. And finally, Matt Taylor, who was a new administrator with our division will be talking about program improvement. And that would wrap up the federal part of the accountability system. And so with that, again, I'll just make a reminder that there is an icon in top right part of your screen that looks like three sheets of paper. That’s where you can access the handouts so that you can print out the PowerPoint and follow along. And with that, I will turn it over to Jenny Singh who will get started.
Jenny:
Good afternoon, everyone. I'm glad you can all join us today and I
hope we are able to provide you with some information that you may find useful. Just a few housekeeping rules first. You can go ahead and download the PowerPoint and do a split screen so that you can actually see the PowerPoint presentation and us at the same time, or you can just go ahead and take the full screen and only view the PowerPoint and hear our voiceover, whatever your preference. If you want to submit a question, you go to the Q&A tab and you can submit your question. Unfortunately, you can only submit one question at a time, which means we have to respond to your question before another question can be submitted by you.
So we're going to do our very best to go ahead and get all those questions as quickly as possible so that we can free you up to ask more questions if you'd like. So if we're going too fast, please feel free to tell us so. If you need us to repeat something, let us know and we'll try to do that. So—okay, just one moment. So with that, we're going to go ahead and get started. So, as you know, California has two accountability systems. We're really lucky here. So, we have two systems and what we do is we take the testing that happens each spring and we convert those test results into two separate performance measures. The first one is the California measure which is the Academic Performance Index or the API, and it looks at the growth of a school from one year to the next. The second measure is the federal measure, Adequate Yearly Progress or AYP. And that looks at the students who are proficient or above at any given time. That is a very static system so either you reached the bar or you don’t reach the bar. We have setup what we hope is a very useful Web site. It's our accountability progress reporting system where you can go and you can look at all your accountability reports in one place, one-stop shop type of Web site. You can view all the reports that you currently see on the screen. Of course, the reports will reflect state data, local educational agency data, school data and numerically significant student group data. You can go on and review those and there's also other data reports that you may want to look at; for instance, for LEAs they may want to hit the list of schools when they're in their API report and it will list all the schools in the district. It will show their base API, their growth API, their targets and whether or not they met the target. So for small to medium districts, this is a really handy tool because it's a very quick-look at how well your students are doing or how well your schools are doing at that particular point in time. If you're in Los Angeles Unified, there really is no quick and easy way to do that. So first, we're going to cover what our accountability systems have in common. There are a few things that we do the same for both systems. The first is how we define numerically significant student groups. The definition is if you have 100 or more students, they're automatically numerically significant. If you have 50 students that make up 15 percent of the population, then they are numerically significant. Now, we make two determinations for AYP purposes depending on the criteria. We have the participation rate criteria and we have to determine if the students at your school are numerically significant for this criteria. So, that is based on the number of students who are present on the first day of testing. And if you have 100 students there on the first day of testing, then they're going to be numerically significant. The percent proficient is based on the number of valid scores. And we'll get into that a little bit later. It's very possible that a school can have a student group that is numerically significant for participation rates but not for percent proficient. For schools or LEAs with less than 100 students, they cannot have a numerically significant group for AYP purposes. If they have 90 students and 60 of them are Hispanic, it doesn’t matter even though they meet the criteria of 50 and 15 percent for accountability purposes, we do not hold schools accountable for student groups if they have less than 100 students. You may be wondering which groups can be numerically significant. We have all the major racial and ethnic groups. I'm sure many of you are aware that this past fall, we started collecting racial and ethnic groups a little bit differently in order to comply with the federal categories that are now out. In addition to the groups that we've had in the past, we are now adding a group of two or more races. We have the socioeconomically disadvantaged group and for accountability, we defined this group differently than you'll see on other CDE Web pages. They're defined as students who are eligible for free or reduced lunch or if neither of the student’s parents have a high school diploma, they're considered socioeconomically disadvantaged. We found that at the high school level, this was a much better indicator of how many students fell into this category. We also have English learners and students with disabilities. Once again, for accountability purposes, we define English learners a little bit differently than other programs do. Of course, any student who is marked as EL on the student answer document will be an English learner. In addition, we also include in this category students who have been reclassified but who have not scored proficient or above on the California Standards Tests (CSTs) in English-language arts (ELA) for three years. This is not three consecutive years, it's three years. So any student who has been re-designated that has not scored proficient in ELA for three years will remain in that group for AYP and API purposes. Now, the students will also count towards whether or not that group is numerically significant, so the reclassified students along with the EL students will be in the denominator for making that determination. Students with disabilities, for accountability purposes, are defined as any student who receives special education services and has a valid disability code. We also include students who were previously identified as special ed but no longer receive those services. They can remain in that group for up to two years, and in this case, those students who have exited special ed will not count in determining whether or not the group is numerically significant. Okay. Now that we've covered the things that are alike, let's go into the state accountability system; the Academic Performance Index or the API. So what is the API? Well, I'm sure everyone knows by now, it was created by the Public Schools Accountability Act in 1999, so it's been around since 1999. It is a composite score that ranges from 200 to 1,000 and this composite score is based on a number of different assessments that the students take at the school site. So every test that the student takes is put into the API in a weighted fashion and goes into developing this composite score. It is a cross-sectional look at student achievements; it does not track individual student progress. There has been a lot of talk over the last year or so about developing a growth model where we can track individual student growth and when that happens, we'll be able to do that but the API was not designed to do that. It looks at the students who were at the school for a full academic year and we define full academic year as those students who were at the school on the California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) count. So what the API does is it compares the students from the prior year to the current year and it measures growth. Many of the students will be the same students, but there will be some students who are not in the API in the prior year. For instance, with elementary schools, students who are in the first grade do not take a test the prior year and this would be the first year once they get into the second grade, it's the first year where they'll take the test, so