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In order to move forward with State and local reforms designed to improve academic achievement and increase the quality of instruction for all students in a manner that was not originally contemplated by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), a State educational agency (SEA) may request flexibility, on its own behalf and on behalf of its local educational agencies (LEAs), through waivers of certain provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) and their associated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements (ESEA flexibility).  However, an SEA that receives ESEA flexibility must comply with all statutory and regulatory provisions that are not waived.  For example, an SEA must calculate a four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, as set forth in 34 C.F.R. § 200.19(b), and disaggregate that rate for reporting.  Similarly, an SEA must use an “n-size” that ensures, to the maximum extent practicable, that all student subgroups are included in accountability determinations, in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 200.7(a)(2)(i)(B).  Furthermore, an SEA may continue to use technical measures, such as confidence intervals, to the extent they are relevant to the SEA’s ESEA flexibility request.  This accountability addendum replaces a State’s accountability workbook under NCLB and, together, an SEA’s approved ESEA flexibility request and this accountability addendum contain the elements of the State’s system of differentiated recognition, accountability and support. 
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Instructions to the SEA:  Please provide the requested information in the “State Response” column in the table below.  Please provide the information in sufficient detail to fully explain your response.  Also, please indicate whether the information provided is the same as that in your State accountability workbook under NCLB or reflects a change.  Note that these instructions, the “change” column, and the “ED Comments” column of the table will be removed in the version of this document that is posted on ED’s website.

	Subject and Question
	State Response

	Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

	Please attach the State’s AMOs for reading/language arts and mathematics for the all students group and each individual subgroup.  If the State has different AMOs for each school or LEA, attach the State-level AMOs and provide a link to a page on the SEA’s web site where the LEA and school level AMOs are available.


	As outlined in Michigan’s approved ESEA Flexibility Request, schools and LEAs have differentiated AMOs by content area. The calculated AMOs are the same for each subgroup within a school or LEA (Michigan Flexibility Request p. 107-109). The final AMOs are available at 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Michigan_Proficiency_Targets_413516_7.xls?20130903082021 

The state-level AMOs are as follows( Michigan Flexibility Request p.124):

Subject Level 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Mathematics

Elementary 40% 44% 49% 53% 58% 62% 67% 71% 76% 80% 85%

Middle 36% 41% 46% 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75% 80% 85%

High 30% 36% 41% 47% 52% 58% 63% 69% 74% 80% 85%

Reading

Elementary 66% 68% 70% 72% 74% 76% 77% 79% 81% 83% 85%

Middle 63% 65% 67% 70% 72% 74% 76% 78% 81% 83% 85%

High 57% 59% 62% 65% 68% 71% 74% 76% 79% 82% 85%

Science

Elementary 16% 23% 30% 37% 44% 51% 58% 64% 71% 78% 85%

Middle 17% 24% 31% 38% 44% 51% 58% 65% 71% 78% 85%

High 27% 33% 38% 44% 50% 56% 62% 68% 73% 79% 85%

Social Studies

Elementary 28% 33% 39% 45% 51% 56% 62% 68% 74% 79% 85%

Middle 29% 34% 40% 46% 51% 57% 62% 68% 74% 79% 85%

High 41% 45% 49% 54% 58% 63% 67% 72% 76% 81% 85%

Writing

Elementary 44% 48% 52% 56% 60% 64% 68% 73% 77% 81% 85%

Middle 46% 50% 54% 58% 62% 66% 70% 73% 77% 81% 85%

High 49% 52% 56% 60% 63% 67% 70% 74% 78% 81% 85%

	Annual Measurable Achievement Objective 3 (AMAO 3) under Title III

	Please affirm that the State determines whether an LEA that receives funds under Title III of the ESEA meets AMAO 3 (ESEA section 3122(a)(3)(A)(iii)) based on either of the following:

· Whether the subgroup of English Learners has made adequate yearly progress (AYP) under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B); or

· If the State has received a waiver of making AYP determinations, whether the subgroup of English Learners has met or exceeded each of the following:

· Its AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics.

· 95 percent participation on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics.

