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The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, enacted in January of 2002, requires states to establish an accountability system for all schools and districts.  States are required to determine annually if every school and district is making adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward reaching the goal, by 2014, of having 100 percent of their student population scoring at or above the Proficient level in mathematics and reading on their state standardized assessments.  Schools and districts that continually fail to make AYP are faced with specific interventions mandated by NCLB.
OVERVIEW OF THE NCLB ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM IN CONNECTICUT
The overall goal of NCLB is for all students to be proficient in math and reading by the 2013-14 school year.  To determine if schools and districts have made AYP, the following three components must be examined:
1) the percent at or above Proficient on the math and reading CMT and/or CAPT;

2) the participation rate on the math and reading CMT and/or CAPT; and

3) an additional academic indicator, which, for high schools is the graduation rate and for elementary and middle schools is the percent at or above Basic on the writing portion of the CMT.

The Percent at or Above Proficient
States were required to establish annual targets for proficiency rates in math and reading.  Schools and districts are evaluated each year to determine if students met these targets.  Table 1 shows the required proficiency targets for both the CMT and the CAPT.
Table1.  Required Annual Proficiency Targets
	
	CMT
	CAPT

	
	Reading
	Math
	Reading
	Math

	2002-03
	57%
	65%
	62%
	59%

	2003-04
	
	
	
	

	2004-05
	
	
	
	

	2005-06
	68%
	74%
	72%
	69%

	2006-07
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	79%
	82%
	81%
	80%

	 2009-10
	
	
	
	

	2010-11
	
	
	
	

	2011-12
	89%
	91%
	91%
	90%

	2012-13
	
	
	
	

	2013-14
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


The starting points were established based on the 2001-02 CMT and CAPT data.  Connecticut followed the NCLB prescribed methodology for determining the starting points.  The starting points reflect the percentage of students at the proficient level who are in the school at the 20th percentile in the state, based on enrollment, among all schools ranked by the percentage of students at the proficient level for elementary and middle schools and for high schools.

Participation Rate
The participation rate requirement under NCLB is that no less than 95 percent of all students take the CMT and CAPT or the Skills Checklist.  Schools that have students absent during the testing window are therefore faced with the task of ensuring that make-up tests are administered as soon as possible.
Additional Academic Indicators

In addition to the percent at or above Proficient in math and reading and the participation rate, states were required to incorporate additional academic indicators into their accountability systems.  NCLB mandated that states use a graduation rate for high schools.  In Connecticut, the requirement is that schools and districts have a 70 percent graduation rate or show an improvement in the graduation rate over the prior year.

NCLB allowed states to choose their own additional indicator for the elementary and middle schools.  Connecticut chose the Writing assessment from the CMT.  The criteria is that  schools and districts have 70 percent of students score at or above Basic, or show improvement in the percent at or above Basic over the prior year.

Making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

As mentioned before, there are three main components to determine if a school or district made AYP; the percent at or above Proficient, the participation rate, and the additional academic indicators.  
Schools and districts must meet the proficiency and participation rate criteria at the whole-school, whole-district level, as well as for the following subgroups in which there are 40 or more students in the tested grades.  For example, if an elementary school had 25 ELL students in grade 3, and 30 in grade 4 (a total of 55 ELL students in the tested grades), then that school would be evaluated for its ELL subgroup performance. 
The subgroups for which schools and districts are accountable are:

· American Indian

· Asian American

· Hispanic

· Black

· White

· Students with disabilities

· English language learners (ELLs)

· Economically disadvantaged
The additional academic indicators (percent at or above Basic in Writing for elementary and middle schools, and graduation rate for high schools) are analyzed at the whole school and whole district level.  These figures are disaggregated by subgroup when determining if a school or district has made safe harbor (a full discussion of safe harbor is addressed later).
If the criteria are not met in any one area, then the school or district will be considered to have not met AYP.  If the school or district does not make AYP for two consecutive years, in the same subject area, then it will be identified as “in need of improvement.”
Table 2 illustrates all of the data points required in a typical school for evaluating its performance in relation to the AYP criteria.