it's not an exact cohort but is the cross-sectional look. So we're going to spend a little bit of time on the API reporting cycle. It's really important to understand the cycle. It can be complicated and confusing, but you have to understand how the cycle works in order to be able to use the API results properly. So each year, the test results will result in two APIs; the base API and the growth API. So the 2010 test results will be used to calculate the 2010 growth which we'll compare to the 2009 base then we'll create, probably in May, the 2010 base which we'll use to compare to the 2011 growth. This is just a visual example of how we compare each prior year's base to the current year's growth. We'll see here that we have a few years represented here. It's always the prior year's base to the current year's growth. People wonder many times why we have a base and a growth. Well, when they started developing the API in 1999, they really knew that we were just starting our accountability system. At that time, the only test available for students to take was the SAT 9 and they knew we were going to start developing standards tests in ELA, in math, science, and history-social science and that weights would change throughout the years and we'd add more tests as we went along. So they wanted to develop a system that would give us some flexibility. So the flexibility was built in this way; so, each year when new tests are added, we put those new tests or we change the test weights in the base. So, for example, this year was the first year that the Algebra 1 California Modified Assessment (CMA) was given and the CMA was given to students in ninth grade in ELA. Those tests results will not go in the growth. They will not go in the API growth because they were not in the API base and it's really important that we compare apples to apples and oranges to oranges so they will not be in the growth API. However, when we redo the base in May, the Algebra 1 and the ELA ninth grade CMA will be incorporated into the base so that the following year, when those students take the test again, we can compare and determine growth at that time. So within one reporting cycle, the base and the growth APIs must have the same test weights. That’s really the only valid way to compare growth. So this is just another visual example of how the base has to have exactly the same test results and exactly the same test weights as the growth. So I know I sound like I'm beating the dead horse, but it's surprising how many times I have to tell people this and then there's still sometimes a misunderstanding. So really, once again, the only valid API comparison is between one year's growth API and the prior year's base API. So I want to go over what some inappropriate comparisons are. Unfortunately, we see this happening a lot and we're hoping that by the end of this Webcast, you'll understand why it's inappropriate to do this and you’ll know how to make the comparisons in the right way. So a lot of people will compare the 2008 base to the 2009 base or they will do a growth chart that shows the 2007 base, the '08 base, and the '09 base and say, this is how we've grown over time. That is really an inappropriate comparison; as I said before, each base will have a different set of test results and with different weights, so you really can't compare base to base. Some people will compare their 2009 base to their 2009 growth. You really can't do that because the base is where we start over again. The 2009 growth will now have the same test results and test weights as the 2009 base. And then a lot of people will chart things starting off with the 2003 base and ending up with the 2009 growth. Again, all of those have different tests in them and different test weights. There's only actually been one year out of all the years that we've been doing this where the base has been the same as the growth. We are continually changing, continually adding tests, and hopefully, continually making the system a little bit better. So again, the appropriate comparison is the 2009 base to the 2010 growth, prior year's base to current year's growth. You can also do an actual if you want to chart something over time. You can do actual API growth from 2008 to 2009 and then the actual API growth from 2009 to 2010, so that’s the difference between that API cycle. So you can show charts that will actually indicate that there was 10 points growth 1 year, 12 the next, 15 the next and so forth. So as you can see in your screen, these are the assessments that we use in the API, different from the AYP, we have a lot more assessments that go into the API. The one thing I want to focus on here is the California High School Exit Exam. As you all know that’s a pass or fail exam, so students who take it in the 10th grade, they contribute to the API in one of two ways. If they pass, they contribute 1,000 points to the API, if they fail, they contribute 200 points to the API. The important thing though is when students retake the test in the 11th grade; the only time they will contribute to the API is when they pass. So for instance, if they take the exam twice in the 11th grade and don’t pass it, it does not impact the school's API. Once they get to the 12th grade and they passed the exam, then they contribute to the API 1,000 points. So you can only contribute the 200 points once and you can only contribute the 1,000 points once. We also use the CMAs in the API and we also use the California Alternative Performance Assessment, the CAPA, and that is an alternative assessment for the CSTs. This slide always makes me smile. How to calculate the API, the simple version. Well, we're going to try to make this simple a version, the API is quite complicated. We could do an actual three hour session on just how to calculate the API. But we really want to give you a sense of what goes into the calculation of the API. So we can put each test result into a score on the API scale based on the performance levels. So if you score advanced, you get a 1,000 points. If you score far below basic, you get 200 points. And we calculate this in a way that is an average. So what is important to remember here is that this is a progressive weighting system and this was done because we understand that it's more difficult to bring students who are far below basic up to proficient, so you should get more points for doing that. So you'll notice, if you bring a student from far below basic to below basic, you get 300 points. Where as, if you have a student whose scoring proficient and they go to advanced, they may get an additional 125 points. So on our Web site, we do provide you with an API calculation spreadsheet and there's two parts. On your screen now is part one and it's pretty easy in theory. You go ahead and you put in the results for ELA, for math, and for science of all your students. So if they're advanced, if you have 100 students advanced, you put in 100, if you have 200 that are proficient, you put in 200 and so forth. And then once you put all your data in, part two of the calculator actually does the whole calculations for you and lets you know what your API score is. That sounds relatively simple, right? But it's not that simple, unfortunately. The problem with step one is that you have to apply the inclusion-exclusion rules to the student test results. So we have a whole set of these rules and you can find them in our API guide. Some of them are quite complicated, but if you can go ahead and work through this and then you enter the number of valid scores in part one by the content area, you will get your API. Now, I've been told by numerous people out in the field that they can get really close to the API if the only inclusion-exclusion rule they apply is whether the students have been there from the CBEDS date. They say if they removed all students who have not been at the schools since CBEDS, they come within one or two points of the API calculation and that probably isn’t a difficult task for anyone to do it because it strictly involves all of the school level. So if you would like to try out the API spreadsheet, here's the Web address. We've also had people tell us that they like to use it to just see the impact of moving students from far below basic to basic. So you can use it as a tool for that purpose if you like to also. Okay, as all you know, the State Board of Education set the API statewide performance target at 800. That is the goal that every school is striving for and every student group