· The State’s goal or annual targets for graduation rate if the LEA includes one or more high schools. 
	Since 2002 Michigan has used mathematics and reading to calculate whether districts met or did not meet AYP. With the implementation of the ESEA Flexibility Request, Michigan proposes to keep the same two subject-area tests for calculating AMAO 3.  Rather than “meet/did not meet AYP,” the calculation will look at whether or not the district was “red” in the ELL subgroup on the Accountability Scorecard (this is the corollary to “not making AYP” in previous years).

Rationale:
1. Maintain consistency with procedures used in previous years in order to measure impact of scientific-based best practices on the achievement of ELs over time, conduct a trend analysis and guide the decision making with regards to providing state-led technical assistance and monitoring 

2. Selecting reading and mathematics align with the state’s newly implemented common entrance and exit protocol for English learners where both reading and mathematics are used as eligibility criteria in addition to the English language proficient assessment (ELPA).

Michigan will continue to determine AMAO 3 based on proficiency targets as described above, as well as 95% participation and graduation rate.

	Subgroup Accountability

	What subgroups, including any combined subgroups, as applicable, does the State use for accountability purposes, including measuring performance against AMOs, identifying priority, focus, and reward schools, and differentiating among other Title I schools?  If using one or more combined subgroups, the State should identify what students comprise each combined subgroup.
	Michigan uses the ten traditional subgroups (American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black/African American, Hispanic, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, White, Multi-racial, English Learners, Students with Disabilities, and Economically Disadvantaged) plus an additional subgroup comprised of the lowest-performing 30% of students in each school and LEA (Bottom 30%) at both the school and LEA level.

The Bottom 30% subgroup is comprised of the traditional ESEA subgroups. Internal analyses have shown bottom 30% subgroups are not over-represented by one or two of the traditional ESEA subgroups (Michigan Flexibility Request p. 146-150).

LEAs may have an additional subgroup comprised of students enrolled in alternative/center-based programs and schools located outside of the LEA (scores sent back subgroup). See next section for more detail.

	State Accountability System Includes All Schools and Districts

	What is the State’s definition of a local educational agency (LEA)?


	Michigan Compiled Law 380.11a subsection (3):

(3) A general powers school district has all of the rights, powers, and duties expressly stated in this act; may exercise a power implied or incident to a power expressly stated in this act; and, except as provided by law, may exercise a power incidental or appropriate to the performance of a function related to operation of the school district in the interests of public elementary and secondary education in the school district, including, but not limited to, all of the following:

(a) Educating pupils. In addition to educating pupils in grades K-12, this function may include operation of preschool, lifelong education, adult education, community education, training, enrichment, and recreation programs for other persons.

(b) Providing for the safety and welfare of pupils while at school or a school sponsored activity or while en route to or from school or a school sponsored activity.

(c) Acquiring, constructing, maintaining, repairing, renovating, disposing of, or conveying school property, facilities, equipment, technology, or furnishings.

(d) Hiring, contracting for, scheduling, supervising, or terminating employees, independent contractors, and others to carry out school district powers. A school district may indemnify its employees.

(e) Receiving, accounting for, investing, or expending school district money; borrowing money and pledging school district funds for repayment; and qualifying for state school aid and other public or private money from local, regional, state, or federal sources. 

	What is the State’s definition of a public school?  Please provide definitions for elementary school, middle school, and secondary school, as applicable.


	All public schools are included in Michigan’s accountability system. In Michigan, every facility classified as a “public school” is given a unique code number in a system called the “Educational Entity Master.”  These school codes are used to allocate funding under the State School Aid Act, and are used to develop headcounts for student enrollment.  These school codes are also used to generate the Michigan Educational Assessment System (MEAS) tests for each school.  Public school academies (charter schools) are coded and required to participate in state assessment.  There are no exceptions or anomalies regarding the participation of every public school in the system.

For accountability purposes, an elementary school is one that contains a grade 5; a middle school is one that contains a grade 8; and a secondary school is one that contains a grade 11.  However, in practice, these definitions do not factor heavily into the accountability system—accountability designations are made based on available assessment data and other data, and classifications are not integral to the system.

	How does the State define a small school? 
	Michigan defines a small school as one with less than 30 full academic year (FAY) students.



	How does the State include small schools in its accountability system?


	Scorecards:

MDE plans to continue to utilize its current methodology for generating an Accountability status for very small

schools; this methodology makes use of a sliding confidence interval along with multi-year averaging to allow us to identify an Accountability status for all schools in the state.



