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	Critical Element
	SEA Response

	1.1 How does the State Accountability System include every public school and LEA in the State?
	The foundation of the Arkansas plan is based in the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing Assessment and Accountability Program (ACTAAP) as adopted by the State Board of Education and referenced in Arkansas Statute.  This plan requires that every school participate in the State assessment system and thus includes all schools.  The reader may refer to this document in its entirety via the State Education Agency (SEA) Web site.

http://arkedu.state.ar.us/actaap/index.htm
State Supported Schools

Arkansas has three State-supported schools that receive no local funds.  These schools include:

1. Arkansas School for the Blind (K-12)

2. Arkansas School for the Deaf (K-12)

3. Arkansas School for Mathematics and Sciences (10-12)

As appropriate, each of these schools participates in the State’s Accountability system.

Charter Schools

As of the 2002-2003 school year, Arkansas has four (4) Open Enrollment
 Charter Schools.  State statutes and rules and regulations governing these schools require them to fully participate in ACTAAP.

Schools for which there is no Tested Grade(s)

In Arkansas, schools are configured in a multiplicity of ways – there are 57 different grade-level combinations.  Among these are a small number of schools such as a single-grade kindergarten center and schools having some combination of kindergarten through Grade 2.  The SEA proposes to document from the Local Education Agencies (LEAs) a paring of schools that do not include a tested grade in such a way that each is linked to one or more schools having a tested grade.  In these cases when the school with a tested grade fails to meet the accountability requirements, then the “feeder” school(s) will also be required to meet the same sanction/reward status as the school having the tested grade(s).

In the case(s) of an LEA that may have a divided high school – Grades 9-10 on one campus and Grades 11-12 on another campus – those schools will be paired and considered as one unit.  

Juvenile Detention Institutions

Juvenile detention institutions are not operated under the SEA.  Further, those entities are not defined as a school.  Individuals of school age who would be assigned to one of these institutions by the court system are not counted as enrolled in any school or district.  Individual units from the SEA provide consultative service to these entities, but those students are not engaged in an instructional setting that is part of the State’s K-12 school system nor are they assessed by the State’s assessment system.  

Some amendments to the ACTAAP system will be necessary to bring it into full compliance with NCLB and the AYP provisions.  Those proposals will be introduced during the 2003 session of the Arkansas Legislature that begins on January 13, 2003.

	1.2 How are all public schools and LEAs held to the same criteria when making an AYP determination?
	All public schools and LEAs are subject to the same performance system.  The SEA makes no distinction between schools based on grade level, size of school, poverty status or other disaggregating factor.  The local schools and LEAs all administer the same statewide examinations under the ACTAAP system and the results from those examinations comprise the data from which AYP decisions are made.  

In previous years Arkansas has operated under a dual system of rewards and sanctions – one driven by federal programs (Title I specifically) and another based on statutes referred to as Academic Distress.  Under ACTAAP and NCLB, the SEA and State Board of Education have adopted policy that assures only one system will be used to determine the performance of LEAs and determine AYP for each school and its sub-populations. 

	1.3 Does the State have, at a minimum, a definition of basic, proficient and advanced student achievement levels in reading/language arts and mathematics
	ACTAAP identifies four (4) proficiency levels.  These levels are identified as below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced.  This document provides working definitions of these proficiency levels for Grades 4 and 8 for the content areas of mathematics and reading/language arts.  Revisions to the ACTAAP document will contain the newly developed performance levels for Grade 6 and the end-of-course exams.  These definitions and the background documentation will be available for the peer-review panel.

As additional tests are developed these proficiency levels will be developed for those tests and validated through the technical review committee and the standards setting process.  

	1.4 How does the State provide accountability and adequate yearly progress decisions and information in a timely manner?
	The SEA is committed to reporting test scores, information on AYP, and other accountability reporting in a timely manner that will meet the requirements of NCLB.  The SEA vendor contract for the scoring and reporting of data provides for a 90-day turnaround. The SEA has already begun dialogue with the contractors, the Technical Review Committee
 and the Office of Research, Measurement and Evaluation (ORME) to respond in a timely manner to scoring and reporting of data from the assessment system.

