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SUBJECT:
Implications of State and Federal Accountability Systems, and Current AYP Results, for Austin ISD



PRESENTERS:
Dr. Maria Whitsett



Mr. Sandy Kress




Dr. Jean Rutherford

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Trustees dialogue with experts and staff regarding current and anticipated state and federal accountability systems design, and implications for action, to ensure that Board results policies are achieved.




BACKGROUND INFORMATION


TEA implemented an integrated accountability system for schools and districts in 1994, and that system was maintained through the 2002-03 school year.  Campuses annually were classified into categories of Exemplary, Recognized, Acceptable, or Low Performing on the basis of student performance on such critical variables as passing rates on state tests, dropout rates, and attendance rates.  District rating labels were Exemplary, Recognized, Academically Acceptable or Academically Unacceptable, along with other categories that reflected non-academic performance issues such as Unacceptable:  Data Quality or Special Accreditation Investigation (SAI).

This year, TEA is applying two separate accountability systems to the work of schools and districts.  

A federal system tied to adequate yearly progress (AYP) under the provisions of the No Child Left Behind act was applied in September 2003 to all districts and campuses in the state.  As reported to the Board earlier, only 18 out of 105 Austin schools evaluated by TEA failed to make AYP this past year; 14 of these did not meet the standard for participation rates in the state assessment program.  Sanctions for failing to make AYP are applicable only to schools and districts receiving Title 1 funds, and only to schools that have not met standards in the same areas for two consecutive years.  No AISD campus will experience these additional Title 1 requirements to offer transfer options, etc. (please see  Attachment 1  for  a  summary  of  2003 AYP results for Austin ISD.  Attachment 2 contains a description of these requirements and when they come into effect).  

The state accountability system is still in development.  New accountability rules will be announced in late spring 2004, and are likely to be paired with an assessment of how schools and districts would have fared this year had these rules already been in effect.  For public reporting purposes, all districts in the state have had their 2002 ratings carried forward for 2003.  Campuses are not being classified at all this school year under a state system.  Also, unlike the past, no separate evaluations were applied to alternative education campuses by TEA this year, even though these sites still are required to register with the state to ensure that PEIMS reporting is completed accurately.


ADMINISTRATIVE CONSIDERATIONS

1. Required hearing about state data reports.  The 2003 Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) reports containing last year’s data will have been released by the state on October 1, 2003.  While no ratings are displayed on school reports, the data are to be addressed in each school’s campus improvement plan and in the district improvement plan.  A full hearing on the results contained in the AEIS reports, and state-required additional content such as a summary of the most recent evaluation findings about the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, must be held within 90 days of receipt of the reports in the district.  Thus, district officials will want to hold this discussion before the winter break.

2.
Required reporting of AYP results.  Just as schools are required to share their “school report cards” (these are subsets of the AEIS data generated by the state) with parents, the AYP data tables also need to be shared with parents of students at Title I campuses.  State guidance suggests that attaching the AYP data tables to the “school report cards” is an appropriate means of distributing the data to parents of enrolled students.

3. Alignment or congruence of state and federal systems.  One concern before all districts and schools in the state is the degree of compatibility between the current federal and prior state accountability systems, and how to communicate to constituencies the differences and similarities in the systems — and the results from each.  For example, some campuses previously  considered  Exemplary   by  the  state  did  not  meet federal AYP standards this year; and, some schools that previously were identified as Low Performing did meet the AYP standards this year.  A chart summarizing the differences between the state system as we have known it, and the AYP requirements in Texas for NCLB, is in Attachment 3.  Among the core issues are:

· Will the state continue to examine subjects such as Writing and Social Studies in its system, while AYP is limited to Reading / English Language Arts and Mathematics?  How do districts communicate that all core subject areas matter to a high quality education, if data are examined for only a subset of core subject areas?

· Will the state examine performance at all grade levels tested, while AYP is limited to grades 3 – 8 and 10?  Or, will the AYP standards be changed in the coming year?  And, how do districts and schools present accurate, meaningful summaries of performance when varying subsets of grade levels tested are included in one system or the other?

· Will the state expand the number of student groups whose data are used to determine ratings, to match the seven groups used to determine AYP?  How are districts and schools to prioritize areas of need when responding to performance reports that place varying importance on student groups, and/or that reflect data that are outdated and/or incorrect?  For example, graduation rate data just used to determine AYP status this year span from 1998-99 through 2001-02:  to change this four-year statistic means that intensive efforts, beginning now with 9th graders, cannot be expected to result in significant changes in a cohort graduation rate until (potentially) the 2008 ratings cycle.  Additionally, the data issues experienced by AISD back in 1998-99 are well known; what is difficult to determine is the impact of those past reporting errors upon current graduation rate data.

· How will the state address the issues surrounding test participation rates, beginning with inclusion or exclusion of data from the State Developed Alternative Assessment (SDAA) for some students with disabilities and Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) for English Language Learners, in determining both state ratings and AYP, and continuing on up to the need for extending the window of opportunity for test participation by all students for AYP?  What solutions are available to schools and districts, to ensure both  fair  and  appropriate  assessments for students while enabling schools and districts to fulfill participation rate requirements?

· Will the state continue, modify or eliminate separate data reporting and evaluation procedures for alternative education campuses, since this practice is not allowable for AYP?  Will the inflexibility of a single accountability system for both regular and alternative settings unintentionally create disincentives for districts to open alternative campuses — ones that are tailored to effectively meet the needs of specific populations of learners who generally have not been well served in the past?

4.
Resource considerations, particularly if additional requirements or sanctions are applied to the district or campuses for poor performance.  Districts and schools incur costs for poor performance under nearly any accountability system.  Costs may be associated with the need to pay for external auditors to review data-related procedures; costs may be associated with implementation of corrective action plans; and costs are definitely associated with the need to fund transportation for those students entitled to exercise transfer options under the federal accountability system (when a Title I school fails to make AYP in the same areas for two consecutive years, for example).  Because participation rates have been problematic to date, and because no relief exists in the AYP standards for failing to meet participation rates (unlike the gains analysis provided for the performance measures), the impact of transfer options two years from now may be quite high.

5.
Continuous improvement processes.  In nearly any school or district that is thriving, and that has students who are thriving personally and academically, continuous improvement processes have been implemented.  These processes are data-driven and supportive in nature, with data being disaggregated and analyzed as much as they need to be for effective instructional decision-making and program redesign to take place.  Mechanisms exist for frequent data gathering, monitoring and reporting — studies are not limited to “rear view mirror” looks at performance.  Formative examinations are exactly that:  assessment “check points” to let students, teachers, parents, and administrators gauge the quality of teaching and learning in time to leverage meaningful, positive changes.  


ACTION REQUIRED
None.  This is a Board Development Item.
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