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“Massachusetts is just past the mid-way point of an 
ambitious, two-decade endeavor to bring all public 
school students in the Commonwealth to high 
levels of achievement and opportunity.”

Massachusetts Department of Education, 11/2007

1993
Education Reform Act
State Accountability System

2014
NCLB Goal-All Students Reach Proficiency
Federal Accountability System
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What is AYP?

AYP stands for Adequate 
Yearly Progress

� Means progress towards   
100% of students achieving 
proficiency by 2014.

� Measures progress against 
specific expectations each year.
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Why Proficiency?

Proficiency in core academic subjects is the 
gateway to:

• Opportunities for higher education.
• Meaningful choices for employment in our 

21st-century high tech economy.

• Full participation in community and civic life.
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Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations are a  
tool for assessing the progress of our climb to hig her 

levels of student achievement.

� Issued every year
� Separate ELA & Math

� Students in aggregate          
and eight subgroups
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Composite Performance Index (CPI)

The CPI:
� Is a 100-point index that Massachusetts uses to measure Proficiency.
� Combines the scores of students who participate in standard MCAS ELA and 

Mathematics tests, and those who participate in the MCAS-Alt.
� Enables the MADOE to combine MCAS results from multiple grades into a composite 

score.

0Portfolio not Submitted200 – 208Warning / Failing Low

25Portfolio Incomplete210 – 218Warning / Failing High

50Awareness220 – 228Needs Improvement Low

75Emerging230 – 238Needs Improvement High

100Progressing240 – 280Proficient or Advanced

Points Per StudentMCAS-Alt Performance 
Level

Scaled Score 
Range

MCAS Performance Level



7

Composite Performance Index (CPI)

4,875 
Points90 studentsTotals

050
Warning / Failing Low / Portfolio not 
Submitted

3751525Warning / Failing High / Portfolio Incomplete

2,0004050Needs Improvement Low / Awareness

1,5002075Needs Improvement High / Emerging

1,00010100Proficient or Advanced / Progressing

Points# Students
Points Per 

Student
MCAS Performance Level 
MCAS-Alt Performance Level in Italics

4,875 ÷ 90 = 54.2

CPI:  Multiply the number of points by the number of students at
each performance level, then divide the total number of points by 
the total number of students (example below)
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Four Factors Determine AYP

Did the student group meet the target for the 
Additional Indicator (Attendance, 
Graduation)?

Additional 
Indicator

D

Did the student group meet its own 2007 
Improvement Target?

ImprovementC

Did the student group perform at or above the 
2007 State Performance Target?

PerformanceB

Did at least 95% of students participate in 
MCAS in 2007?

ParticipationA

A + (B or C) + D = Affirmative AYP Determination
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A + (B or C) + D = AYP
Performance Did the student group perform at or above 

the 2007 State Performance Target?
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A + (B or C) + D = AYP

Is a relative measure.Is an absolute measure.

Is measured by looking at a 
group’s CPI change from one year 
to the next.

Is measured by comparing a 
group’s CPI with respect to a fixed 
State Performance Target for a 
given year.

Answers the question, “How did 
the group perform with respect to 
itself (from 2006 to 2007)?”

Answers the question, “How did 
the group perform with respect to 
the 2007 State Performance 
Target?”

C: Improvement…B: Performance…
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A + (B or C) + D = AYP
Did the student group meet its own 2007 
Improvement Target?

Improvement

School A does not 
meet State
Performance 
Target.

In Math, School A 
had CPI scores of 
52.0 in 2006 and 
60.0 in 2007.

70.7

75.6

80.5

85.4

90.2

95.1

100.0

53.0

60.8

68.7

76.5

84.3

92.2

100.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

90.0

100.0

2001 & 02 2003 & 04 2005 & 06 2007 & 08 2009 & 10 2011 & 12 2013 & 14

C
om

po
si

te
 P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 In

de
x

52 (baseline)

60



12

A + (B or C) + D = AYP
Did the student group meet its own 2007 
Improvement Target?