The SEA anticipates the appointment of a Curriculum Review Committee to be impaneled during the spring 2003.  This committee will advise on content, alignment and other coverage issues related to the assessment system. 

The SEA policy provides for administration of the exams that comprise the assessment system in April of each year.  It is currently under consideration to administer the writing part of the assessment as early as February.  This earlier administration date would allow the hand scoring to begin early and be complete in time to merge student scores with the other test responses that are machine scored.  Documentation on these revisions will be available for review by the peer review committee and for implementation with the 2003-2004 administration.

  

	1.5 Does the State Accountability System produce an annual State Report Card?
	The SEA produces an annual report card.   The report found on the SEA Web site at http://www.as-is.org contains all required data elements described in Appendix A of the Workbook except for reporting by subpopulations.  Scheduled date for release of report card information must be revised.  Current SEA policy does not require publishing the report card information prior to the beginning of the academic year.

Modifications to the report card to include subpopulations will be made prior to the next release of data.  Such data cannot be programmed for reporting until a final determination has been made on the “n” that will be used for reporting purposes for identifiable subgroups.

By State statute, Arkansas is an English-only state and as such all instruction and reporting information is in English.  The SEA will work with LEAs to make available translators on a case-by-case basis.

Graduation rates are reported consistent with the definition as applied by the National Center for Educational Statistics.  Those data currently are not disaggregated by sub-groups but will be included in proposed revisions.



	1.6 How does the State Accountability System include rewards and sanctions for public schools and LEAs?
	SEA policy as adopted by the State Board of Education provides for the establishment of one system of rewards and sanctions.  ACTAAP describes rewards and sanctions based on the assessment system and “other” academic indicators.  This system does not meet all the guidelines for NCLB and thus will be modified to be in compliance. 

The proposed system will be consistent with the requirements of NCLB.  In order for one system to be enacted and fully operational, it will be necessary for the 2003 session of the Arkansas legislature to amend or repeal statutes. Subsequently, State Board of Education must revise rules and regulations regarding Academic Distress and the model that is used to set those sanctions as well as the process for removing schools so placed.

Also, for the 2001-2002 school year, the SEA developed a model that provided rewards to schools for a combination of absolute performance and improvement as compared to “like” schools.  The Committee of Practitioners is strongly committed to maintaining such a model as a way of encouraging lower performing schools that make greater than expected gains.  The SEA policy advisors and the State Board are aware of the need for some revision of the model that recognizes high performance schools and governs rewards, but believes there is merit in the model that compares a school with other schools having like demographic characteristics.  Funds, in addition to those that may be available from NCLB, are available from which the SEA makes incentive awards to local schools.

SEA policy advisors will work closely with the State Board to revise these guidelines that will reflect each school’s performance and the progress toward making AYP. The revised policy will be applied uniformly across schools and the LEAs.



	2.1 How does the State Accountability System include all students in the State?
	ACTAAP requires that all students attending the State’s public schools be included in the Accountability System.  The reader should refer to the response for Section 1.1 that identifies public schools in the state including Charter Schools; special purpose schools such as the Arkansas School for the Blind, Arkansas School for the Deaf and the Arkansas School for Mathematics and Sciences; and describes pairing of schools not having a tested grade with those schools to which students attend – known as “feeder schools.”

In addition to the regular assessments, the State provides two types of alternate assessment for students who are unable to complete those regular assessments: (1) an alternate portfolio assessment for students with disabilities and (2) an alternate portfolio assessment for students that cannot communicate in English (ELL).



	2.2 How does the State define “full academic year” for the identifying students in AYP decisions?
	The State defines October 1 of each school year as the date at which students must be enrolled to be counted as a full year of instruction in that school.  Only students who have been in continuous enrollment from October 1 through the week that the assessments are given will be counted toward the school’s AYP calculations. 