is striving for. So the annual growth targets are based on 5 percent of the difference to 800 and that’s for the school overall and for all numerically significant student groups. There is a minimum of 5 point's growth that you have to make on the API until the API gets close to 800 and that’s for schoolwide or for any significant group. Once the school reaches 800 or a group reaches 800, they just have to maintain that 800. They will no longer get a growth target unless they drop below that. So here's just a simple example on how to calculate it. It's really a very simple mathematic equation, very simple. So we have a school here with an API of 700, we subtract 700 from 800, at least that’s 100, and we multiply that by 5 percent that leaves the growth target of 5. So if we had a school that had an API of 750, that would leave us with 50 times 5 percent would leave you with 2.5, but there is a minimum target of five. So that school, even though they have a 750, they would have a minimum growth target of 5. And here is just an example of how the growth targets will be different for the school and for each numerically significant student group within the school. You may recall that previously, all the student groups had the same growth target and it was at 80 percent of the schoolwide target, but because Superintendent Jack O'Connell really wanted to close the achievement gap, we changed that I think in 2006, so where all student groups would have to get their own 5 percent growth targets. So this is just an example of how schoolwide and each student group would have a different growth target. API ranks, there are two API ranks that are required by the Public Schools Accountability Act. The statewide rank, establishes the ranking of schools from highest to lowest and it's always by school type. The similar schools rank compares a school to 100 other schools that are similar as in key variables or sometimes we like to refer to it as their similar level of educational challenges and that again is also by school type. So the statewide rank is very easy. They are established by deciles. So we have 10 deciles, they go from one to ten, one is low, ten is high. This is really the one time we don’t want to be number one, we really want to be in number 10. So ranks do improve when the API score increases. So we get calls sometimes from people who say, "Well, my API went up 20 points this year and I'm still in the same rank that I was in." But you have to remember that as your API goes up and everyone else’s API goes up, that all makes the impact on the API ranking. So in order for you to move from one rank to another, you really have to out-perform by a significant amount, your school type as far as growth. So if the statewide average growth is 15 and you grow 16, that’s usually not enough to move from one rank to another especially if you were in the lower end of the rank to start with. Yes, I think we have a question from the audience. 
Matt:
When students slide from proficient to basic is there a loss of 175 
points, same numbers they gain when they move upward?

Jenny:
Yes, that is correct. So when students slide from proficient down 
to basic, then yes, the school will lose points. So back to the statewide rank, once we get everyone's API score, we divide them out by elementary, middle, and high, (their school type) and we list the highest to the lowest and we divide them up into 10 equal distributions and that’s where we get our 10 deciles. So the statewide rank is pretty simple. Similar schools rank is a little more complicated because we're comparing schools to 100 similar schools and we do the same thing we have 10 ranks. Rank 1 means the school performed below at least 90 of its 100 similar schools. Rank 10 means the school performed above at least 90 of its 100 similar schools. So here's where the complication comes in. In order to calculate the similar schools rank, we first calculate a school characteristic index and we have to use a linear regression equation for this and this equation has more than 20 variables. And so we've listed some of those variables on your screen right now, it's not all of them, but you can see there's a lot of different types of variables that go into this calculation. So once we calculate the School Characteristics Indexes (SCIs), we, again, separate that by school type and we sort from high to low. Then for each school on the list we'll take that school and we'll identify the 50 above their SCI and 50 below their SCI, then we pull those schools out and we re-order them by API rank and then we divide the schools into 10 deciles. So here's an example of how that looks. You can see that we have this school that has an SCI of 178, so we take the 50 right above it and we take the 50 right below it, then we pull those schools out and we re-order them by API and then we determine the ranks at that point and you can see that the initial school of 178 would be in rank one. We often hear that the similar schools rank people would call and say, "You know, I've been looking at some other similar schools and they don’t look like my school, not at all." And that is because the similar schools rank is based on a lot of different types of variables. It's not just based on student demographics, so you have to keep that in mind. So if they're pairing you with schools with an SCI that is similar to your school that says these schools have a similar level of educational challenges at that school site. So one school could have a lot of students who are English learners, while another school can have very few English learners but they could have a large number of their teachers on emergency credentials and have really large class sizes compared to other schools. So it’s important to remember that. But out of 100, you should be able to find some schools that you think are similar to your students, so that if you wanted to go and visit a school that was somewhat like yours to determine what they're doing program-wise, that might be helpful to you. Do you have another question?
Matt:
How do you determine the same school with so many items, what 
does that look like?
Jenny:
Well, like I said, with the similar schools rank, it is done using a 
linear regression equation. We actually do a workshop that takes four hours to explain this. It is a really complicated equation and because it's got so many variables it gets even more complicated. So what we're trying to say is that whatever combination of variables you have, you have the same level of challenge in educating your students as the other schools. Those variables maybe completely different, but it makes the challenge similar to your challenge, the level of difficulty of educating those students. I wish I could explain it better, but like I said, we do have a four-hour training that goes into quite a bit of detail on how this is done. And hopefully, we'll be able to offer that training again this year, we weren’t able to last year, but we will certainly look into doing it this year. Because of the difficulty of explaining the similar schools rank and because it does often produce schools that look like the schools on the list, we actually thought about going to the legislature and asking them to remove that requirement. But as we talked to some of our groups, we had the superintendent indicate to us that they really liked the similar schools rank and they didn’t want us to go to the legislature to get rid of it. They felt it was a really good communication tool. For example, we have some superintendents that say, "If I have a school that’s an API 10," clearly, with an APIs rank of 10, clearly, that school is doing well. I mean, there's no doubt about it. But if their similar school's rank is 3; that does mean that there is room for improvements and it helps open up that conversation with the school principal. Similar with schools who have low API ranks; if we have a school with an API rank of 3 but their similar schools rank is 10, that’s very encouraging to the school staff that know they need to improve, but compared to schools that are like them in regards to the educational challenges that they have, they're doing pretty good. So because the superintendent’s asked us not to get rid of it, we decided that we would go ahead and keep the similar schools rank.
Matt:
Now, let's answer some similar schools questions. Okay, we have 
some other similar schools questions. Okay. First off, why and how are the similar schools rankings recalculated during the year?
