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Executive Summary

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE CAHSEE: 2008 EVALUATION REPORT

Executive Summary

In 1999, the California legislature established the requirement that, beginning
with the Class of 2004, students pass a graduation exam in English-language arts (ELA)
and mathematics (SB-2X, written into Chapter 9 of the California Education Code as
Sections 60850—60856). In July 2003, after the completion of the 2002—-03 California
High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) testing, the State Board of Education (Board)
voted to defer the CAHSEE requirement until 2006.

The legislation establishing the CAHSEE requirement also called for an
independent evaluation of the impact of this requirement and of the quality of the
CAHSEE tests. Over the 8 years since the CAHSEE was established by law, a wide
range of information has been gathered, analyzed, and reported by the Human
Resources Research Organization (HumRRO) as part of the independent evaluation of
the CAHSEE. This annual report covers analyses of test results and other evaluation
activities conducted through September 2008. Evaluation activities are reported under
the following topics, each of which is summarized briefly here:

Review of CAHSEE test quality (Chapter 2)

Results from test administrations through Spring 2008 (Chapter 3)
Student Perspectives on the CAHSEE (Chapter 4)

Information on students who did not pass (Chapter 5)

Trends in other indicators during the CAHSEE era (Chapter 6)
Plans for a 2009 Instruction Survey (Chapter 7)

The final chapter of this report includes both a summary of key findings and a
number of general policy recommendations for further improving the CAHSEE and its
use.

Review of CAHSEE Test Quality
Review of the CAHSEE Test Questions

HumRRO conducted reviews of CAHSEE test questions in 2000, before the first
form was developed, again in 2002 after the first administration of CAHSEE to 10"
graders, and in 2005 after changes to the test blueprints were implemented. We
conducted a fourth review of CAHSEE test questions in Spring 2008. The new review
addressed two key questions:

e Do new forms of the CAHSEE still cover the targeted content standards
completely and in sufficient depth?

e |s the CAHSEE fair and accessible to English learners (EL) and students
receiving special education services?
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The review assessed: (a) the alignment of an intact operational test to the
content standards (using Webb’s alignment method) and (b) how well the test questions
conform to emerging principles of universal test design. (See Chapter 2 for a discussion
of alignment method and of principles for designing test questions that are fair and
appropriate for all students.)

Overall, the alignment was judged to be good, although the review identified a
few specific areas where the depth of knowledge required by the test questions or the
clarity of their coverage of targeted standards might be improved. At the same time, we
reviewed the accessibility of the test forms and questions for all students, following
principles of universal design. The findings here also were positive, with a few questions
or suggestions for improvement of specific questions.

Test Score Accuracy

HumRRO analyzed the consistency with which the CAHSEE essays were scored
and found results generally comparable to last year and somewhat improved in
comparison to previous years. We also examined the accuracy of pass-fail decisions
based on test scores. Accuracy levels were similar to results from a similar analysis of a
2007 test form and judged to be acceptable.

Test Administration

We observed an administration of the CAHSEE in a school with a substantial
number of English learners. No significant problems were encountered. A few
suggestions for improving test administrator training are offered in Chapter 2.

Results from Test Administrations through May 2008

All 10" grade students in the Class of 2010 were required to take the CAHSEE
for the first time in February, March, or May of 2008. In addition, 11" graders from the
Class of 2009, 12™ graders from the Class of 2008, and students from the Class of 2007
and Class of 2006 who had not yet passed both parts of the exam were given several
opportunities to take the CAHSEE in any of the seven administrations from July 2007
through May 2008. Detailed analyses of these results are presented in Chapter 3. Key
findings are summarized here.

Many students who did not graduate in 4 years continued to take the
CAHSEE. A substantial number of students from the Class of 2007 (more than 12,000)
and even the Class of 2006 (nearly 4,000) who had not yet passed the CAHSEE
continued to take the exam this year. Many of these students completed the CAHSEE
requirement (more than 4,000 in the Class of 2007 and about 1,200 in the Class of
2006) completed the CAHSEE requirement.

12th grade passing rates were similar to last year. Over 90 percent of first-
time seniors in the Class of 2008 met the CAHSEE requirement by the end of their
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senior year, but about 46,000 seniors did not. Over a third of those not passing were
students with disabilities (SWDs). This was the first year SWDs were subject to the
CAHSEE requirement. Of these, 54.5 percent met the requirement, but about 17,000
SWDs who were still trying to pass the CAHSEE did not do so by the end of their senior
year.

The passing rate for students who were not in special education was 93.7
percent this year, compared to 93.3 percent in 2007 and 90.4 percent in 2006, both
years when special education students were exempted from the requirement.

Passing rates for some groups of students were significantly lower than the
overall passing rate this year. English learners (73.5%), SWDs (54.5%), low-income
(85.5%), African American (80.5%), and Hispanic (86.2%) students all had passing
rates below the overall rate of 90 percent. These passing rates are based on current
seniors and exclude students who dropped out prior to 12" grade. Low-income and
minority students had higher dropout rates than the general student population, so an
even smaller proportion of 10" graders in these populations made it all the way through
to receive a diploma.

Increases in 10th and 11th grade passing rates. The 11th grade (Class of
2009) cumulative passing rate increased significantly, from 78 percent last year to 82
percent this year. Similarly the 10™ grade (Class of 2010) passing rate increased from
65 percent to 69 percent.

Initial passing rates for the 10™ grade (Class of 2010) remained lower for English
learners (29%), students with disabilities (20%), and for low-income (57%), African
American (52%), and Hispanic (58%) students.

Student Perspectives on the CAHSEE

Students completed a brief questionnaire following each part of the CAHSEE
describing their preparation for and reactions to the CAHSEE and their current
educational plans and expectations. An analysis of their responses is presented in
Chapter 4. Key findings include:

e The proportion of students who said that the CAHSEE was an important
test for them remained high, (79%) and was even higher (about 85%), for
students who did not pass one or both parts.

e Most 10" graders, nearly 90 percent, expected to graduate from high
school, an increase of 1 percentage point from 2007. Nearly 95 percent of
those passing both parts expected to receive a diploma. Very few (1%)
said they would give up trying to get a diploma if they could not pass the
CAHSEE, although about 5 percent said they did not know what they
would do in this case.

Human Resources Research Organization (HUMRRO) Page iii



Independent Evaluation of the CAHSEE: 2008 Evaluation Report

The percentage of students expecting to go on to a 4-year college rose
about 2 percentage points, to about 55 percent.

The percentage of students saying that they did as well as they could on
the CAHSEE increased for both ELA (89% to 90%) and mathematics
(85% to 87%).

The percentage of students saying that most or all of the topics on the
CAHSEE were covered in their courses remained high, at 94 percent for
the ELA test and 92 percent for the mathematics test. Even among
students who did not pass either part, 85 percent of ELA test takers and
94 percent of mathematics test takers said the topics on the CAHSEE had
been covered in their courses.

Students also said that the questions on the CAHSEE were of about the
same difficulty as questions encountered in their courses (83% for ELA
and 82% for mathematics).

About 47 percent of students who took the ELA test said that they were
working harder but only 8 percent said they were getting help to meet the
CAHSEE requirement. Among mathematics students, 46 percent
responded they were working harder and 9 percent said they were getting
outside help.

Students Who Did Not Pass

We analyzed demographic data and student questionnaire responses for about
20,000 Class of 2008 students (seniors) who did not pass. Some key findings were:

About two-thirds of the students who did not pass still thought they would
graduate from high school; surprisingly, this rate did not change from 10th
to 12th grade.

By 12th grade, fewer of those who had not passed thought they would go
to a 4-year college (18% compared to 32% in 10th grade and 55% of their
classmates in 10th grade); the percent thinking they would go to a
community college rose from 23 percent to 44 percent.

Students who did not pass were more likely to say that many ELA and
math topics on the CAHSEE were not covered in their courses (17%
compared to 8% for all students); many more said that the questions on
the test were more difficult than those encountered in their coursework
(40% compared to 18% for all students).
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Trends in Other Outcomes

Dropout rates could not be compared to those in prior years because of changes
in the calculation method. Schools were required to supply exit codes for each student
leaving this year, increasing the number considered to be dropouts. The large number
of dropouts overall (24% total 4-year dropout rate) and for particular demographic
groups (30% for Hispanic and 42% for African-American students) identified by the new
procedures is a significant concern.

Grade-to-grade enrollment declines from 9" to 12" grade remained about the
same and continued to be lower than in pre-CAHSEE years. However, the ratio of
graduates to fall 12th grade enrollment dropped 4 percentage points in 2006, from 86.7
percent to 82.5 percent, and another 3 percentage points in 2007, to 79.5 percent. Note,
however, that the 2007 rates included a significant number of repeat 12" graders,
students from the Class of 2006 still trying to meet the CAHSEE requirement. The lower
graduation rate was thus due, in part, to an increase in the denominator.

SAT score means declined slightly in 2007 (2 to 3 points), while ACT score
means remained unchanged in 2007, the most recent year for which results were
available. AP patrticipation rates and test scores declined slightly, but remained above
pre-CAHSEE levels.

Plans for the 2009 Instruction Study

A new instruction study will be conducted in 2009. While the design of the new
study will be similar to that of the previous studies, there are some differences.
Specifically, the new study will gather information only at the high school level (not from
middle-grade feeder schools); researchers will not visit school sites; and the study will
sample fewer high schools (400 compared to 600 schools in previous studies). The new
instruction study will focus on the following questions:

1. What changes have there been to the standards-based courses reported
in the earlier surveys?

2. Are more students who need additional instruction in the standards taking
courses and participating in intervention programs offered by the schools?

3. Are the students who participate in the relevant courses and programs
better prepared to succeed in these courses than were previous cohorts?

As described in Chapter 7, we held a workshop this spring to plan for the new study.
New findings concerning the impact of the CAHSEE on instruction will be included in
next year's evaluation report.

Recommendations

As noted above, many students from the classes of 2006 and 2007 who
did not meet the CAHSEE requirement by the end of their senior year continued
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on for a fifth and, in some cases, a sixth year to master the required skills, meet
the CAHSEE requirement, and receive a diploma. Many have not yet been
successful, but a significant number were. Our first recommendation is:

Recommendation 1: California should seek ways to encourage students
who do not pass in 4 years to continue their studies for one or more
additional years. Students who do should be studied to identify programs
that help them succeed.

CAHSEE passing rates are increasing, but many students with disabilities and
English learners are not meeting the CAHSEE requirement. Now that students with
disabilities are no longer exempt from the CAHSEE requirement, consequences of their
low passing rates have increased significantly. Findings from prior years of the
evaluation suggest that many of these students are judged not able to receive
instruction in the knowledge and skills required to pass the CAHSEE, leaving them
without skills judged essential for subsequent success.

Recommendation 2: Districts, schools, and IEP teams should make all
possible efforts to provide access to the general curriculum to students
with disabilities so that these students can obtain the skills needed to pass
the CAHSEE. The State Board of Education should establish alternative
goals and ways of recognizing the accomplishment of students who
cannot meaningfully participate in the general curriculum.

Recommendation 3: Curricular goals, possibly including a fifth year of high
school, should be studied for English learners who enter U.S. schools
during high school. California schools should also find ways to help
English learners who enter U.S. schools prior to high school but continue
to have difficulty learning English.

Many low-income and minority students have difficulty passing the CAHSEE.
Dropout rates are also higher for these groups of students, leading to a greater
proportion of students in these groups who do not receive a high school diploma.
Failure to receive a diploma has significant societal costs as well as costs to the
individual students. Our fourth recommendation is:

Recommendation 4: Undertake further study to find ways to increase
graduation rates for low-income and minority students.

Finally, it has been 8 years since the content framework for the CAHSEE was
adopted. The State Board of Education indicated that they intended to increase the rigor
of the requirement over time. Four years ago, the rigor of the mathematics test was
actually decreased slightly when the exam was revised and restarted in 2004 for the
Class of 2006. At its meeting in July 2008, the California State Board of Education
adopted a requirement for all students to take Algebra I in the 8" grade. The Board may
therefore wish to consider whether it should broaden coverage of Algebra | in the
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CAHSEE and whether it should require mathematics instruction beyond Algebra | during
high school. Now that several years of CAHSEE data are available, it is possible to
examine the extent to which success on the CAHSEE indicates preparation for life after
high school. More generally, our final recommendation for this year is:

Recommendation 5: The State Board of Education should initiate a new
review of the CAHSEE content requirements. The Board should plan to
allow at least 3 years for implementation of changes to the CAHSEE test
specifications, including development and field testing of new questions
and test forms based on the revised specifications.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE CAHSEE: 2008 EVALUATION REPORT
Chapter 1: Introduction
Lauress L. Wise and D. E. (Sunny) Becker
High School Exit Examinations

According to a recent report by the Center on Education Policy (CEP, 2008) 23
states currently require students to take and pass a high school exit exam to receive a
diploma. Three more states (Arkansas, Maryland, Oklahoma) will implement this
requirement by 2012, with the result that by that year 74 percent of the nation’s public
high school students will be affected.

The California High School Exit Examination

The state of California embarked on this path in 1999. The state legislature
enacted the requirement that students pass a graduation exam in English language arts
(ELA) and mathematics beginning with the Class of 2004 (Senate Bill (SB)-2X, written
into the California Education Code as Chapter 9, Sections 60850—60856).

This requirement was modified in 2002 through the passage of Assembly Bill
(AB) 1609. The revised legislation gave the State Board of Education (the Board)
authority to postpone the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)
requirement, based in part on the results of a study that examined the extent to which
both test development and standards-based instruction met standards for this type of
examination (Wise et al., 2003a). In July 2003, after completion of the 2002-03
CAHSEE testing, the Board voted to defer the CAHSEE requirement until the Class of
2006.

The original legislation mandating the requirements for the graduation exam also
specified an independent evaluation of the CAHSEE. The original contract period
operated from 1999 through 2004; a second contract was awarded to continue the
evaluation through 2007, and a third contract was awarded to continue the evaluation
through 2010. The California Department of Education (CDE) awarded all these
evaluation contracts to the Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO).
HumRRO'’s efforts have focused on analyses of data from tryouts of test questions and
from the annual administrations of the CAHSEE. Reports have focused on trends in
pupil performance, retention, graduation, and dropout rates. The legislation also
specified that evaluation reporting would include recommendations to improve the
quality, fairness, validity, and reliability of the examination. The legislation required an
initial evaluation report in June 2000 and biennial reports to the Governor, the
Legislature, the Board, and the CDE in February of even-numbered years.

In addition to the legislatively mandated evaluation reports, the contracts for the
evaluation required an annual report of evaluation activities. The present report meets
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the contract requirement for a report of activities and findings during the ninth year of
the evaluation (the 2007-08 school year). This report adds to results and
recommendations included in prior evaluation reports (Wise, Hoffman, & Harris, 2000;
Wise, Harris, Sipes, Hoffman, & Ford, 2000a; Wise, Sipes, George, Ford, & Harris,
2001; Wise et al., 2002b; Wise et al., 2003; Wise et al., 2004a; Wise et al., 2004b; Wise
et al., 2005; Wise et al., 2006; Becker & Watters, 2007). Appendix A summarizes
findings and recommendations from all prior reports.

Summary of Year 8 Evaluation Activities (September 2007)

The most recent findings and recommendations are provided here to provide a
context for the current study. We reported several findings:

Finding 1: HumRRO verified the accuracy of the scoring and equating of
the CAHSEE test forms. Scoring consistency for the essay improved this
year.

Finding 2: Last year’s seniors continued to test after their original target
graduation date.

Finding 3: Passing rates through 12" grade for the Class of 2007, the 11"
grade for the Class of 2008, and the 10" grade for the Class of 2009 were
similar to the corresponding rates for previous classes.

Finding 4: More students are taking Algebra | by 10" grade.

Finding 5: Students in demographic groups with low pass rates (minorities,
economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities) in
schools with a high proportion of similar students continue to have lower
passing rates than students in these groups in schools with fewer similar
students.

Finding 6: As noted previously, many students are still classified as English
learners after as many as 10 years of education in this country. Students in
this group appear to have more severe problems, many participating in
special education programs as well as English language development
programs.

Finding 7: For students with disabilities, participation in regular classroom
instruction is closely related to meeting the CAHSEE requirement.
Participation in regular instruction and also the specific services students
receive vary by type of disability.

Finding 8: California Standards Test (CST) end-of-course test results and
CAHSEE results provide consistent conclusions about students with
disabilities.
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Finding 9: Performance gaps for low-income and racial/ethnic minority
students persist and these groups tend to be clustered in low-performing
schools.

Finding 10: Many teachers continue to be unaware of state-provided
CAHSEE resources such as the CDE Web site and Teacher Guide, while
teachers who reported familiarity with these sources indicated they were
useful.

Finding 11: Survey results suggest that the CAHSEE is useful for guiding
instruction in schools where performance is lowest.

Finding 12: Principals and ELA and math teachers did not agree on whether
teachers in other subjects perceive that they share in responsibility for students’
success on the CAHSEE.

Finding 13: Graduation rates declined by about 4 percentage points for the
Class of 2006 (the most recent data available), the first year students were
required to pass the CAHSEE to obtain a diploma. Similarly, dropout rates
increased, most markedly in Grade 12.

Finding 14: College preparation activities hint at a broader interest among
high school students in going to college.

The Year 8 evaluation report also included several recommendations:

Recommendation 1: CDE should work with districts to track students who
do not graduate on time.

Recommendation 2: For students who do graduate, it would be useful to
link their high school test scores to information on community college,
state college, and university experiences.

Recommendation 3: Reasons for low performance in schools with higher
densities of minorities and low-income students should be studied to
identify possible remedies.

Recommendation 4: Now that statewide student identifiers are generally in
use, CDE should analyze student progress at earlier grades as measured
by CSTs and, for English Learners, the California English Language
Development Test (CELDT) to see where and when students begin to get
off track.

Recommendation 5: California should explore options for supporting and
improving professional development programs for high school teachers.
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Recommendation 6: Districts, schools, and IEP teams should make all
possible efforts to provide access to the general curriculum to students
with disabilities so that these students can obtain the skills needed to pass
the CAHSEE.

Recommendation 7: California should continue to explore alternate routes
to demonstrating proficiency. Programs that consider grades and other
factors besides test scores, introduced in Massachusetts and Washington,
provide examples for consideration.

Organization and Contents of 2008 Evaluation Report

The 2008 Evaluation Report covers activities performed in the independent
evaluation through September 30, 2008.

Chapter 2 presents analyses of test quality and validity, including analyses of
equating, test forms, and scoring accuracy. We also present results of an item review
workshop conducted in April 2008. The review involved two related activities to monitor
the quality and accessibility of the CAHSEE: an alignment review and an evaluation of
universal design. The alignment review investigated the match between the CAHSEE
test items and the CAHSEE content standards, while the evaluation of universal design
examined the degree of accessibility of test items and test format for various student
populations. HUMRRO conducted similar item reviews of the CAHSEE for the CDE in
2002 and 2005 to meet No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements.

Chapter 3 analyzes the 2007—-08 CAHSEE administrations, reporting results for
the 12™ graders in the Class of 2008 and comparing the passing rates of 12" graders in
the Class of 2008 to those of 12™ graders in the classes of 2006 and 2007. In addition,
we report passing rates for 10" graders in the Class of 2010 in comparison to passing
rates for 10" graders in previous classes; and passing rates and score gains for 11"
graders in the Class of 2009 who did not meet the CAHSEE requirements during their
sophomore year. This chapter also analyzes test modifications and accommodations
and factors such as the relationship between mathematics courses taken and success
on the CAHSEE mathematics test.

Chapter 4 investigates the challenge and impacts of the CAHSEE program from
the student perspective. Brief questionnaires were administered to students upon
completion of each CAHSEE test. Analyses include comparisons of current year
responses to response patterns in previous years, as well as comparisons among
distinct groups of students (e.g., students who passed the CAHSEE versus those who
did not).

Chapter 5 provides a closer look at students who have been unable to pass the
CAHSEE. Unfortunately, a study of what ultimately happens to any significant number
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of these students after they leave the system is difficult to conduct because of tracking
issues; such a study is also outside the scope of the current evaluation. We can,
however, say more about who these students are and use their responses to the
student questionnaires to describe their experiences and plans.

Chapter 6 presents trends in educational achievement and persistence through
analyses of data on year-by-year high school enroliment trends, graduation and dropout
rates, college preparation, and Advanced Placement (AP) test achievement. While
these do not directly reflect effects of the CAHSEE, trends over time can be informative
in assessing shifts in student achievement.

HumRRO will conduct an instruction study in Spring 2009. A select group of
California educators participated in a workshop in May 2008 to develop specific
recommendations for questions to be asked in the instruction study. Chapter 7 presents
findings from the workshop.

Finally, Chapter 8 presents our findings and recommendations based on the data
analyses and results presented in previous chapters.
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Chapter 2: 2008 Review of CAHSEE Test Quality

Leslie Taylor, Christopher Johnstone!, Lauress L. Wise, Art Thacker,
and Michele Hardoin-Mandeville

This chapter describes HUMRRO'’s 2007-08 efforts to evaluate the quality of the
CAHSEE test. Our primary effort was a review of the CAHSEE items and test forms in
April 2008. Later in the chapter we describe additional efforts, including analyses of test
form equating and the accuracy of test scores as well as observation of a test
administration.

