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	SUBJECT

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001: Proposed Changes to Accountability Workbook
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION

	Approve the proposed changes to California’s Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook.


	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

	The United States Department of Education (ED) approved the original State of California Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook on June 10, 2003. The standard procedure for amending the Accountability Workbook is for the State Education Agency (SEA) to submit proposed amendments annually in April to the ED for review. In this instance, the State Board of Education (SBE) is the designated SEA. 

In March 2004, the SBE approved and submitted a package of Workbook amendments to the ED. Following a period of negotiation, the ED eventually approved an amended California Accountability Workbook in September 2004. A copy of this amended Workbook is available on the California Department of Education Web site at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/index.asp.
Since the SBE’s action, further technical difficulties have become evident that require additional amendments to the current Accountability Workbook. Also, in September 2004, the ED conducted a review of the way in which the State administers Title I programs, as reauthorized by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. In December 2004, the State received the results of that review. The report of findings include a number of requirements for modifications in the State’s administration of Title I programs. The less severe of these requirements are addressed through proposed changes in the current Workbook. The more severe focus on two main issues: 1)

out-of-level testing for special education students, and 2) the criteria used by the State to identify LEAs for Program Improvement (PI). These two issues are currently under discussion with ED. 


	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES

	The issues of out-of-level testing and the identification of districts for PI are currently under discussion between the SBE and ED and are not addressed in this set of amendments. Resolution of these issues may require additional changes in the Workbook. Proposed changes No. 4 and 7 address Findings 1.4 (disaggregation) and 1.7, respectively, of the “Report of Findings, Recommendations and Commendations” from the ED Monitoring visit. The other amendments represent minor technical changes. (The term “Critical Element” in the following proposed amendments refers to the item in the Accountability Workbook and not a finding from the report on the Monitoring visit.)

Proposed Changes to Accountability Workbook 

Percentage of Students Proficient or Above

1. If the district, school, or student subgroup does not meet the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) based on the current year’s test results, aggregate the percentage of proficient and advanced students over two or three years to determine whether or not the district, school or student subgroups met the AMO. (Critical Elements 1.1 and 3.2)

This type of aggregation or averaging is allowable under existing federal regulations. The current Workbook already provides for aggregation or averaging for the calculation of participation rates. The change would increase the ways in which a district or school could demonstrate that it had met its AMOs and therefore increase the number of districts or schools making AYP. 

2. Move the confidence interval to 99 percent for determining whether districts and schools with less than 100 valid scores met the AMOs. (Critical Elements 1.1 and 4.1) 

This step is advisable in view of the potential high stakes associated with the 

determination of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). In 2004, the ED approved similar amendments from several states.  The current confidence interval is set at 95 percent.  

The potential impact of this change is limited, although it would potentially enable a 

district or school to meet a criterion that it might have otherwise missed.  

Pair and Share

3. Assign state values for percent proficient or above in English-language arts and mathematics for direct funded charter schools that do not test in grades 2-8 or grade 10. (Critical Element 1.1) 

This parallels the current approved practice with regard to assigning district values to schools that do not test in grades 2-8 or grade 10.  Direct funded charter schools function as their own Local Educational Agencies (LEAs); therefore, it is inappropriate and often impossible to assign them district values.  In this small number of cases it would be more appropriate to assign them the values for the state as a whole.  

Targeted Assistance Schools (Finding 1.4)

4. Disaggregate assessment results for all required subgroups within the socio-economically disadvantaged student subgroup and use the results in determining whether or not to identify the school for Program Improvement. (Critical Element 1.4)
This is in response to a finding of the monitoring visit by ED staff in September 2004. 

The current Workbook only provides for determining whether or not the socio-

economically disadvantaged student subgroup as a whole met the participation rate 

and the AMOs criteria. This change will probably result in the identification of a few more schools for PI. 

Safe Harbor

5.
Apply a confidence interval of 75 percent to safe harbor. (Critical Elements 3.2 and 5.2) 

This enhances the reliability of the safe harbor determination. The ED approved 

similar amendments from several states in 2004.  It will increase the number of schools 

that could benefit from the safe harbor provision in federal law and regulation. The safe harbor provision enables schools and student subgroups that have reduced the 

percentage of students below the proficient level to satisfy AYP criteria without actually meeting their AMOs. 

Students with Disabilities

6.
Assign the test results for students with disabilities in county office schools/programs back to the district of residence for Local Educational Agency (LEA) accountability. (Critical Element 5.3)
This is consistent with the provisions of Section 9101(1) of Title IX of NCLB and would clarify LEA accountability as it relates to County Offices of Education (COE) and their special education programs. LEA accountability would rest with the district in which the student resides rather than with the COE with which the district has contracted for educational services with the district. The county office schools or programs would 

continue to be held accountable for these students at the school level but the results 

for these students would roll up to the district of residence rather than up to the county office.

English Learners (Finding 5.4)

7. Amend the language on exit criteria to read:
The exit criteria for LEP students include not only language proficiency 

assessment results but also local indicators defined by individual school 

districts as well as parental consultation. (Critical Element 5.4)
This is in response to a finding of the monitoring visit by ED staff in September 2004. The change merely clarifies that in California language proficiency results do not constitute 

the sole factor in the re-designation of a student as English proficient.  The change is merely formalistic and will have no impact on whether or not a district or school makes 

AYP.  

Graduation Rates

8. Assign state values for graduation rates to direct-funded charter high schools that do not graduate students. (Critical Element 7.1) 

This parallels the current approved practice of assigning district values to high schools without graduates. This is equivalent to the procedure in Amendment # 3, which deals with the assignment of test results.  It impacts very few schools.

9. Assign countywide values for graduation rates to county offices of education  programs/schools that do not have the graduation of students as their primary mission. (Critical Element 7.1) 

As with Amendment # 8, this parallels the current approved practice of assigning district values to high schools that do not have a primary mission of graduating students.  Once again, it is a mere extension of current practice and impacts relatively few schools. 

Participation Rates

10. Apply standard rounding rules in calculating participation rates for districts, schools, and subgroups with 100 or more students. (Critical Element 10.1)

This would enhance the reliability of the AYP determination in regard to participation rates. Two states had similar amendments approved in 2004. This would reduce the potential for placing a district or school in PI for missing the participation rate criteria by one-tenth of a percent.

11. Compute participation rates only if student subgroup is numerically significant for valid scores. (Critical Element 10.2) 

This addresses an inconsistency in the current system where an LEA or school is held accountable for the participation rate of a student subgroup in a test even though under provisions of NCLB it is not accountable for the test results of that subgroup. Currently the criteria for a numerically significant subgroup are applied twice: once for determining whether or not a student subgroup has to meet the participation rate criteria; and second for determining whether or not the student subgroup has to meet the AMOs. The first is based on student enrollment in the grades tested; the second is based on student enrollment since CBEDS date in the grades tested.  


	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)

	There is no fiscal impact in making these proposed changes, as all calculations need to be done regardless of the definition or modification procedure.


	ATTACHMENT(S)

	None
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