Jenny:
We do not recalculate the ranks during the year. Once we calculate 
them, that’s it. We do them once and for a reason, because if data changes just a slight amount, it would really throw off everyone's similar schools rank so we do not redo those calculations. So schools who do submit data corrections after the window has closed and after we do the base, which is usually in May, we will not recalculate the similar schools rank for them. They get what they get with the incorrect data. So we talked a lot about appropriate comparisons of the API and inappropriate comparisons. We've had people in the past say, "Well, you told me what I can't do, but I really need to be able to, you know, prepare slides for my board, for my teachers or for my parents, and so, it would be really nice if you can give us some information along those lines," so we're going to cover that shortly. But first, we're going to start with what the API will tell us, then we'll proceed into the presentations and then what the API doesn’t tell us. The API is a really simple, easy thing to communicate especially to parents; it's a number, one number. And so it also tells us if students did or did not perform better than the last year because we're comparing the base to the growth and looking at growth over time. It tells us whether certain student groups did or did not improve and it also tells us if certain student groups met or did not meet their target. It also tells us if the school and all the student groups are at the statewide target of 800. It tells us where our schools rank compared to schools of our same type. It tells us where our schools rank compared to schools with similar challenges. And it tells us whether or not the achievement gap seems to be narrowing. So those are all good things that the API can tell us. So here's an example of how you could display your API data. This chart is a marked API change, so we're going to display the change that the school has had over time. So in 2004, the growth between the 2003 base and the 2004 growth was eight points. The next year, it was 22 points, then you can see they went down six points and then they went up 12, then down three, and then negative 10. For this particular school, this really doesn’t help us see what kind of a trend is happening at this school, but it does indicate that for the past two years, there's been some decline in the schools, if I was at the school site, I would want to investigate further. As we said, the API tells us some things, but it doesn’t tell us everything. It may tell us that we need to go and investigate and look at the CST scores, look at local assessments and do a more in-depth analysis. Here's another way you can display the base and the growth for one API cycle, you'll see here that we have the schoolwide base and schoolwide growth. You could see here the school actually fell a little bit in 2009. You could see the African American's also went down. Hispanics went down a significant amount. The white group is the only group that went up and the low income group went up. So, here we can see clearly that the achievement gap is wide and it seems to be getting worst. It really doesn’t tell us any more than that, you really have to start going and looking at other data and investigating further. There could be lots of reasons for this. There could be that, there is not a really good EL program in place for English learners. It could be that, that the standards are not being implemented in all the grade levels. There could be a lot of different reasons. The API is not going to identify what the problem is. It's just going to indicate to you that there is a problem that needs to be investigated further. So, what doesn’t an API score tell us? As I indicated before, there are a lot of things it can't tell us. It can't show us which content areas show an improvement, as you know, it's a composite score. They take the score from ELA, math, history, social sciences, and science, and put them all together for one API score. So, it's really easy for the API to mask an area of weakness in a particularly content area. It doesn’t tell us how many students are scoring at each performance level in each content area and that’s really important to know. If you have a lot of students who are scoring far below basic, you need to know that because they will need a different intervention than students who are scoring at basic. And of course it doesn’t tell us what percent of student are proficient or above by content area, so you have to go and look at that with the CSTs or through the AYP. It can't really tell you where to focus your instructional resources because it doesn’t give you enough information. It just basically tells you, if you're closing the achievement gap and if you're growing overtime or if there is an achievement gap. And it doesn’t really help identify whether specific instructional intervention programs are really effective. On our Web site we have all the AYP reports going back to 1999, and we have the data files that go back to 1999, so you can download those. At this point, we’re going to go ahead and take a 10 minute break so you can have a little bit of time between the state and federal reporting. So, we should come back at...2:30. So, we'll see you back at 2:30.
Meredith:
Hi folks. My name is Meredith Babcock. And I'm going to talk about 
some basics concepts of the federal accountability requirements, the Adequate Yearly Progress or AYP. First, we're going to cover a little bit of backgrounds. Here we go. The AYP is the federal accountability requirement that was enacted by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. And since 2001, each year, the California Department of Education must get their AYP methodology approved by the U.S. Department of Education. Sort of a negotiation. We, go to the U.S. Department of Education with some request for some flexibility. Some years the U.S. Department of Ed approves our request and other times they don’t. Right now, we'll cover just a little bit of background, talk about some of the AYP requirements. The first requirement is that schools and LEAs must meet annual targets that increase overtime. Starting with the 2008 AYP, targets started increasing and they will continue to increase until 2014 where the goal is that 100 percent of students are proficient in ELA and mathematics. Also, each year, every LEA and school receives an AYP determination. Schools that received Title 1 funding receive determinations and schools that don’t receive Title 1 funding get AYP determinations. Also, schools with only two or three students would receive AYP determinations. Determinations are made on four AYP components. Here are the four components, we’ll go over each of these in a little more detail later on in the presentation. The first component is the participation rate. It's calculated separately for ELA and mathematics. Also with the percent proficient, it's calculated separately for ELA and mathematics. No Child Left Behind allows states to choose additional indicators for their AYP. California chose the API. The fourth AYP component is the graduation rate and of course this is only applicable to high schools. First, let's cover the participation rate. Schools and LEAs must be 95 percent or greater with their participation in ELA and mathematics. The 95 percent threshold is for schoolwide and LEA-wide and all numerically significant subgroups. As Jenny covered earlier in the presentation, numerically significant is a hundred or more students or 50 or more, that is 15 percent of the population. For participation rate, numerically significant subgroups is based on the enrollment on the first day of testing, Jenny also covered that in the API section as well. Continue on with participation rate. There are few exceptions for students counted in the participation rate. Any student that is tested with modifications on the STAR examination, are not counted in the participation rate. The California Department of Education has created California Modified Assessments for any student that cannot take the STAR without modifications. Any student that does take the CMA is counted in the participation rate. However, students can use calculators as a modification on the math portion of CAHSEE are also counted as participating. If you’d like more information on the STAR and modifications, please visit the Web site listed here as well. That brings us to the second AYP component, the percent proficient. So each state can set their own definition of proficient. Prior to the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001, California had standards and proficient levels are already set. So, of course, we adopted those as our proficient. Proficient is also called Annual Measurable Objectives or AMOs. So if you hear