The primary use of the CAHSEE scores is as an indicator of whether students
have mastered the content standards targeted for the assessment. Thus, the alignment
of the test to these standards is the most direct possible evidence for the validity of the
CAHSEE scores. The review involved two related activities to monitor the quality and
accessibility of the CAHSEE: an alignment review and an evaluation of universal
design. The alignment review investigated the match between the CAHSEE test items
and the CAHSEE content standards, while the evaluation of universal design examined
the degree of accessibility of test items and test format for various student populations.
HumRRO conducted similar item reviews of the CAHSEE for the CDE in 2002 and
2005.

An alignment study evaluates the extent of content overlap between the test
items and the content standards to determine whether the material on which students
are assessed is the same as what they are expected to know. A universal test design
study examines a test for appropriate format, scope, and content relative to the range of
students who will be taking that assessment, such as students with limited English
language proficiency and students with disabilities. The results of these kinds of
investigations contribute to estimations of test validity.

In the review conducted by HUmRRO in 2002, the workshop panelists focused on
the alignment of newer CAHSEE test items with the content standards. The 2005 item
review provided an opportunity to address questions that arose with the revision to
CAHSEE test specifications introduced in 2003—2004, when the exam was restarted for
the Class of 2006 and slight adjustments to the test blueprints were made by the Board.
For the 2005 review, HUmRRO applied the alignment method of Norman Webb (1997,
1999; 2005), and we added an evaluation of universal design by asking the National
Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEOQ) to provide their expertise on test accessibility.

We applied these same alignment and universal design methods to the 2008
item review. Each of these methods, along with corresponding outcomes, will be
summarized in separate sections of this chapter.

! National Center for Educational Outcomes (NCEOQ)
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In this section of the report, we discuss the methods and results of the alignment
process. A panel of 20 California educators and district staff personnel reviewed
CAHSEE items for alignment to the content standards on the first and second days of
the item review meeting.

Methods

We provide the details of the alignment meeting including: (a) the alignment
methods, (b) characteristics of the teachers who served as panelists, and (c) the types
of materials and procedures used to conduct the review.

Webb Alignment Method. The Webb method includes four major dimensions to
evaluate alignment. These alignment dimensions link with statistical procedures used to
assess how well individual portions of the assessments and state standards documents
actually match. Each criterion provides different information about the degree of
alignment between the assessment and content standards; therefore, all four of Webb’s
criteria must be considered for a complete picture of alignment. The four alignment
criteria are as follows:

Categorical concurrence is a broad measure of content match between the test
and State standards indicating the number of items assessing each general content
strand. Webb suggests that the mean number of items per strand should be at least six
for acceptable content coverage.

Depth of Knowledge (DOK) measures the type of cognitive processing required
by items compared to the processing expected by the content standards. The purpose
of using depth of knowledge as a measure of alignment is to determine whether a test
item (or performance task) and corresponding standard are both written at the same
level of cognitive complexity. Webb recommends that the DOK assessed by at least 50
percent of the test items should match the DOK expected in the content standards.

Range-of-knowledge correspondence examines the breadth of content assessed
compared to the State standards. The range indicates the number of standards
assessed by at least one item. The minimum level of acceptability is that at least 50
percent of the objectives must be matched to one or more items.

Balance of representation examines content coverage in yet more detail by
focusing on just how many items match to each content standard. The balance-of-
knowledge representation is determined by calculating an index, or score, for each
standard. Each standard should meet or surpass a minimum index level of 70 (on a
scale of 0 to 100) to indicate good coverage by the assessment.

HumRRO considers the Webb criteria to be a guideline for alignment
evaluations. There are cases when assessments may not meet the minimum criteria on
some Webb dimensions, but the assessments do meet the expectations of the state
content standards. If a state provides sufficient rationale for the content emphasis given

Page 8 Human Resources Research Organization (HUMRRO)



Chapter 2: 2008 Review of CAHSEE Test Quality

in the standards and on the assessment, not meeting certain Webb alignment criteria is
of less concern.

Materials. Panelists reviewed the alignment between the CAHSEE assessment
and CAHSEE standards by evaluating the February 2008 test form against the current
CASHEE test blueprint. Panelists received specific instructions on how to rate these
documents along with pre-constructed electronic rating forms. These documents are
described below.

CAHSEE Test Blueprints. The CAHSEE Test Blueprints (approved by the Board
in 2003) for math and for ELA were used to rate the content assessed by CAHSEE
items. The test blueprint includes each strand and standard that could be tested in a
given CAHSEE test form. While the document does indicate the potential number of test
items linked to each standard, test blueprints do not reveal specific information about
individual test items, such as which particular items are written to each standard. Since
this evaluation must be performed independently of the State and the test contractor, to
ensure maximum objectivity we did not give the panelists item specification information
(i.e., the number of items targeted per strand).

The CAHSEE test blueprints for mathematics and for English-language arts
include a set number of assessed strands, substrands, and standards. The total
numbers of each are presented in Table 2.1. One particular standard for ELA, Writing
Applications, varies per test administration in the specific standard(s) assessed.

Table 2.1. Number of Strands, Substrands, and Standards in Math and ELA Test

Blueprints

Content Area Strands Substrands Standards
English-language arts 6 17 32
Mathematics 7 26 53

Test Forms. Each panelist for math and for ELA reviewed one full 2008 test form
as well as additional field-test items from a different February test form. Table 2.2
describes these test forms.

Table 2.2. Characteristics of the CAHSEE Test Forms

Subject Number Total Selected Constructed Number of
of Test Iltems per Response Response Reporting
Forms Form ltems ltems Categories
Reviewed
ELA 2 80 79 1 6
Mathematics 2 92 92 0 6
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Rating Forms and Instructions. Panelists received printed instructions on how to
perform the alignment tasks. For the CAHSEE blueprints, panelists completed a depth-of-
knowledge (DOK) rating sheet electronically. A different spreadsheet was used to rate
each test item on several dimensions (item DOK, standard match, and overall alignment
and quality). Examples of these materials can be found in Appendix B.

Panelists. The alignment workshop was held April 15-17, 2008. All panelists
recruited to participate in the workshops are current California educators or district staff
nominated for participation by district and test coordinators from across the State. A
total of 20 panelists, including nine math and eleven English-language arts panelists
(see Table 2.3), reviewed the CAHSEE items. The following criteria were established for
selection to the panels: (a) strong familiarity with the CAHSEE content standards in
which they teach, (b) at least three years of experience teaching to these standards,
and, (c) to ensure an independent process,? no involvement in CAHSEE test
development (i.e., item writing, review) within the past five years. From the pool of
nominees meeting these criteria, HUMRRO, in correspondence with the CDE, selected
those nominees that best represented experience with the diversity of California
students from across the State.

2 Two approved panelists did have some involvement in CAHSEE item development recently due to
misunderstanding over the type of ETS reviews in which they participated.
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Table 2.3. Professional and Demographic Characteristics of CAHSEE Panelists

Special
Panelists Certifications
Average Experienced (e.g., RSP,
Professional Number of  Years of with EL CLAD, Region of Origin in
Position Panelists Experience  Students SDAIE %) California Gender Ethnicity

African-  Pacific
North Central South M F Caucasian Asian Hispanic American Islander Other

ELA 11 16.75 9 6 5 2 4 0 11 8 0 1 2 0 0
Teacher, regular
classroom 4 12 4 3 2 1 1 0 4 3 0 1 0 0 0
Teacher, SpED 3 15 2 2 2 0 1 0o 3 2 0 0 1 0 0
Content Specialist 3 18 2 1 1 2 0 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 0
District
Coordinators 1 22 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Math 9 13.25 7 7 3 2 4 4 5 4 0 2 1 1 1

Teacher, regular

classroom 4 16 3 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 0

Teacher, SpED 3 14 2 3 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 0

Content Specialist 1 15 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

District

Coordinators 1 8 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total Panelists 20

% RSP (Resource Specialist Program); CLAD (Cross-cultural Language and Academic Development); SDAIE (Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English)
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Procedures. HUmMRRO conducted a 2-day alignment workshop to review CAHSEE
math and ELA items. The workshops began with an introduction of staff and observers.
Panelists then read and signed an affidavit of non-disclosure regarding any secure
materials they would be reviewing during the workshop. HUmMRRO staff gave the panelists
a brief presentation on alignment and the tasks reviewers would perform.

Following the general introduction, panelists split into content groups. For the ELA
and mathematics reviews, panelists were split further by grade span. Two HUmRRO staff
members facilitated each group by discussing the rating procedures in more detail relative
to the content area, training reviewers on sample standards and assessment items, and
answering questions about the alignment process. Each panelist received a laptop with the
rating forms already uploaded and formatted. Panelists received brief instruction on how to
open and enter ratings into the electronic forms. Regarding instructions on how to rate
standards and items, HumRRO staff provided general suggestions and comments when
appropriate; however, they emphasized to reviewers that staff would not give explicit
direction on how to rate standards or items because reviewers were valued as content
experts.

After reviewing sample DOK evaluations as a group, panelists proceeded to rate the
content objectives from the California blueprint document relevant to their content area and
grade span. They first made independent evaluations without discussion. Once all
reviewers had completed their ratings, the HUmMRRO member led the group through a
discussion of the objectives to achieve consensus DOK ratings. Panelists entered
consensus ratings into the laptop spreadsheet.

Reviewers then received more specific instructions for rating the assessment items.
In particular, staff instructed reviewers to assign a primary standard to an item based on a
judgment that an item clearly measured this content objective. Panel members could
assign an additional standard only if the item seemed to assess another standard as evenly
as the primary standard. Reviewers then evaluated and discussed sample items as a
group. After completing the sample items, reviewers proceeded to rate the test forms
relevant to their content area and grade span. Again, they entered these ratings individually
into electronic rating forms on their laptops. Due to time constraints, panelists did not
achieve consensus on all items. However, group leaders conducted calibration checks
periodically on a small set of items to evaluate the agreement between raters.

Results of the Alignment Review

In this section, we present the results of the alignment analyses, including the Webb
measures. Before presenting these results, we review the agreement rates among the
panelists, as well as panelists’ agreement with the intended content match established
by ETS (the test developer).

Inter-Rater Agreement. Panelists demonstrated high levels of agreement in their
ratings of the content assessed by items for both ELA and math. Table 2.4 below displays
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inter-rater agreement based on the intraclass correlation reliability statistic, which indicates
the extent to which panelists’ ratings matched each other. These numbers indicate very
high agreement between panelists in their ratings of the content assessed by items (95%
on ELA and 96% on math).

Table 2.4. Inter-Rater Agreement on Content Assessed by Items

Content Area Intraclass Correlation 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound
ELA 0.95 0.92 0.96
Math 0.96 0.95 0.97

These results indicate that panelists chose the same strands and standards across
the majority of items.

Panelist-Test Developer Agreement Analyses. Table 2.5 includes agreement
outcomes between panelists’ ratings and ETS item specifications. Agreement is specified
at several levels to note the extent to which panelists agreed with the ETS item content
assignment. ‘Exact Match’ indicates that panelists chose the same strand, substrand, and
standard for the item as the test developer. ‘Partial Match’ indicates that panelists chose
the same strand as the test developer, but differed in the specific content (substrand or
standard) within that strand. ‘No Match’ indicates that panelists selected completely
different strands than intended by ETS.

All of the items were analyzed for ‘Exact Match’ first. For items not exhibiting an
exact match between panelists and ETS on target content, we determined the percent
agreement at the strand level. The agreement levels reported in Table 2.5 represent
separate analyses; thus, rows add to greater than 100 percent.

Table 2.5. Percent Agreement between Panelists and ETS on Target Content for
Operational Iltems

Subject Percent Agreement with ETS Codes
Exact Match Partial Match No Match (different
(same strand, substrand, and
(same strand) strand)
standard)
ELA 46% 85% 15%
Math 2% 88% 12%
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Panelists demonstrated modest agreement with ETS on the content targeted for
assessment. At the most specific level, panelists considered many items to target other
standards than those identified by ETS. However, panelists did agree with ETS on the
content category, or strands, targeted by the majority of items.

The low agreement between panelists and item developers at the standard level,
particularly for ELA, could have occurred for several reasons. Panelists may have been
imprecise or hasty in their ratings. However, an additional consequence would likely have
been low inter-rater agreement between the panelists’ ratings, but this outcome did not
occur (as shown in Table 2.4, above). In fact, panelists showed high agreement on their
content match, even at the standard level. Instead, the low agreement with the test
developer likely reveals an issue not too uncommon in standards-based testing. Content
knowledge specified in standards documents is not always mutually exclusive, and, thus,
standards may overlap to some extent. Furthermore, standards tend to be written broadly
to allow some flexibility in item development, as well as in the curriculum. The
consequence, which is not necessarily problematic, is that writing items that narrowly target
only a single content expectation becomes more difficult.

HumRRO did review items with the most incongruent content match between
panelists and ETS to evaluate the source of the discrepancy further. This review included
those items for which five or more reviewers chose a different strand from the one targeted
by ETS. For example, one item in particular was intended to assess Reading Literacy;
however, only 2 of the 11 panelists chose Literacy as the target. The remaining panelists
chose Word Analysis as the content assessed by the item. Our review of the item led us to
conclude that it is reasonable that panelists chose this strand as the primary target of
assessment, although the Literacy strand (targeted by ETS) is reasonable as well. In other
words, a sufficient argument could be made that the item assesses both strands well.
Again, this fact seems to be more related to the broad wording of the standards and some
overlap in content than to an indiscriminate item. Still, it may be worthwhile for ETS to
review specific items for possible secondary strand or standard matches.

Webb Alignment Statistics. In this section, we review the general outcomes of item
analyses on the four Webb criteria for English-language arts and mathematics. We include
results only on operational items in this report because it is these items that are used in
calculating Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). More detailed numeric results can be found in
Appendix C.

All of Webb’s measures begin with calculations for each panelist and build up to a
summary of results across both raters and standards. First, we calculate the mean ratings
across items for each panelist, and then we determine the mean rating across panelists per
strand. Results are then presented at the level of the strand. Tables 6 and 7 include the
summative statistical outcomes for each alignment criterion per strand for math and for
ELA. The second and third columns of the tables indicate the target number of standards
and items listed in the test blueprints as a point of reference.

We give a brief description of the numeric results here, while a more thorough
explanation per alignment criterion is included in Appendix C. Table 2.6 displays the
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summary outcomes for each Webb alignment indicator. For categorical concurrence, the
statistic presented is the mean number of items matched to each strand (the minimum
should be 6 items). One point to note about the means for categorical concurrence is that
the number of items matched to each strand is higher than the target number listed in the
test blueprint. The reason for this discrepancy is that panelists can match items to two
different content strands/standards, which they did in some cases. For depth of knowledge
(DOK), the statistic is the mean percentage of items with complexity levels at or above the
level of the standards within each strand (minimum should be 50% per strand). For range
of knowledge (ROK), the statistic is the mean percentage of standards matched with at
least one item per strand (minimum should be 50% per strand). Finally, the balance of
knowledge representation (Balance) column indicates the mean balance index per strand
(minimum should be a score of 70), which provides a measure of how evenly items are
distributed among standards. Those numbers highlighted in each table fall below the
threshold for acceptable alignment.

Table 2.6. Results on Webb Alignment Indicators for Mathematics by Strand

Target
Strand Number of  Number of Webb Alignment Indicators
Standards  Items per Categorical Balance
per Strand  Strand  Concurrence DOK  ROK Index
Statistics, Data Analysis, and 7 12 21.33 58% 83% 82
Probability
Number Sense 3 14 23.00 7%  96% 76
Algebra and Functions 3 17 28.11 48% 96% 86
Measurement and Geometry 10 17 24.11 73%  89% 75
Mathematical Reasoning 6 8 11.22 73%  61% 78
Algebra | 10 12 16.78 87% 87% 80
Total Alignment Outcomes 6 of 6 50f6 60f6 60f6

Across Standards

Table 2.6 indicates that the CAHSEE test items align well to the test blueprint overall
for mathematics. The strand Algebra and Functions is the exception on one alignment
indicator, depth of knowledge, which shows that panelists considered a number of math
items to assess student knowledge for this strand below the level expected in the content
standards.

Table 2.7 shows similarly positive alignment outcomes for ELA, revealing acceptable
assessment of most strands. Although the cognitive complexity of some items assessing
Reading Comprehension was below the level of the standards, the remaining strands were
assessed at an appropriate level of complexity according to these panelists.

Human Resources Research Organization (HUmRRO) Page 15



Independent Evaluation of the CAHSEE: 2008 Evaluation Report

Table 2.7. Results on Webb Alignment Indicators for English-language arts by Strand

Target Webb Alignment Indicators

Strand Number of  Number of

Standards  |tems per  Categorical Balance

per Strand  Strand Concurrence DOK  ROK  Index
Word Analysis, Fluency, and 2 7 15.45 90% 100% 83
Systematic Vocabulary
Development
Reading Comprehension 6 18 23.82 47%  83% 75
Literary Response and 12 20 25.27 61% 77% 75
Analysis
Writing Strategies 5 12 9.64 93%  60% 84
Writing Applications 6 1 3.00 87%  33% 96
Written and Oral English 3 15 19.18 2% 97% 91
Language Conventions
Total Alignment Outcomes 50f6 50f6 50f6 60f6

Across Standards

The Writing Applications strand warrants some discussion and explanation. While
the results for this strand fall below the Webb criteria, they do correspond with the test
blueprint. This strand is assessed by the constructed response (essay) item, and the
content assessed by the essay rotates per test administration. Panelists did assign this
strand to the constructed response item (in addition to several multiple-choice items). Thus,
the results accurately reflect the intention of the test blueprint.

Summary and Recommendations on Test Alignment

The purpose of the 2008 alignment evaluation was to determine the level of content
agreement between the February 2008 version of the CAHSEE and the designated
California content standards for mathematics and English-language arts. Alignment
between state academic standards and assessments is a requirement of the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001. The results of these reviews provide evidence for the content validity of
the CAHSEE overall. Furthermore, the results from the 2008 alignment review demonstrate
some improvement in the match between the CAHSEE test and the content standards
compared to the 2005 alignment review.

In this section of the report, we present summary conclusions and recommendations
based on the results of this review. First, we provide alignment conclusions for the 2008
review by strand and subject area based on the statistical results. Alongside the 2008
results, we include the summary outcomes from the 2005 CAHSEE review for a direct
comparison. Finally, while most of the alignment outcomes confirm the validity of the
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CAHSEE as a measure of the content expectations, we offer a few minor recommendations
for improvement.

Table 2.8 provides a synopsis of the alignment judgments for math and ELA strands
from Tables 2.6 and 2.7 in the left-hand portion. The right side of the table displays the
alignment judgments based on the 2005 CAHSEE operational items. The highlighted
portions of the table reflect areas with lower degrees of alignment between the
assessments and content standards.

Table 2.8 clearly demonstrates that the CAHSEE test forms in both 2005 and 2008
align well to the CAHSEE content standards on most Webb dimensions. For math, only the
strand Math Reasoning was rated as not well represented on the 2005 assessment. The
2008 operational items seem to asses this strand more clearly because panelists matched
items to Math Reasoning more frequently in this review. One area of weakness noted in the
2008 assessment not found in the 2005 operational items concerned the Algebra and
Functions strand. These panelists considered some of the 2008 operational items to
assess student knowledge on Algebra and Functions at a lower level of cognitive
complexity than expected in the CAHSEE test blueprint.

For ELA, operational items included in the 2008 test form appear to assess students
more accurately on cognitive complexity for the strand Word Analysis, Fluency, and
Systematic Vocabulary Development and the strand Writing Strategies. However, the items
assessing Reading Comprehension still warrant additional review to bring the cognitive
complexity required on the assessment more in line with the expectations of the CAHSEE
content standards.

The ELA assessment still comes out as weakly aligned to the Writing Applications
strand on the Webb dimensions of categorical concurrence and range-of-knowledge
correspondence (both of which measure breadth of content). As emphasized in the results
section, however, this outcome is not problematic because it reflects the intended design of
the test blueprint. This particular strand evaluates student writing, which is assessed by the
single constructed response (essay) item on the assessment. Including additional
constructed response items on the assessment simply to meet the Webb criterion would be
impractical and unnecessary.
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Table 2.8. Comparison of Alignment Outcomes for 2005 and 2008 CAHSEE Alignment Reviews by Content Strand

Summary Alignment Outcomes per Webb Criteria

Test Alignment for 2008 Review Test Alignment Outcomes for 2005 Review

Categorical DOK ? ROK ° Balance Categorical DOK ROK Balance

Concurrence Index © Concurrence Index
Content Strand

Mathematics Mathematics

Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
Number Sense

Algebra and Functions

Measurement and Geometry

Mathematical Reasoning

o o0~ WN P

Algebra |

[ BN

Word Analysis, Fluency, and Systematic
Vocabulary Development
Reading Comprehension

Literary Response and Analysis
Writing Strategies
Writing Applications

o O A W DN

Written and Oral English Language
Conventions

(o)

Depth-of-knowledge consistency criterion
Range-of-knowledge correspondence criterion
Balance-of-knowledge representation criterion
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Webb’s alignment method does not allow for a single judgment of overall
alignment across the four criteria. However, one can get a sense of overall alignment
between the assessments and standards by looking at all of the criteria together. Table
2.9 provides a summary of the alignment outcomes for mathematics and for English-
language arts.