	How does the State define a new school? 


	When a new school, such as a charter school, opens for the first time, the school is considered to be in the first year of the accountability system.  Since a school needs two years of data to begin the accountability process, the school is given a provisional status the first year on the Accountability Scorecard.

In the Top-to-Bottom ranking, a school simply does not receive a ranking.  

	How does the State include new schools, schools that split or merge grades (e.g., because of overpopulation or court rulings), and schools that otherwise change configuration in its accountability system?


	Given that there are no “phases” under ESEA Flexibility, the ability of a school to ask for a “phase reset” is no longer applicable.

Any school with the appropriate amount of data receives an Accountability Scorecard designation and/or a Top to Bottom ranking.  If a school is new and does not have sufficient data, they do not receive designations.  If a school merges, consolidates, and/or splits, they receive the data that “points” at their school code in that given accountability year, and the history of that code remains the same. MDE and CEPI work with schools in terms of issuing school codes to determine which codes should be closed and which ones should remain open.

	How does the State include schools that have no grades assessed (e.g., K-2 schools) in its accountability system?


	Michigan has fall testing for grades 3-8, and this testing is reflective of the previous school year.  Therefore, any building that includes grade 2 will receive a Scorecard designation and a ranking based on that assessment data from the fall of 3rd grade.

For K-1 buildings or any other building that does not either contain a tested grade or have a tested grade feeding back to it, no ranking is issued.  A Scorecard determination will be made based on available data (i.e. compliance factors, Educator Evaluation label submissions, Teacher-Student Data Link completion, etc.).  

	How does the State include alternative schools in its accountability system?  Consistent with State law, alternative schools include, but are not limited to:

· State schools for deaf and blind,

· Juvenile institutions,

· Alternative high schools, and

· Alternative schools for special education students.

If the State includes categories of alternative schools in its accountability system in different ways, please provide a separate explanation for each category of school.
	Since 2002-03, Michigan has attributed student scores for AYP to the school and district which supervises instruction.  Michigan has a special education service delivery system in which some regional centers are hosted by individual school districts, and some are at regional intermediate school districts.  In these programs, multiple districts send students through a cooperative agreement with the operating entity.  Similar systems also exist for alternative education programs and gifted and talented programs.  For programs that are identified as such in the Educational Entity Master, Michigan will attribute student scores to the student’s resident district, starting in the 2010-11 school year.  All student scores will be treated in the same way for all such programs identified in the Educational Entity Master.  It is expected that this change will apply to regional centers including special education, alternative education, and programs for gifted students—however, these buildings must apply for this attribution to occur—we do not do it automatically.  For students who attend a district other than the district of residence under Michigan’s schools-of-choice policies and then attend a regional center for delivery of services, scores will be attributed to the sending district, not the resident district. A “scores sent back” subgroup will be created in each resident district when the number of students for whom the district receives scores back exceeds 30.  The district will be required to meet AMOs for that subgroup as well.  This creation of a new subgroup assures that the district sending students to these special programs are held accountable for their decision to send students to special programs.
Students who are in the “scores sent back” subgroup will also be counted in all other relevant subgroups at the resident district.

	How does the State include charter schools, including charter schools that are part of an LEA and charter schools that are their own LEA, in its accountability system?


	All public schools are included in Michigan’s accountability system. In Michigan, every facility classified as a “public school” is given a unique code number in a system called the “Educational Entity Master.”  These school codes are used to allocate funding under the State School Aid Act, and are used to develop headcounts for student enrollment.  These school codes are also used to generate the Michigan Educational Assessment System (MEAS) tests for each school.  Public school academies (charter schools) are coded and required to participate in state assessment.  There are no exceptions or anomalies regarding the participation of every public school in the system.  Some individual charter schools are also treated as their own LEA; in that case, they receive school and district level accountability.

	State Accountability System Includes All Students

	What are the State’s policies and procedures to ensure that all students are included in its assessment and accountability systems?


	Michigan tracks all students enrolled in public schools through the Michigan Student Data System (MSDS).  A Unique Identification Code (UIC) is assigned to each student.  The UIC is matched with the MEAP data through pre-identification of MEAP test forms.  All students are counted in the MSDS because it is tied to State School Aid.  Pupil counts are audited for state aid purposes.  Starting from this comprehensive database of students, Michigan ensures that all students are included in the state accountability system.  MI-Access and the MME also use the UIC so that the MEAP, MME, and MI-Access databases can be merged for the purpose of calculating participation and proficiency rates.