Improvement

School A meets its 
Improvement 
Target.

100-52 = 48 
(points to go 
before 2014)

48÷8 = 6 
(points to gain this 
year)

School A’s 2007 
improvement 
target was 
52+6 = 58

70.7

75.6

80.5

85.4

90.2

95.1

100.0

53.0

60.8

68.7

76.5

84.3

92.2

100.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

90.0

100.0

2001 & 02 2003 & 04 2005 & 06 2007 & 08 2009 & 10 2011 & 12 2013 & 14

C
om

po
si

te
 P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 In

de
x

52 (baseline)

60



13

A + (B or C) + D = AYP
Did the student group meet the target for the 
Additional Indicator (Attendance, Graduation)?

Additional 
Indicator

Student groups in schools and districts serving grades 1-8 must:

• Have an attendance rate of 92% or higher, or
• Improve by at least 1 percentage point from the previous year

Student groups in schools and districts serving grades 9-12 must meet a 
minimum graduation rate standard of 55%.  This indicator:

• Replaces Competency Determination (CD) rate for AYP purposes
• Applies to aggregate and all subgroups 
• Uses data from 2006 cohort in 2007 AYP reporting

# of students in cohort who graduate in 4 years or less 

[# of 1st time entering 9th graders in 2002–03] � tra nsfers out + transfers in

Graduation rate formula:
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2007 AYP Determinations – Key Changes

• Single-Year Performance & Improvement Calculations

– OLD: Combined two years of data in even-numbered 
years

– NEW: No longer combine two years of data

• Four-Year Graduation Rate for High Schools

– OLD: Competency Determination (CD) rate; 70 
percent minimum standard

– NEW: 4-year cohort graduation rate; 55 percent 
minimum standard,  applied to 2006 cohort
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State Performance Targets for 
ELA and Mathematics 2002 - 2014
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Littleton Schools - 2007
Aggregate English Language Arts CPIs
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Littleton Schools - 2007
Aggregate Mathematics CPIs
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NCLB Accountability Status and 
Required Actions (School Level)

Above requirements plus 
district restructures school

Restructuring (Year 
2+)

6+

Above requirements plus 
district plans for fundamental reform

Restructuring (Year 
1)

5

Above requirements plus

district takes 1+ corrective actions

Corrective Action4

Above requirements plus SES*Improvement (Year 2)3

Parent/Guardian notification, Planning, 
School Choice*

Improvement (Year 1)2

NoneNo Status0 – 1

Required ActionsNCLB Accountability 
Status

Years Not 
Making 
AYP

* School Choice & SES apply to Title I schools only .
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NCLB Accountability Status and 
Required Actions (District Level)

Above requirements plus:

Prohibition on transfer of federal 
funds

State Takes 1+ Corrective Actions

Corrective Action4+

Same as aboveImprovement (Year 2)3

Parent/Guardian Notification

Planning
10% set aside of Title I funds for P.D.

Limitations on transferability of 
federal funds

Improvement (Year 1)2

NoneNo Status0 – 1

Required ActionsNCLB Accountability 
Status

Years Not 
Making 
AYP
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Littleton AYP Determinations
2007 Highlights

� Aggregate Student Performance Compared with State 
Performance Targets

� District Level
� School Level

� Improvement Targets for Students (Aggregate)
� District Level
� School Level

� Improvement Targets for Special Education
� District Level
� School Level



24

2007 AYP Determinations – Resources

www.doe.mass.edu/sda/ayp/2007/

• 2007 Glossary of AYP Terms
• School Leaders' Guide to the 2007 Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) Reports
• 2007-08 School and District Accountability Status and 

Required Actions
• Federal Non-Regulatory Guidance on LEA and School 

Improvement
• Lists of Schools & Districts Identified for Improvement, 

Corrective Action, or Restructuring