someone refer to an AMO, they're also talking about their proficiency levels. Proficiency levels, there are annual targets for them for each LEA and school and then ELA targets and mathematics targets. So these targets are the same for each school type and LEA type. In a elementary and middle school, will have the same target for EL A and then the same target for math. And high schools will have the same target for ELA and the same target for math. I'm getting ahead of myself. So for example, if there are two elementary schools, one has a percent proficient of 25 and the other has a percent proficient of 65, those two schools will have the same target of percent proficient. Also subgroups within LEAs and schools will have the same percent proficient target. Numerically significant subgroups in this component of the AYP are based on the number of valid test scores. This is unlike the participation rate which we mentioned earlier which is based on the number of student enrolled on the first day of testing. Numerically significant subgroups may differ on the two different components. This next slide shows the percent proficient targets for schools, elementary, middle schools, and high schools, for ELA and math, and also shows the difference between the 2009 percent proficient targets and the 2010. As you can see here, for elementary and middle schools, the percent proficient target increased by about 10 percent. These targets will continue to increase about 10 percent each year until 2014 in which all schools and LEAs are expected to have 100 percent of their students be proficient in ELA and mathematics. This next slide does show the percent proficient targets starting from 2002 and continuing to 2014. This example right here is for English-language arts for high school and high school districts. As you can see in bold, the target this year for the 2010 AYP is 55.6 percent. For 2011, it would be 66.7 percent and it will continue on until it reaches 100 percent in 2013–14. That brings us to the other two AYP indicators, the API and the graduation rate. I'll talk a little more about the graduation rate in the next coming slides. The AYP component used for the AYP indicator is a little different than the API used for state accountability purposes that Jenny was talking about earlier in the presentation. For AYP purposes, schools must grow by at least one point or have an API score at or above the annual target. This year for the 2010 AYP, the annual target is 680. It is expected that all schools will reach the API target in 2014 of 800—sorry, the goal of 800. Also to note here, beginning with the 2010 AYP, the API component, schools in LEAs must have at least 50 valid test scores in order to receive an API determination. And this slide here shows the API targets all the way to 2013-14, as you can see in 2008, the target started increasing by about 30 points. For the 2010 AYP, the target is 680. It will increase by 30 points until it reaches 800 in the 2014 AYP. That brings us to the fourth component of the AYP. Starting with the 2010 AYP, the graduation goal has changed as well as the targets. Last year, the CDE revised the graduation rate criteria and releasing this August with the AYP reports, will incorporate this new goal and target structure. The graduation rate target or goal for all LEAs and schools is 90 percent. It is expected that all schools and LEAs will meet this target within 10 years for the 2019 AYP determination. Also, beginning in the 2012 AYP, student subgroups must meet these graduation rate criteria and meet the 90 percent goal, again, by 2019. Schools in LEAs have one of three ways to meet the graduation criteria for AYP. First, they can meet the 90 percent goal, or schools and districts may meet the fixed growth target, or the variable growth target. And we’ll explain in a little more detail about what each of these targets mean. What is the fixed growth target? It is the difference between the LEAs or schools baseline graduation rate which is the 2009 AYP graduation rate and the 90 percent goal divided by 10. The fixed growth target is calculated only once for LEAs and schools, and that growth schedule, the fixed growth target schedule remains constant from the 2010 AYP through the 2019 AYP. So I'll give you a more detailed example. The fixed growth target of a school for the 2009 AYP graduation rate of 50.5 percent would be 3.95 percent. Remember, this target was calculated by subtracting the graduation goal, the baseline graduation rate which will give you 39.5 and divided by the number of years remaining until the 2019 AYP, which will be 10. And that would give you the 3.95 percentage points. So for the fixed growth target schedule for this particular school, for 2010, the school will have to make the 55.55 percent graduation rate in order to meet the graduation rate criteria under this target example. This percent will increase by 3.95 all the way up until 2019. So for the 2011 AYP, this school must meet a graduation rate of 60.6 percent and it would increase every year 3.95 percent, it remains constant. And that brings us to the third way that schools and LEAs can meet their graduation rate criteria, the variable growth target. This is calculated each year for schools and districts, and it is calculated by subtracting the current graduation rate from the 90 percent goal and then dividing that by the number of years that remain before the 2019 AYP. So, of course, this is calculated again for each LEA and each school. And it will vary just like the name implies each year depending on the schools graduation rates. Let's go to an example. So for the 2010 AYP a school with a 2009 AYP graduation rate of 60 percent would have a variable target of three percentage points. In this very first year, the 2010 AYP, the variable growth target will be the same as the fixed growth target because the same number of years remaining before 2019 is 10, so you divide it by 10. Let's move on then to next year. For the same school that had a variable growth target in 2010 of 3 percent, if they had a 62 percent graduation rate in 2010, their variable target for 2011 will be 3.11 percentage points. Essentially, this is calculated again by subtracting from the goal of 90 percent of the current graduation rate. So in this example, the 2010 graduation rate was 62 percent. Then, you divide by the number of years remaining until the 2019 AYP. In this case, for the 2011 AYP, there would be nine years remaining and your variable growth target would be 3.11 percentage points. So for this particular school, they must meet a 65.11 percent graduation rate in order to meet the AYP graduation rate criteria under this target. Having three different ways to meet the graduation rate criteria, it does offer some flexibility for schools whose graduation rate does fluctuate greatly. There are also some additional graduation rate requirements. LEAs and schools will be exempt from the graduation rate requirement if they have grade 12 data that is not available on the current and prior year. Again, grade 12 data must be available both in the prior and current graduation year. And by grade 12 data, we are referring to grade 12 enrollment, grade 12 dropout, and grade 12 graduation data. Also, LEAs and schools will be exempt from the graduation rate requirement if they have fewer than 50 students in the graduation rate denominator. The denominator is graduates plus dropouts. After reviewing the four components of the AYP, you may have noticed that there are many different ways that a school could miss, or LEA could miss AYP. In fact, there are about 50 ways that schools and districts could miss the AYP. We'll put that down for you. So, the participation rate, they're up to 12 different student subgroups, that's including the student-wide in two different content areas, ELA and Mathematics. So that would give 24 different ways that a school can make or miss AYP. And the percent proficient component, again, there are 12 different groups, two content areas, ELA and Mathematics, and again 24 different ways that a school or LEA could miss the AYP. The third component, the API school can either make or miss the API target and, again, they could either miss or make the graduate rate target. That brings us to 50 different ways that a school and LEA could miss the AYP. We’ve covered the components, now, I'll talk a little bit about which assessments are included in the AYP. Jenny talked about the assessments included in the API. There are some overlaps. For high schools, only CAHSEE and California Alternate performance Assessment (CAPA) results are used in the AYP and that's only for grade 10. For elementary and middle schools, CSTs, CAPA, and CMAs are used for AYP. We get a lot of questions here at the CDE when schools are looking at their