All students are expected to be counted toward accountability calculations during their time in high school.  Students reported in grades 11 and 12 who do not have valid scores AND have not previously counted toward accountability calculations (aside from 9th grade participation for state accreditation), will be counted during his/her 12th grade year. For participation, this includes all 11th and 12th grade students meeting this criterion; for proficiency calculations, only full academic year 11th and 12th grade students meeting this criterion will be included.

	How does the State define “full academic year”?


	Michigan has two semi-annual student count days, as provided in the State School Aid Act.  These count days are the fifth Wednesday after the start of the school year and the second Wednesday in February. There is an additional end of year count on June 30 in order to capture graduates and student moves. These student count days are the basis of Michigan’s definition of a full academic year.

For a school district:  Students must have been enrolled in the school district for the two most recent semi-annual official count days as well as the most recent end of year count.

For an individual school:

1. Students must have been enrolled in the school for the two or three most recent semi-annual official count days as well as the most recent end of year count.

Fall testing: previous fall and spring count plus end of year count

Spring testing: previous spring, end of year, current fall, and current spring counts

2. For students in their first year in a school building because of the grade structure of the receiving school (for example, a student “graduating” from a K-4 elementary school to a 5-8 middle school), the student will not be considered as having been in the middle school for a full academic year if the student was, in the previous year, enrolled in another school (in this case the elementary school) in the same school district.  In this case, the student will be considered full academic year for the elementary school and will have their scores “point back” at the elementary school.  

	How does the State determine which students have attended the same public school and/or LEA for a full academic year?


	In Michigan, the Center for Educational Performance and Information (CEPI), within the Michigan Department of Technology Management and Budget, is charged with maintaining an electronic database that includes, among many things, current enrollment and attendance data for every Michigan public school student.  CEPI manages the assignment of a Unique Identification Code (UIC) for each student.  Three times each school year, local school districts submit updated electronic information on students to CEPI.  These data are used to confirm the continued enrollment of a student in a particular school and school district.
The CEPI data will be able to identify all students who have been enrolled for a full academic year and whose achievement data will thus be included in the accountability calculations for that student’s school.

	To which accountability indicators does the State apply the definition of full academic year?  


	Full academic year students are used to determine whether or not an entity has met its AMOs, as well as to determine the achievement, improvement, and achievement gap portions of the Top-to-Bottom ranking.

Participation and attendance rates include all enrolled students. 

	What are the procedures the State uses to ensure that mobile students, including students who transfer within an LEA or between LEAs, are included at the appropriate level (school, LEA, and State) of the accountability system?


	The CEPI data will be able to identify all students who have been enrolled for a full academic year and whose achievement data will thus be included in the accountability calculations for that student’s school.

Students who have been in the school district for a full academic year but have moved from building to building at the same level (that is, elementary to elementary), within the district will be counted in the district’s status but not in a building’s status. Students present in any Michigan district for a full academic year roll up into the state-level status calculations. 

	Does the State include in accountability determinations the proficient and advanced scores of students with the most significant cognitive disabilities on assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards?  If so, does the State limit the number of those scores at the LEA and State levels, separately, so that the number of proficient and advanced scores included in the determinations does not exceed 1.0 percent of all students in the grades assessed?


	All students are expected to be assessed in Michigan. The State Board of Education’s Michigan Education Assessment System (MEAS) policy requires all students, including students with disabilities, be assessed at the state level.

Students with disabilities currently participate in the Michigan Educational Assessment System (MEAS) in one of four ways: 

· MI-Access, Michigan’s Alternate Assessment Program, a group of three Alternate Assessments based on Alternate Achievement Standards for students with significant cognitive disabilities; 

· MEAP-Access, Michigan’s Alternate Assessment based on Modified Achievement Standards;

· Participation in the state’s general assessments, the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) or Michigan Merit Exam (MME) with accommodations; or 

· Participation in the MEAP or MME without accommodations.  