Students who were enrolled in one school in a district on or before October 1 of a school year and transfer to another school within the same district will not be counted toward either school’s AYP calculations, but will be included in the LEA calculations.  

Students who move from one district in the State to another district in the State and are not in any school continuously between October 1 and the test week will not be counted toward the AYP determination for either (any) of the district(s) attended.  However, those students will be tracked by ORME and their progress monitored at the SEA level.

	2.3 How does the State Accountability System determine which students have attended the same public school and/or LEA for a full academic year?
	Student attendance is tracked by the State’s electronic data management system.  On October 1 of each school year, each school identifies to the student management system enrollment data, which includes identification numbers for all students attending that school.  

Although not in place at this time, the SEA will establish policy requiring that all schools provide a list of students attending the school at the beginning of the test week.  The data information system will then identify any student(s) that do not meet the continuous enrollment criteria for determining AYP at that school.

The SEA will forward to ORME the list of students who meet the “full year” criteria for each school.  ORME will then calculate AYP for each school based on the eligible students.  

Students enrolled in the system who change from one school to another school in the same LEA will be compiled to establish an overall AYP for the LEA.  Students who move from one LEA to another LEA within the state will be compiled and their scores used to determine an AYP at the State level.  

In all cases each student enrolled in a school having a tested grade will be expected to complete the assessment within the administration guidelines as established by the SEA.  

	3.1 How does the State’s definition of adequate yearly progress require all students to be proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics by the 2013-2014 academic year?
	ACTAAP as currently adopted establishes the expectation that all students will be proficient within 10 years from its adoption.  With the revisions required by NCLB, which include the adding of additional grades tested, the SEA proposes that ACTAAP be amended to meet the timeline established in NCLB of having all students proficient by 2013-2014.  Such adjustments will require action by the State Board of Education and amendments to authorizing legislation.  The SEA proposes to accomplish those tasks prior to May 1, 2003.

The SEA proposes to establish a definition and timeline for AYP that will require all students perform at the proficient or advanced level by the end of the 2013-2014 school year.  That definition will be based on student performance in reading/language arts and mathematics.  

The SEA proposes to utilize a “three-year” model to determine AYP so that for each school the percent proficient will be determined by dividing the sum of all eligible students tested who scored at or above proficient at each tested grade for each of three consecutive years by the total number of students enrolled for each of the three years.  For example a school with grades K-6 would establish its initial percent proficient by determining the number proficient on the Grade 4 Benchmark exam adding that to the number proficient on the Grade 6 Benchmark for each of three consecutive years beginning with 99-00, 00-01, and 01-02.  The percent proficient will be determined by dividing the total number of eligible students into the total number who performed at proficient or above.  Each year the oldest data will be dropped and the new scores will be added.

A public discussion of the AYP definition proposal was held on January 21, 2003.  That session was attended by the Committee of Practitioners, representatives of school administrators, teachers and parent advisory groups.  That group strongly endorsed the three-year model and supports the combining of grades and years to improve the stability of student scores. 

In keeping with federal guidelines, SEA policy will utilize the 20% rule to establish a starting point for determining AYP.  That determination will establish the proficiency level based on a linear, sequential ranking of the enrollment data of the state’s schools.  From that starting point, yearly growth will be determined that will result in all students meeting proficiency by the 2013-2014 school year.  The model to establish the plateaus is currently being developed by ORME and will be formally presented to the State Board of Education for adoption.

	3.2 How does the State Accountability System determine whether each student subgroup, public school and LEA makes AYP?


	The SEA proposes to use a similar model to that described in 3.1 to each of the identified subgroups for which there is a sufficiently large number of students within that subgroup to meet the “n” factor.

Reporting for each school will focus on the total population and each identifiable subgroup within that school.

