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	Program/Policy 

Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) provides formula grants to states to help support the education needs of students identified as English Learners (ELs). States distribute these Title III funds to local school districts and consortia of districts through subgrants. As a condition of funding, Title III requires states to design and implement an accountability program under which districts and other subgrantees are expected to meet targets related to EL growth in both language proficiency and academic achievement.  

Title III’s accountability requirements dovetail with the broader academic accountability requirements established under Title I. Under Title I of ESEA, states are required to establish annual assessments to measure student academic achievement in reading and math.  EL students participate in this annual testing, and their performance is reported in the “all students” category and in a special EL subgroup. The subgroup’s achievement affects whether a school or district meets its Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) target.

Under Title III of ESEA, states must establish standards and assessments related to English language proficiency, referred to here as ELP standards and assessments. States also must establish three Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) related to these ELP assessments and the academic achievement assessments required under Title I. The AMAOs, which apply only to states and districts rather than to schools, address the following criteria:

· AMAO 1: The annual increase in the number or percentage of EL students making progress in learning English;

· AMAO 2: The annual increase in the number or percentage of EL students attaining English language proficiency by the end of the school year; and

· AMAO 3: Whether EL students met the AYP target in reading and math under Title I.  

	Main Study Questions

· How have states set their annual performance goals under Title III?

· Are states and districts meeting their annual performance goals for Title III?

· What types of subgrantees are designated as repeatedly missing their annual performance goals for Title III?


	· Because states have used a wide variety of definitions and other features to set their AMAO targets, it is very difficult to compare districts across states.  Additionally, these definitional variations, along with differences in the ELP assessments themselves, make the targets easier to reach in some states than in others.  
· AMAO 1: States are using a variety of different approaches for determining whether ELs are “making progress in learning English,” and these variations make it possible for a district to show progress under one state’s definition but not another’s. For example, in six states, an EL student can meet the required target by showing progress in only one of the four domains of language proficiency (reading, writing, speaking, and listening). Most states require progress based on an average or composite score across all four domains. Additionally, some states set this target relatively low. For example, Kansas requires only 20 percent of EL students to show progress.
· AMAO 2: States also use a variety of approaches in determining whether ELs are “attaining English language proficiency.” For example, some states include all EL students in applying their AMAO 2 target. Others include only the subset of EL students who were identified as likely to achieve proficiency within the reporting period, an approach ED now prohibits beginning with the 2009–10 reporting year. Additionally, even states using the same ELP assessment establish different cut scores for determining proficiency.

· AMAO 3: States use widely different measures to determine whether their EL students are performing at a proficient level on the reading and math assessments required under Title I.  

· Only 11 states met all of their state-established AMAOs in 2007–08.  Because the AMAO targets varied dramatically among the states, it is impossible to know, based on meeting the targets alone, whether these 11 states performed at a higher level than other states in meeting the needs of their EL students.  

· According to state reports, 59 percent of subgrantee districts and consortia nationwide met their AMAOs in 2007–08. States reported that districts were most successful in meeting AMAO 1 and least successful in meeting AMAO 3.  In a four-state sample, the districts that had missed their AMAOs for 2 years or more tended to have high-EL, high-minority, and high-poverty demographics.

· Analysis of districts in three states selected for this brief indicates that half the districts that were designated for Title III improvement in 2007–08 also were designated for improvement under Title I in that year. However, this analysis also indicates that many districts that missed their AMAOs under Title III were still able to make their Title I AYP targets. These districts tended to be disproportionately small and rural. 
Implications

· If a state’s AMAO 1 target is set too low, districts will have little incentive to improve EL services. Because states use a wide variety of definitions in setting their AMAO 1 targets, it is difficult to know whether any state’s target is reasonably challenging. To promote continuous improvement, it may be helpful for ED and/or the soon-to-be reauthorized ESEA to set more guidelines and standards for the definitions and targets that go into the AMAO 1 calculation.  This would ensure that state targets are more understandable and appropriate. 

· The language proficiency of a district’s EL population can significantly shift from the beginning of one school year to the beginning of the next. This means there can be significant shifts in the percent of EL students who can reasonably be expected to reach proficiency from one year to the next. An AMAO 2 target that is set as a fixed percentage of all EL students in a school or district ignores this reality and can therefore become unattainable. ED should consider developing an alternative approach to holding districts accountable for bringing their EL students to English language proficiency.

· Because there is a wide overlap between districts failing to meet AYP under Title I and those failing to meet their AMAOs under Title III, ED should continue to encourage close coordination between the two programs.

	Study Rationale 

· This is the first in-depth study of Title III since ESEA was reauthorized in 2001 (NCLB).  

	Study Design 

· Extended prior analysis of earlier survey data supplemented with data on state and district AMAO compliance collected from state Web sites and elsewhere in 2009.  

	Data Sources

· Data reported by states in their Consolidated State Performance Reports (CSPRs) for 2004–05 through 2007–08. These data have not been verified by the U.S. Department of Education. Other data sources include the Department’s Office of English Language Acquisition’s (OELA) 2002–04 and 2004–06 Title III biennial report data collections, and state interview data collected in 2006–07 for the Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality under No Child Left Behind (SSI-NCLB).  
· Updated data on AMAO policies and performance were collected through web site and personal contact with all 50 states and the District of Columbia in 2009.
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