According to the final regulations for NCLB, students with disabilities participating in MI-Access, Michigan’s Alternate Assessment Program, will count as being assessed, but no more than one percent (1%) of each student test cohort will count as proficient when tested on alternate assessment standards for the purpose of calculating accountability determinations. School districts will be allowed to apply for exception to the 1% cap. Exceptions will be granted, if warranted by the evidence presented, until the statewide cap of 1% is reached.  These caps apply to the Accountability Scorecard in the same manner that they applied to AYP previously.

	If the State provides an alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards, does the State include in accountability determinations the proficient and advanced scores of students with disabilities who take that assessment?  If so, does the State limit the number of those scores at the LEA and State levels, separately, so that the number of proficient and advanced scores included in the determinations does not exceed 2.0 percent of all students in the grades assessed?


	All students are expected to be assessed in Michigan. The State Board of Education’s Michigan Education Assessment System (MEAS) policy requires all students, including students with disabilities, be assessed at the state level.
Students with disabilities currently participate in the Michigan Educational Assessment System (MEAS) in one of four ways: 

· MI-Access, Michigan’s Alternate Assessment Program, a group of three Alternate Assessments based on Alternate Achievement Standards for students with significant cognitive disabilities; 

· MEAP-Access, Michigan’s Alternate Assessment based on Modified Achievement Standards;

· Participation in the state’s general assessments, the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) or Michigan Merit Exam (MME) with accommodations; or 

· Participation in the MEAP or MME without accommodations.  

According to the final regulations for NCLB, students with disabilities participating in MEAP-Access, Michigan’s Alternate Assessment based on Modified Achievement Standards, will count as being assessed, but no more than two percent (2%) of each student test cohort will count as proficient when tested on alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards for the purpose of calculating accountability determinations. No exceptions to the 2% cap will be granted, in accordance with the final NCLB regulations, except for using an LEA’s unused portion of the 1% cap.

	What is the State process if an LEA or the State exceeds either the 1.0 or 2.0 percent proficiency cap?


	Michigan calculates a statewide 1% and 2% cap before final accountability determinations are made. Michigan caps any scores above an LEA’s 1% cap before processing individual LEA 1% waivers. This ensures all LEAs receive as many proficient scores under the 1% cap as possible.

The procedure for counting scores under the 1% cap and 2% cap and ensuring an LEA and the State do not exceed these caps is as follows:

1. Determine the assessed enrollment of the LEA/State

2. Find 1%/2% of the assessed enrollment and round down to the nearest whole number. This represents the proficiency cap allotment for the LEA/State.

3. Starting with the lowest proficient scale score of a student with full academic year status in an LEA, count proficient scores in ascending order by scale score until the LEA’s 1% cap allotment is reached. Only scores from MI-Access (Michigan’s Alternate Assessment Program) are counted in the cap allotment. All remaining proficient scores are marked as “Not Proficient” for accountability purposes. 

4. Step 3 is repeated for the MEAP-Access (Michigan’s Alternate Assessment based on Modified Achievement Standards) however the allotment allowed is 2%. When the 2% allotment is reached, a check is done to see if the LEA has any space left over in its 1% cap allotment. If there are spaces left, these are filled with proficient MEAP-Access scores until the left over spaces are used up. Any remaining proficient MEAP-Access scores are marked as “Not Proficient” for accountability purposes.

5. A final check is done at the State level to ensure the State is not over the 3% cap. This is done by comparing the values found in steps 1 and 2 with the total number of proficient MI-Access and MEAP-Access scores allotted in each proficiency cap.

Michigan calculates an LEAs unused portion of the 1% cap and automatically adds that portion to the LEA’s 2% cap. No further adjustments are made to the 2% cap.

These processes ensure the State does not exceed the 1% or 2% caps.

	What are the State’s policies and procedures to ensure that students with disabilities and English Learners are provided appropriate accommodations?  In addition, please provide a link to a page on the SEA’s web site where the State’s accommodations manuals or test administration manuals may be found.


	Michigan uses the principles of universal design in order to minimize the number of accommodations students need to use in order to access the state’s general and alternate assessments. In addition, Michigan has revised its Accommodations Summary Tables, which include comprehensive lists of standard and nonstandard accommodations that have been approved by the Michigan State Board of Education (SBE) for both the general and alternate assessments. 