Summary alignment judgments are based on Webb (2005). Alignment results are
classified into four levels of acceptability:

Fully aligned — items align to all content strands (100%);

Highly aligned — items align to the majority of strands (70-90%)
Partially aligned — items align well to some strands (50-69%); and
Weakly aligned — items align to less than half the strands (below 50%).

Table 2.9. Summary Alignment Conclusions for 2008 CAHSEE Alignment Review
for Mathematics and English-language arts

Alignment Criteria

Categorical Depth of Knowledge Range of Knowledge Balance of
Concurrence Consistency Correspondence Representation
Math Fully Aligned Highly Aligned Fully Aligned Fully Aligned
ELA Highly Aligned Highly Aligned Highly Aligned Fully Aligned

Recommendation. HUmRRO makes two recommendations that could
strengthen the alignment of the CAHSEE test to the content standards:

(1) Review the depth-of-knowledge level of items assessing several strands.
Some items assessed content well below the level of cognitive complexity
expected for one strand in mathematics (Algebra and Functions) and one in
ELA (Reading Comprehension). Other strands did meet the minimum criterion
for acceptability on depth of knowledge, but the correspondence between the
items and strands is still somewhat low (Statistics, Data Analysis, and
Probability = 58%; Literary Response = 61%).

(2) Review the assessment target for some items. While the overall alignment
outcomes were quite good, it is still the case that panelists disagreed with the
test developer on the content assessed by a sizeable number of items, even
at the broadest content level. This fact may or may not produce an impact on
student scores. If items do not accurately assess the targeted content, then
scores for these reporting categories may not be an accurate reflection of
what students know. Items may rightfully target more than one content
expectation, but this fact should be represented clearly in the test blueprint
and specifications.
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Review of Universal Design Evaluation

A separate evaluation of the 2008 CAHSEE assessment involved a review of test
items for the degree of accessibility to a broad range of students who take the
assessment. Test items should not only accurately reflect the content expectations of
the state standards, but also be written in such a way that students can demonstrate
what they know. The CAHSEE test items have been through bias reviews as part of the
item development process under ETS; however, review of accessibility from an
independent evaluator provides further confirmation of a fair process and assessment.

The passage of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001 formalized a gradual
movement toward accountability in states that required all students to meet rigorous
standards. As part of this movement, some states have begun to use high school exit
examinations as one way to ensure all students have met learning targets before
graduation. Currently 23 states require that all students pass an exit examination before
graduating from high school. Three additional states require that only students without
disabilities pass such exams (these states have alternative options for students with
disabilities) (Johnson, Thurlow, & Stout, 2007).

Because of the high-stakes nature of these measurements, states and test
companies have begun to explore options for creating higher quality assessments that
more accurately measure the learning of a wide variety of students, including students
with disabilities. One option for improving assessments that has gained the attention of
policy makers is the concept of Universal Design for Assessment (UDA). According to
Federal Regulations, Universally Designed Assessments are tests that are “designed to
be valid and accessible for use by the widest range of students, including students with
disabilities” (No Child Left Behind Regulations, 2002).

The term universal design was first used in the field of architecture by Ron Mace.
Mace, a wheelchair user, became frustrated with watching his colleagues design
structures that later had to be retrofitted to meet the needs of diverse users. In citing the
need for creating structures from the beginning to be maximally accessible, Mace began
advocating for structures that could meet the needs of wheelchair users, elderly people,
children, and people with sensory disabilities that were, at the same time, easily
accessible to non-disabled users. As part of this design philosophy, ramps, elevators,
expanded doorways, signs, bathrooms, and other features do not have to be added or
modified at additional expense after the completion of a building.

In assessment, the goal of universal design is to provide the most valid
assessment possible for the greatest number of students, including students with
disabilities and English learners. This means designing assessments from the beginning
to ensure that intended constructs are measured, text is concise and readable and in a
clear format, and that the assessment respects the diversity of the assessment
population (Johnstone, Altman, & Thurlow, 2006). Such tests are not intended to make
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the tests easier for some groups or replace accommodations or the use of an alternate
assessment for students who are particularly difficult to assess.

Although UDA has great promise, it is also limited in that it can provide access to
students only to a point. If access begins to interfere with tested constructs, a test
becomes invalidated. Therefore, UDA typically refers to tests that are as accessible and
barrier-free as possible, while maintaining intended constructs (Johnstone, Thompson,
Bottsford-Miller & Thurlow, 2008).

Despite this limitation, there are many ways to produce assessments that align
with UDA policy. The Center for Applied Special Technology (CAST), for example, has
defined Universal Design of Assessments as presenting assessments with “multiple
means of representation and multiple means of response” in order to help students
access tests (Dolan, Hall, Banerjee, Chun, & Strangman, 2005). Thompson, Johnstone,
and Thurlow (2002) of the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO)
synthesized literature from a variety of fields and concluded that Universally Designed
Assessments had several Elements that could be examined to determine if a test is
accessible. These elements were:

Universally designed assessments are designed for an inclusive population.

Universally designed assessments have precisely defined constructs.

Universally designed assessments have accessible, non-biased items.

Universally designed assessments are amenable to accommodations.

Universally designed assessments provide simple, clear, and intuitive

instructions and procedures.

e Universally designed assessments contain language and print that are
maximally readable and comprehensible.

e Universally designed assessments have print and diagrams that are

maximally legible.

In an effort to implement the above Elements, Thompson, Johnstone, Anderson,
and Miller (2005) surveyed experts in a variety of fields. Through a series of Delphi
surveys, Thompson et al.’s (2002) Elements were transformed into a series of
Considerations, which could be used for item review purposes. This process also
includes cognitive lab exercises with students and statistical analysis of items.

Expert reviews using UDA considerations are one part of a larger item review
process (described by Johnstone et al., 2008). For 2008 CAHSEE item review, the
process involved a UDA evaluation by panels of experts. These evaluations were then
compared with field-based study evidence alongside a content alignment evaluation.
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Overview of Study

The process of reviewing items for UDA considerations is typically a full-day
activity. The UDA process is similar to the way in which states and vendors conduct
sensitivity reviews of test items to ensure that they align with content standards and are
not biased against particular populations.

The participants in the UDA workshop were teachers with mathematics (n = 8) or
Language Arts (n = 11) backgrounds who had experience in general, special, and Deaf
education. The review began by familiarizing participants with NCEQO’s considerations
for Universally Designed assessments, which take into account several features of
assessment accessibility. Considerations include: items measuring their intended
constructs, items that respect diversity, items that have clear formats for text, items that
have clear pictures and graphics, and items that are both readable and comprehensible.
Thompson et al. (2005) provide details on these considerations for universally designed
assessments in Table 2.10:
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Table 2.10. Considerations for Universally Designed Assessments

Consideration Description

1 Does the item measure what it intends to measure?

o Reflects the intended content standards (reviewers have information about the content being
measured)

e  Minimizes skills required beyond those being measured
2 Does the item respect the diversity of the assessment population?
e Isaccessible to test takers (consider gender, age, ethnicity, socio-economic level)
e Avoids content that might unfairly advantage or disadvantage any student subgroup
3 Does the item have concise and readable text?
e  Uses common words
e  Employs vocabulary appropriate for grade level
e  Minimizes use of unnecessary words
e Avoids idioms unless idiomatic speech is being measured
e Avoids or defines technical terms and abbreviations not related to the content being measured
e  Uses sentence complexity appropriate for grade level
e  Clearly identifies question to be answered
4 Does the item have clear format for text, using:
e  Standard typeface

e  Twelve (12) point minimum for all print, including captions, footnotes, and graphs (type size
appropriate for age group)

o  Wide spacing between letters, words, and lines
e High contrast between color of text and background
o Sufficient blank space (leading) between lines of text
e  Staggered right margins (no right justification)

5 Does the item have clear visuals (when essential to item)?
e Use of pictures when needed to respond to item

Use of pictures with clearly defined features

Dark lines (minimum use of gray scale and shading)
Sufficient contrast between colors

¢ Avoidance of relying on color to convey important information or distinctions
e Labeling of pictures and graphs

6 Does the item allow the following changes to its format without changing its meaning or difficulty (including
visual or memory load)?

e  Use of Braille or other tactile format
e Signing to a student

e Use of oral presentation to a student
e  Use of assistive technology

e Translation into another language

Human Resources Research Organization (HUmRRO) Page 23



Independent Evaluation of the CAHSEE: 2008 Evaluation Report

Next, teachers reviewed items using a form designed to facilitate easy item rating
by consideration (see Appendix B). As part of the review, each participant was asked to
individually rate items on their fidelity to universal design considerations based on a
rubric. For each item, teachers rated items as a “2” (if the test item appeared to have
fidelity to the universal design consideration), a “1” (if the item met the basic
requirements of the universal design principle, but could have been improved), or a “0”
(if the item did not meet the requirements of a universal design consideration).
Reviewers were also given the option of choosing “DK” (meaning “Don’t Know” if the
rater could not comment on a particular consideration) or “NA” (if the consideration was
not applicable, e.qg., if there was not a visual image in an item).

For each item, teachers provided a fractional total, based on the total number of
points possible (denominator) and the number of points awarded (numerator). For
example, a rater who rated all considerations would have had a denominator of 12
points for each item, but if the rater answered “DK” for one consideration, the
denominator would be only 10 points.

Raters’ fractional scores were converted to decimals. For the purposes of this
analysis, items were organized into four categories based on resulting scores. These
categories and corresponding scale range of scores included:

Category Scale Range
Excellent 0.90to0 1.00
Good 0.80to 0.89
Acceptable 0.67t0 0.79
Questionable less than 0.66

Items with scores of 0.9 to 1.0 were considered “excellent,” items with scores of
0.8 to 0.89 were considered “good,” items with scores of 0.67 to 0.79 were considered
“acceptable,” and items with a score of 0.66 or below were considered “questionable.”

Teachers also made qualitative comments on each item to substantiate their
ratings. Qualitative comments were grouped according to the consideration to which
they referred. When teachers completed the quantitative and qualitative item review,
they were placed into small groups by content expertise. In these groups, teachers
discussed major themes of the test.

The combination of qualitative and descriptive statistical information provides
insights into the overall perception of teachers about CAHSEE's fidelity to UDA
considerations. Results are reported below, and recommendations are made for the
State of California in reference to UDA considerations for the CAHSEE.
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Results of Universal Design Evaluation

Mathematics Assessment. Mathematics teachers rated items very high, with 45
items rated “excellent,” 32 items rated “good,” 14 items rated “acceptable,” and just one
item marked “questionable.” Item means (as rated by teachers) ranged from 0.59 to
0.96 with, as is evident in Table 2.11, most items were in the range of 0.8 or above
(category of “good” or “excellent”). Figure 2.1 represents an item-by-item look at how
teachers rated items for UDA fidelity.

Table 2.11. Math Items by Category

Rating Number Sequential Item Number Percentage of Items
Categories of ltems per Category
per
Category
Excellent 45 3,4,7,14, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 30, 49%
35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 44, 45, 46, 47,
48, 52, 53, 54, 57, 58, 59, 61, 63,
67,70, 71, 74, 75, 77, 79, 80, 81,
82, 83, 84, 85, 88, 89, 90, 92
Good 32 1,2,6,9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 17, 20, 34%

24, 29, 31, 34, 40, 41, 42, 43, 50,
51, 55, 56, 62, 68, 69, 72, 73, 76,
78, 86, 87, 91

Acceptable 14 5, 8, 13, 18, 21, 23, 26, 27, 32, 15%
33, 60, 64, 65, 66

Questionable 1 49 1%

The lowest scoring item on the mathematics test was Item 49. According to
qualitative information, the item appeared to be testing reading comprehension rather
than mathematics. In this item, seven out of eight teachers perceived the item to have
poor readability. Teachers perceived this item to be “FAR too wordy for the underlying
math” and a “bad question on a thousand levels!!!” It was clear that teachers perceived
this item to be the most questionable on this test.

Nine items had a high mean of 0.96 (items 3, 14, 30, 36, 39, 47, 53, 83, and 92).
Other items fell somewhere between 0.59 and 0.96 as shown in Figure 2.1.
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Math Ratings (by Item)
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Figure 2.1. Mean Ratings per Mathematics Iltem

Overall, reviewers made 368 qualitative comments. These comments were
gualitatively coded by consideration. For the mathematics test, Consideration 1 (tests its
intended constructs) accounted for 6.5 percent (n = 28) of total comments.
Consideration 2 (respects the diversity of the assessment population) accounted for
20.9 percent (n = 77) of comments. Consideration 3 (item has concise and readable
text) accounted for 42.9 percent (n = 158) of comments. Consideration 4 (item has clear
format for text) accounted for 9.2 percent (n = 34) of comments. Consideration 5 (item
has clear visuals) accounted for 18.2 percent (n = 67) of comments, and Consideration
6 (item allows for changes to format without changing difficulty) had less than 1 percent
(n = 4) of comments.

Figure 2.2 demonstrates the relative concern of teachers regarding the
readability and concision of language used in test items. Although 7 of the 158
comments about readability were complimentary, this particular consideration appeared
to be most worrisome for item reviewers.
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Math Comments by Consideration
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Figure 2.2. Math: Number of Comments per UDA Consideration

Teachers’ concern about the wordiness of items was evident from qualitative
information for Consideration 3. At least one comment per item was made relevant to
the readability and comprehensibility of items 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
17,18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43,
46, 49, 51, 52, 54, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 64, 66, 67, 68, 70, 72, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 82,
84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91. lllustrative comments for items from teachers were:

o Far wordier than necessary, to the point of burdensome compared to
underlying math (Item 5)

« Reading load FAR harder than underlying math (Item 8)

« Far too technical and wordy to assess student knowledge (Item 87)

According to teachers, the mathematics test did an excellent job of aligning with
standards and had strong visuals to support items. Teachers were concerned, however,
that some items were excessively wordy and required vocabulary and reading loads
that were beyond the purpose of this examination. These concerns were demonstrated
in lower scores across all items. The mean score across Consideration 3 was 0.80
compared to a mean score of 0.88 across all considerations, although both ratings fall
into the category of ‘Good'.

No raters commented at all on items 3, 36, 39, 47, 53, 83, and 92, implying
general satisfaction. One reviewer said that No. 14 was a “good item, brief and to the
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point.” Only one negative comment arose in all of the strong items listed above. One
reviewer stated that the “label on top of the visual was unnecessary” for Item 30.

Between the lowest and highest scoring items were items deemed “acceptable.”
While these items did not have the number (or strength) of comments found in the
guestionable item, teachers offered important perspectives on how the design of these
items might be improved. Some of these comments were explicit to that item, but others
were more broad or generalizable. Comments included:

e Numbers squeezed together, description in answers break over two lines
making choices confusing (Item 5)

o Deaf person can't hear a bell (Item 8)

o The concept of college and registering for classes may not be familiar (Item
18)

e Question has colors and fashion. In my area the student will focus on that, not
the math. Certain colors are not worn or matched (Item 21)

e Are students familiar enough with roller coasters to realize that seating order
matters? (Item 26)

e "Pen" may not be in everyone's vocabulary as a holder for animals (Iltem 32)

o Cluttered and confusing diagram—not readily clear it is a 3-D object, lots of
unnecessary lines (Item 64)

In summary, the teacher review of the mathematics assessment was positive. In
general, teachers perceived the test to be accessible to a wide variety of students.
Teachers were concerned most often that mathematics items did not have “concise and
readable text,” one of the UDA considerations. The overall score for this consideration
was lower than the average of all considerations and there were multiple instances of
teachers marking items in this review. Therefore, it appears as if readability is the one
area of moderate concern for an assessment that otherwise appeared to meet many of
the UDA considerations.

English-language Arts assessment. Overall, the English-language arts (ELA)
assessment had lower ratings than the mathematics assessment. According to the
rating scale (page 15), ELA teachers considered 8 items (but no passages) “excellent,”
46 items and 1 passage “good,” 24 items and 9 passages “average,” and 5 items
“questionable.” For the ELA assessment, analyses were performed on both the
passages and the questions that followed them. Passages include a number
corresponding with their placement in the assessment in relation to other passages (for
example, Passage 6 is the sixth passage to appear in the assessment). Table 2.12
highlights the items found in each category.
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Data from teacher ratings indicate that teachers generally believed that items
adhered to universal design principles at varying levels, but that passages consistently
did not. For example, one item was considered “questionable” (the rest were
“acceptable,” “good,” or “excellent”). Only one passage, however, was considered
“good” (the rest were scored as “acceptable” or “questionable”).

Table 2.12. ELA Items by Category

Rating Number of Sequential Item and Passage Number Percentage of ltems and
Categories Items per Passages per Category
Category
ltems Passages
Excellent 8 2,4,50, 65,71, 75,78, 79 10% 0%
Good 47 3,6,7,8,10, 11, 14, 18, 20, 21, 23, 26, 58% 7%

27, 28, 30, 32, 34, 35, 37, 39, 40, 41,
42,43, 44, 45, 48, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55,
58, 59, 61, 63, 64, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70,
72,73,74, 77, passage 8

Acceptable 33 1,5,9,12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19, 22, 24, 30% 69%
25, 29, 31, 33, 36, 38, 46, 47, 56, 57,
60, 62, 76, passage 1, passage 2,
passage 3, passage 5, passage 7,
passage 9, passage 10, passage 11,
passage 12

Questionable 5 53, passage 4, passage 6, passage 13 1% 23%

Item means ranged from 0.54 (Passage 4) to 0.92 (Item 50). More than half of
the items and passages on the ELA test had mean ratings of between 0.8 and 0.89.
Figure 2.3 demonstrates item-by-item scoring for the ELA test. Passages are
interspersed among items on the graph below as they are in the assessment.
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ELA Ratings (by Item)
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Figure 2.3. Mean Ratings per English-language arts ltem

Among all ELA items, Item 50 had the highest overall rating from teachers (0.92).
As with the mathematics test, teachers did not make any comments on this item. Item
50 demonstrates what appears to be a common phenomenon in item review processes
— teachers tend to comment more when they have concerns about an item than when
they feel satisfied that the item meets universal design principles.

The lowest scoring ELA item was Passage 4 (0.54). Seven of the 11 ELA raters
made comments on this passage. In total, nine comments were made. Five of the
comments related to respecting the diversity of the assessment population. For this
passage, raters perceived the passage to be full of historical references, unfamiliar
names (e.g., Knute Rockne), and idioms. One rater specifically said the content would
be completely unfamiliar to inner city youth. Three raters also questioned the length of
this passage.

In addition to Passage 4, raters also considered Item 53 and passages 6, 8, and
13 questionable. Raters commented that Item 53 tested idioms, not vocabulary.
Passage 6 received nine comments from six different reviewers. Reviewers expressed
concern that the name “Na” was similar to the word “no” and might cause an
unnecessary challenge. Teachers also commented that the story itself was unrealistic
and may even offend some cultural groups because it is so exaggerated. Two teachers
also commented on the visuals, stating they were cramped and may be unnecessary.

Passage 8 had three comments from teachers. One teacher commented that
some students might not know what Hollandaise sauce or Eggs Benedict are. The same
teacher noted that the second section of the poem was visually crowded. Another
teacher noted that the poem may need to be translated into American Sign Language
for Deaf students, but did not elaborate on the implications of such translation. Finally,
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Passage 13 had seven comments from five teachers; three teachers challenged the
relevance of the topic. One teacher questioned the relevance of lighthouses, another
guestioned whether a passage about music concepts was appropriate for Deaf children,
and a third simply said the content would be uninteresting to many students. Two
teachers suggested adding a visual of a lighthouse to improve comprehension.

Although most of the “questionable” portions of this test were passages, several
items and passages scored only in the range of “acceptable.” As with the mathematics
assessment, items categorized as “acceptable” revealed interesting comments by
raters, some of which were specific to that item but others more broad or generalizable.
Comments included:

e Hearing impaired may have problems with finding "sound" word (Item 9)

e The words in the quote box are small and “smushed”. The 3 lines of bolded
text are less easy to read. Lots of words in the question part (Item 15)

e Answer D would raise anxiety of EL's even though meant to be a distraction
(Item 16). Sheepishly may favor native English Speakers (Item 31)

e Is [Authorial] Intervention a common device? (Item 38)

e Passage is loaded with foreign/difficult names and places. This is not
necessary (Passage 3)

Teachers made 454 comments about the ELA assessment (86 more comments
than on the math test). Among these comments, Consideration 1 (Item Measures its
Intended Construct), Consideration 2 (Item Respects the Diversity of the Assessment
Population, and Consideration 3 (Item has Concise and Readable Text) drew 324
comments from teachers. Figure 2.4 demonstrates the relative number of comments
between considerations made for this assessment.
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ELA Comments by Consideration
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Figure 2.4. ELA: Number of Comments per UDA Consideration

Of comments made by reviewers, 24 percent (n = 108) pertained to poor
measurement of intended constructs by items (Consideration 1). Among these, one
comment was positive, stating that Passage 2 was a “good length” for students. For this
consideration, at least one perceived design issue was present in items 1, 5, 6, 7, 10,
12,13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 33, 35, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46,
47, 49, 51, 52, 54, 56, 57, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 71, 72, 74, 79, and passages 2, 4,
and 10. lllustrative comments made about this consideration were:

e No clear standard match (Item 6)
e Answer choices are not all literary devices (Item 28)

« Did not see this in standards (Item 74).

The average rating for an item for this consideration was 0.80. This figure was
slightly lower than the overall mean item score of 0.81.

