
	California Department of Education
Executive Office
SBE-003 (REV. 06/2008)

clab-aad-jan11item09
	ITEM #29 

	[image: image1.png]





             
	CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
JANUARY 2011 AGENDA

	SUBJECT

Elementary and Secondary Education Act: Proposed Amendments to the Accountability Workbook Impacting Adequate Yearly Progress Determinations for 2011 Related to Safe Harbor and English Learners.
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	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) approve two amendments to California’s Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook. These amendments would impact the 2011 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations.

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION

ACTION


At the January 2010 SBE meeting, the SBE approved a proposed amendment for the safe harbor graduation rate criteria. The proposed amendment eliminated the requirement for subgroups to meet the graduation rate criteria to be eligible for safe harbor for the 2010 and 2011 AYP determinations only. Instead, California proposed that the school’s or local educational agency’s (LEA’s) graduation rate be used to determine if a student subgroup met the graduation criteria for safe harbor.
The U.S. Department of Education (ED) was not comfortable using the school or LEA graduation rates for the safe harbor criteria at the student group level. After a number of discussions with ED staff, the ED agreed that it would be inappropriate to calculate a four-year graduation rate for student groups because of the change in the collection of race and ethnicity data and the lack of four years of individual student level graduation data. As a result, the CDE is proposing new safe harbor graduation rate criteria for SBE approval. 
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES 


In 2003, the SBE submitted California’s Accountability Workbook to the ED in accordance with the requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The Accountability Workbook includes detailed specifications (organized under the labels of Principles and Critical Elements) about how each state is implementing the accountability provisions of ESEA. There are ten Principles and multiple Critical 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


Elements under each Principle. The ten Principles and a description of the Critical Elements are below.
1. All Schools
This section describes how the accountability system includes all schools and districts in the state; holds all schools (including charter schools and small schools) accountable to the same criteria; incorporates the academic achievement standards; provides information in a timely manner; includes report cards; and includes rewards/awards and sanctions.
2. All Students
This section describes how the accountability system includes all students; provides a consistent definition of full academic year; and properly includes mobile students.
3. Method of AYP Determinations
This section describes how the accountability system expects all student subgroups, public schools, and LEAs to reach proficiency by 2013–14; has a method for determining whether student subgroups, public schools, and LEAs made adequate yearly progress; and establishes a starting point, annual measureable objectives, and intermediate goals. 
4. Annual Decisions
This section describes how the accountability system determines annually the progress of schools and districts.
5. Subgroup Accountability
This section describes how the accountability system includes all the required student subgroups; hold schools and LEAs accountable for the progress of student subgroups; and includes students with disabilities and English learner students. In this section the State must also describe the minimum number of students sufficient to yield statistically reliable information and strategies used to protect the privacy of individual students in reporting results.
6. Based on Academic Assessments
This section requires a description that the accountability system is primarily based on academic assessments. 
7. Additional Indicators
This section requires a description about how the accountability system includes graduation rates for high schools; an additional academic indicator for elementary and middle schools; and the validity and reliability of such indicators.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


8. Separate Decisions for Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics
This section describes how the accountability system holds students, schools, and districts separately accountable for achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics.

9. System Validity and Reliability
This section describes how the accountability system produces reliable and valid decisions; and how the system will address changes to the assessment system.
10. Participation Rate
This section describes how the accountability system will calculate a participation rate; and how the system will apply the 95% participation rate to small subgroups and schools.
Since 2004, the SBE has annually approved and submitted proposed Accountability Workbook amendments to the U.S. Department of Education (ED). After the ED has reviewed and approved or disapproved the amendments, the CDE then prepares and forwards to the ED an amended California Accountability Workbook. A copy of the 2009 Accountability Workbook is on the CDE Accountability Workbook Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/sa/documents/workbook111609.pdf.

In accord with established practice, the CDE must submit any revisions to the state’s Accountability Workbook to the ED by February 15, 2011. The CDE is proposing two amendments to the Accountability Workbook. 

Proposed Amendments to the Accountability Workbook

1. Safe Harbor (Critical Element 7.1, page 47)

In order for safe harbor to be applied, the school, LEA, or subgroup must also meet the participation rate and the additional indicators (Academic Performance Index and graduation rate). Because the SBE adopted new race and ethnicity categories beginning with the 2010 AYP determination, the CDE does not have sufficient data to calculate a four-year graduation rate by student subgroup, as required by the safe harbor provision. 

After numerous discussions with ED staff, the CDE is proposing to compare the 
2009–10’s three-year graduation rate for student subgroups (e.g., 2007–08, 2008–09, and 2009–10) to the 2008–09’s three-year graduation rate for student subgroups (e.g., 2006–07, 2007–08, and 2008–09) for the 2011 AYP safe harbor determinations. This will allow the CDE to use the individual student-level data that are currently available to make a valid comparison of growth in the graduation rate for student groups from one year to the next. The CDE will be able to use a four-year graduation rate (the regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort rate) for all purposes, including safe harbor, beginning with 2012 AYP determinations, in time to comply with federal regulations. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


2. English Learners (Critical Element 5.2 page 39)
This is a technical amendment that would align the inclusion rules of reclassified fluent-English-proficient (RFEP) students who take the California Modified 
Assessment (CMA) with the inclusion rules of RFEP students who take the California Standards Tests.

The CDE is proposing that RFEP students be included in the percent proficient calculation for the English learners (EL) subgroup if students have not scored proficient or above on the CMA in English-language arts three times since reclassification. Keeping the RFEP students in the EL subgroup would more accurately reflect the achievement progress of EL students and increase the group’s ability to meet AYP targets. 
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


All expenses are included in the Assessment and Accountability Division budget.

	ATTACHMENT(S)


None