A separate accommodations table has been produced for the MME, as that assessment includes the ACT and WorkKeys tests, and is therefore subject to the accommodations policies of ACT. These accommodation summary tables have been an integral piece of evidence in Michigan’s standards and assessment system peer review process. 

In addition to the accommodation summary table, Michigan provides training sessions on accommodations through annual webcasts covering the administration of each statewide test, and through updates to its Guidelines for Participation in State Assessment document. In addition each administration manual for both the general and alternate assessments contains extensive information on accommodations to ensure the appropriate inclusion of students with disabilities. 

Test Administration Manuals: http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_31168-125985--,00.html  (5.12.13)

Accommodations Summary: http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Updated_Revised_Accommodation_Summary_Table_080211_359704_7.pdf  (5.12.13)

	Does the State include, for up to two accountability determination cycles, the scores of former students with disabilities in making accountability determinations for the subgroup of students with disabilities?  If so, how?


	Michigan does include the scores of former students with disabilities in making accountability determinations for the subgroup of students with disabilities.

The Michigan Student Data System (MSDS) is a longitudinal database that allows the tracking of students’ historical demographic statuses over a number of years. The MSDS is used to flag former students with disabilities to be used in accountability calculations. All former students with disabilities are flagged, not only those scoring in the proficient ranges.

Note that this status is only used in the accountability determination calculations, not in the reporting of assessment results.

	Does the State count recently arrived English Learners as having participated in the State assessments for purposes of meeting the 95 percent participation requirement if they take (a) either an English language proficiency assessment or the State’s reading/language arts assessment; and (b) the State’s mathematics assessments?


	The MDE has notified LEAs that EL students comprise one of the required subgroups used in accountability determinations. The following guidance related to measuring accountability has been provided:

Newly arrived ELs, defined as students who have been enrolled in the United States school system for fewer than twelve months at the time of the assessment, may take the English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA) in place of the English language arts (ELA) portion of the MEAP. This is, however, a one-time exemption and is determined by the “Years of Schooling” and “Enrollment Date” information on the student’s Spring ELPA demographic form. If the ELPA is taken, scores are counted toward 95% participation for accountability, but test scores will not be counted into accountability results. If the MEAP is not taken, then participation in the English language proficiency assessment will count toward the 95% participation rate for accountability.

The scores that newly arrived EL students receive on the MEAP, MME or MI Access mathematics test count toward 95% participation for accountability, but scores will not be counted into accountability results as these students are not considered full academic year students.

	Does the State exempt a recently arrived English Learner from one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment?


	Newly arrived ELs, defined as students who have been enrolled in the United States school system for fewer than twelve months at the time of the assessment, may take the ELPA in place of the English language arts (ELA) portion of the MEAP. This is, however, a one-time exemption and is determined by the “Years of Schooling” and “Enrollment Date” information on the student’s Spring ELPA demographic form. If the ELPA is taken, scores are counted toward 95% participation for accountability, but test scores will not be counted into accountability results. If the MEAP is not taken, then participation in the English language proficiency assessment will count toward the 95% participation rate for accountability

	Does the State exclude from accountability determinations the scores of recently arrived English Learners on the mathematics assessment, the reading/language arts assessment (if administered to these students), or both, even if these students have been enrolled in the same school or LEA for a full academic year? 
	No, only recently arrived ELs that are less than a full academic year have their scores excluded from accountability determinations:

The scores that newly arrived EL students receive on the MEAP, MME or MI Access mathematics test count toward 95% participation for accountability, but scores will not be counted into accountability results as these students are not considered full academic year students.

	Does the State include, for up to two accountability determination cycles, the scores of former English Learners in making accountability determinations for the subgroup of English Learners?  If so, how?


	The US Department of Education published federal rules which clarify the use of student achievement data on formerly Limited English Proficient (FLEP) students in making accountability determinations for the English Learners (EL) subgroup.  The regulations clarify that state Accountability Plans may enable those schools and school districts that have measurable EL subgroups to include the scores of former EL students in accountability determinations for up to two years after the students exit the EL subgroup. Using the authority of these regulations, the Michigan Department of Education (MDE) gave public school academies and school districts the option, based on their individual circumstances, to decide whether to include the scores of FLEP students in the EL subgroup for accountability determinations.   If a Michigan school district chooses to take advantage of this flexibility and include the scores of FLEP students in accountability determinations, the school district must include all such defined students.

