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This memorandum discusses changes in the attainment of the Title III Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) in 2006-07 which coincide with the changes in Form F of the California English Language Development Test (CELDT).  

Background and History
Performance level cut scores for the CELDT were originally set in 2001. Updated performance level cut scores for the CELDT were set in response to the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 requirement to report additional scores. At that time, a single common scale was created to increase the accuracy of Title III accountability reporting across grade spans and significant design changes were implemented to streamline the test and reduce the burden to districts. 

The test contractor used the Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure to set new performance level cut scores on the CELDT. This method allowed experts from California (i.e., classroom teachers, content specialists, school administrators, and others designated by the California Department of Education [CDE]) to consider the knowledge and skills that students must demonstrate to enter each performance level.  Specifically, the new performance levels were designed to more accurately reflect the level of English that students should know to be considered English proficient and to be successful in mainstream instruction without receiving English language development services. Based on this standard setting approach and CDE recommendations, the State Board of Education (SBE) adopted new performance level cut scores for the CELDT in March 2006. At that time, the SBE agreed to hold local educational agencies (LEAs) harmless in regards to the AMAOs and the new performance levels.
Form F of the CELDT, first administered in July 2006, was the first test form to implement the new cut scores. In addition, a new common scale was established that spans the kindergarten through grade twelve range of the test. These changes make 

the CELDT a more accurate indicator of a student's level of English language development and will allow comparisons of adjacent grade level test scores. 

Because of the new reporting scale, the Form F scores cannot be directly compared to the prior CELDT forms. In order to facilitate AMAO calculations which require two years of data, the test publisher provided converted scores for the 2005-06 CELDT (Form E), which effectively put the scores for Form E on the Form F scale and allowed valid comparisons, at the aggregate level, between Forms E and F. (Note that this conversion was only made for Form E and comparisons cannot be made for any prior CELDT forms.) 

The data in this memorandum utilize the converted Form E scores compared with the Form F scores when calculating data for the 2006-07 AMAOs. Data from administrations prior to 2006-07 do not use converted scores.
AMAO Impact Analysis 

Common professional practice suggests that a change in the test design and reporting scale necessitates an analysis of the impact of that change on the accountability system to determine if adjustments to the target structure are required. The CDE conducted such an analysis of the AMAO results for 2006-07. The results of this analysis follow.

AMAO 1 measures the percent of English learners (ELs) meeting their annual growth target on the CELDT. Compared to the previous three years’ results, 88 percent of LEAs showed declines in AMAO 1. The average decline for AMAO 1 was 9.3 percentage points. 
AMAO 2 measures the percent of ELs in a given cohort who reach the English proficient level on the CELDT in a given year. For AMAO 2, 85 percent of LEAs showed declines, with an average decline of 8.6 percentage points.  

Graph 1 shows the percent of LEAs that have met their targets for AMAO 1 and 
AMAO 2 over the last four years. As is shown in Graph 1, there was a decline in the attainment of the English language proficiency AMAOs in 2006-07. For AMAOs 1 and 2, 80 percent or more of LEAs were meeting the targets in the first three years of the AMAOs. In 2006-07, only 56 percent of LEAs meet the targets for AMAOs 1 and 2 under the current target structure. The target increase for 2006-07 was of the same magnitude as that for the previous three years, so this is not likely to be the cause of the decline in the attainment of the AMAOs.    

The CDE conducted additional analyses focusing on student level results and AMAO 1 and found a similar pattern of decline as that described for AMAOs 1 and 2. Therefore, the CDE concluded that the new performance levels and common scale were contributing to the change in the percent of LEAs meeting AMAO targets in 2006-07.

Graph 1
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Recommendation
Given the changes in the CELDT performance levels and common scale and the impact of those changes, the CDE will bring forward an item for the SBE September meeting recommending the adjustment of the AMAO target structure to more accurately reflect the changes in the test. A change in the AMAO targets is an appropriate action given the significant changes that have occurred in the assessment and the scale. 

The original AMAO target setting was structured so that the beginning point for the targets in 2003-04 was where 20 percent of LEAs were below the targets and 80 percent were at or above the target. The ending target was set at the 75 percentile of the LEA distribution. The CDE will propose an adjusted target structure for AMAOs 1 and 2. The adjusted target structure will be consistent with the original assumptions that were made in establishing the AMAO targets as well as the current CELDT performance levels and reporting scale. 
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Sheet1

				% of Cohort		% Meeting Growth Target

		Beginning		14		65

		Early Inter		18		67

		Intermediate		38		49

		Early Adv, Adv; not Eng Prof.		3		51

		Early Adv, Adv; Eng Prof.		28		80

				2005-06		2006-07

				% Meeting Growth Target		% Meeting Growth Target

		Beginning		65		58

		Early Inter		66		60

		Intermediate		45		37

		Early Adv, Adv; not Eng Prof.		51		45

		Early Adv, Adv; Eng Prof.		81		72
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				2003-04		2004-05		2005-06		2006-07

		AMAO 1		82		85		86		56

		AMAO 2		80		84		87		56
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				2003-04		2004-05		2005-06

		AMAO 1		82		85		86

		AMAO 2		80		84		87

		AMAO 3		83		65		74
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Percent of LEAs Meeting AMAO 3
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						Status on AMAO 3		2004-05		2005-06

						Met AMAO 3		28%		39%

						Did Not Meet AMAO 3		35%		25%

						EL Subgroup Size too small		37%		35%
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		Met AMAOs 1 and 2		77		81		84

		Met all AMAOs (1, 2, 3)		68		54		65





		0		0

		0		0



2003-04

2004-05

Percent of LEAs

Percent of Title III LEAs Meeting AMAOs



		0		0		0

		0		0		0



2003-04

2004-05

2005-06

Percent of LEAs

Percent of Title III LEAs Meeting AMAOs