	3.2a What is the State’s starting point for calculating Adequate Yearly Progress:
	The State’s starting point for each cell within the AYP matrix is being determined based on the percent proficient of the school at the 20th percentile in enrollment when schools are sequentially ranked by percent proficient.  This determination is made independently in the content areas of mathematics and reading/language arts and for each grade-level cluster – K-4; 5-8 and 9-12.  

Data tables supporting the “starting point” for each cell in the AYP matrix will be available for review by the review panel.



	3.2b What are the State’s annual measurable objectives for determining adequate yearly progress?
	The SEA proposes to establish the starting point for mathematics and reading/language arts as described in 3.2a.  This will be the starting point for each school and each subgroup beginning with 2001-2002 as the baseline year.  Twelve equal increments will be established that will ultimately lead each school and each subgroup within that school to 100% proficiency by the 2013-2014 school year.  

Should a school make its expected AYP for any given year, but one or more of its subgroups fail to do so, the SEA proposes a “safe harbor” test be applied to each subgroup that failed to make AYP.  The safe harbor test would consider a subgroup to have met AYP if at least 10% of the eligible members of the subgroup were moved to proficient even though the total group failed to make the expected annual gain.  Such determination would also be conditional to the subgroup meeting the 95% participation and other academic indicator requirements.

	3.2c What are the State’s intermediate goals for determining adequate yearly progress?
	Arkansas will establish 12 equal incremental annual objectives/goals, thus intermediate goals are not needed.

	4.1 How does the State Accountability System make an annual determination of whether each public school and LEA in the State made AYP?
	In keeping with the process described in Section 3 above, the SEA will determine AYP for each school, LEA and the State on an annual basis.  Reporting to schools and publishing of the annual report card will continue on an annual basis.

	5.1 How does the definition of adequate yearly progress include all the required student subgroups?
	The SEA has established the following subgroups to be included in the annual AYP process in addition to all eligible students:

· Economically Disadvantaged

· Racial/Ethnic 

· Students with Disabilities

· LEP Students

Within the Racial/Ethnic subgroup the following major racial groups will be considered:

· Caucasian

· African American

· Hispanic



	5.2 How are public schools and LEAs held accountable for the progress of student subgroups in the determination of adequate yearly progress?
	Using the State’s student information system and the statistical reporting capabilities of ORME, the SEA is able to capture and report on each cell within the AYP matrix.  The SEA will report to schools and districts the AYP determinations as soon as possible following the completion and validation of scoring of tests.  

Under the Arkansas Consolidated School Improvement Planning (ACSIP) each school in the state develops a school improvement plan.  That plan also is the school’s application for all federal programs administered by the SEA under NCLB.  That plan must include activities based on the schools greatest needs, which would include the performance of student subgroups if they did not meet the criterion for AYP.  

Each year as the SEA determines school performance; performance levels will be tracked for each cell in the AYP matrix.

	5.3 How are students with disabilities included in the State’s definition of adequate yearly progress?
	SEA policy dictates that all students with disabilities must participate in the assessment system and in ACTAAP.  Depending of the student’s IEP, testing accommodations may be allowed or an alternate assessment may be administered.  In either case a student’s assessment is scored and that score becomes part of the total assessment for the school and for any appropriate subgroup.  

Representatives from the Special Education Unit serve on all teams that work on the scoring, reporting and AYP determination component.  Continuing advice from those specialists inform the SEA and LEAs as necessary to assure full compliance with the inclusion of students with disabilities.

	5.4 How are students with limited English proficiency included in the State’s definition of adequate yearly progress?
	SEA policy dictates that all students with limited English proficiency must participate in the assessment system and in ACTAAP.  Depending on the student’s language proficiency, testing accommodations may be allowed or an alternate assessment may be administered.  In either case a student’s assessment is scored and that score becomes part of the total assessment for the school and for any appropriate subgroup.  

SEA staff who specialize in education of ESL students serve and advise on the scoring, reporting and AYP determination component.  Continuing advice from such specialists inform the SEA and LEAs as necessary to assure full compliance with the inclusion of students for which English is not their primary language.