The Michigan Student Data System (MSDS) is a longitudinal database that allows the tracking of students’ historical demographic statuses over a number of years. The MSDS is used to flag FLEP students to be used in accountability calculations. All FLEP students are flagged, not only those scoring in the proficient ranges.

	What are the State’s criteria for exiting students from the English Learner subgroup?


	The student must, at minimum, score in the proficient range on the SEA ELPA assessment. This is based on proficient overall on the ELPA assessment.  ELLs in grades 3-8 and 11 must also score proficient on the SEA reading and mathematics assessments. ELLs in grades K-2, 9-10 and 12 must score proficient on state-approved reading and mathematics assessments. SEA restricts additional LEA exit criteria and monitors the implementation of the SEA common exit criteria and protocol. 

	Assessments

	Which assessments, including alternate assessments, is the SEA using for reporting achievement under ESEA section 1111(h)(1)(C)(i) (i.e., reading/language arts, mathematics, and science assessments)?  
	Michigan’s assessments include:

Math and reading grades 3-8, 11: MEAP, MEAP-Access, MI-Access, MME

Writing grades 4, 7, and 11: MEAP, MEAP-Access, MME

Science grades 5, 8, and 11: MEAP, MI-Access, MME

Social Studies grades 6, 9, and 11: MEAP, MME



	What additional assessments, if any, does the State include in its accountability system and for what purpose is each assessment included?
	Michigan uses the English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA) in lieu of the other state assessments for recently arrived EL students to satisfy the reading/writing participation requirement of 95%.


	Statistical Reliability and Protection of Students’ Privacy

	What is the State’s minimum “n-size” for determining each of the following?

Participation rate 

Performance against AMOs

Graduation rate

Other (as applicable, please specify use)


	Participation/Graduation/Attendance: The Michigan State Board of Education has determined thirty (30) as the minimum group size in order to deliver statistically reliable results for a subgroup.  Whenever a subgroup numbers thirty (30) or above, the 95% tested requirement will be applied. Regardless of the size of the school district, school, or subgroup, however, all students in a subgroup will participate in the state assessment and their scores will be included in school and district results.

AMOs: The Michigan State Board of Education has determined the number thirty (30) as constituting the minimum number of students in a subgroup for accountability purposes.  This decision was based upon investigation of research and scholarly papers that indicated the number thirty (30) was large enough to yield “statistically reliable” results.  This continues to apply to the traditional ESEA subgroups in the accountability scorecard.

Whenever a subgroup size is less than thirty (30), data for the students in the subgroup will be reported to the school or district, for instructional purposes, even though not included in the determination of the Accountability Scorecard for the school or district.  Michigan will carry the number up to the district and state levels as required.

	What is the State’s minimum “n-size” for protecting students’ privacy when reporting?


	In the current state assessment programs, assessment data are not publicly reported for any summary report on a group of fewer than ten (10) students.  In such cases, individual student results are reported to the school, for instructional purposes, but not publicly reported.  To protect individual privacy, Michigan will not report the actual percentage for any group (whole school or school district or for any subgroup) where the number of students is greater than or equal to 10 and where all students are in the same performance category.  In such cases the report will note “greater than 95%.”

	What confidence intervals, if any, does the State use in its accountability system to ensure the statistical reliability of school classifications, and for which calculations are these confidence intervals applied?


	Michigan uses confidence intervals in two calculations within the accountability system.

Small schools: a sliding confidence interval is used in AMO determinations.  The proposal was approved by the State Board of Education at its September 2004 meeting.  Report Cards were issued November 4, 2004 for the small and rural schools, and this method is in use at the present time as well.

Provisionally proficient: Beginning in 2004-05, Michigan used a confidence interval to account for measurement error when calculating AMOs for schools.  The measurement error will be based on two standard errors of measurement (SEM) below and above each student’s score.  

	Does the State base accountability determinations on multiple years of data?  If so, which years, and how, if at all, are the years weighted?
	Michigan uses multiple year averaging (if necessary) when calculating participation and proficiency determinations for the Accountability Scorecard. The three most recent years including the current year are used. Weighting is done by number of students enrolled in each year for participation calculations and the number of full academic year students in each year for proficiency calculations.