	
	Participation Rate
	% At or Above Proficient
	% At or Above Basic

	
	Math
	Reading
	Math
	Reading
	Writing

	Whole School
	100
	100
	88
	82
	98

	American Indian
	Fewer than 40 students in this subgroup
	Not analyzed at

 the subgroup level except for safe harbor analysis

	Asian American
	Fewer than 40 students in this subgroup
	

	Black
	Fewer than 40 students in this subgroup
	

	Hispanic
	Fewer than 40 students in this subgroup
	

	White
	100
	100
	92
	91
	

	Students with Disabilities
	100
	100
	55
	45
	

	English Language Learners
	Fewer than 40 students in this subgroup
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	100
	100
	85
	90
	


Table 2. Sample AYP Data
This particular school would be considered to have failed AYP in math and reading in the students with disabilities subgroup.  Note that five of the eight subgroups were not analyzed because there were fewer than 40 students.
THE CALCULATIONS
This section explains in detail the calculations performed to determine if a school or district made AYP.  

Participation Rate

The calculation for participation rate is as follows:

All students NOT absent
____________________________


[image: image1]
All students

The denominator, “all students,” is determined by the Public School Information System (PSIS) and the by the answer documents returned to the test contractor.  A student absent for any portion of either the math or reading test is considered absent for the entire test, and will NOT be included in the numerator of this calculation.  For example, a 5th grade student who took Sessions 1 and 3 of the math test, but was absent for Session 2 and not given the make-up test, would be considered absent for the entire math test. Students who take the Skills Checklist are considered participants.
If a school or subgroup fails the participation rate criteria, the participation rates for the last one and two years are combined with the current rate to calculate a two- and three-year participation rate average.  The highest rate can then be used to make the decision about whether the 95 percent rate was met.
Percent at or above Proficient

The calculation for the percent at or above Proficient is as follows:


# students Proficient and above on the standard CMT/CAPT, and the 
CMT/CAPT Skills Checklist
All tested students, minus absent students, minus ELL exempt students

Students enrolled for the full academic year – The percent at or above Proficient calculation includes only those students enrolled in your school (or district for district-level AYP) for the full academic year.  For this purpose, full academic year is defined as from October 1 through the testing window.  This status is determined in two ways: 1) there is an indicator on the answer document of the CMT and CAPT; and 2) the October PSIS serves as the basis for students enrolled in a school or district on October 1.  

Students with an invalid score – The percent at or above Proficient includes students with an invalid score.  These students are counted as a test participant, but are counted in the Below Basic achievement level.
Skills Checklist – Students who took the Skills Checklist and scored Proficient are included.  At the district level only one percent of all test takers may be counted as proficient on the Skills Checklist.  Any excess above one percent is attributed to below Proficient.
Exempt English language learner (ELL) students – ELL students who are in their first academic year in a United States school may be exempted from the reading and writing CMT and CAPT.  These students are NOT included in the calculation for the proficiency rate.  These students must participate in the mathematics assessment, however, their scores are not included the percent at or above Proficient calculation.
Confidence Interval

A confidence interval is applied to the percent at or above Proficient to adjust for two sources of error which can potentially impact a school or district’s AYP determination: 1) the fluctuation of the test takers from one year to the next; and 2) the inherent measurement inaccuracies of any test.  The result is an AYP determination that is reliable, and far from a reasonable doubt.
To account for the first type of error, the change in test takers from year to year, and to adjust for the size of the student group evaluated, a standard error of the sample proportion (SESP) is calculated.  
The second source of error, the inherent measurement inaccuracies of any test, is addressed by the incorporation of the false-negative rate (FNR).  The FNR estimates classification error -- the probability that a student could have been classified as “Not Proficient” when, in fact, he or she should have been classified as “Proficient.” 
A combined FNR and SESP are used to calculate the size of the confidence interval and an “adjusted” percent at or above Proficient for the final AYP decision. The “adjusted” proficient is equal to the actual, observed, percentage of students achieving Proficient plus the confidence interval.  In doing this, we are more confident that an AYP decision is the correct decision for a subgroup.  Without it, schools that were close to, but below, the AYP target might have been adversely affected by the small chance of a misclassification of, perhaps, a single student.  