The area of the test with the highest frequency of comments was Consideration 2
(item respects diversity of assessment population). This consideration drew 24 percent
(n = 110) of the total comments from teachers. For this consideration, items 1, 8, 9, 12,
15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 24, 29, 30, 31, 33, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47,
48, 51, 52, 53, 55, 56, 57, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64, 68, 69, 70, 74, 76, 79, and passages 1, 3,
4,6,7,8,9, 10, 13, and 14, and the writing prompt were highlighted as items and
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passages that may not respect the diversity of the assessment population. lllustrative
comments for this consideration include:

e ELs will not understand an idiom in the Writing Prompt.

e Choices are not words known by all students, especially choices A and D.
This is not vocabulary knowledge — it is slang (Item 53)

e Take out references to skyscraper, canyons, TV dinners, skylights, rustle, and
tweak. All are likely unfamiliar to particular students (Passage 1)

Overall, items received an average score of 0.77 for this consideration, which is
lower than the overall item mean average of 0.81.

Consideration 3 received 23 percent (n = 104) of the total number of comments,
all of which questioned the conciseness and readability of text. For this consideration,
items 1, 6, 7, 8,9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 29, 30, 31, 25, 26, 38, 39, 46,
47,49, 51, 53, 54, 57, 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 69, 72, 73, 76, and passages
3,4,5,10, 11, and 12 all received comments. Illustrative comments for this
consideration include:

e Define “memorandum” for students. They are likely familiar with the shorter
“memo” Item 12)

e Dense vocabulary surrounds this question as well as part of the answer
needed is found in the preceding paragraph (Item 22)

e Olympic passage contains many difficult names that are distracters and not
necessary to know to answer questions but will truly slow students reading
(Passage 2)

Although teachers expressed qualitative concerns, the overall mean for all items
for this consideration was 0.85 (which was higher than the overall item mean of 0.81). It
is possible that teachers found multiple instances of items that did not have concise and
readable text, but that this text did not affect the item in a more negative way than not
meeting other considerations.

In summary, teachers made more comments about the ELA assessment than the
mathematics assessment (although differences may reside in differences between
raters with different content knowledge). Concerns appeared to be generally centered
on the reading passages (n=4 of 12), not items. Teachers questioned the selected
passages for their relevance (and respect) of the assessment population and for the
readability of text.
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Likewise, teachers questioned the writing passage. Although teachers did not
have the opportunity to rate the writing passage quantitatively, they discussed it as a
group in the overall test analysis. When meeting in small groups, both groups agreed
that the writing prompt may have introduced cultural bias (“city” reference) and had an
unclear link to standards.

The average item received a rating of 0.88 across considerations for the
mathematics assessment and 0.81 across considerations for the ELA assessment. This
may demonstrate a consensus among raters that the ELA assessment (especially with
the inclusion of the reading passages) was of more concern as far as meeting the
considerations of UDA than the mathematics test. Still, ELA teachers perceived almost
all items as acceptable overall, with 61 percent of items “excellent” or “good.”

Summary and Recommendations on Review of Universal Design

Overall, all teachers believed the CAHSEE items were generally acceptable in
terms of their universal design characteristics. Most items were classified as “good” or
“excellent” based on teacher responses. The overall assessment of teachers appears to
be positive of the CAHSEE, with the mathematics assessment standing out as very
acceptable to teachers. ELA teachers perceived items to be generally acceptable, but
passages were questionable. In the quest for constantly improving assessments, there
are ongoing needs that can be addressed (such as language load in mathematics
items, cultural relativity of reading passages and items, and the language related to the
writing prompt) to improve the validity of this assessment for all students. With these
improvements, and with the positive steps that were evident in this review, the CAHSEE
will continue to improve its accessibility for all students.

Recommendations. As California moves into its next versions of the CAHSEE,
we recommend that the California Department of Education undertake the following
tasks to ensure continued fidelity toward universal design principles.

(1) Place mathematics Item 49 under close scrutiny. If this item appears to show
bias against any population of students by another analysis (e.g., Differential
item functioning — DIF), it is a candidate for removal from the assessment.

(2) Reexamine the language requirements for the mathematics assessment.
Although teachers generally rated this assessment positively, teachers were
frequently concerned that the items were too “wordy” and that vocabulary
demands of items were unnecessarily high.

(3) Reexamine the items ranked as “questionable” on the ELA assessment. ELA
Item 53 and passages 4, 6, 8, and 13 require such an inspection.

(4) Form a “passage review” group at the state level that examines a wide variety
of passages available for the CAHSEE. This group would act much the same
way as an item sensitivity review panel, but would specifically look for
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passages that do not introduce experiential bias and have appropriate
reading loads for this exam.

(5) Rewrite the prompt for writing so that it has a more common cultural focus
than it currently does.

(6) Continue internal practices that seek to align the CAHSEE with UDA
principles. These practices were evident in most of the mathematics items
and many of the ELA items.

Analyses of Test Scores

HumRRO undertook a number of activities to evaluate statistical characteristics
of the test scores, including reviewing results from form equating, analyzing the
consistency of essay scores generated by independent readers, and assessing the
accuracy of pass-fail decisions made on the basis of the scores.

Equating the 2008 Test Forms

After each test administration, ETS analyzes item response patterns to determine
the exact difficulty of each test question and then equates scores from the new
administration to scores from prior test administrations. The result of this equating is a
conversion table showing the scale score to be reported for each number-correct (raw)
score. The equated scale scores for a given number-correct score vary slightly across
test forms reflecting slight differences in the difficulty of achieving the number correct
score on each of the test forms. In 2007, HumRRO independently replicated ETS’
equating analyses for one administration (Wise & Rui, 2007) and found exact
agreement. Given this confirmation of the equating process, it was not deemed
necessary to repeat independent equating checks for each subsequent administration.
Tables 2.13a and 2.13b show the raw-to-scale score conversions used for each of the
2007-08 test forms.
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Table 2.13a. Raw-to-Scale Score Conversions for the 2007-08 ELA Tests

Raw Scale Score Raw Scale Score
Score  Jul  Oct Nov Dec Feb Mar May |Score  Jul  Oct Nov Dec Feb Mar May
07 07 07 07 08 08 08 07 07 07 07 08 08 08

0-15 275 275 275 275 2715 275 275 51 344 340 340 342 340 341 342
16 276 275 275 275 275 2715 275 52 346 342 342 344 342 343 344
17 278 275 275 275 275 2715 276 53 348 344 344 346 344 345 346
18 280 276 277 275 276 276 278 54 | 350 | 346 346 348 346 347 348
19 282 278 279 275 279 278 280 55 352 348 348 | 350 | 348 349 | 350
20 285 280 281 278 281 280 282 56 354 | 350 | 350 | 352 | 350 | 351 352
21 287 282 283 280 283 283 285 57 35 352 352 354 352 353 354
22 289 284 286 282 285 285 287 58 358 354 354 356 354 356 356
23 291 286 288 284 287 287 289 59 360 35 356 359 357 358 358
24 293 288 290 286 289 289 291 60 362 359 358 361 359 360 361
25 295 290 292 289 291 291 293 61 365 361 361 363 361 362 363
26 297 292 294 291 293 293 294 62 367 363 363 365 363 365 365
27 299 294 295 293 295 294 296 63 369 365 365 368 366 367 368
28 301 296 297 295 297 296 298 64 371 368 368 370 368 369 370
29 303 298 299 297 299 298 300 65 374 370 370 372 371 372 372
30 304 300 301 299 301 300 302 66 376 372 373 375 373 374 375
31 306 302 303 302 303 302 304 67 378 375 375 377 376 377 377
32 308 304 305 304 305 304 306 68 | 381 | 377 378 | 380 | 379 | 380 | 380
33 310 306 306 306 306 306 308 69 383 | 380 ‘ 381 | 382 | 381 | 382 383
34 312 308 308 308 308 308 309 70 386 383 383 385 384 385 385
3% 314 309 310 310 310 310 311 71 389 386 386 383 387 388 388
36 316 311 312 312 312 312 313 72 392 388 389 391 390 391 391
37 318 313 314 314 314 314 315 73 395 391 392 394 394 394 394
38 320 315 316 316 315 315 317 74 398 395 396 397 397 397 398
39 321 317 317 318 317 317 319 75 401 398 399 401 400 401 401
40 323 319 319 320 319 319 321 76 404 401 402 404 404 404 404
41 325 321 321 322 321 321 322 77 408 405 406 408 408 408 408
42 327 323 323 324 323 323 324 78 412 408 410 412 412 412 412
43 329 324 325 326 325 325 326 79 416 412 414 416 417 417 416
44 331 326 326 328 326 327 328 80 420 417 419 421 422 421 421
45 333 328 328 330 328 329 330 81 425 421 424 426 427 426 426
46 335 330 330 332 330 331 332 82 430 426 429 432 433 432 431
47 337 332 332 334 332 333 334 83 436 432 435 438 439 438 437
48 338 334 334 336 334 335 336 84 442 438 441 445 446 444 443
49 340 336 336 338 336 337 338 85 449 444 448 450 450 450 450
50 342 338 338 340 338 339 340 86-90 450 450 450 450 450 450 450

Note. Outlined numbers reflect minimum scores for passing the diploma requirement (the first number in each column) and for
proficiency as used in school accountability (the second number); bold underlined scale scores indicate expected scores from
guessing alone (chance).
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Table 2.13b. Raw-to-Scale Score Conversions for the 2007-08 Mathematics Tests

Raw Scale Score Raw Scale Score
Score Jul  Oct Nov Dec Feb Mar May |Score Jul  Oct Nov Dec Feb Mar May
07 07 07 07 08 08 08 07 07 07 07 08 08 08

09 275 2715 275 275 2715 275 275 44 354 | 31| 352 354 354 354 352
10 279 276 276 278 278 278 278 45 356 353 354 36 355 355 353
11 283 280 280 282 282 281 281 46 358 355 356 358 357 357 355
12 286 283 284 285 286 285 285 47 360 356 357 360 359 359 357
13 290 286 287 289 289 288 288 48 361 358 359 362 361 361 359
14 293 289 290 292 292 291 291 49 363 360 361 364 363 363 361
15 296 292 293 295 295 294 294 50 365 362 363 366 365 365 363
16 298 295 296 298 298 297 297 51 367 364 365 368 367 367 364
17 301 298 298 300 300 300 299 52 369 366 367 369 368 369 366
18 304 300 301 303 303 302 302 53 371 368 369 371 370 371 368
19 306 303 303 305 305 305 304 54 373 370 371 374 372 373 370
20 308 305 306 308 308 307 306 55 375 372 373 376 374 375 372
21 311 307 308 310 310 309 309 56 377 374 375 378 376 377 374
22 313 310 310 312 312 312 311 57 379 376 377 | 380 | 379 379 376
23 315 312 313 314 314 314 313 58 | 381 | 378 379 382 381 | 381 | 378
24 317 314 315 317 316 316 315 59 383 380 | 381 | 384 383 383 381
25 319 316 317 319 319 318 317 60 386 382 384 387 38 386 383
26 321 318 319 321 321 320 319 61 388 385 386 389 388 388 385
27 323 320 321 323 323 322 321 62 390 387 388 392 390 390 387
28 325 322 323 325 325 324 323 63 393 390 391 394 393 393 390
29 327 324 325 327 326 326 325 64 395 392 394 397 395 39 393
30 329 326 327 329 328 328 327 65 398 395 396 400 398 398 395
31 331 328 328 331 330 330 329 66 401 398 399 403 401 401 398
32 333 329 330 332 332 332 331 67 404 401 402 406 404 404 401
33 33 331 332 334 33 334 332 68 407 404 406 409 407 408 404
34 336 333 334 336 336 33 334 69 411 408 409 413 411 411 408
3% 338 335 336 338 338 337 336 70 414 412 413 416 414 415 411
36 340 337 338 340 339 339 338 71 418 416 417 420 418 419 415
37 342 338 339 342 341 341 339 72 423 420 421 425 423 423 420
38 344 340 341 343 343 343 341 73 428 425 426 430 428 428 425
39 345 342 343 345 345 345 343 74 433 431 432 436 433 434 430
40 347 344 345 347 347 346 345 75 440 437 438 442 440 441 437
41 349 346 347 349 348 348 346 76 447 445 446 450 447 448 445
42 | 351 | 347 348 | 351 | 350 | 350 | 348 | 77-80 450 450 450 450 450 450 450
43 352 349 | 350 ] 353 352 352 | 350

Note. Outlined numbers reflect minimum scores for passing the diploma requirement (the first number in each column) and for
proficiency as used in school accountability (the second number); bold underlined scale scores indicate expected scores from
guessing alone (chance).
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Scoring Consistency

For the 2007-08 test administrations we once again analyzed the degree of
consistency in the scoring of student essays. Prior to the 2003—-04 school year each
student taking the ELA test was required to write two essays, the first involving analysis
of an associated text and the second in response to a freestanding question that did not
involve text processing. Beginning in 2004, the ELA test was shortened and students
were required to write only one essay. In the 2004-05 test year the type of essay
prompt varied across administrations. In the 2005-06 through 2007—-08 testing years,
stand-alone prompts were used in each administration.

As in prior years, each essay was graded by at least two different raters following
a four-point rubric that indicated the essay response characteristics required for each
score level. Four was the highest score; a score of zero was assigned to responses that
were off-topic, illegible, or left blank. Since the scoring rubrics vary from question to
guestion, we monitored the level of agreement between independent raters for the
guestion used with each administration. Table 2.14 shows, for the 2007—-08 test forms
and for test forms from prior years: (a) how often (what percent of the time) there was
exact agreement, (b) how often there was a difference of just one score point, and
(c) how often there was a difference of more than one score point. Whenever there was
an initial difference of more than one score point, the essay was read again by a third,
more experienced reader and, if necessary, a fourth so that all operational scores
resulted from two raters who agreed to within a single score point.

This year, we again analyzed scoring consistency separately for 10", 11", and
12" grade students. While the questions and the scoring process were identical for
these groups, the quality of the papers they produced was not. Tenth grade students
generated many more essays rated as 3 or 4 in comparison to 11" and 12" grade
students. The greater range of scores increases the possibility of disagreements by
more than one point.

Overall agreement rates were lower compared to last year for 10" and 11"
graders, particularly for 10" graders. The exact agreement rate for 10" graders dropped
from 69.9 to 67.2 percent while disagreement by more than one score point rose from
0.4 to 0.9 percent. The exact agreement rate for 11" graders dropped slightly from 77.4
to 76.8, while the agreement rate for 12" graders was essentially unchanged. In all
cases, the agreement rates remained substantially higher than the rates for the 2005—
06 CAHSEE administration. Previously, we suggested targets of at least 70 percent
exact agreement with no more than 0.5 percent disagreement by more than one score
point. ETS did not quite meet these targets in the 2007-08 testing year. ETS may wish
to review their scorer training and monitoring processes to see if further improvements
are possible.
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Table 2.14. Scoring Consistency for Student Essays

10th Grade 11th Grade 12th Grade
Percent  Percent Percent  Percent Percent
Percent +-1 >1 Percent +-1 >1 Percent Percent >1
. Exact Score Score Exact Score  Score Exact +/-1 Score  Score
Admin. Agreement Point Point | Agreement Point Point | Agreement Point Point

All 2004-05 66.5 32.6 0.9 70.3 28.8 0.9
All 2005-06 66.9 324 0.7 73.5 26.1 0.4 73.6 26.0 0.4
All 2006-07 69.9 29.7 0.4 77.4 22.5 0.2 77.7 22.0 0.3
July 2007 75.6 24.1 0.3
October
2007 75.1 24.5 0.3 76.5 23.2 0.3
November
2007 75.2 24.4 0.4 76.0 235 0.4
December
2007 75.8 23.6 0.6 82.1 17.7 0.1
February
2008 66.6 32.2 1.1 76.3 23.0 0.7 76.8 22.4 0.8
March 2008 67.1 32.0 0.8 80.0 19.7 0.3 80.6 19.2 0.3
May 2008 75.8 23.9 0.3 80.5 19.3 0.2 82.8 17.1 0.1
All 2007-08 67.2 31.9 0.9 76.8 22.8 0.4 77.9 21.7 0.4

Tables 2.15 through 2.17 provide more detailed information on scores assigned

by each of the two independent raters for 10" graders, 11" graders, and 12" graders in
the 2006—-07 administrations. There was near perfect agreement on the essays judged
to be unscorable (score level 0). There was generally good agreement on essays
assigned to score levels 1 through 3. If the first reader assigned a score at one of these
levels, the second reader was most likely to assign the same score. For 11" and 12™
graders, most of whom had taken but not passed the ELA test previously, very few
essays were assigned a score of 4. For all three grades, agreement at the highest level
was lower than at other levels. If the first reader assigned a score of 4, the second
reader was most likely to assign a score of 3. Nearly all of the serious disagreements
involved one rater assigning a score of 2 and the other a score of 4.
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Table 2.15. Percent of 10" Grade Essays Assigned Each Score Level by Each
Rater in the February Through May 2008 Administrations

Second Rater

First Rater 0 1 2 3 4
0 1.48 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.00
1 0.05 1.86 1.25 0.02 0.00
2 0.02 1.23 39.37 11.49 0.40
3 0.00 0.02 11.74 22.41 2.98
4 0.00 0.00 0.42 3.11 2.06
Average score from first rater 2.4
Average score from second rater 2.4
Percent Exact Agreement (sum of diagonal elements) 67.4
Percent with differences greater than one point 0.9

Note. Bolded numbers indicate perfect agreement between the two raters.

Table 2.16. Percent of 11" Grade Essays Assigned Each Score Level by Each
Rater in the 2007-08 Administrations

Second Rater

First Rater 0 1 2 3 4
0 451 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00
1 0.06 6.72 4.14 0.04 0.00
2 0.02 3.98 59.42 6.79 0.14
3 0.00 0.04 6.81 5.89 0.46
4 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.26
Average score from first rater 1.9
Average score from second rater 1.9
Percent Exact Agreement (sum of diagonal elements) 76.8
Percent with differences greater than one point 0.4

Note. Bolded numbers indicate perfect agreement between the two raters.

Table 2.17. Percent of 12" Grade Essays Assigned Each Score Level by Each
Rater in the 2007-08 Administrations

Second Rater

First Rater 0 1 2 3 4
0 451 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.00
1 0.06 6.51 4.35 0.04 0.00
2 0.04 4.15 62.11 6.15 0.11
3 0.00 0.05 6.21 4.57 0.33
4 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.36 0.22
Average score from first rater 1.9
Average score from second rater 1.9
Percent Exact Agreement (sum of diagonal elements) 77.9
Percent with differences greater than one point 0.4

Note. Bolded numbers indicate perfect agreement between the two raters.
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Test Administration

When the CAHSEE was first being administered, HUmMRRO observed a number
of test administrations to evaluate the appropriateness and consistency of test
administration procedures. This year, HUmMRRO once again observed one of the March
2008 test administrations in a school with a moderate number of English learners. Key
findings from our observation included:

Participation: Of the 537 10™ graders scheduled to be tested, all but 33
were present and took the ELA test; all but 27 took the mathematics test.

Materials: Arrived, as scheduled, the week prior to testing.

Security: Test materials were stored in a secure location and appropriate
sign-out procedures were used to protect security during administration.
Materials were boxed and sealed at the end of the final day of testing.

Training. All proctors participated in a 58-minute training session one
week prior to the testing session. A video prepared by ETS was not used
as many proctors had seen it previously.

Communication with Students. Notices in both English and Spanish
were sent in advance to parents of the students to be tested, followed by
an auto-dialed reminder the day before testing. Names of students to
participate in each testing session were posted on the testing rooms.

Administration. Rooms were adequate and there were no problems with
noise or other conditions. No outside visitors were allowed in the testing
rooms (with the exception of the HUMRRO observer).

Accommodations. Some students participated in small group
administrations, and several were given extra time.

Student Motivation. With the possible exception of one special education
student, all were engaged and appeared to work hard in answering the
CAHSEE test questions.

The test coordinator suggested a few areas where additional support might be
useful. These include:

Provide a multi-line phone in testing room — communication with proctors
difficult with single line.

Provide release time for the test coordinator to prepare (could use about 2
days, the Thursday Friday of the week prior)

Make funds available for substitutes that could be hired for the testing
days to free strong teachers to proctor.

ETS training video has “anesthetic properties” — suggest creating new
Power Point that includes examples of documents.
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Chapter 3: Results from the 2007-08 Administrations
Lauress L. Wise
Introduction

The legislation establishing the CAHSEE called for the first operational forms of
the exam to be administered in Spring 2001 to 9" graders in the Class of 2004. At the
first administration 9" graders could volunteer, but were not required, to take both
portions of the exam. Students who did not pass the exam in that administration were
required to take the exam as 10" graders in Spring 2002. Preliminary results from the
CAHSEE Spring 2001 and 2002 administrations were reported in the 2001 and 2002
evaluation reports (Wise et al., June 2001; Wise et al., June 2002b). Results from the
2001 administration were reported more fully in the first of the biennial evaluation
reports to the Legislature, the Governor, the Board, and the CDE (Wise et al., Jan.
2002a).

The CAHSEE was administered six more times from July 2002 through May
2003 to students in the Class of 2004 who had not yet passed one or both parts. In
addition, students from the Class of 2005 were required to take the CAHSEE for the first
time as 10" graders in March or May of 2003. Analyses of results from these
administrations were reported in the 2003 evaluation report (Wise, et al., Sep. 2003)
and in the second biennial evaluation report (Wise et al., 2004).

