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The California Department of Education (CDE) will present, at the January 2010 State Board of Education (SBE), modifications to the race and ethnicity categories for the Academic Performance Index (API) report and the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) report pursuant to new federal requirements for collection of race and ethnicity information. Any change would impact the 2009–10 API cycle and the 2010 AYP reports, and would require an amendment to the Accountability Workbook.

Background
On August 7, 2006, the Secretary of Education published a notice of proposed guidance on maintaining, collecting, and reporting data on race and ethnicity to the U.S. Department of Education (ED). The guidance indicated how the ED intended to implement the Office of Management and Budget’s 1997 standards on collecting race and ethnicity data. Public comments were taken until September 21, 2007. 

On October 19, 2007, the ED published its final guidance to states on maintaining, collecting, and reporting race and ethnicity data. The guidance requires:

· States to collect race and ethnicity data using the new guidelines in the fall of 2010. The CDE started collecting the data according to the new guidelines this fall (2009) to align with the implementation of the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS).

· Schools to ask respondents a two-part question. The first question addresses ethnicity and asks whether the respondent is Hispanic/Latino. The second question addresses race, which all respondents (including Hispanic/Latino respondents) are required to answer. It requests the respondent to select one or more races from a minimum of five racial categories.

On February 5, 2008, the CDE mailed a letter to local educational agencies (LEAs) and charter school administrators notifying them of the changes that were occurring in the collection of race and ethnicity data. A copy of the letter can be found at the CDE CALPADS Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/raceethnicity08a2.asp. The 

CDE also provided follow-up information and guidance as it became available. Additional information was provided in a letter sent on December 5, 2008, and in two editions of Education Data News (Fall 2008, Winter 2009). Copies of all these communications are located on the CDE CALPADS and Education Data News Web pages at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sp/cl/raceethnicity08.asp, http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cs/fllnwslttr08.asp#h, and http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/cs/winnwslttr09.asp. 

The CDE notified LEAs that the federal guidelines no longer allowed states to include “Unknown” or “Decline to State” in their federal data reporting. Schools and LEAs were instructed to do everything possible to encourage respondents to identify themselves according to the new format, and to follow up with those who were reluctant to respond for themselves. The federal guidelines state that a third party is to identify non-respondents by observation. However, the CDE does not advocate third party identification of race and ethnicity by observation as summarized in a February 26, 2008, letter from the CDE to the ED. As a result, schools and LEAs were informed in a December 5, 2008, letter that if all race and ethnicity information were missing from a student’s record, the CDE would use a consistent methodology to report such respondents in the “Two or More Races” category. 

Although the new guidance requires substantial changes in the collection and reporting of race and ethnicity data, it provides states with some flexibility in implementing the new race and ethnicity requirements for accountability purposes: 

· LEAs are not required to provide all students and staff the opportunity to re-identify their race and ethnicity based on the new categories. 

· States are not required to use the new race and ethnicity categories to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations. However, if a state chooses to use the new race and ethnicity categories, an amendment to the 2010 Consolidated State Accountability Workbook must be submitted to the ED. 

· States may use a bridging method between the prior race and ethnicity categories and the new race and ethnicity categories. 

Because states are not required to use the federal reporting categories for AYP reporting, California has flexibility on how to report race and ethnicity categories for accountability purposes. Accountability purposes include reporting for the state and the federal accountability systems. 

Following are three options:

1. Maintain the current race and ethnicity reporting categories for accountability.

2. Adopt the new federal race and ethnicity reporting categories for accountability.

3. Adopt a hybrid of the current reporting categories and the new federal reporting categories for accountability.

The following table outlines the current accountability reporting categories, the new federal reporting requirements, and a hybrid approach that combines the current and the new reporting categories.
	Option 1:

Current Reporting
	Option 2:

New Federal Reporting Requirements
	Option 3:

Hybrid Reporting Categories 

	African American

American Indian/Alaska Native

Asian

Filipino

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

White


	African American

American Indian/Alaska Native

Asian

Hispanic

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

White

Two or More Races

	African American

American Indian/Alaska Native

Asian

Filipino

Hispanic

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

White

Two or More Races




Option 1: Maintain the Current Reporting Categories for Accountability Purposes

Because the CDE is collecting race and ethnicity data according to the new federal guidelines, it would be difficult to maintain the current reporting of racial groups for accountability purposes. The new collection method allows the CDE to move students into the new federal race and ethnicity categories with relative ease; however, it does not permit students to be assigned back to the current race and ethnicity categories without significant manipulation of the data. A bridging method could be used to convert the data, but it would delay accountability reporting and result in less reliability and transparency over time as more students’ race and ethnicity data are collected under the new guidelines. In addition to these concerns, a decision would need to be made on how to categorize students whose race and ethnicity was collected under the new requirements and resulted in a “Two or more Races” categorization. There are a number of options available, such as whole assignment based on a set of deterministic rules or some probabilistic distribution or fractional assignment, but they are all complex resulting in less transparency. For example, if a fractional assignment were adopted, a student who responded “No” to being Hispanic/Latino and selected three racial categories would have a fraction (i.e., 1/3) of their accountability results distributed in each of the three racial categories.

Option 2: Adopt the New Federal Reporting Categories for Accountability Purposes

The adoption of the new federal reporting categories for accountability would address the issue of how to categorize students categorized as “Two or More Races,” and it would also increase data reliability from year to year after the initial change in data collection. However, using the minimum federal reporting categories would require California to eliminate reporting Filipinos as a separate student group. Data on Filipino students has traditionally been reported separate from other Asian groups in California. Eliminating the Filipino student group would also cause a misalignment between accountability reporting and other CDE data reporting, because the CDE DataQuest Web site plans to continue reporting Filipinos as a separate student group.

Option 3: Adopt a Hybrid of Current and New Reporting Categories for Accountability Purposes
This option would solve the problem of categorizing new students reporting “Two or more Races,” and would permit California to continue to report Filipinos separately. Because CALPADS moved to the new data collection method this fall (2009), the CDE Data Management Division has already developed a bridging method to move students from their prior race and ethnicity categories into the new race and ethnicity categories. The Academic Accountability and Awards Division would use the same bridging method, making the transition for accountability reporting easier. Using the new race and ethnicity categories would also align accountability reporting with other CDE data reporting, such as enrollment and graduation data. 