An example

The 500 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students at Ellsworth Elementary School took the mathematics portion of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) and 63 percent were at or above Proficient.  The target for AYP purposes is 65 percent at or above Proficient.  The calculations for the confidence interval are as follows:


                      

=  (      

When the numbers from above are placed in the formula, the resulting SESP is .022:

                 = (
We know that the FNR for mathematics in grades 3 through 8 is .031 (this figure is calculated by the test contractor).  Knowing this, we can calculate the final standard error:


Standard Error (SE) = ( SESP2 + FNR2


.090 = √  (.022)2   +  (.031}2
We determined that SESP = .022 and that FNR =.031.  When these numbers are placed in the above formula, the resulting final standard error is .038.  Multiply this number by 2.326 (one-tailed 99% confidence interval) and the result is .090 (or 9%).  

Add the 63 percent at or above Proficient (referred to as the unadjusted proficiency rate) to the 9 percent from the confidence interval calculation, and the result is 72 percent.  This number is used to determine if a school or district has met AYP.  In this case, Ellsworth Elementary School would make AYP.
The confidence interval is calculated for every subgroup, each subject, in every school and district.  The confidence interval will also change from year to year because of its dependency on the students taking the assessments.

Safe Harbor

Safe Harbor provides an alternate means for schools and districts that did not initially meet the required proficiency targets to make AYP by showing some progress towards the goals.  
If a school or district does not make AYP, each area in which the percent at or above Proficient targets were not met is examined to determine the following:

· If there was a 10 percent reduction in the percent NOT proficient from the previous year;
· If there was a 95 percent participation rate; and
· If the criteria on the additional academic indicators (Writing, percent at or above Basic, for both CMT and CAPT) were met.
· *Note: the graduation rate is not used for high schools because currently it cannot be calculated for all of the required subgroups; the percent at or above Basic on the Writing test of the CAPT is used until the graduation rate is available with the class of 2010.
If these three criteria were met in each area that initially failed AYP, then that school or district made Safe Harbor.  Safe Harbor is another way to make AYP.

To determine the target percent at or above proficient needed to make safe harbor use the following equation:

	Percent at or above Proficient needed for safe harbor (Safe Harbor target)
	=
	Percent at or above Proficient (without the confidence interval) from the prior year
	+
	(Percent not Proficient from the prior year)
	* 0.1


As with the standard calculations for AYP, a confidence interval is also applied to the safe harbor calculations (rather than a 99 percent confidence interval, a 75 percent confidence interval is used for Safe Harbor, the maximum allowed by the United States Department of Education) The source of error accounted for in safe harbor differs from that used for standard AYP.  Here, we account for the fact that we are looking at two very different groups of students.  With Safe Harbor, a judgment is made about how a group of students performed based on how a different group of students performed the prior year.  Therefore, we combine two sources of sampling error; the sampling error from the prior year, and the sampling error of the Safe Harbor target based on the percent Proficient the prior year.  
Recall the confidence interval example discussed before when looking at the example calculation for Safe Harbor:

   √   

This resulting confidence interval is added to the observed percent at or above Proficient, and then compared to the needed percent at or above Proficient to make Safe Harbor.  If the percent Proficient, adjusted with the confidence interval, is greater than or equal to the target, then safe harbor has been met.

Graduation Rate
The current method for calculating the graduation rate uses a modified cohort, based on aggregate data collected from school districts.  The following is an example of the calculation for the class of 2006 graduation rate. 