Subsequent to the 2003 administrations, the requirement to pass the CAHSEE
was deferred to the Class of 2006. In 2004, the CAHSEE was modified slightly and
administered in Spring 2004 to all 10" graders in the Class of 2006. Results from the
2004 administrations were reported in Chapter 2 of the 2004 evaluation report (Wise, et
al., Sep. 2004).

The 2004-05 administrations included both 10™ graders in the Class of 2007
taking the CAHSEE for the first time and 11" graders in the Class of 2006 who had not
passed the CAHSEE as 10" graders. The 11" graders took the CAHSEE one or more
times in September 2004, November 2004, February 2005, March 2005, and May 2005.
The 10" graders participated in the February, March, or May 2005 administrations. In
addition, a small number of adult education students took the CAHSEE during the
2004-05 school year. Analyses of results from the 2004—-05 administrations were
reported in Chapter 3 of the 2005 evaluation report (Wise, et al., Sep. 2005).

The 2005-06 CAHSEE administrations included 10™ graders in the Class of
2008, 11" graders in the Class of 2007, and 12" graders in the Class of 2006. Except
for students in special education programs who could meet the CAHSEE requirement in
other ways, 12" graders who still had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of the 2005—
06 test year were denied diplomas. Analyses of results from the 2005—-06
administrations were reported in Chapter 2 of the 2006 evaluation report (Wise, et al.,
Sep. 2006).
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Last year's 2006—07 CAHSEE administrations were more complex still. Three
separate classes of high school students, 2007 through 2009, as well as many students
from the Class of 2006 who did not pass the CAHSEE by the end of their senior year,
took the tests. Essentially, all 10th grade students in the Class of 2009 were tested for
the first time in February, March, or May of 2007. Eleventh grade students in the Class
of 2008 who had not yet passed the CAHSEE had multiple opportunities to take the
CAHSEE in the July, October, November, or December 2006 administrations and in the
February, March, or May 2007 administrations. Twelfth grade students in the Class of
2007 who still needed to pass the CAHSEE had as many as three opportunities to take
the CAHSEE during these same administrations. In addition, many students from the
Class of 2006 continued to take the CAHSEE, either as repeat 12th graders or as adult
education students. In 2002, a law suit (Kidd et al. vs O'Connell et al.; formerly referred
to as the Chapman case) was filed on behalf of students with disabilities. While the suit
was pending, the parties agreed that students with disabilities in the Classes of 2006
and 2007 could receive a diploma even if they did not pass the CAHSEE as long as
they met other requirements, although many of these students continued to take the
CAHSEE. A final settlement was reached in March 2008 (Judicial Council Proceeding
4468) reinstating the requirement that students with disabilities pass the CAHSEE and
requiring the Department to conduct a study of students with disabilities who are unable
to pass. Results from the 2006-07 CAHSEE administrations were reported in our annual
report (Becker and Watters, 2007). All of these reports are available on the CDE Web
site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/hs/evaluations.asp.

Analyses of results from the 2007-08 CAHSEE administrations are organized
around four main questions:

1. How many students from the classes of 2006 and 2007 who had not met the
CAHSEE requirement continued to try to pass the CAHSEE? How many of
them passed?

2. How many first-time 12" graders in the Class of 2008 who had not passed the
CAHSEE were able to pass in their senior year, and how many did not meet
the CAHSEE requirement by June 2008? How did these numbers compare to
last year’s results for the classes of 2006 and 20077

3. How did performance improve for 11" graders in the Class of 2009 who had
not yet passed the CAHSEE and what can we expect for those who have not
yet passed by the end of 11" grade? Also, how did improved performance for
11" graders in the Class of 2009 compare to improvements seen last year for
11" grade students in the classes of 2006 through 20087

4. How did this year's results for 10™ graders in the Class of 2010 compare to
results for the classes of 2005 through 2009 when those students took the
CAHSEE for the first time as 10" graders in 2003 through 2007 respectively?

Each of these questions is answered for students in specific demographic categories
defined by gender, race/ethnicity, economic disadvantage, and English-learner or
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special education status. Results for adult education students are reported briefly, but
are not the primary policy focus of these analyses except for adult education students
who were previously in the classes of 2006 or 2007.

Test Result Data

Two sources of data were used to analyze CAHSEE test results. First, following
each test administration, we received final item analyses files from the testing
contractor, Educational Testing Service (ETS). These data were analyzed and
documented in brief reports with cumulative results through each separate
administration. These data files contain test item and student questionnaire responses
for each student who took the CAHSEE, but do not include corrections to demographic
information and may exclude a small number of students whose test results were not
processed in time to be included in these files.

The second source was a complete, end-of-year detail file, also supplied by ETS.
This file contained preliminary, but not final corrections to demographic information and
included records for additional students not included on the item analysis files. The
detail file does not, however, contain responses to individual test questions or to the
student questionnaire.

Appendix D contains detailed information on the processes used to merge and
cross-check data from each administration and from the end-of-year detail file. Merging
records across and within test administrations was necessary because many students,
particularly 11™ and 12" grade students, have participated in more than one
administration during 2007—08 and a few students used two different answer sheets
during the same administration. We also had to merge test results from the 2007-08
administrations with results from prior years to identify students who passed different
parts in different test years.

Table 3.1 shows estimates of the number of different students in each grade who
participated in the 2007—08 CAHSEE administrations. These numbers are estimates
because, as described in Appendix D, the merging process is inexact. Student
identifiers are sometimes missing or incorrectly entered and other demographic
information also used in the matching process is sometimes coded differently on
different test records. These counts exclude students with completely blank answer
sheets who likely were absent or had left the school after the pre-ID process.

Table 3.1 also shows the number of students in each grade for whom prior-year
records were found. For the 10™ graders, a very small number (less than 2%) had prior-
year records, most having repeated 10™ grade. Similarly, fewer than half of the adult
education students tested in prior years. We found prior-year records for over 80
percent of the 11" and 12™ graders. We were unable to find records for some 11" and
12" graders because they were new to the state, skipped over the 10" grade, or did not
take the CAHSEE in earlier years due to absences or for other reasons. Records were
also not found for other 11™ and 12™ graders because of differences or errors in coding
student identifiers and other key demographic information. Unfortunately, it is not
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possible to estimate the relative frequency of each of the different reasons for missing
prior-year data. Treatment of current-year records with missing prior-year data and
prior-year records with current-year data is described in more detail in Appendix D.

Table 3.1. Estimated Number of Students Participating in 2007-08 CAHSEE
Administrations and Number with Matching Prior Year Data by Grade

Number of
Students with Non-  Number Matched
blank Answer to Prior-Year
Grade (High School Class) Documents Records Percent Matched
10" Grade (Class of 2010) 480,089 8,010 1.7%
11" Grade (Class of 2009) 160,724 133,626 83.1%
12" Grade (Class of 2008) 100,068 85,809 85.8%
Adult Education 18,022 8,573 47.6%
Missing or Invalid 747 2 0.3%
Total 759,650 236,020 31.1%

Table 3.2 shows the relationship between current grade level on the 2007-08
test records and the same students’ grade level during the 2006—07 school year. As
expected, most of the current 11" graders were 10™ graders in 2004—05 and most of
the current 12th graders were 11" graders. However, our analysis found a significant
number of students who repeated the grade that they were in during the 2006—-07 year,
and a smaller number of students with different grade change patterns, some of which
are likely due to coding errors in the grade information.

The information in Table 3.2 is significant because students who repeat or skip
grades have changed from one high school class to another high school class. For
example, repeat 10" graders were in the Class of 2009 last year but are now in the
Class of 2010. Many of the results in the tables that follow show changes to passing
rates in our 2007 evaluation report due to recalculations reflecting migration of students
to a different high school class.
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Table 3.2. Number of Students Matched to Prior-Year Records by Current and
Prior-Year Grade and High School Class

Number of Students with Prior-Year (2006—-07) Grade®

9th 12th
Grade in Grade 10" 11" Grade
2007-08 (Class Grade Grade (Class (Class Adult Missing
Test of (Class (Class of of Educa- or Total
Records 2010)" of 2009) of 2008) 2007)°  2006)° tion Invalid* Matched
10" Grade
(Class of 472,079 7,105 637 103 97 67 1 480,089
2010)
11" Grade
(Class of 0 127,472 5,631 344 138 41 0 133,626
2009)
12" Grade
(Class of 0 4,076 67,620 12,035 1,977 101 0 85,809

2008)

Adult 0 389 1,043 2,642 1,969 2,525 5 8,573
Education ' ’ ’ ' '
Missing or 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Invalid

Total

472,079 139,042 74,931 15,124 4,182 2,735 6 708,099
Matched

! Prior grade was assumed to be 9 for unmatched 0™ grade records. For other 2007 grades, prior grade
was inferred from responses to student Question 16 where possible. Shaded cells with bolded contents
indicate normal grade progression.

2 students in 12th grade in 2006 were included in the Class of 2006 column and not the Class of 2007
column, whether or not they were in 12th grade in 2007.

Explanation of table contents: The first line of the table indicates that 2007-08 records were found for
480,089 10th graders. No prior year data were found for 472,079 of these students; they were assumed
to be first-time 10" graders who were in o grade in 2006-07. Records from 2006-07 were found for
7,105 students who were also in 10™ %rade that year, 637 students who were in 11" grade, 103 who
were in 12" grade, 97 who were in 12" grade in the 2005-06 school year, 67 who were in an adult
education program, and one with missing or invalid grade information in 2006-07.

Computing Passing Rates

A key issue in computing and reporting passing rates for the CAHSEE is what to
use as the denominator. The two main choices are the number of students who took
each test and the number of students subject to the CAHSEE requirement. In this
report, as in our prior reports, we have opted for the latter, reporting the proportion of all
students in the target populations who have passed. However, the number of students
in the target populations fluctuates with daily enrollment changes. Table 3.3 compares
fall enrollment counts (reported by DataQuest), enrollment counts from the STAR tests
that occurred closer in time to the CAHSEE testing dates, and record counts from the
CAHSEE. The CAHSEE is now also being used for 10" grade accountability under
NCLB requirements. Essentially all students must be tested to meet NCLB participation
requirements, so the CAHSEE counts appear to be reasonably complete. Total
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CAHSEE record counts were used in computing passing rates for this report. STAR
reports include the number of students tested in different demographic groups, but do
not include separate enrollment counts for these groups. The CAHSEE data provide for
consistent counts for each demographic group of interest. Note that the CAHSEE record
counts used here were based on matching records across administrations within each
testing year to avoid counting students more than once.

Table 3.3. Tenth Grade Enrollment Estimates from California Basic Data
Education Data System (CBEDS), STAR, and CAHSEE*

2002-03 2003-04 200405 200506 200607 2007-08

Source 10" 10" 10" 10" 10" 10"
Graders Graders Graders Graders Graders Graders
Fall enrollment (CBEDS) 471,648 490,214 497,197 515,681 517,873 513,943

STARreported enroliment 457 181 475181 481,983 502,616 500,628 495,408

STAR students tested

" 427,454 452,217 462,693 482,781 481,879 478,575
(10" Grade ELA)

CAHSEE student counts** 425,066 459,199 470,891 505,045 502,106 493,559
Percent of fall enrollment 90.1% 93.7% 94.7% 97.9% 96.9% 96.0%

CAHSEE studentstaking  40p 594 450,479 461,957 477,705 476224 474,331
the ELA Test

CAHSEE studentstaking 414903 451,138 462,158 480,577 476,780 474,695
the math test

CAHSEE students taking 302,431 442,418 453224 473,192 469473 467,753
both tests

Percent of students taking g5 30, 96.3% 96.2% 93.7% 93.5% 94.8%
both tests

* Note: CBEDS and STAR data were retrieved online through CDE's Dataquest facility at http:/dg.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.
**Note. CAHSEE student counts, after merges to remove duplication, were used in computing passing rates. Students with
blank answer documents are included in the 10t grade counts.

The denominators used in computing passing rates for 11" and 12™ graders
were adjusted to reflect students who moved between high school classes, transferred
out of state or dropped out. The denominator used was the number of students in the
class who had passed the CAHSEE in prior years plus the number still taking the
CAHSEE during 2007-08. Some of the students who passed in prior years may also
have changed classes or dropped out, but were not in our data files because they did
not take the CAHSEE again. In the future, CALPADS data will provide better information
on students who do not participate in further CAHSEE testing, including both those who
have passed the CAHSEE and those who have not.

The denominators used in computing passing rates for the classes of 2006 and
2007 were unchanged from the numbers estimated during their original senior year. For
these classes, we report the number of students not continuing to take the CAHSEE
separately, but retain them in the denominator.
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The passing rates in this chapter do not reflect dropouts prior to 12" grade.
Dropout rates are a significant problem, particularly for low-income and minority
students, but there is no evidence that dropping out prior to 12™ grade is related to the
CAHSEE requirement for any significant number of students. Analyses and further
discussion of dropout rates are described in Chapter 6.

Test Results
Class of 2006 — Some Students Continued to Try to Pass the CAHSEE

Tables 3.4 through 3.6 show the number of students in the Class of 2006 who
are now estimated to have passed the CAHSEE through May 2008. Because many
were exempt from the CAHSEE requirement, we are continuing to report students in
special education programs separately, but exclude them from the counts for other
student groups, including the counts for all students. In 2007-08, nearly 3,800 non-
special education students who had been in the Class of 2006 two years earlier
continued to try to pass the CASHEE. This is about 11 percent of the nearly 35,000
students in the Class of 2006 estimated to have not met the CAHSEE requirement by
May of 2007. These students demonstrated commendable perseverance in trying to
earn their diploma more than a year after their originally scheduled graduation. A
significant number of them, over 1,200, succeeded.

Unfortunately, little is known about the more than 30,000 students from the Class
of 2006 who had not met the CAHSEE requirement but did not appear to continue to try
to pass the CASHEE. Some may have taken the CAHSEE through adult education
programs, but could not be matched to their prior records. Likely, more are pursuing
GEDs or seeking employment without receiving a diploma
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Table 3.4. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2006
Passing Both Parts of the CAHSEE Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Not Yet  Percent

Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed Testing Passed Passed Passed
Al students 403,237 34,681 | 1,203 2,570 30,908 | 404,440 33,478  92.4%
Females 203,057 16,338 504 1,380 14,364 | 203,651 15,744  92.8%
Males 199,940 18,465 608 1,183 16,674 | 200,548 17,857  91.8%
Asian 42,069 1,799 85 195 1519 | 42,154 1,714  96.1%
Hispanic 147,663 22,201 733 1,685 19,783 | 148,396 21,468  87.4%
African American | 28,664 4,996 160 326 4510 | 28,824 4,836  85.6%
White, non- 160,717 3,904 129 195 3,580 | 160,846 3,775  97.7%
Hispanic
Economically 142,068 21,283 432 924 19,927 | 142,500 20,851  87.2%
disadvantaged
English learner 55,227 15,613 488 1,199 13,926 | 55,715 15125  78.6%
Special 19,330 20,477 48 354 20,075 | 19,378 20,429  48.7%
education

! Many students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of the 11™ grade were
allowed an exemption from the CAHSEE requirement and so were excluded from all rows of the table except for

the last row.

Explanation of table contents: The first row of the table indicates that 403,237 students who were 12t graders in 2006 had
passed both parts of the CAHSEE by May of 2007 and 34,681 (non-SE) students did not. Of the 34,681 who had not passed
by May 2007, 1,203 students took the CAHSEE in July 2007 through May 2008 and have now passed both parts. Another
2,570 Class of 2006 students took the CAHSEE at least once this year, but have not yet passed both parts, and 30,908
students who had not passed the CAHSEE were not matched to any of the 2007-08 CAHSEE records. A cumulative total of
404,440 Class of 2006 students have passed CAHSEE tests so far this year (the sum of those passing by May 2007 and
those passing since then). The cumulative number not passing was reduced to 33,478 (those testing and not passing plus
those not testing since May 2007). The cumulative percent passing, 92.4 percent, is the total passing (404,440) divided by the
sum of those passing and those not passing (404,440 plus 33,478) and expressed as a percent. This same format is used for
Tables 3.5 and 3.6 as well.
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Table 3.5. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2006

Passing the CAHSEE ELA Test Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Not Yet  Percent
Group Passed Passed* | Passed Passed Tested | Passed Passed Pass
All students 415,555 22,363 825 1,475 20,063 | 416,380 21,538 95.1%
Females 210,162 9,233 356 708 8,169 | 210,518 8,877 96.0%
Males 205,180 13,225 468 763 11,994 | 205,648 12,757  94.2%
Asian 42,340 1,528 70 170 1,288 42,410 1,458 96.7%
Hispanic 154,804 15,060 530 999 13,531 | 155,334 14,530 91.4%
African American 30,947 2,713 90 152 2,471 | 31,037 2,623 92.2%
W.h'te’ non- 162,645 1,976 68 70 1,838 | 162,713 1,908 98.8%
Hispanic
Economically 148,686 14,665 297 567 13,801 | 148,983 14,368  91.2%
disadvantaged
English learner 58,466 12,374 424 889 11,061 | 58,890 11,950  83.1%
24,098 15,709 51 257 15,401 24,149 15,658 60.7%

Special education

* Students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of 11t grade were allowed to meet the
CAHSEE requirement in other ways. These students were excluded from all rows of the table except for the last row.
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Table 3.6. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2006
Passing the CAHSEE Mathematics Test Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Not Yet Percent
Group Passed Passed* | Passed Passed Tested | Passed Passed Pass
Al students 413,471 24,447 779 1,592 22,076 | 414,250 23,668  94.6%
Females 207,150 12,245 422 919 10,904 | 207,572 11,823  94.6%
Males 206,100 12,305 357 669 11,279 | 206,457 11,948  94.5%
Asian 43,214 654 30 51 573 | 43,244 624  98.6%
Hispanic 154,574 15,290 471 1,006 13,813 | 155,045 14,819  91.3%
African American 29,447 4,213 125 270 3,818 29,572 4,088 87.9%
White, non- 161,648 2,973 08 155 2,720 | 161,746 2,875  98.3%
Hispanic
Economically 148,831 14,520 294 567 13,650 | 149,125 14,226  91.3%
disadvantaged
English learner 61,633 9,207 211 541 8455 | 61,844 8,996  87.3%
Special 22,429 17,378 45 285 17,048 | 22,474 17,333  56.5%
education

* Students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of 11t grade were allowed to meet the
CAHSEE requirement in other ways. These students were excluded from all rows of the table except for the last row.

Class of 2007 — Many of Last Year’s Seniors Continued to Try to Pass the
CAHSEE

Tables 3.7 through 3.9 show the number of students in the Class of 2007 who
are now estimated to have passed the CAHSEE through May 2008. Because many
were initially exempt from the CAHSEE requirement, we are continuing to report
students in special education programs separately, but exclude them from the counts
for other student groups, including the counts for all students.

Results from the July 2007 through May 2008 CAHSEE administrations for
students in the Class of 2007 are encouraging for several reasons. First, the number of
Class of 2007 students who had not passed the CAHSEE at the beginning of the year
was considerably less than the number of students in the Class of 2006 who had not
passed, about 29,000 for the Class of 2007 compared to nearly 35,000 for the Class of
2006. Second, as shown in the first row of Table 3.7, over 40 percent of the students
who did not pass the CAHSEE in time to graduate with their class last year continued to
take the CAHSEE this year. It is likely that many of these students failed to meet other
requirements, leading them to repeat the 12™ grade. More than a quarter of the students
from the Class of 2007 still testing have now passed the CAHSEE.

Unfortunately, little is known about the more than 16,000 students from the Class
of 2007 who had not met the CAHSEE requirement but did not appear to continue to try
to pass the CASHEE. Some may have taken the CAHSEE through adult education
programs, but could not be matched to their prior records. Likely, more are pursuing
GEDs or seeking employment without receiving a diploma.
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Table 3.7. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2007
Passing Both Parts of the CAHSEE Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Not Yet Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed Testing Passed Passed Pass

All students 401,486 28,981 | 4,444 8365 16,172 | 405,930 24,537  94.3%
Females 202,339 13,788 | 2,342 4,505 6,941 | 204,681 11,446  94.7%
Males 198,190 15,189 2,089 3,838 9,262 | 200,279 13,100 93.9%
Asian 41,285 1,578 324 609 645 | 41,609 1,254  97.1%
Hispanic 147,243 18,971 | 2,892 5451 10,628 | 150,135 16,079  90.3%
African American | 29,059 3,801 538 1,202 2,061 | 29597 3,263  90.1%
White, non- 157,421 2,593 458 618 1,517 | 157,879 2,135  98.7%
Hispanic
Economically 146,519 19,333 | 2437 4,653 12,243 | 148,956 16,896  89.8%
disadvantaged
English learner 51,572 15,358 | 2,054 4,113 9,191 | 53,626 13,304  80.1%
Special 17,444 18,330 293 1,999 16,038 | 17,737 18,037  49.6%
education

“ Many students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of the 11t grade were allowed an
exemption from the CAHSEE requirement and so were excluded from all rows of the table except for the last row.