API reports and the number of students that are included and looking at their AYP reports and the number of students included. A lot of times, those numbers will differ. For high schools, let's say, an example is someone looks on their API report and sees that they have a thousand students included, but on their AYP there's only 300. That's because high schools for AYP is only based on grade 10 CAHSEE and CAPA results. I just want to reiterate that because we do get many questions here at the CDE about that issue. Because of these variations across AYP, API, and STAR, you do want to make sure that you pay attention because STAR enrollment and performances will differ once you compare across those different results. We did mention a little bit about CMAs. And for elementary and middle schools, CMA was available for students in grades three through eight. Excuse me; we’re having some technical difficulties. Slide 87–88, I apologize. Slide, 68. Okay. Sorry about that. Okay. So the CMA assessments were available to students in grades three through eight for our English-language arts, grades three through seven in math, and grades five and eight in science in 2009. In 2010, the CMAs were available to grade nine ELA, grade 10 science and algebra. And we’re hoping that in the fall of 2010, grade 10 and 11 ELA and geometry will be field tested and fully operational in spring 2011. So, hopefully, by 2011, we'll have all of the CMA tests available for students that need to use them. As I talked about earlier, there are more than 50 different ways that a school or an LEA could miss the AYP. Because of that and because of the increasing target, there are alternative methods to making AYP. There are more than 10 alternative methods. And the good news is that you don’t have to apply for these alternative methods. The CDE automatically will calculate them for your school or district. The most common methods are the two-year average, and this applies to your percent proficient; county and district average graduation rates; and Safe Harbor. For instance, if your school misses AYP right off the bat due to a percent proficient that you missed that target, automatically, we'll look at the prior percent proficient for that subgroup or schoolwide. If that two-year average, by combining the prior with the current year percent proficient, meets the target we will apply that alternative method for your school. Also, keep in mind the AYP reports will indicate too if an alternative method has been applied. There's the column for that on the report. Now that we mentioned Safe Harbor, what is it? It's an alternative method to making the AMOs or proficiencies. LEAs, schools, and subgroups must show significant growth over the prior year. What is significant growth? Significant growth here is a little different than how targets are set for AYP and percent proficient. Specifically, we are looking at a reduction in the percent of students who are below proficient, and that reduction has to be at least 10 percent. Please note that for Safe Harbor, the CDE does calculate confidence intervals and the confidence intervals are based on the number of valid test scores. So if your school or district has very few valid test scores, the confidence interval used for Safe Harbor will be a little bit higher. This is a simplified example of how the CDE calculates Safe Harbor. Please be aware that it is not our intention for you to walk away from this presentation knowing exactly how to calculate Safe Harbor using confidence intervals. Our goal here is just for you to get an overview understanding of the calculation status, very simplified version, so that you have a general understanding of how Safe Harbor is calculated. Step one, to calculate Safe Harbor is to determine the percentage of students that are scoring below proficient in 2009. The next step would be to calculate the Safe Harbor goal. Then after that, you would determine the percentage of students scoring below proficient in 2010, then you would compare the percent scoring below proficient in 2010 to the Safe Harbor goal. This will provide you a little more detailed example. Let's say this school is a high school. In 2009, they score 70—they had 70 percent of their students score below proficient. The next step is to calculate that Safe Harbor goal, so we would take the number of students. We take 10 percent of the students that scored below proficient, in this case, the 70 percent which would give us seven, and then we would add seven to the number that scored proficient in 2009. So the Safe Harbor goal for this particular example is 37.0 percent. Next, we need to determine the number of students that scored proficient in 2010, which should be 38.1 percent. Because this percentage is greater than the Safe Harbor goal of 37 percent, we can say that this high school made AYP due to Safe Harbor because the 38.1 percent is greater. Just to give you some perspective for this particular high school, the target is 55.6 percent. So, you can see that this is clearly an alternative method of making AYP under the percent proficient component. Now that we've covered more detail on the AYP components and alternative methods, I'm going to cover how to use, interpret, and present the AYP data. Of course, I want to focus first on what the AYP results do tell you, because many people in the field get access to STAR reports, API reports, AYP reports and all of those reports do tell us something different. So, it's important to understand exactly what each set of data is telling you. The AYP results tell us what percent of students participated in the STAR and CAHSEE assessment that stood out first component to participation rate. The AYP also tells us the percent of students that are proficient or advanced in ELA and mathematics. And how many more students are proficient or advance this year compared to last. So, it's a very good annual comparison of the data and its measure is pretty consistent. The AYP also tells us whether the school’s performing at or above the state targets. And for the subgroups whether they are performing at or above the state targets. Another big piece of information is that the AYP does tell us whether the achievement gap is narrowing between student groups. There has been a big push here at the Department of narrowing that achievement gap. So, it's very interesting to look at based on the AYP results. Here's another way to present your AYP results to your community, board, or superintendents. Here you see on the left side of the chart percent proficient and across the bottom, we have the number of years from 2007 to 2008 and it's a comparison of percent proficient in the ELA and mathematics. Right off the bat, you can see that both in ELA and math, the percent proficient has increased. Using this chart you can see that mathematics has increased more than ELA in terms of percent proficient. What if you wanted to look at specific subgroups? This graph right here does show percent proficient, across student groups in ELA for the most recent year, 2010. As you can see here, the white subgroup in orange is outperforming African-American and EL subgroups. So they are even outperforming the socioeconomically disadvantaged group. Let's see, if you wanted to compare these two groups over time not just in the most recent year, you can use a graph that looks similar to this. You can see here, too, that the top line is the white student group and the bottom line is the socioeconomically disadvantaged student group and how they performed and percent proficient from 2005 to 2008. As you can see here over time, the white group is outperforming the socioeconomically disadvantaged group but you also notice that, that gap is not narrowing. So, it's a good way to show that the achievement gap for this particular school isn't narrowing and that maybe some interventions should be used here at this school. Now, that we've covered what the AYP does tell you and how to chart out some of the results for our useful information, we should cover what the AYP results do not tell you. Similar to the API, the AYP does not provide the information about student performance and content areas other than mathematics and ELA. Also, it only provides you information about students scoring at the proficient or advance level. We don’t have specific information for students better scoring at basic or far below basic. So, if you want to know how students are moving in those three groups, you cannot use the AYPs to tell you that. So, if you want more information about the AYP results, data files are available from 2003. The AYP Information Guide is also available, and much more information at the Web site listed here. And now, I'm going to turn over the presentation to Matt Taylor. He's going to cover Program Improvement.