The number of June 2006 12th grade graduates


The number of  June 2006 12th grade graduates, plus the number of 2005-06 
12th grade dropouts, plus the number of 2004-05 11th grade dropouts, plus the 
number of 2003-04 10th grade dropouts, plus the number of 2002-03 9th grade dropouts

Starting with the graduating class of 2010 we will be able to calculate a true cohort graduation rate, following those Grade 9 students who begin in a high school during the 2006-07 school year.

IDENTIFYING SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS AS “IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT”
Schools

A school will be identified as “in need of improvement” if it fails to make AYP for two consecutive years in the same subject area.  The subgroup, or reason (i.e. participation or percent at or above Proficient), do not factor into this determination.   A school will be removed from the “needs improvement” designation if it makes AYP for two consecutive years.  Safe Harbor is the same as making AYP; therefore, two years of making Safe Harbor could also remove a school from this designation. The following examples illustrate several scenarios that are possible, and the outcomes with respect to a school being identified for improvement.

Example 1 
This school failed AYP for two consecutive years in math, therefore after the 2007 CMT, the school was identified as Year 1 of school improvement.  After the 2008 CMT the school made AYP and was therefore put “on hold” with respect to the year of improvement.  If the school makes AYP again in math after the 2009 CMT, it will be removed from the designation as “in need of improvement.”

	 
	Made AYP in Math
	Made AYP in Reading
	Additional Indicator
	School Improvement Status

	
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	
	

	CMT 2006
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A

	CMT 2007
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Year 1

	CMT 2008
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	On Hold: Year1



Example 2
This school failed AYP in the first year in math, the second year in reading, and the third year in math.  While this school has failed AYP for more than two consecutive years, it has not been in the same subject area, therefore it is not identified as “in need of improvement.” 
	
	Made AYP in Math
	Made AYP in Reading
	Additional Indicator
	School Improvement Status

	
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	
	

	CMT 2006
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A

	CMT 2007
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A

	CMT 2008
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A



Example 3
This school failed AYP in the first year in math and reading, while in the second year in reading only.  Even though this school did make AYP in math the second year, it is identified as “in need of improvement” because it still failed in reading for two years.  In the third year the school made AYP in both areas, so it is on hold in Year 1 of school improvement.  If it makes AYP again, it will no longer be considered in need of improvement.
	
	Made AYP in Math
	Made AYP in Reading
	Additional Indicator
	School Improvement Status

	
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	
	

	CMT 2006
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A

	CMT 2007
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Year 1

	CMT 2008
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Hold Year 1



Example 4
This school is an example of a school that failed AYP for four consecutive years in the same subject, entered Year 3 of school improvement, then managed to make AYP for two consecutive years to exit as a school in need of improvement.
	
	Made AYP in Math
	Made AYP in Reading
	Additional Indicator
	School Improvement Status

	
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	% Above Proficient
	Participation Rate
	
	

	CMT 2006
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A

	CMT 2007
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Year 1

	CMT 2008
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Year 2

	CMT 2009
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Year 3

	CMT 2010
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Hold Year 3

	CMT 2011
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A


Identifying Districts as “In Need of Improvement”

A district will be identified as “in need of improvement” if it does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same subject and in all grade spans. The following two examples illustrate how a district can and cannot be identified as “in need of improvement.”


Example 1:
This LEA missed AYP in the same subject across all grade spans for two consecutive years; it would therefore be identified as “in need of improvement.”  
	
	CMT

Reading
	CAPT Reading
	CMT Math
	CAPT  Math

	Year 1
	X
	X
	
	

	Year 2
	X
	 X
	
	



Example 2:

In Years 1 and 2, the LEA missed the AYP target for CMT Reading and CAPT Math.  Because it did not miss the AYP targets across all grades spans in the same subject for two years, it would NOT be identified as in need of improvement, but would still be reported as missing AYP.  
	