Explanation of table contents: Row 1 of this table indicates that by May of 2007, 401,486 students in the Class of 2007 (first-
time seniors) had passed the CAHSEE and 28,981 had not. This year, 4,444 of the students who had not passed by May 2007
completed the CAHSEE requirement. Another 8,365 Class of 2007 students took the CAHSEE, but have not yet passed both
parts and 16,172 of the students who had not passed by May of last year did not take the CAHSEE this year. An estimated total
of 405,930 students in the Class of 2007 have now passed the CAHSEE, which is 94.3 percent of the total students in the Class
of 2007 as of May 2007. This same format is used for Tables 3.8 and 3.9 as well.
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Table 3.8. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2007

Passing the CAHSEE ELA Test Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Not Yet Percent
Group Passed Passed* | Passed Passed Tested | Passed Passed Pass
All students 413,403 17,064 | 3,074 4,973 9,017 | 416,477 13,990  96.8%
Females 209,253 6,874 | 1,434 2,356 3,084 | 210,687 5440  97.5%
Males 202,951 10,428 1,629 2,605 6,194 | 204,580 8,799 95.9%
Asian 41,540 1,323 294 527 502 | 41,834 1,029  97.6%
Hispanic 154,093 12,121 2,096 3,388 6,637 | 156,189 10,025  94.0%
African American 31,242 1,618 283 500 835 31,525 1,335 95.9%
White, non- 159,215 799 246 268 285 | 159,461 553  99.7%
Hispanic
Economically 153,273 12,579 | 1,803 3,017 7,759 | 155,076 10,776  93.5%
disadvantaged
English learner 55531 11,399 | 1,760 3,175 6,464 | 57,291 9,639 | 85.6%
21,537 14,237 314 1,466 12,457 21,851 13,923 61.1%

Special education

* Students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of 11t grade were allowed to meet the

CAHSEE requirement in other ways. These students were excluded from all rows of the table except for the last row.
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Table 3.9. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2007
Passing the CAHSEE Mathematics Test Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Not Yet Percent
Group Passed Passed* | Passed Passed Tested | Passed Passed Pass
All students 411,673 18,794 | 2,810 5,072 10,912 | 414,483 15984  96.3%
Females 206,670 9,457 | 1,620 3,009 4,828 | 208,290 7,837  96.4%
Males 204,394 8,085 | 1,183 2,048 5754 | 205577 7,802  96.3%
Asian 42,471 392 85 144 163 | 42,556 307  99.3%
Hispanic 154,295 11,919 | 1,752 3,214 6,953 | 156,047 10,167  93.9%
African American 29,727 3,133 457 969 1,707 | 30,184 2,676 91.9%
White, non- 158,323 1,691 344 446 901 | 158,667 1,347  99.2%
Hispanic
Economically 153,801 12,051 | 1,442 2,634 7,975 | 155243 10,609 93.6%
disadvantaged
English learner 58,300 8,630 927 1,827 5876 | 59,227 7,703  88.5%
Special 20,259 15,515 250 1,625 13,640 | 20,509 15265 57.3%
education

* Students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of 11t grade were allowed to meet the
CAHSEE requirement in other ways. These students were excluded from all rows of the table except for the last row.

Table 3.10 shows a comparison of estimated passing rates for the classes of
2006 and 2007, as of one year after their scheduled graduation. The denominator for
these rates is all students who tested in their senior year, whether or not they continued
to take the CAHSEE in the following year, plus the number of students who passed
previously. The denominator does not include students who gave up trying to pass the
CAHSEE or left school for other reasons prior to their senior year, but it does include
students who did not complete other graduation requirements. Overall, the passing
rates are about 2 percentage points higher for the Class of 2007, indicating significant,
albeit modest, progress in helping all students master required skills. Passing rates
increased for each of the demographic groups shown, including an increase of 5
percentage points for African Americans.
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Table 3.10. Estimated Passing Rates for the Classes of 2006 and 2007, One Year
After Scheduled Graduation

Percent Passing Percent Passing Percent Passing
English/Language Arts Mathematics Both Parts
Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of

Group 2006 2007 2006 2007 2006 2007
All students 94.9% 96.8% 94.4% 96.3% 92.1% 94.3%
Females 95.8% 97.5% 94.4% 96.4% 92.6% 94.7%
Males 93.9% 95.9% 94.4% 96.3% 91.5% 93.9%
Asian 96.5% 97.6% 98.5% 99.3% 95.9% 97.1%
Hispanic 91.1% 94.0% 91.0% 93.9% 86.9% 90.3%
mgggh:’f”' 98.8% 99.7% 98.2% 99.2% 97.6% 98.7%
glzzg?/g‘r']‘t’:gg d 91.0% 93.5% 91.1% 93.6% 87.0% 89.8%
English learner 82.5% 85.6% 87.0% 88.5% 78.0% 80.1%
Sgﬁg:t‘i'on* 60.5% 61.1% 56.3% 57.3% 48.6% 49.6%

* Students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of 11t grade were allowed to meet the
CAHSEE requirement in other ways. These students were excluded from all rows of the table except for the last row.

Class of 2008 — This Year's Seniors Struggle to Meet Graduation Deadline

HumRRO worked with CDE to analyze test results for seniors after each of the
2007-08 administrations. The department issued press releases based on HUmMRRO'’s
findings counting down the numbers of students who still had to complete the CAHSEE
requirement, overall and for specific subgroups (see http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/ne/yrQ7/).
HuUumRRO used corrected data files received in July to reanalyze results through May
2008. Beginning with the Class of 2008, students with disabilities no longer received an
exemption from the CAHSEE requirements. For this reason, the tables that follow
include students with disabilities in all demographic categories. In a later section, we
show passing rates that are more directly comparable to passing rates for the classes of
2006 and 2007 where students with disabilities were excluded from analyses because
of their exemption.

Tables 3.11 through 3.13 show cumulative passing rates for students in the
Class of 2008, this year’s first-time seniors. Again, to avoid duplication, we included
students who had been seniors in either 2006 or 2007 in the counts shown above for
the classes of 2006 and 2007 and excluded them from the counts in Tables 3.11
through 3.13. Beginning with the Class of 2008, we are also tracking passing rates
separately for Native Americans. In computing the estimates shown in these tables, we
made adjustments to previous estimates of the numbers who had passed each part in
prior years.
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® First, we removed students who appeared to shift from the Class of 2008 to a
different high school class, because they were retained in the 11th grade
between the 2006-07 and 2007—-08 school years or, in a few cases, dropped
back to 10th grade or entered an adult education program. Removing these
students reduced the counts of students still in the Class of 2008 who had
passed one, but not both of the CAHSEE tests by May 2007. Students who had
passed both parts by May 2007 would not have retested this year and so would
not be among those identified as leaving the Class of 2008.

® Next, we added in students who joined the target class because of grade
skipping (from 10th grade in the 2006—07 school year to 12th grade in the 2007—
08 school year). We did not, however, add students from the Class of 2007 who
were retained in 12th grade. These students are included in Tables 3.4 through
3.9 above. Adding these students to the Class of 2008 may have increased the
number of students in the class who had passed one but not both parts of the
CAHSEE by May 2007. Students who had passed both parts by May 2007 would
not have retested this year and so would not be among those identified as
moving into the Class of 2008.

® Finally, for this report, we removed 30,530 Class of 2008 students who had not
passed both parts, but were not matched to a test record from the July 2007—
May 2008 administrations. We also added back in 14,248 12th graders who
participated in the 2007—08 administrations but could not be matched to any prior
records. Some were new to the state but many were students who could not be
matched to their prior records because of coding errors in key student identifiers.

In the tables that follow, we believe that the most important values are the
estimates of the numbers of students who have not yet passed either or both parts of
the CAHSEE. The percentages shown are subject to some debate due to differences of
opinion as to the appropriate denominator (the base for computing the percentages).
For example, students who passed the CAHSEE, but subsequently left the state or
dropped out are included in the denominator, since we have no basis for estimating the
number of such students. Students who are still trying to pass the CAHSEE are also
included in the denominator.
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Table 3.11. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2008*

Passing Both Parts of the CAHSEE Through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed Tested | Passed Total Pass

All Students 392,498 107,873 39,997 45,991 21,885 | 432,495 478,486 90.4%
Females 198,035 47,438 19,102 19,387 8,949 | 217,137 236,524 91.8%
Males 194,268 60,410 20,790 26,463 13,157 | 215,058 241,521 89.0%
Native American 3,522 1,115 362 470 283 3,884 4,354 89.2%
Asian 39,884 4,797 2,556 1,929 312 | 42,440 44,369 95.7%
Hispanic 147,578 64,282 22,657 27,321 14,304 | 170,235 197,556 86.2%
African American 26,561 15,366 4,918 7,628 2,820 31,479 39,107 80.5%
White, non- 155,233 18431 | 7,571 6,785 4,075 | 162,804 169,589  96.0%
Hispanic
Economically 143,607 67,968 | 22,076 28,089 17,803 | 165,773 193,862  85.5%
Disadvantaged
English Learner 36,766 36,768 13,796 18,230 4,742 50,562 68,792 73.5%
Special 15946 30541 | 4566 17,123 8,852 | 20,512 37,635  54.5%
Education

1 Current 12th graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table. Class of 2008 students in special education programs are required to pass the CAHSEE and so are included in
all rows of this table. Counts of student in the Class of 2008 who had not passed by May 2007 have changed due to students

entering or leaving the class as explained above.

Explanation of table contents: Tables 3.12 through 3.13 are formatted the same as Table 3.11. As shown in the first row, by
May of 2007, 392,498 students now in the Class of 2008 (first-time seniors) had passed the CAHSEE and 107,873 had not. This
year, 39,997 of the students who had not passed by May 2007 completed the CAHSEE requirement. Another 45,991 students

took the CAHSEE this year, but did not pass both parts. Also, 21,885 students who had not passed by May 2007 did not

participate in any of the 2007-08 administrations. Overall, 432,495 students in the Class of 2008 have now passed the CAHSEE,
which is 90.4 percent of the 478,486 students still counted as in the Class of 2008 after adjusting for students moving into and
out of this class and dropping students not continuing to take the CAHSEE.
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Table 3.12. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2008*
Passing the CAHSEE ELA Test through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed® Tested® | Passed Total Pass

All Students 413,340 87,031 | 31,702 33,444 21,885 | 445042 478,486  93.0%
Females 210,571 34,902 | 13,385 12,568 8,949 | 223,956 236,524  94.7%
Males 202,846 51,832 | 18,240 20435 13,157 | 221,086 241,521  91.5%
Native American 3,764 873 298 293 283 | 4,062 4,354  93.3%
Asian 40,385 4,296 2,338 1,646 312 | 42,723 44,369  96.3%
Hispanic 159,642 52,218 | 17,742 20,173 14,304 | 177,384 197,556  89.8%
African American | 30,157 11,770 3,811 5,139 2,820 | 33,968 39,107  86.9%
White, non- 159,265 14,399 5004 4420 4,075 | 165,169 169,589  97.4%
Hispanic
Economically 156,109 55,556 | 17,588 20,165 17,803 | 173,697 193,862  89.6%
Disadvantaged
English Learner 42,330 31,204 12,520 13,942 4,742 | 54,850 68,792 79.7%
Special 20,026 26,461 4,916 12,693 8,852 | 24,942 37,635  66.3%
Education

1 Current 12th graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded from
this table; students in special education programs are included in all rows of this table. Counts of students passing and not
passing by May 2007 have changed due to students entering/leaving the Class of 2008.2 Includes a small number of students
who had not yet passed and did not take the ELA test, but are still included because they took the mathematics test one or

more times this year.

3 Students who had not passed the ELA test and did not take either test so far this year.

Human Resources Research Organization (HUmRRO)
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Table 3.13. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2008*

Passing the CAHSEE Mathematics Test through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed’ Tested® | Passed  Total Pass

All Students 411,013 89,358 31,187 36,286 21,885 | 442,200 478,486 92.4%
Females 204,891 40,582 15,844 15,789 8,949 | 220,735 236,524 93.3%
Males 206,113 48,565 15,256 20,151 13,157 | 221,369 241,521 91.7%
Native American 3,673 964 297 385 283 3,970 4,354 91.2%
Asian 41,941 2,740 1,474 953 312 | 43,415 44,369 97.9%
Hispanic 159,674 52,186 17,234 20,648 14,304 | 176,908 197,556 89.5%
African American 27,965 13,962 4,427 6,715 2,820 | 32,392 39,107 82.8%
\N.hlte’ non- 157,468 16,196 6,147 5,974 4,075 | 163,615 169,589 96.5%
Hispanic
Economically 156,703 54,962 | 16,457 20,702 17,803 | 173,160 193,862  89.3%
Disadvantaged
English Learner 47,889 25,645 9,454 11,450 4,742 57,343 68,792 83.4%
Special 19,067 27,420 | 3,934 14634 8852 | 23001 37,635 61.1%
Education

1 Current 12t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table; students in special education programs are included in all rows of this table. Counts of students passing and

not passing by May 2007 have changed due to students entering/leaving the Class of 2008.

2 Includes a small number of students who had not yet passed and did not take the mathematics test, but are still included
because they took the ELA test one or more times this year.

3 Students who had not passed the mathematics test and did not take either test so far this year.

Comparison of Results for this Year’s Seniors (Class of 2008) to Results for Last
Year’s Seniors (Class of 2007)

Results reported for the Class of 2008 in Tables 3.14 through 3.15 above are not

directly comparable to results reported last year for last year’s seniors, the Class of

2007, at the same point in their senior year. The primary difference is that students with
disabilities in the Class of 2007 were excluded from last year’s counts due to the
exemption granted to these students. The exemption has ended and this year’'s
analyses include students with disabilities in the results. A much more minor difference
is that this year, students from two different prior high school classes (classes of 2006
and 2007) are excluded from the counts for the Class of 2008.

Human Resources Research Organization (HUMRRO)
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Table 3.14. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2008*
Passing Both CAHSEE Tests through May 2008, Excluding Students in Special

Education
By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed Pass Passed Tested | Passed Total Pass
All Students 392,498 88,318 35,431 28,868 24,019 | 427,929 456,797 93.7%
Females 198,035 41,358 17,634 13,402 10,322 | 215,669 229,071 94.1%
Males 194,268 46,978 17,701 15,377 13,900 | 211,969 227,346 93.2%
Native American 3,522 859 304 265 290 3,826 4,091 93.5%
Asian 39,884 4,307 2,405 1,473 429 42,289 43,762 96.6%
Hispanic 147,578 55,683 20,467 18,586 16,630 | 168,045 186,631 90.0%
African American 26,561 11,892 4,272 4,404 3,216 30,833 35,237 87.5%
W.h'te’ non- 155,233 12,391 6,233 2,915 3,243 | 161,466 164,381 98.2%
Hispanic
Economically 143,697 57,163 | 19,784 18,112 19,267 | 163,481 181,593  90.0%
Disadvantaged
English Learner 36,766 31,829 12,702 13,163 5,964 | 49,468 62,631 79.0%
Special o
Education 15,946 30,541 4,566 17,123 8.852 20,512 37.635 54.5%

1 Current 12t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table. Class of 2008 students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by May 2007 are also
excluded, except in the last row, for comparability with last year's results. Counts of student in the Class of 2008 who had not
passed by May 2007 have changed from earlier reports due to students entering or leaving the class as explained above.

Explanation of table contents: Tables 3.14 through 3.16 are formatted the same as Table 3.11. As shown in the first row, by
May of 2007, 392,498 students now in the Class of 2008 (first-time seniors) had passed both parts of the CAHSEE and 88,318
non-special education students had not. This year, 35,431 of the non-special education students who had not passed by May
2007 completed the CAHSEE requirement. Another 28,868 non-special education students took the CAHSEE, but have not yet
passed both parts. Also, 24,019 non-special education students who had not passed by May 2007 did not participate in any of
the 2007-08 administrations. Overall, 427,929 students in the Class of 2008 have now passed the CAHSEE, which is 93.7
percent of the estimated total of 456,797 students in the Class of 2008 after adjusting for students moving into and out of this
class and excluding special education students who had not passed by May 2007.
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Table 3.15. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2008*
Passing the CAHSEE ELA Test through May 2008, Excluding Students in Special
Education

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed® Tested® | Passed Total Pass
All Students 413,031 67,785 26,786 16,980 24,019 | 439,817 456,797 96.3%
Females 210,837 28,556 11,836 6,398 10,322 | 222,673 229,071 97.2%
Males 202,267 38,979 14,890 10,189 13,900 | 217,157 227,346 95.5%
Native American 3,744 637 240 108 290 3,984 4,091 97.4%
Asian 40,329 3,862 2,188 1,245 429 42,517 43,762 97.2%
Hispanic 160,117 43,144 15,369 11,146 16,630 | 175,486 186,631 94.0%
African American 30,140 8,313 2,991 2,106 3,216 33,131 35,237 94.0%
VHVh'te’ non- 158,560 9,064 4594 1,227 3,243 | 163,154 164,381  99.3%
ispanic

Economically 156248 44612 | 15000 10345 19267 | 171,248 181593  94.3%
Disadvantaged

English Learner 42,295 26,300 11,259 9,077 5964 | 53,554 62,631 85.5%

Special 20,026 26,461 | 4,916 12,693 8852 | 24942 37,635  66.3%
Education

1 Current 12t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table. Class of 2008 students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE are also excluded,
except in the last row, for comparability with last year's results. Counts of student in the Class of 2008 who had not passed by
May 2007 have changed due to students entering or leaving the class as explained above.

2 Includes a small number of students who had not yet passed and did not take the ELA test, but are still included because they
took the mathematics test one or more times this year.

3 Students who had not passed the ELA test and did not take either test so far this year.
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Table 3.16. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2008*
Passing the CAHSEE Mathematics Test through May 2008, Excluding Students in
Special Education

By May 2007 July 2007-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Not Current Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed® Tested® | Passed Total Pass

All Students 409,388 71,428 27,253 20,156 24,019 | 436,641 456,797 95.6%
Females 204,443 34,950 | 14,470 10,158 10,322 | 218,913 229,071 95.6%
Males 204,937 36,309 | 12,704 9,704 13,900 | 217,641 227,346 95.7%
Native American 3,649 732 243 200 290 3,892 4,091 95.1%
Asian 41,971 2,220 1,360 430 429 43,331 43,762 99.0%
Hispanic 159,042 44,219 15,272 12,317 16,630 | 174,314 186,631 93.4%
African American 27,742 10,711 3,796 3,699 3,216 31,538 35,237 89.5%
White, non- 156,745 10,879 | 5,135 2501 3,243 | 161,880 164,381  98.5%
Hispanic

Economically 155,904 44,956 | 14,363 11,326 19,267 | 170,267 181,593  93.8%
Disadvantaged

English Learner 47,752 20,843 8,419 6,461 5,964 | 56,171 62,631 89.7%

Spema[ 19,067 27,420 3,934 14,634 8,852 | 23,001 37,635 61.1%
Education

1 Current 12t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table. Class of 2008 students in special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE are also excluded,
except in the last row, for comparability with last year's results. Counts of student in the Class of 2008 who had not passed by
May 2007 have changed due to students entering or leaving the class as explained above.

2 Includes a small number of students who had not yet passed and did not take the mathematics test, but are still included
because they took the ELA test one or more times this year.

3 Students who had not passed the mathematics test and did not take either test so far this year.

Table 3.17 compares current cumulative passing rates to passing rates through
May of their senior year for each of these classes. Overall passing rates continued to
increase, albeit only slightly. Much more significant progress was made for students
with disabilities, whose passing rates increased by nearly 6 percentage points. There
was a small decrease in passing rates for African Americans in the Class of 2008, just
over 1 percentage point. The 2008 passing rate for African Americans still represented
a very significant gain (3.8 percentage points) relative to the African American rate for
the Class of 2006.
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Table 3.17. Comparison of Estimated Passing Rates for the Classes of 2006, 2007,
and 2008 through May of their Senior Year

Passed ELA Passed Mathematics Passed Both
Class of Classof Classof | Classof Classof Classof | Classof Classof Class of
2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008
12" 12t 12" 12" 12t 12" 12" 12t 12"
Group* Graders Graders Graders | Graders Graders Graders | Graders Graders Graders
All Students 94.2% 96.0% 96.3% | 93.7% 95.6% 95.6% | 90.4% 93.3% 93.7%
Females 95.1% 96.8% 97.2% | 93.6% 95.6% 95.6% | 90.9% 93.6% 94.1%
Males 93.2% 951% 955% | 93.7% 95.8% 95.7% | 89.9% 92.9%  93.2%
Native
American N/A N/A 97.4% | NIA N/A 95.1% | NI/A N/A 93.5%
Asian 95.9% 96.9% 97.2% | 98.1% 99.1% 99.0% | 95.3% 96.3%  96.6%
Hispanic 90.0% 92.7% 94.0% | 89.9% 92.8% 93.4% | 855% 88.6% 90.0%
ﬁmgﬂzan 90.9% 95.1% 94.0% | 86.2% 90.5% 89.5% | 83.7% 88.4% 87.5%
mggghir(‘f’”‘ 98.6% 99.5% 99.3% | 97.9% 98.9% 98.5% | 97.3% 98.4%  98.2%
[E)fsog‘d"vrg:]‘ztggye g | 901% 924% 943% | 90.2% 92.7% 93.8% | 85.7% 88.3%  90.0%
Eggl'rf:r 80.9% 83.0% 855% | 85.8% 87.1% 89.7% | 76.0% 77.1%  79.0%
Special 59.6% 60.2% 66.3% | 55.5% 56.6% 61.1% | 47.8% 48.8% 54.5%
Education

* Students in special education programs who did not pass the CAHSEE by the end of 11t grade are excluded from each
demographic category except the last.

1 Note that 12t graders who also tested as 12t graders in the previous year are excluded from this table as are students in
special education programs who had not passed the CAHSEE by the end of their junior year (except in the last row).