Arkansas is an English-only state, which means that assessments are provided only in English; however, accommodations are available.   

	5.5 What is the State’s definition of the minimum number of students in a subgroup required for reporting purposes?  For accountability purposes?
	For reporting purposes, the SEA has established a minimum number of 10 students per reporting unit as the lower bound.  This provided protection of the individual identity for students included in a subgroup.

For accountability purposes, the SEA proposes that a minimum of 25 data points be available within any subgroup before that subgroup’s AYP is determined independently.  The 25 data points would be determined as described in Section 3 above looking across the tested grades in a school and over the three years.  Before adopting this as policy, the SEA proposes to construct these cells and determine the reliability of such data before making a final determination.  ORME will assist the SEA with this determination during February – March 2003.

	5.6 How does the State Accountability System protect the privacy of students when reporting results and when determining AYP?
	The SEA is foremost concerned with the protection of the individual privacy of all students in the ACTAAP system.  Section 5.5 above notes that subgroups of fewer than 10 members are not reported, and it is proposed that subgroups with fewer than 25 data elements not be considered for accountability purposes.  

Additionally, student tracking in the student information system is by assigned ID number, not student name.  

	6.1 How is the State’s definition of adequate yearly progress based primarily on academic assessments?
	Four independent factors ultimately contribute to a school’s AYP progress.  

· Student assessment in mathematics and reading/language arts

· 95% of all eligible students participation in the academic assessments

· At least one additional indicator

· Safe Harbor provision for subgroups

Academic Assessments

The accountability components and the assessment system will begin with the 2001-2002 school year.  Initially, assessments are in place in the content areas of mathematics and reading/language arts in the following grades:  Grade 4, Grade 6, Grade 8 and in the content areas of Algebra I, Geometry and Literacy at the high school.

Additional Grades

Assessments are under construction in mathematics and reading/language arts for Grade 3, Grade 5 and Grade 7.  Test items for those assessments will be field tested during the 2003-2004 school year with the first regular administration in 2004-2005.  At that time proficiency levels will be established following the established policy.  Student scores at those additional grades will be reported for the first time in August 2005 and additions to the AYP determination will be made.

 Testing in Science

Committees will form during the 2003-2004 school year to begin the development of an assessment in science.  It is projected that three grade levels will be developed initially – one for primary, one for middle, and an end-of-course test in biology to be administered Grade 10 or whenever a student successfully completes that course.

The first regular administration of the test will be in the spring of school year 2005-2006.  At that time the full assessment system as currently planned with be operational.

Following the full implementation of the science assessment, amendments to the AYP definition will be needed to include science in the overall matrix.

A school’s placement will be determined completely by academic performance for the total enrollment and the enrollment of each subgroup.  Should the total enrollment make the expected gain, but one or more of the subgroups fail to do so, the “safe harbor” test will be applied to those subgroups.  If the safe harbor test holds, then the academic requirement will be satisfied. Additionally, a school will not be considered to have made AYP for any given year if the 95% participation rate is not documented and if the school cannot document progress on the other indicator.  

	7.1 What is the State definition for the public high school graduation rate?
	The State has adopted the definition for public high school graduation rate as established by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES).  That definition has been applied to the State’s report card since its inception and is understood across the state.  Those data are collected and reported as part of the student information system on an annual basis.

The graduation/completion rate is calculated in two steps: (1) determining the dropout rate which is the percentage of students who drop out each year between grades 9 and 12 as compared to total school membership; and (2) computing the percentage of completers/graduates as compared to graduates plus the dropouts for each year 9 through 12 for that class.

	7.2 What is the State’s additional academic indicator for public elementary schools for the definition of AYP?  For public middle schools for the definition of AYP?
	The additional indicator for both elementary and middle schools is percentage of attendance.  This indicator is one that has previously been identified under ACTAAP.  

