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The State Board of Education (SBE) is responsible for determining the indicators and methodology for each year’s Academic Performance Index (API) reporting cycle, which begins with the API Base report. (The 2005 Base and 2006 Growth make up the upcoming 2005-06 API reporting cycle.) The 2005 API Base reports are scheduled to be released in March 2006. 

Although no new indicators (test results) are scheduled to be added to the 2005

API Base, the SBE will need to approve the following:

· The inclusion of English learners and students with disabilities as API subgroups in order to meet the requirements of Senate Bill 722 (Chapter 915 of 2004), and
· The addition of new variables to the similar schools ranking methodology 

The California Department of Education (CDE) makes recommendations in Attachments 1 and 2 regarding the development of the 2005 API Base. The CDE will present these issues as an action item at the SBE’s January 2006 meeting.
Attachment 1:  2005 API Base: English Learners and Students With Disabilities Subgroups (4 pages)

Attachment 2:  2005 API Base: Six New Variables for Similar Schools Ranks (6 pages)
2005 Academic Performance Index (API) Base:

English Learners and Students with Disabilities Subgroups

SUMMARY

The Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999 requires that schools demonstrate “comparable improvement in academic achievement by all numerically significant ethnic and socioeconomically disadvantaged subgroups within schools.” The State Board of Education (SBE) further defined “comparable improvement” to mean that all numerically significant student subgroups in a school must make an Academic Performance Index (API) gain of a least 80 percent of the schoolwide API growth target, with a minimum of one point growth, unless the subgroups were already at or above the statewide performance goal of an API score of 800.

Senate Bill 722 (Chapter 915, Statutes of 2004) requires that comparable improvement in the API be made by two new subgroups, English learners and students with disabilities. The bill does not define these subgroups or what is meant by comparable improvement for these two new subgroups.

Recommended Approach

Several alternative approaches for adding the new subgroups to the 2005 API Base were considered, and a “status quo” approach is recommended. This approach recommends the following:

1. Use the current definitions for English learners and students with disabilities and include these subgroups in the API in the same way as all other API subgroups. 

2. Use the current API definition for comparable improvement (i.e., 80 percent of the schoolwide API) for English learners and students with disabilities. 

This “status quo” approach is recommended as the best alternative because it has the following advantages:

· Least confusing of all alternatives

· Most consistent with current definitions

· Easiest and most logical to implement

The complete issue paper is provided in the following pages 2-4 of this attachment.

2005 Academic Performance Index (API) Base:

English Learners and Students with Disabilities Subgroups

Purpose

This paper reviews and makes recommendations regarding the extension of “comparable improvement” as it applies to the Academic Performance Index (API) to include two new student subgroups, English learners and students with disabilities, as required by Senate Bill 722 (Chapter 915, Statutes of 2004). These two new subgroups are scheduled to be added to the API in March 2006 with the release of the 2005 API Base report. Prior to 2006, scores for the two student subgroups were included in a school’s API, and these students were included as members of other student subgroups in determining comparable improvement; however, APIs for English learners and students with disabilities were not calculated or reported separately as two distinct subgroups. 

This paper is divided into four sections:

· Background information about comparable improvement in API calculations

· Description of issue and alternatives considered

· Simulations conducted 

· Recommended approach 

Background

The Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of 1999 requires the development of an API that would be used to measure the performance of schools as well as demonstrate “comparable improvement in academic achievement by all numerically significant ethnic and socio-economically disadvantaged subgroups within schools.” The intent of “comparable improvement” was clearly to preclude schoolwide progress from masking the lack of improvement by numerically significant student subgroups. In order to be eligible for the statewide awards programs also authorized by the PSAA, schools had not only to meet their schoolwide API growth target but also demonstrate comparable improvement.   

In implementing the PSAA, the State Board of Education (SBE) defined “ethnic and socioeconomically disadvantaged” to consist of the seven ethnic groups reflected in the California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) as well as of a “socioeconomically disadvantaged” subgroup that combined the criteria of parental education and participation in the free or reduced price lunch program. The SBE further provided that in order for a school to make comparable improvement, all numerically significant student subgroups in a school must make an API gain of a least 80 percent of the schoolwide API growth target, with a minimum of one point growth, unless the subgroups were already at or above the statewide performance goal of an API score of 800. 

In 2000 Senate Bill 1552 (Chapter 695, Statutes of 2000) clarified the relationship between comparable improvement, meeting the API growth target, and awards eligibility. Henceforth, a school must demonstrate comparable improvement in order to meet the API growth target, which in turn determined awards eligibility. 

In 2004, Senate Bill 722 (Chapter 915, Statutes of 2004) added two more student subgroups to those that must demonstrate comparable improvement for the API: English learners and pupils with disabilities. This action brought certain features of the state API requirements into alignment with the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and the determination of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). The bill also brought the state API formula for determining numerical significance into accord with the AYP criteria. In order to be numerically significant students within a subgroup must generate:

· A minimum of 100 valid scores

OR

· At least 50 valid scores that constitute 15 percent or more of a school’s total valid scores.

Issue and Alternatives

While current state law requires comparable improvement on the part of all numerically significant subgroups, including the two new subgroups, it does not define which students are considered to be “English learners” or “students with disabilities” nor does it define what is meant by “comparable improvement” (currently 80 percent of the schoolwide API growth target) for these two subgroups.

As a result, several alternative approaches for adding the new subgroups to the API were considered and discussed at the PSAA Advisory Committee meeting in August 2005. One approach would define improvement at a lower level for the new subgroups. Another approach would propose adding a new indicator to the API for English learners. A third approach would combine the first two approaches. The final approach would use the status quo in definitions. Specifically, this approach would include English learners and students with disabilities as subgroups in the API in the same way all other subgroups are included. The same comparable improvement definition would apply (i.e., 80 percent of the schoolwide API). 
Simulations

The Policy and Evaluation Division of the CDE conducted simulations to estimate the impact that the addition of the two subgroups would have on the number and percentage of schools that meet their API growth targets. Data from the 2004 and 2005 Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program and California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) were used in the simulations. This ensured that APIs would be calculated using the most current test results as well as the weighting methodologies first employed with the 2004 API Base. The use of current data and methodologies resulted in estimates that are more reliable than could be achieved with 2003-04 data. Accurate estimates are critical in evaluating whether or not more ambitious growth targets are realistic. 

It is estimated that a moderate impact in the number of schools not meeting growth targets would occur as a result of implementing the status quo approach: 

Status Quo Approach (Current Definitions)

	School Type
	Estimated Percentage of Schools That Would Not Meet API Targets If Two New Subgroups Added to API

	Elementary
	2.8%

	Middle
	8.6%

	High
	10.6%


       Data source: 2004 and 2005 STAR Program and CAHSEE

Recommended Approach 

The final approach (status quo) is recommended as the best alternative because it has the following advantages:

· Least confusing of all alternatives

· Most consistent with current definitions

· Easiest and most logical to implement
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