Matt:
Good afternoon, everyone. My name is Matt Taylor. I am the

Administrator of the Evaluation, Research, and Analysis Unit here at the Department of Education. And first off, I want to thank Meredith for covering such a complicated topic. That's a tough one. And as Meredith indicated, I'm going to try and walk you through the Program Improvement system that we have here in the State of California. As Meredith indicated, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires that all schools need to make AYP and the reports coming out soon in the next month or so for Program Improvement will rely on the 2009 AYP and 2010 AYP results. So, who can be identified for program improvements, only certain schools can be identified for Program Improvement. Primarily only those schools receiving Title 1 funding can be eligible to be identified for Program Improvement. And these schools are identified for missing AYP for two consecutive years and it has to be in the same content area either English-language arts or mathematics, or on the same indicator, API or graduation rate. So, I want to make a note here that some mistakenly believe that the school has to miss AYP for the same subgroup in two consecutive years but this isn't true as shown on the slide. It's only the content area or the indicator that matter. So, you can have two different subgroups missing English-language arts in two different years and still be identified for Program Improvement. Here are some summary statistics for the 2009-10 school year. About 37 percent to the Title 1 schools are in PI. They're in total or about 6,065 Title 1 schools and about 2,782 those are in PI. Once the school is identified for Program Improvement, it's required to carryout a variety of interventions and reforms over a five-year timeline. And I'm going to give you a brief summary of those five-year improvements but for more detailed information, please contact the District Improvement Office. Their contact information is listed near the end of the slideshow. They can give you a much more detailed information about the years. But the first year of Program Improvement is called the School Improvement Phase and the parents need to be notified that the school has been identified in Program Improvement, school choice is offered, and the school's plan is revised. Second year of Program Improvement, the school keeps working on year one improvements as well as provide supplemental services to all eligible students in its school. In year three, the school needs to keep doing years one and two improvements as well as provide at least one corrective action identified in their school's plan. Year four is the restructuring year and in that year, the school needs to develop a plan to restructure the governance of its school. And in year five, the school should implement that plan that they'd identified during year four. So, there's lots of very, very high level surface summary of the Program Improvement system but like I said, contact the district improvement office if you do have additional questions about that. We'll go through some examples here of schools whether they're in PI or out of PI So, for this example, in 2009 the school met all criteria except participation rate for Hispanics in ELA and it met all criteria except for percent proficient for ELs in ELA. And this school is identified for Program Improvement because it missed the same content area for two consecutive years as you can see in the example, they missed ELA for both years, therefore, the school is identified for Program Improvement. And our next example, the school met all criteria except percent proficient for African American students in English-language arts and it met all criteria except percent proficient for African American students in mathematics. And this school is not identified for PI because it did not miss the same content area for two consecutive years even though it was the same subgroup, it wasn't the same content area, therefore, the school is not identified for Program Improvement. Last example here in 2009, the school met all criteria except the API additional indicator, which is the indicator that Jenny described in her presentation about API. And 2010 met all the criteria except the API additional indicator. The school is identified for Program Improvement because it missed the same indicator for both years. And schools can also exit PI status, and in order to exit, the school must make AYP for two consecutive years. So, once identified, then, the school has to make AYP for two consecutive years, fairly straightforward. Now, this section gets a little more complicated when we're talking about identifying LEAs for Program Improvement. So, I'll go over some examples of this in a few slides but first off, only LEAs that receive Title 1 funds are eligible for Program Improvement similar to the schools. And the criteria for identifying LEAs in Program Improvement include missing the same indicator, API or graduation rate for two consecutive years, or missing AYP in the same content area and in each grade span. So, the grade spans we use here at the Department are two through five, six through eight, and grade 10 and they have to miss those for two consecutive years. So, some statistics about LEAs in Program Improvement, about 32 percent of Title 1 LEAs are in PI, 936 of California's LEAs received Title 1 funds and about 298 of those were in Program Improvement in 2009–10. And there's a three-year timeline that LEAs have to follow when there are in Program Improvement status. So, let's do some examples here of identifying LEAs for Program Improvement, hopefully, this helps clarify. In 2009, our school missed the graduation rate. And in 2010, they missed the graduation rate. And that text should say that this school was identified for Program Improvement. And it's working great on your screen. Not showing on my screen, but it looks great on yours. So, the LEA missed the same indicator for two years in a row, therefore, this LEA is identified for Program Improvement. Our next example, when we're identifying LEAs that have missed when we're looking at the content areas for LEAs, we actually apply two-part tests. So, we'll go through that here. In 2009, this LEA missed AYP in ELA for one of its student subgroups and in 2010; it missed AYP for two student subgroups. And since it missed the same content area in ELA both of those years, this particular LEA is at risk for being identified for Program Improvement. And in this case, we would then proceed to our secondary test to see if this LEA actually is identified for Program Improvement. This is where we start looking at grade spans. So in 2009, all grade spans missed AYP in ELA, and in 2010, the elementary and middle grade spans missed AYP in ELA, but the high school grade span made AYP. So in this particular example, this LEA is not identified for Program Improvement because one of its grade spans made AYP in ELA for one of those years, therefore it's not identified for Program Improvement. It might be easier to see this in a table. I