Data for this indicator are collected for each school by the student information system and aggregated and reported as part of the State report card.  



	7.3 Are the State’s academic indicators valid and reliable?
	The State’s academic indicators are valid and reliable for the following reasons.

· The assessment system is constructed based on the Content Standards.  Independent contractors utilize proven test construction practices in the design, scoring, scaling and reporting.  An independent technical advisory committee of experts with documented assessment and psychometric training observe and advise.

· The other academic indicators are research-based in that attendance is a proven factor that is linked to student performance.  Additionally, the SEA process for collecting and tabulating attendance data is consistent across schools/LEAs and are reported as part of the SEA report card.  These data are collected through the student information system on a regular and periodic basis throughout the year.  The data are assimilated, validated and made available for reporting purposes.

	8.1 Does the state measure achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics separately for determining AYP?
	The state does measure performance in mathematics and reading/language arts independently for the purpose of determining AYP.  Such calculations are made for the total population and for each identified subgroup independently.

	9.1 How do AYP determinations meet the State’s standard for acceptable reliability?
	SEA efforts to make the data more stable and increase the reliability of data are linked to the use of the rolling average – combining three years of data along with linking across the tested grades in the school.  

The SEA also believes the option of the “safe harbor” provision for subgroups may further enhance the overall reliability of the AYP determination.

The proposed methodology for calculating and reporting AYP is new and will be observed, monitored and adjusted as warranted.  Reliability is best established in such a system when it performs well over time.  The SEA assures that it will monitor the results on a continuing basis for data or trends that seem inconsistent.  

The Office of Research Measurement and Evaluation at the University of Arkansas will also exercise its own reliability checks on data as it works with the SEA and schools in providing continuing professional development.

	9.2 What is the State’s process for making valid AYP determinations?
	The SEA has established the following system of review and appeal should a school or LEA believe the sanctions or determination of AYP is errant.

· The school/LEA reports contested AYP determination to the Assistant Director for School Improvement and Professional Development.

· The Assistant Director, with assistance from an appeals panel, reviews the appeal and responds to the school/LEA.

· Should this determination warrant further appeal on the part of the school/LEA, a formal letter of appeal is made to the Chief State School Officer.  The Chief may review, seek advice from ORME and the appeal’s panel, and make a determination.

· The school/LEA may make final appeal to the State Board of Education, whose decision is final. 

	9.3 How has the State planned for incorporating into its definition of AYP anticipated changes in assessments?
	The response to Section 6.1 describes the developmental process and proposed inclusion of additional assessments into the AYP system.

	10.1 What is the State’s method for calculating participation rates in the State assessments for use in AYP determinations?
	The State’s student information system will be used to determine participation rates.  It has been determined that a student must be enrolled in a school on October 1 of the school year for which an assessment is used to determine AYP for that school.  Also, each student eligible for consideration in the AYP determination must have been in continuous enrollment for the “school year” or at least until the week that tests are administered.  To make these eligibility determinations, the SEA will devise a system to begin in 2003-2004 that will require each school to track and report students continuously enrolled and make that determination in the student record.  The details of that tracking will be determined prior to the administration of the test in the spring of 2004.  This procedure will be used to determine the number of students that must be accounted for in each school.

Once tests are administered, a comparison will be made as to the number of completed tests in relation to the number in continuous enrollment.  Should that percentage fall below 95%, the school will not have made AYP regardless of test results.

	10.2 What is the State’s policy for determining when the 95% assessed requirement should be applied?
	The 95% assessed requirement will be applied to schools to determine that the number of students completing the assessment meets compliance standards and will be applied to any subgroups when the group exceeds the “n” as determined for accountability purposes.


� Open Enrollment Charter Schools generally serve students from more than one local school district. They are approved by the State Board of Education based on an application and review process.


� The Technical Review Committee is composed of nationally recognized testing experts, psychometricians, and state testing directors.  They advise the SEA concerning policy issues related to the assessment system.
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