	Other Academic Indicators

	What are the other academic indicators for elementary and middle schools that the State uses for annual reporting?  What are the State’s goal and/or annual targets for these indicators?


	For elementary and middle schools, Michigan will use “Attendance Rate” as the “other indicator.”  Michigan collects information on pupil attendance through the MSDS. The calculation of attendance rate will be based on data submitted to CEPI in the MSDS, comparing:

Each student’s total possible number of attendance days that year, based on the student’s date of enrollment.

Each student’s actual days of attendance, out of the total attendance days possible for that student.

A school’s attendance rate will be the aggregate total number of days of actual attendance for all students in the school, divided by the aggregate total number of possible days of attendance for all students, based upon each student’s date of enrollment, times 100, to obtain a percentage figure.

The state’s attendance requirement is 90%.

	Graduation Rate

	What are the State’s graduation rate goal and annual graduation rate targets?  

Please provide a table with State-level goal and annual targets for all students and by subgroup beginning with the 2012–2013 school year.

If graduation rate annual targets vary by school, provide a link to the page on the SEA’s web site where the LEA and school targets are available. 
	Michigan uses the adjusted cohort methodology to calculate graduation rates. The goal for the state, LEAs, and secondary schools is 80%. Subgroups must meet the same target as the school/LEA/state (80%).

A school or LEA that does not meet the statewide graduation rate goal may meet the graduation rate target by reducing the gap between the school’s or district’s graduation rate and the state target by 25% of the gap. If a school’s or district’s graduation rate is 20%, the gap would be the 20% rate minus the 80% goal, or 60%; the school/district would need to improve to 35% the first year, 50% the second year, etc. The rationale for this target is that a school/district would be required to show substantial improvement in the rate from class to class.

Michigan started including subgroup graduation rates in accountability determinations in the 2011-12 school year and will continue to do so.

	If the State has received a timeline extension and is not using a four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for accountability determinations, please specify what rate the State is using and when the State will begin using a four-year adjusted cohort rate.
	n/a – Michigan has used the adjusted cohort graduation rate for a number of years.

	What, if any, extended-year graduation rate(s) does the State use?  How does the State use its extended-year graduation rate(s) in its accountability system?


	Michigan uses both a 5-year extended-year adjusted-cohort rate and a 6-year extended-year adjusted-cohort rate in accountability determinations.  Michigan provides pupil funding through the age of 20. The use of an extended-year cohort along with the funding structure currently in place allows schools to provide both the extra time and supports needed to help all students graduate from high school. The use of an extended-year adjusted-cohort also encourages schools to work with struggling students without the stigma of not making adequate yearly progress when the school is doing the hard work of preventing drop outs.

The five- and six-year extended-year adjusted-cohorts will be used for high schools that fail to meet the 80% graduation rate goal or targets for the four-year cohort. Schools will be able to meet the accountability graduation requirement any of the following three ways:

Meeting the 80% goal or targets with the four-year cohort

Meeting the 80% goal or targets with the five-year extended-year adjusted-cohort

Meeting the 80% goal or targets with the six-year extended-year adjusted-cohort

	Participation Rate

	How does the State calculate participation rates?


	Schools are required to administer the state assessments within a designated assessment administration “window.”  In order to assure that schools and districts meet the 95% tested requirement, a single “count” day will be designated within the assessment window.  The MSDS (Michigan Student Data System) will be used to determine the actual enrollment on those days.  This up-to-date enrollment count will be used to determine whether 95% of the enrolled students have participated in the testing.  As allowed by recent federal guidance, Michigan will calculate participation based on the current single year, and will use two-year and three-year averaging for participation as needed.  Michigan also allows appeals based on medical emergencies.

After the assessment administration window, schools utilize a web-based tool to see their roster of students as well as indicators of whether or not a student is counting in the participation of each subject assessed. At this point, schools may submit evidence as to why a particular student did not participate in an assessment.

Once the rosters are finalized, the participation is calculated by simply taking the number of students with valid scores in a specific subject, and dividing by the number of enrolled students the school reported in all assessed grades in the MSDS.

	How does the State use participation rates within its differentiated accountability system (i.e., index)? 
	Michigan does not use a participation index. Michigan uses a single year participation rate by default and if necessary will use a two or three year participation average. The participation requirement of 95% is the same for all schools, districts and subgroups.
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