	CMT

Reading
	CAPT Reading
	CMT Math
	CAPT  Math

	Year 1
	X
	
	
	X

	Year 2
	X
	 
	
	X


Interventions for Schools and Districts Identified as In Need of Improvement
Schools Identified as In Need of Improvement

The interventions and sanctions outlined in NCLB for schools identified as in need of improvement are specific for only those schools that receive Title I funds.  That is, the consequences apply only to those schools.  Connecticut, however, chose to have all schools entering Year 1 of in need of improvement, regardless of Title I status, create and implement a school improvement plan.  Table 4 summarizes the sanctions for Title I schools identified as in need of improvement.  More detailed information about either the school improvement plan process or those interventions in Table 4 may be found at:  http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/nclb/sip/resources/sip_guide/school_
improvement_guide_8-06.pdf

Table 4. Interventions for Title I Schools Identified as In Need of Improvement
	Not making AYP
	In Need of Improvement Status
	Phase
	Consequence(s)

	First year
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Not applicable

	Second year
	In Need of Improvement Year 1
	First Year of School Improvement
	· Public School Choice

· School Improvement Plan

· Parent/Guardian Notification

	Third year
	In Need of Improvement Year 2
	Second Year of School Improvement
	· Public School Choice

· Supplemental Educational Services

· School Improvement Plan

· Parent/Guardian Notification

	Fourth year
	In Need of Improvement Year 3
	Corrective Action
	· Public School Choice

· Supplemental Educational Services

· School Improvement Plan

· Corrective Action Measures

· Parent/Guardian Notification

	Fifth year
	In Need of Improvement Year 4
	Planning for Restructuring/

Second Year of Corrective Action
	· Public School Choice

· Supplemental Educational Services

· “Significant Intervention” by the District

· School Improvement Plan

· Develop Alternative Governance (Restructuring) Plan

· Parent/Guardian Notification

	Sixth year
	In Need of Improvement Year 5 and Beyond
	Implementing Restructuring/ Alternative Governance
	· Public School Choice

· Supplemental Educational Services

· School Improvement Plan

· Implement Alternative Governance (Restructuring) Plan

· Parent/Guardian Notification


The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, enacted in January of 2002 requires states to establish an accountability system for all schools and districts. The Part A of Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act requires that states who receive Title funds determine annually if Title districts are achieving Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAO) targets established by the state for the English language learner subgroup.  Districts that continually fail to make the AMAO targets are faced with specific interventions mandated by NCLB.

OVERVIEW OF THE NCLB TITLE III ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM IN CONNECTICUT
The overall goal of NCLB is to determine if districts have made their AMAOs.  The following three AMAO targets must be achieved:

· Yearly progress in learning English as measured on the LAS Links

· Attainment of English language proficiency as measured on the LAS Links 

· Achieving academic proficiency according to AYP 

The benchmarks measured by the English language proficiency assessment, LAS Links are as follows:






Progress

Proficiency


2003 - 2004


48%


10%


2004 - 2005


56%


14%


2005 - 2006


64%


16%


2006 - 2007 


72%


18%


2007 - 2008


80%


20%

The AYP benchmarks for all students including those in the subgroups are noted in the Title I Accountability workbook.

As stated in Section 3302(b) of Title III, an LEA or consortia receiving Title III funds 

that fails to meet the AMAO targets established by the state must notify the parents of all LEP children served by Title III of this failure.   In addition, an LEA or eligible entity receiving a Title III subgrant:

· that fails to meet the AMAO targets for two consecutive years is subject to requirements to establish an improvement plan under section 3122(b)(2) and, 

· that fails to meet the AMAO targets for four consecutive years must address the accountability requirements set out in Section 3122(b)(4) will face corrective action measures.  
(% at/above proficient)(1-% at/above proficient)


                        # students tested





)





(





* .68





(% at/above proficient last year)(1-% at/above proficient las year)


# students tested last year








(% at/above proficient needed for safe harbor)(1 - % at/above proficient needed for safe harbor)


       # students tested last year
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Standard Error of a Sample Proportion (SESP)








.022








(.63)(1-.63)


    500











PAGE  
-14-
DRAFT COPY