2 Passing rates for Native Americans were not computed in analyses of results for the classes of 2006 and 2007.

3 Students in special education were excluded from all rows in the table except the last. Many of these students in the Class of
2007 received an exemption from the CAHSEE requirement and did not continue to take the CAHSEE during their senior year.
Students in special education were excluded from 2008 results for comparability.

Class of 2009 — Improvement for Students Who Retested in 11th Grade

We analyzed the number of 11" grade students (Class of 2009) who passed each
part of the CAHSEE and the number completing the requirement to pass both parts and
added these to the corresponding numbers for last year's 10™ graders. Students shown
as 11" graders in the 2006—07 CAHSEE administrations included some students who
were repeating 11" grade, thus moving from the Class of 2008 cohort last year to the
Class of 2009 Cohort. This year's 11" graders also included some students new to the
state and other students who were 9" graders in 2007. Students who repeated the 10"
grade in 2007-08 were dropped from the Class of 2009 cohort as were students who
did not pass in 2007 and failed to test at all during the 2007—-08 school year. The net of
these differences was that the estimated number of students in the Class of 2009
decreased by 14,080, from about 502,106 at the end of 10™ grade to 488,026 at the end
of 11" grade. As shown in Table 3.2 above, over 7,000 students appear to be repeating
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10™ grade in 2007-08, moving out of the Class of 2009°. This still leaves a small, but
significant number of students who have either left public education in California or
simply skipped taking the CAHSEE in their junior year.

Tables 3.18 through 3.20 show the estimated number of students in the Class of
2009 passing both parts of the CAHSEE, the ELA test, and the mathematics test,
respectively. Approximately 82 percent of the students still in the Class of 2009 have
met the CAHSEE requirement. The passing rate is considerably lower for economically
disadvantaged students (73%) and for Hispanic (74%) and African-American (68%)
students and patrticularly lower for English learners (52%) and students in special
education (39%).

Table 3.18. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2009
Passing Both CAHSEE Tests Through 11" Grade

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed Tested | Passed Total Pass

All Students 327,275 168,948 71,657 88,448 8,843 | 398,932 487,380 81.9%
Females 166,859 76,516 34,046 38,754 3,716 | 200,905 239,659 83.8%
Males 160,375 92,975 37,403 49,542 6,030 | 197,778 247,320 80.0%
Native American 2,754 1,688 662 870 156 3,416 4,286 79.7%
Pacific Islander 36,675 8,282 4,260 3,767 255 | 40,935 44,702 91.6%
Filipino 2,157 1,310 624 635 51 2,781 3,416 81.4%
Asian 11,989 2,925 1,675 1,113 137 13,664 14,777 92.5%
Hispanic 119,647 102,710 39,469 55,258 7,983 | 159,116 214,374 74.2%
African American 19,539 20,481 7,110 12,374 997 26,649 39,023 68.3%
VHVngg;ﬂrlO”' 131,538 32,179 | 16,716 13,231 2,232 | 148,254 161,485  91.8%

Economically 115,345 105,396 | 38,168 56,673 10,555 | 153513 210,186  73.0%
Disadvantaged

English Learner 21,493 60,749 18,356 36,934 5,459 39,849 76,783 51.9%
Reclassified

. 63,157 17,026 | 10,808 5711 507 | 73,965 79,676  92.8%
Fluent English
Special 10,434 38,385 25,068 7583 | 16,168 41,236  39.2%
Education ! ! 5,734 ! ! ! ! )

1 Current 11t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table. Current 11t graders who tested as 11t graders last year have been moved into counts for the Class of 2009
and are included here. Students in special education programs are included in all rows.

Explanation of table contents: Tables 3.18 through 3.20 are formatted the same as Table 3.11 above. Row 1 shows that by
May of 2007, 327,275 students now in the Class of 2009 (current juniors) had passed the CAHSEE and 168,948 had not. This
year, 71,657 of the students who had not passed by May 2007 completed the CAHSEE requirement. Another 88,448 students
took the CAHSEE, but have not yet passed both parts. Also, 8,843 students who had not passed by May 2007 did not participate
in the 2007-08 administrations. Overall, 398,932 students in the Class of 2009 have now passed the CAHSEE, which is 81.9
percent of the 487,380 students estimated to be in the Class of 2009 after adjusting for students moving into and out of this class
and dropping students not continuing to take the CAHSEE.

® It is likely that we are slightly underestimating the number of students repeating 10" grade because differences in
coding student information prevented us from identifying all of the students who tested as 10" graders in both 2007
and 2008.
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Table 3.19. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2009*

Passing the CAHSEE ELA Test through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed® Tested® | Passed Total Pass

All Students 362,212 134,011 | 63,024 62,144 8,843 | 425236 487,380  87.2%
Females 188,354 55,021 | 27,818 23487 3,716 | 216,172 239,659  90.2%
Males 173,808 79,542 | 35,055 38457 6,030 | 208,863 247,320  84.5%
Native American 3,135 1,307 571 580 156 | 3,706 4,286  86.5%
Pacific Islander 37,426 7,531 3,977 3,299 255 41,403 44,702 92.6%
Filipino 2,434 1,033 535 447 51 2,969 3,416  86.9%
Asian 12,588 2,326 1,413 776 137 | 14,001 14,777 94.7%
Hispanic 139,846 82,511 | 35,117 39,411 7,983 | 174,963 214,374  81.6%
African American | 24,257 15,763 | 6,574 8,192 997 | 30,831 39,023  79.0%
VH\@gg;ﬂ’l"”' 139,283 24,434 | 13,869 8,333 2,232 | 153,152 161,485  94.8%
Economically 134,816 85,925 | 34,689 40,681 10,555 | 169,505 210,186  80.6%
Disadvantaged
English Learner 27,940 54,302 19,104 29,739 5,459 | 47,044 76,783 61.3%
Reclassified 69126 11057 | 7.641 2,909 507 | 76767 79,676  96.3%
Fluent English
Special

. 14,380 34,439 | 7,142 19,714 7,583 | 21,522 41,236  52.2%
Education

1 Current 11t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded from
this table. Current 11t graders who tested as 11t graders last year have been moved into counts for the Class of 2009 and
are included here. Students in special education programs are included in all rows.

2 Includes a small number of students who had not yet passed and did not take the ELA test, but are still included because they
took the mathematics test one or more times this year

3 Students who had not passed the ELA test and did not take either test so far this year
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Table 3.20. Estimated Number and Percent of Students in the Class of 2009*
Passing the CAHSEE Mathematics Test through May 2008

By May 2007 July 2007—-May 2008 Cumulative Total
Not Yet Not Yet Not Current  Current Percent
Group Passed Passed | Passed Passed® Tested® | Passed  Total Pass

All Students 361,700 134,523 59,757 65,923 8,843 | 421,457 487,380 86.5%
Females 178,858 64,517 29,818 30,983 3,716 | 208,676 239,659 87.1%
Males 182,785 70,565 29,787 34,748 6,030 | 212,572 247,320 86.0%
Native American 3,016 1,426 578 692 156 3,594 4,286 83.9%
Pacific Islander 40,106 4,851 3,101 1,495 255 | 43,207 44,702 96.7%
Filipino 2,419 1,048 533 464 51 2,952 3,416 86.4%
Asian 12,655 2,259 1,360 762 137 14,015 14,777 94.8%
Hispanic 140,492 81,865 33,224 40,658 7,983 | 173,716 214,374 81.0%
African American 22,014 18,006 6,429 10,580 997 28,443 39,023 72.9%
VH\@gg;ﬂ’lO”' 137,762 25955 | 13,547 10,176 2,232 | 151,309 161,485  93.7%

Economically

) 137,318 83,423 31,614 41,254 10,555 | 168,932 210,186 80.4%
Disadvantaged

English Learner 36,808 45,434 | 16,214 23,761 5,459 | 53,022 76,783 69.1%
Reclassified 67161 13022 | 7905 4610 507 | 75066 79,676  94.2%
Fluent English

Special

. 14,363 34,456 5,487 21,386 7,583 19,850 41,236 48.1%
Education

1 Current 11t graders who also tested as 12t graders in 2005-06 (Class of 2006) or 2006-07 (Class of 2007) are excluded
from this table. Current 11t graders who tested as 11t graders last year have been moved into counts for the Class of 2009
and are included here. Students in special education programs are included in all rows.

2 Includes a small number of students who had not yet passed and did not take the mathematics test, but are still included
because they took the ELA test one or more times this year

3 Students who had not passed the mathematics test and did not take either test so far this year

Table 3.21 shows cumulative passing rates through the end of 11th grade for the
Class of 2009 in comparison to corresponding passing rates for the classes of 2006
through 2008. Passing rates for students in the Class of 2009 are 3 to 4 percentage
points higher than the rates for earlier 11th grade classes, a significant increase. All
demographic groups showed an increase in cumulative 11th grade passing rates this
year. The increase was over 5 percentage points for economically disadvantaged
students and students in special education programs.
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Table 3.21. Comparison of CAHSEE Passing Rates for the Classes of 2006
through 2009 at the end of 11th Grade

Percent Passing Percent Passing Percent Passing
ELA Mathematics Both
Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class
Group of of of of of of of of of of of of
2006 2007 2008 2009 | 2006 2007 2008 2009 | 2006 2007 2008 2009

Al students 846% 85.1% 83.7% 87.2% | 83.6%  83.4% 82.6% 86.5% | 784% 787%  78.0%  81.9%
Females 87.7% 883% 87.0% 902% | 844%  842% 837% 87.1% | 805% 80.8%  80.2%  83.8%
Males 817% 81.9%  80.6% B845% | 829% 827% 817%  86.0% | 764% 767%  757%  80.0%
Native
American NA  NA  830% 865% | NA  NA 793% 839% | NA  NA  753%  79.7%
Asian 90.8% 90.9%  90.5%  92.6% | 95.1%  95.0%  945%  96.7% | 89.3%  89.4%  89.0%  91.6%
Pacific Islander | NA  NA  NA  89% | NA  NA  NA  864% | NA  NA  NA  8L4%
Filipino NA  NA  NA  9%47%| NA O NA  NA  948% | NA  NA  NA  925%
Hispanic 76.0% 77.3%  765% 816% | 756% 759% 76.1%  810% | 67.5%  68.6%  69.0%  74.2%
ﬁmgﬁzan 750%  77.0%  741%  79.0% | 682% 683% 67.0% 729% | 63.2% 64.1%  62.7%  68.3%
mggzh{‘c‘)”' 94.0% 939%  927%  948% | 925%  921%  910%  937% | 904%  90.1%  89.3%  918%
S?So; d?/rgftggé g | AT 7T63%  T51%  806% | 74%% 753% TA8% 804% | 663% 67.7% 67.3%  730%
English Learner | 59.4% 604% 58.6% 613% | 67.1% 66.2% 67.2%  69.1% | 511% 515% 49.2%  51.9%

. 270 /0 .00
Eﬁ‘;‘gfg;‘gﬁsh NA  NA  NA  93% | NA 0 NA  NA  942% | NA  NA  NA  92.8%
Special
P oeation 480%  465% 4650  522% | 452%  42.0% 42.2% 48.1% | 355%  335%  33.9%  39.2%

Initial Results for the Class of 2010

A major charge for the independent evaluation was to analyze and report
performance on the CAHSEE for all students and for specific demographic groups,
including economically disadvantaged students, English learners (EL), and students with
disabilities (characterized as “exceptional needs students” in the legislation). Table 3.22
shows the 10" grade CAHSEE completion rates (passing both parts) for the classes of
2006 through 2010. Passing rates for the classes of 2004 and 2005 are not exactly
comparable as changes to the tests were introduced in 2004 when the exam was restarted
for the Class of 2006. Also, some students in the Class of 2004 took the CAHSEE
voluntarily in 2001 as 9" graders. Since 2003 (the Class of 2005), the 10" grade resullts are
based on a census testing of all students. Tables 3.23 and 3.24 show comparative passing
rates for the ELA and mathematics tests respectively.
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Table 3.22. Percent of 10" Grade Students Passing Both Parts of the CAHSEE by
Demographic Group

10fH Graders

Percent Passing

Tested Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of
Group In 2008 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

All students 493,559 64.3% 65.4% 65.1% 65.2%  69.2%
Females 240,918 67.1% 68.1% 67.9% 68.0%  71.8%
Males 252,352 61.7% 62.8% 62.4% 62.5%  66.8%
Native American 4,384 59.9% 59.6% 61.0% 61.6%  66.0%
Asian 44,340 81.5% 82.5% 82.5% 83.2%  85.8%
Pacific Islander 3,454 60.4% 63.4% 62.9% 63.3%  69.7%
Filipino 14,268 80.8% 81.3% 81.3% 82.4%  84.5%
Hispanic 227,531 49.0% 51.1% 52.4% 52.9%  58.5%
African American 39,579 45.3% 46.4% 46.3% 47.8% 52.5%
White (not Hispanic) 154,135 80.7% 81.4% 80.5% 80.5%  83.4%
E icall
di‘;gz?/g"r']fgggd 229,687 47.7% 50.1% 50.8% 51.4%  57.2%
English Learners 81094 29.6% 30.8% 27.0% 256%  29.5%
Reclassified fluent
Ere]glfisshs' ed fluen 86,071 76.3% 78.6% 78.1% 77.9%  83.3%
Special education 44,304 18.8% 20.2% 20.9% 21.1%  20.2%

students

*Note. The numbers in different demographic categories may not add to the total because of missing demographic

information.
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Table 3.23. Tenth Grade Student Passing Rates by Demographic Group—
English-Language Arts

10fH Graders Percent Passing
Tested Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of
Group In 2008 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

All students 493,559 72.9% 74.8% 73.4% 73.3% 77.1%
Females 240,918 77.4% 79.5% 78.1% 78.0% 81.2%
Males 252,352 68.7% 70.2% 69.0% 68.8% 73.1%
Native American 4,384 70.9% 70.8% 71.6% 71.4% 74.6%
Asian 44,340 84.1% 85.2% 85.0% 85.2% 87.6%
Pacific Islander 3,454 69.3% 73.5% 72.3% 72.5% 77.5%
Filipino 14,268 86.3% 87.3% 86.7% 87.0% 88.6%
Hispanic 227,531 59.8% 63.2% 62.8% 63.2% 68.5%
African American 39,579 60.1% 62.1% 60.6% 61.5% 66.4%
White (not Hispanic) 154,135 87.0% 88.0% 86.4% 86.1% 88.5%
Economically
disadvantaged 229,687 58.1% 61.8% 61.1% 61.4% 67.0%
English Learners 81,094 38.0% 41.3% 35.8% 34.2% 39.4%
Reclassified fluent

eclassified fluen 86,071 85.2% 87.9% 86.5% 86.3% 90.5%
English
Special education 44,304 28.8% 31.5% 31.6% 30.7% 31.9%
students

*Note. The numbers in different demographic categories may not add to the total because of missing demographic
information.
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Table 3.24. Tenth Grade Student Passing Rates by Demographic Group—

Mathematics

10fH Graders

Percent Passing

Tested Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of
Group In 2008 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
All students 493,559 71.8% 72.1% 71.7% 72.2% 76.1%
Females 240,918 72.8% 73.1% 72.8% 73.0% 76.8%
Males 252,352 70.8% 71.3% 70.7% 71.4% 75.6%
Native American 4,384 66.3% 66.3% 67.1% 67.6% 72.7%
Asian 44,340 90.5% 90.9% 90.0% 91.0% 92.9%
Pacific Islander 3,454 69.5% 70.4% 69.9% 71.3% 77.1%
Filipino 14,268 86.0% 85.8% 85.6% 87.0% 88.8%
Hispanic 227,531 59.2% 60.2% 61.5% 62.3% 67.9%
African American 39,579 51.9% 52.5% 52.3% 54.0% 59.3%
White (not Hispanic) 154,135 85.0% 85.4% 84.1% 84.4% 86.9%
Ei‘;gz?/r;ri]fggzd 229,687 58.6% 59.9% 60.4% 61.3% 67.1%
English Learners 81,094 47.6% 47.0% 44.3% 43.9% 48.6%
Eﬁg:@smed fluent 86,071 81.9% 83.4% 82.9% 83.1% 87.7%
Special education 44,304 27.8% 28.6% 28.4% 29.1% 30.0%

students

*Note. The numbers in different demographic categories may not add to the total because of missing demographic

information.

Figure 3.1 shows the trend in passing rates for the CAHSEE as a whole and for the
ELA and Mathematics tests separately. Figure 3.2 displays trends in the overall 10" grade
passing rates for demographic groups that have had particular difficulties in passing the
CAHSEE. As illustrated by these charts, overall 10th grade passing rates increased about 3

to 5 percentage points for all groups except students in special education programs.

Passing rates declined slightly for students in special education programs.
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10th Grade Pass Rate

10th Grade Pass Rates
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Figure 3.1. Trends in 10th grade CAHSEE passing rates.
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Figure 3.2. Trends in overall passing rates for selected groups.

Note: ED = Economically disadvantaged, EL = English Learner, SE = students in special education.
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First-Time Versus Repeat 10" Graders

The CAHSEE is administered to the complete census of 10" graders. However,
as shown in Table 3.2, some students repeat 10" grade and are thus included in more
than one census testing. The new statewide student identifiers make it possible to
identify repeat 10™ graders more exactly than was previously the case. Tables 3.25 and
3.26 show the numbers of first-time and repeat 10" graders in the 2007 and 2008
CAHSEE administrations and their CAHSEE passing rates by demographic group. In
these tables, we have also shown gender breakouts within the larger race/ethnicity
groups. The key finding shown in these tables is that, for all demographic groups,
students who repeat the 10" grade have very low rates of passing the CAHSEE (24%
versus 69% overall passing for first-time 10" graders this year).
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Table 3.25. Percent of First-Time 10" Grade Students Passing the CAHSEE by
Demographic Group

Number of Students

Percent Passing

Percent Passing

Percent Passing

Tested’ ELA Mathematics Both
Group 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008
All students 492,159 485516 | 73.9% = 76.6% | 73.0%  75.8% 66.1%  69.1%
Females 241,195 237,420 | 785%  80.7% | 73.7%  76.5% 68.8%  71.7%
Males 250,784 247,830 | 69.5%  72.6% | 72.3%  75.1% 63.5%  66.7%
Eﬁf‘e"rfcan 4,385 4340 | 72.0%  72.9% | 683%  71.5% 62.3%  64.8%
Asian 43791 44180 | 855%  87.5% | 91.2%  92.7% 835%  85.7%
- Females 21345 21454 | 883%  89.7% | 92.0%  93.3% 86.0%  87.5%
- Males 22443 22,721 | 82.8%  85.4% | 90.4%  92.2% 81.3%  83.9%
Pacific Islander 3,346 3417 | 729%  76.8% | 72.0%  76.4% 64.0%  68.8%
Filipino 14,418 14,189 | 87.3%  88.4% | 87.4%  88.7% 82.9%  84.3%
Hispanic 219,628 222,066 | 63.8%  68.0% | 632%  67.5% 53.9%  58.6%
- Females 108,298 109,346 | 69.1%  72.8% | 63.7%  67.9% 56.8%  61.3%
- Males 111,286 112,667 | 58.6%  63.3% | 62.6%  67.1% 51.1%  56.0%
ﬁmg‘;"igan 39,351 38,348 | 62.3%  65.3% | 55.2%  58.6% 491%  52.5%
- Females 19,601 19,067 | 69.7%  72.2% | 57.4%  60.9% 53.5%  56.8%
- Males 19,744 19,262 | 55.0%  585% | 53.0%  56.3% 44.7%  48.3%
mggzn(::‘)’t 162,247 153,321 | 86.3%  87.9% | 84.7%  86.4% 80.9%  82.7%
- Females 78,846 74,146 | 90.0%  91.1% | 85.6%  87.3% 83.3%  85.1%
- Males 83375 79,129 | 82.8%  84.9% | 83.9%  855% 78.6%  80.5%
g‘;‘;ﬁ‘\’g‘l‘t’:gg 4 | 217740 224069 | 620%  66.3% | 623%  66.6% 524%  57.1%
EZ?EZ?S 80,626 78,364 | 345%  385% | 445%  47.8% 26.1%  29.6%
][Tjecr']‘i‘sér"féelgh 79,649 85,004 | 86.7%  90.2% | 83.7%  87.7% 78.7%  83.2%
Special
education 47,748 43080 | 31.0%  30.6% | 29.6%  28.6% 216%  20.1%
students

* A small number of students shown as first-time 10" graders may actually be repeat test takers for whom no 2006
CAHSEE test records could be found.
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Table 3.26. Percent of Repeat 10™ Grade Students Passing the CAHSEE by
Demographic Group

Number of Students

Percent Passing

Percent Passing

Percent Passing

Tested’ ELA Mathematics Both
Group 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008
All students 0,947 8,304 | 43.5%  48.0% | 33.2% 355% | 21.1%  24.0%
Females 4,249 3.624 | 475%  557% | 29.9% 323% | 21.1%  23.9%
Males 5,698 4,680 | 345%  42.0% | 35.6% 37.9% | 21.1%  24.0%
/'jﬁg’r?can 84 58 | 345%  50.0% | 33.3% 345% | 23.8% = 29.3%
Asian 283 186 | 24.4%  37.1% | 58.3% 522% | 31.8%  26.3%
- Females 108 57| 241%  456% | 65.7% 49.1% | 38.0%  28.1%
- Males 175 129 | 246%  33.3% | 53.7% 535% | 28.0%  25.6%
Pacific Islander 59 44| 271%  36.4% | 32.2% 38.6% | 254%  29.5%
Filipino 131 83| 41.2%  65.1% | 43.5% 422% | 321%  32.5%
Hispanic 6,687 5677 | 40.1%  47.2% | 32.7% 350% | 202%  23.3%
- Females 2,913 2523 | 473%  54.7% | 29.5% 31.9% | 205%  23.1%
- Males 3,774 3154 | 34.4% = 41.2% | 35.2% 375% | 19.9%  23.4%
ﬁmgﬁzm 1,547 1263 | 36.3%  44.4% | 23.5% 273% | 152%  18.6%
- Females 650 565 | 452%  52.0% | 20.8% 26.4% | 145%  19.3%
_ Males 897 698 | 29.8%  38.3% | 25.5% 28.1% | 15.7%  18.1%
n’lgggrfg‘)’t 1,125 886 | 46.9%  59.6% | 41.6% 453% | 30.1%  33.7%
- Females 451 377 | 57.9%  69.2% | 36.1% 406% | 29.3%  34.5%
- Males 674 5090 | 39.6%  52.5% | 45.3% 487% | 30.7%  33.2%
Elcszg‘\’/r;r']‘;;‘gg g 6,718 5733 | 385%  451% | 31.8% 342% | 19.3%  22.0%
Eg?:gr]s 3,469 3,113 | 29.0%  32.3% | 28.9% 30.6% | 12.9%  15.4%
ﬁfgr'ﬁ‘sér']f;i‘ih 1,430 1,124 | 583%  74.1% | 45.0% 48.4% | 33.7%  40.1%
Special
education 1,739 1,208 | 17.1%  23.0% | 15.1% 15.3% 8.2% 7.7%
students

* Passing rates for repeat 10" graders include students who passed previously. Also, a small number of students
shown as first-time 10" grade test takers above may actually be repeat test takers for whom no 2006 CAHSEE test
records could be found.
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Analysis of Results by Mathematics Courses Taken

From the outset, the level of mathematics achievement required for high school
graduation has been a key policy issue. When the CAHSEE requirement was
established in 1999, students were not required to take Algebra | to earn a diploma, so
including Algebra questions on the CAHSEE mathematics test reflected recognition of
the importance of mathematics for success after high school. This year’s policy debate
has focused on requiring all students to take Algebra I in 8" grade, allowing more
students to complete mathematics courses through calculus by the end of high school.