don't know, this helps me sometimes to summarize all these data. As you can see, the bottom row of this table in 2010 shows why this particular LEA did not get identified for Program Improvement because that grade 10 grade span met AYP for English-language arts, therefore, this LEA was not identified for Program Improvement. Okay, so here's the question. An LEA can be in PI even if none of its schools are in PI. I guess it’s a statement, but this is a true statement. An LEA can be in PI even if none of its schools are in PI. And I'll explain that in the next two slides. So, first off, the PI determination as we've discussed is not based on whether an LEA has schools in PI, the AYP for LEAs is based on results for all students enrolled in an LEA since the CBEDS collection in October. And how an LEA can get identified for Program Improvement, while none of its schools are in Program Improvement exists because of subgroup sized issues. As Jenny described in her presentation, a numerically significant subgroup is a subgroup of 100 or more or 50 students that make up 15 percent of the total number of students. This is way back on slide number five, if you're following along at home. And a school may not have enough students in a particular subgroup to be considered significant; therefore, that particular school does not get identified for Program Improvement even if that subgroup would've caused that school to fail AYP. However, when you start rolling those results from all of the schools in that district up to the LEA level, you might get to a point where that subgroup becomes significant and if they are not performing up to the AYP standards, then that subgroup may cause the LEA to be identified for Program Improvement. So, that's the end of my particular section about Program Improvement. I'm going to go through some contact information here for each of the Department's units that you may need to get in contact with throughout your needs as an accountability coordinator. First off, any questions about the AYP, appeals of AYP, or identification of Program Improvement come to my unit, this is the Evaluation, Research, and Analysis Unit and our contact information is listed there. Any API questions, if you need data corrections, general data issues, or anything about these complex calculations such as similar schools ranks, things like that, the Academic Accountability and Psychometrics Unit is the place you need to go. Their contact information is listed here. For schools that are identified in PI, they can contact the School Support in Title 1 Basic Office and their phone number is listed here. For LEAs that are listed in PI or if you have questions as to LEA with schools in PI, you can also contact the District Improvement Office and they can walk through what each of the years require your school and/or LEA to do. For our standardized testing and recording office, if you have any questions about that particular set of assessments, their contact information is here as well as the high school exit exam, which is our assessment used in grade 10, their contact information is there. And if you have any questions now, we're available to answer them. We can get Jenny back here, ask her some questions or Meredith or I can answer questions about our particular sections, so please free to type any questions into your computer. And in two weeks, I'm told this webcast will be made available on the CDE's Web site and like I said, please contact any of these CDE offices to have any specific questions that you might need answered. I'm not seeing any questions coming up, so thanks—oh, we have one. Hold on for a minute. 
Jenny:
They're asking us if PowerPoint available now?
Matt:
Yes. The PowerPoint is available. If you click on the upper right-
hand corner of your window here with this live meeting, it looks like three pieces of paper and its called handouts. If you click on that, it allows you to download the PowerPoint of it to your computer and you can look at that as well. And once this Webcast is archived, you'll be able to view it again in about two weeks, like I said. Let see—it appears that we are having a few more questions come in, so we'll try and answer them as best as we can. If we were in Safe Harbor last year and if we make that this year, would we be out of PI? So, if you've made Safe Harbor last year and you make Safe Harbor again, that’s the same as making AYP. So, you would have made AYP for two consecutive years and you would exit PI. Okay. I think that’s about all the questions that we have. We have a question regarding where people might go for questions regarding California High School Proficiency Examination (CHSPE) and we'll have to look that information up and send that out in a little bit.
Meredith:
Can you explain the CMA calculations on AYP? The CAP for both
CMA and CAPA.
Jenny:
Okay, CMA calculations for AYP, they are, of course, we still have

to set the performance levels. Those performance levels will not be set until the November board meeting. Once the performance levels are set, we will go in and redo our AYP reports. The CMAs are going to be treated just like CSTs and CAPAs that the students performed proficient. They will be in the proficient category. There is a 2 percent CAP on how many students can be counted for proficient under the CMA, just like for the CAPA, there's a 1 percent CAP. With the CMA though, we have a little more flexibility. For instance, if a school does not exceed the 1 percent CAP for CAPA, let’s say, they only have .5 of their students, then we can go ahead and allow 2.5 of their students for a total of 3 percent on the CMA as a CAP. So, once again, that data will not be incorporated into the AYP until November after the State Board has set the cut points. 

Meredith:
We have a question regarding alternative education schools such

as Community Day. If they're under 50 students during CBEDS list, do they qualify for API scores?

Jenny:
Okay. Let me make sure that we separate out API for the state
Accountability system versus the federal accountability system. For the federal accountability system, we have asked the Feds to approve a minimum “N” size for our Alternative Schools Accountability Model (ASAM) schools and our alternative schools. Well, any school actually. So, any school that has less than 50 valid scores in their API will not be held accountable for the API requirement for federal accountability. Now, this is in our workbook. We believe this is going to be approved. We have not heard 
otherwise, but we have not received final word yet. But we’re confident that we’re going to be able to implement that particular new flexibility for the 2010 AYP.

Jenny:
Okay.

Matt:
Looks like that’s all the questions that we have for today. Thank you 
all for attending the Webcast. And like we said before, this should be archived, should be up on the Department's Web site in about two weeks. And feel free to give us a call if you have any other questions at all.

Jenny:
Thank you. Have a nice afternoon. 
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