As in prior years, we analyzed passing rates on the mathematics part of the
CAHSEE for students who had completed different levels of math courses. Table 3.27
shows the distribution of the highest level of mathematics course completed by the end
of 10" grade for students in the Class of 2010 compared to students in the classes of
2005 through 2009. The percentage of student who had not yet taken Algebra |
continued to decrease (from 4.0% down to 2.2%). At the same time the percentage of
10" grade students taking mathematics courses beyond Algebra | continued to
increase.

Table 3.27. Distribution of 10" Grade Students by Highest Math Course Taken

Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
General Math 3.0% 2.6% 2.0% 1.9% 0.9% 0.0%
Pre-Algebra 11.5% 11.1% 9.9% 11.7% 3.1% 2.2%
Algebra I/Int. Math | 27.6% 27.5% 24.9% 18.9% 28.3% 27.7%
Geometry/Int. Math Il 31.0% 31.0% 31.7% 34.3% 33.6% 36.9%
Algebra 1l/Int. Math 1lI 17.5% 18.4% 17.9% 20.4% 21.3% 23.4%
Advanced Math 1.9% 2.2% 2.5% 2.7% 2.8% 3.1%
None/Missing 7.7% 7.2% 10.1% 10.3% 10.0% 6.6%
No. of Students 414,903 450,928 470,891 502,874 502,501 474,351

* Note: Column percents may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 3.28 shows the percentage of students in key demographic groups who
have not yet taken Algebra | (well below expectation at Grade 10) and the percentage
that have taken courses beyond Algebra | (meets expectation at Grade 10). Students
following the expected curriculum would be taking at least geometry by the 10th grade.
Students who took Algebra | in 8th grade could be taking Algebra 1l in the 10th grade.
There has been a continued drop in the percent of 10th graders who have not yet taken
Algebra | for all groups, including students in special education. The percentage of
students in special education who have not yet taken Algebra | dropped to below 10
percent. More than two-thirds of the 10th graders had taken or were taking mathematics
courses beyond Algebra I. For Asian students, 88 percent were taking courses beyond

Algebra .
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For all groups, the percent taking courses beyond Algebra | continued to
increase this year. However, the percent of economically disadvantaged and minority
students taking courses beyond Algebra | continued to lag behind that of white and
Asian students. For example, the percentage of African-American students taking
courses beyond Algebra | this year (63%) was about the same as the percentage of
white students taking courses beyond Algebra | in four years ago.

Table 3.28. Trends in Math Courses Taken by Demographic Group

Percent of 10" Graders Not Yet Taking Algebra |

Classof Classof Classof Classof Classof Class of

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Group
All Students 15.6% 14.8% 13.2% 15.3% 4.2% 2.3%
Females 14.2% 13.5% 12.0% 14.1% 3.6% 2.0%
Males 17.0% 16.2% 14.4% 16.4% 4.9% 2.7%
Native American 8.9% 4.3%
Asian 6.9% 5.5% 4.9% 57% 1.6% 0.7%
Pacific Islander 4.2% 2.5%
Filipino 1.7% 0.7%
Hispanic 19.6% 18.8% 16.2% 18.2% 5.2% 2.8%
African American 17.9% 17.1% 15.1% 17.9% 4.9% 2.8%
White (not Hispanic) 13.5% 12.8% 11.8% 13.8% 3.7% 2.0%
gf;;d‘z/”;:%zgi d 19.5% 18.6% 15.9% 17.8% 5.6% 3.0%
English Learners 21.5% 20.3% 17.4% 20.2% 7.6% 4.2%
Reclgssmed Fluent 1.7% 1.0%
English

gfuedcéi'tfduca“on 37.3%  34.6% 29.6% 273%  16.2% 9.6%

Percent of 10" Graders Taking Math Courses Beyond Algebra |
Classof Classof Classof Classof Classof Class of

Group 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
All Students 54.6% 55.6% 59.6% 64.0% 64.2% 68.0%
Females 57.8% 59.1% 62.9% 67.1% 67.6% 71.1%
Males 51.5% 52.2% 56.5% 61.0% 60.9% 65.0%
Native American 50.1% 55.6%
Asian 78.7% 80.6% 83.8% 85.1% 85.0% 87.9%
Pacific Islander 62.0% 67.5%
Filipino 79.7% 82.1%
Hispanic 42.0% 43.4% 49.2% 56.3% 56.3% 60.8%
African American 48.6% 48.6% 53.4% 58.4% 59.2% 63.4%
White (not Hispanic) 62.0% 63.1% 65.8% 68.8% 69.3% 72.5%
Ef;;d?/rgftggﬁ . 43.4%  44.9%  51.1% 572%  57.3% 61.7%
English Learners 33.8% 36.8% 42.8% 46.1% 43.3% 48.3%
Reclgssmed Fluent 76.7% 78.7%

English

gfuedce"':‘]'tfduca“o” 19.5% 19.0% 24.3% 33.3% 31.7% 33.9%

Note. Students whose highest mathematics course was unknown were excluded from this table.
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Table 3.29 shows the CAHSEE mathematics passing rates for students at each
course level. Passing rates dropped dramatically for students who had not yet taken
Algebra | last year at the same time the number of such students also dropped. Passing
rates for these students were similar this year, although the number of students who
had taken only General Mathematics was too small to allow computation of a passing
rate. As was the case last year, passing rates were considerably lower for students who
had not taken Algebra | and much higher for students who took courses beyond Algebra
|. The good news is that this year there were many fewer students in the former
category and more students in the latter.

Table 3.29. Initial Mathematics Passing Rates by Class and Highest Math Course
Taken

Highest Math Course Class of Class of Class of Class of Class of
Taken 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

General Math 31.2% 31.0% 35.9% 17.0% n/a
Pre-Algebra 53.8% 54.8% 57.0% 34.3% 35.1%
Algebra I/Int. Math | 58.1% 57.5% 53.5% 59.0% 61.1%
Geometry/Int. Math I 87.2% 85.2% 81.3% 84.2% 85.3%
Algebra Il/Int. Math IlI 95.3% 96.0% 91.9% 95.4% 96.0%
Advanced Math 99.4% 99.5% 96.4% 98.9% 99.2%
None/Missing 50.0% 41.2% 49.0% 35.4% 48.9%
No. of Students 414,903 450,928 470,891 502,501 474,351

In past years, we looked at when 12™ graders still trying to pass the CAHSEE
mathematics test had taken Algebra I, if at all. Because of increased policy interest in
when Algebra | is taken, we looked at data on when Algebra | was taken from
CAHSEE’s 10" grade census testing of 10" graders. Table 3.43 shows the percentage
of 10™ graders taking Algebra I in different grades and, for each grade when it was
taken, the percentage of those students who passed the CAHSEE mathematics test.
Note that the information about mathematics courses provided on the CAHSEE student
answer documents may not have been entirely accurate. Students were asked to
indicate the grade at which various courses were taken or indicate that the course was
not taken. A few 10" grade students appeared to indicate plans to take Algebra I in 11"
or 12" grade. Others checked more than one grade, perhaps correctly if the course was
repeated or was a two-year course. These responses were coded as invalid in the
scanning process.

As shown in Table 3.30, only about 30 percent of CAHSEE 10" graders reported
taking Algebra | before high school. Moving this up to 100 percent will be a very
significant shift and could create difficulties if many students do not have prerequisite
skills. However, more than 95 percent of the students who had taken Algebra | before
high school passed the CAHSEE mathematics test on their first attempt in 10" grade. In
comparison, only slightly more than half of the students who waited until 10" grade to
take Algebra | passed the CAHSEE mathematics test on their first attempt.
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Table 3.30. Initial Mathematics Passing Rates by When Algebra was Taken for 10"
Grade Students Taking the CAHSEE

Percent of Students Percent Passing CAHSEE

Taking Algebra | Mathematics
Grade When Algebra  Class of Class of Class of Class of
| was Taken 2009 2010 2009 2010

7 3.5% 3.7% 97.5% 97.7%
8 26.6% 26.2% 95.5% 96.5%
9 30.8% 30.0% 80.1% 81.4%
10 19.3% 17.0% 54.7% 56.8%
Invalid/Missing 22.9% 22.7% 76.3% 78.6%
Total 385,623 399,055 78.3% 77.4%

Summary of Test Results

Many Students from the classes of 2006 and 2007 who had not passed the
CAHSEE continued to test. About 3,500 students from the Class of 2006 continued to
try to pass the CAHSEE, more than a year after their expected graduation. However,
little is known about the more than 30,000 students from the Class of 2006 who did not
pass the CAHSEE, and were not still trying to pass (Table 3.13). Roughly 40 percent of
students in the Class of 2007 who had not passed the CAHSEE by June of their senior
year continued to take the CAHSEE. More than a quarter of those still testing completed
the CAHSEE requirement this year.

Cumulative passing rates for seniors were largely unchanged. Cumulative
passing rates for seniors in the Class of 2008 were only slightly higher than the
corresponding rates for the Class of 2007 (93.6 percent compared to 93.3 percent
passing both parts as shown in Table 3.26).

Eleventh grade passing rates increased significantly. Cumulative passing rates
for 11" graders in the Class of 2009 increased by 3 to 5 percentage points compared to
11" grade passing rates for the classes of 2006 through 2008. This was a significant
increase that should lead to a reduction in the number of seniors who are denied
diplomas next year due to the CAHSEE requirement.

Passing rates for 10™ graders also increased significantly. Over 68 percent of
10" graders completed the CAHSEE requirement this year compared to 65 percent in
2007. Tenth grade passing rates increased for all demographic groups except for
students in special education programs. As we did last year, we also separated first-
time 10" graders from those repeating the 10" grade. Passing rates for repeat 10™
graders where slightly higher than last year (24 percent compared to 21 percent), but
still very low in comparison to passing rates for first-time 10" graders.

Passing rates for economically disadvantaged and minority students continue to
be significantly lower than passing rates for white and Asian students at all grade levels.
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In addition, only 54 percent of special education students in the Class of 2008 met the
CAHSEE requirement by the end of their senior year, leaving nearly 18,000 seniors in
special education programs who did not meet the CAHSEE, and perhaps other,
graduation requirements.

More students are taking Algebra | by 10" grade. The proportion of 10" graders
who had not yet had Algebra | continued to decline to just over 2 percent (of those
reporting course participation). At the same time, the percentage of students taking
mathematics courses beyond Algebra | by 10" grade increased from 64 percent to 68
percent. There continued to be a very strong relationship between mathematics courses
taken and CAHSEE mathematics passing rates. We also examined the grade at which
Algebra | was taken. Only about 30 percent of this year's 10" graders took Algebra |
before high school. Those that did take Algebra | prior to high school have very high
CAHSEE mathematics passing rates.
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Chapter 4: Student Perspective
Xiaofan Cai
Student Questionnaire Responses

A student questionnaire was administered to students at the end of the CAHSEE
ELA and math tests. HUmRRO designed the questions to investigate several topics,
including how students prepared for the CAHSEE tests, how the test topics were
covered in classrooms, what factors may negatively impact their test performance,
whether they expect to pass the CAHSEE or graduate from high school, and what they
plan to do after high school. We have administered the questionnaires since 2001, and
made some significant changes in the questions in 2005. This report is based on data
collected from 2005 through 2008.

Student Questionnaire Respondents

As shown in Table 4.1, 78.7 percent of the 10th grade students who answered
the 2008 ELA questionnaire have passed the ELA test, and 77.8 percent of the math
guestionnaire respondents have passed the math test. Distributions of gender, ethnicity,
disability status, and English learners (ELs) were similar for ELA and math
guestionnaire respondents. Slightly more male students (about 51%) than female
students (about 49%) responded to the questionnaire. The largest ethnic group was
Hispanic students (46.4%), followed by white students (31.9%), Asian students (9.3%)
and African American students (7.9%). About 8 percent were students with disabilities
and about 16 percent were English learners.

Table 4.1. Demographic Characteristics of 2008 Student Questionnaire
Respondents (10" Grade)

Variable ELA Math
Pass No 21.3 22.2
Yes 78.7 77.8
Gender Female 49.0 49.1
Male 51.0 50.9
Ethnicity American Indian or Alaska Native 0.9 0.9
Asian 9.3 9.3
Pacific Islander 0.7 0.7
Filipino 3.0 3.0
Hispanic 46.4 46.4
African American 7.9 7.9
White 31.9 31.9
Disability Yes 8.2 8.2
No 91.8 91.9
English Learner (EL) Yes 16.3 16.2
No 83.7 83.8
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Comparisons on Student Perspective

We conducted a series of analyses to investigate the trends and change of
students’ perceptions after taking CAHSEE, based on responses of 10th grade
students. The analyses compared:

e 10th grade student responses in 2008 with responses from 2005, 2006, and
2007,

e 10th grade student responses in 2008 by whether they passed the test or not
(a new variable was created, indicating whether the student passed both ELA
and math tests, passed ELA test only, passed math test only, or passed
neither test); and

e 10th grade student responses in 2008 by their demographic characteristics
(e.g., gender, ethnicity, disability status, English learner status).

The first part of this chapter presents the results of the first two types of
comparisons (comparison on the yearly trend of 10th grade students’ responses and
comparison of students’ responses among those who passed both tests, passed only
the ELA or math test, or passed neither test). The results of the comparisons are
organized together by question and are presented by order of the questions.

The second part of this chapter presents 10th graders’ responses on key
demographic characteristics—gender, ethnicity, disability status and English learner
status, providing comparisons of responses between male and female students, among
various ethnic groups, between students with and without disabilities, and between
English learners (EL) and non-English learners. A summary of major findings is
provided.

Finally, all the comparison findings were summarized at the end of this chapter,
providing a synthesis of findings on student perspective on the CAHSEE.
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Findings From Student Responses

Question 1: How did you prepare for this test?

As shown in Table 4.2, the trend patterns of students’ test preparations are very
similar for both ELA and math tests. There was an increase in the percentages of 10th

graders who reported (a) a teacher or counselor telling them the purpose and

importance of the test, (b) practicing similar test questions, and (c) taking a special class
during the regular school day on CAHSEE topics. Compared with responses in 2007,
there was a 9.3 percent increase in the percentage of students reporting that they did
nothing beyond regular coursework to prepare for the ELA test.

Table 4.2. Question 1: How Did You Prepare for This Test? (Mark All That Apply)
(10th Graders’ Responses from 2005-08)

After taking ELA Percentage Percent
2005 2006 2007 2008 |00 200 400 600 8.0 1000
A. A teacher or counselor told me about the N
purpose and importance of the test. 29.1 30.9 344 35.6
B. | practiced on questions similar to those
on the test. 31.1 324 33.8 336 B
C. A teacher spent time in class helping me
to get ready to take the test. 40.5 40.3 36.4 371 [
D. | took a special class during the regular
school day that covered the topics on the D
CAHSEE na n/la 51 5.7
E. | took a special class after school or . 2005
during the summer that covered the topics 2006
on the CAHSEE na nfa 31 3.0 m 2007
F. 1 did not do anything in addition to regular F m 2008
course work to prepare for this test. 29.6 29.3 20.6 29.9
After taking math Percentage Percent
2005 2006 2007 2008 0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0
A. A teacher or counselor told me about the A |
purpose and importance of the test. 26.7 28.2 31.6 323 S
B. | practiced on questions similar to those
on the test. o _ 31.3 326 3325 332 |°
C. A teacher spent time in class helping me
to get ready to take the test. 26.5 26.3 24.27 246 |C
D. | took a special class during the regular —
school day that covered the topics on the D
CAHSEE nfa nla 4.48 4.9 ||
E. | took a special class after school or £ 2005
during the summer that covered the topics i 2006
on the CAHSEE nfa nla 284 27 2007
F. 1 did not do anything in addition to regular F m 2008

course work to prepare for this test.

37.7 37.2 37.3 36.9
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As shown in Table 4.3, students who passed either the ELA or math test or both
tests were more likely to report that their teachers or counselors emphasized the
purpose and importance of the test; they practiced similar test questions; and their
teachers spent time in class to help them to prepare for the tests.

Compared with students who passed neither test, or passed ELA or math test
only, a larger percentage of students who passed both tests indicated that they did not
make any extra effort to prepare for the test besides regular course work.

Table 4.3. Question 1: How Did You Prepare for This Test? (Mark All That Apply)
(Percentages of 10th Grade Students’ Responses by Pass or Not Pass the Tests)

Pass Percent
After taking ELA Both u Mith N 00 200 400 60.0 80.0 100.0
Tests Only Only * * * !

A. A teacher or counselor told me about the

purpose and importance of the test. 37.1 31.6|33.1 31.2
B. | practiced on questions similar to those on the

test. 35.9 32.1129.9 23.8
C. A teacher spent time in class helping me to get

ready to take the test. 39.4 335|336 28.1 % Both
D. | took a special class during the regular school

day that covered the topics on the CAHSEE 46 83|86 8.9 mELA
E. | took a special class after school or during the

summer that covered the topics on the CAHSEE 2.5 3.7 | 43 4.4 m Math
F. 1 did not do anything in addition to regular & None

course work to prepare for this test. 32.9 24.0121.8 20.7

Pass Percent
After taking math Both ML'[h u None 00 200 400 600 80.0 100.0
Tests Only Only * * * !

A. A teacher or counselor told me about the

purpose and importance of the test. 33.0 30.7|29.4 31.0
B. | practiced on questions similar to those on the

test. 34.3 34.4|32.8 26.9
C. A teacher spent time in class helping me to get

ready to take the test. 245 275|248 24.0
D. | took a special class during the regular school @ Both

day that covered the topics on the CAHSEE 40 70|71 7.1 B Math
E. | took a special class after school or during the

summer that covered the topics on the CAHSEE 2.4 35| 35 35 mELA
F. I did not do anything in addition to regular & None

course work to prepare for this test. 414 25.4(29.1 229

Explanation of table contents: The upper part of the table presents students responses after they took the CAHSEE ELA exam.
The numbers in first two columns are the responses percentages of students who passed both tests or passed only ELA test
(these are the students who passed the CAHSEE ELA test), and the last two columns indicate the response percentages of
student who passed only math test and passed neither test (these are the students who did not pass the CAHSEE ELA test).
The lower part of the table presents student responses after they took the CAHSEE math exam. The first two columns show the
response percentages of students who passed both tests or passed only math test (these are the students who passed the
CAHSEE math test), and the last two columns show the percentages of student who passed only ELA test and passed neither
test (these are the students who did not pass the CAHSEE math test)
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Question 2: How important is this test for you?

The majority of the students considered the test “very important” (78.9% for ELA
and 79% for math), and more than 96 percent of the test takers believed the test was
“very important” or “somewhat important.” For both ELA and math tests, the percentage
of students reporting “very important” peaked in 2006 (about 90%) for both tests, greatly

dropped in 2007, and increased slightly (by .5%) in 2008 (see Table 4.4).

Table 4.4. Question 2: How Important is This Test for You? (10th Graders’

Responses 2005-08)

After taking ELA

Percentage

Perce