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Accountability Addendum


U.S. Department of Education

Washington, DC  20202

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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	Subject and Question
	State Response

	Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

	1. 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.


	Mississippi has established different AMOs for every school and LEA in Mississippi. The state-level AMOs are attached at the end of this document and the LEA and school level AMOs are available on the MDE website at: http://www.msreportcard.com/rc2012 (link valid as of October 18, 2013). 
MDE created a separate report for each district and school showing the baseline and 2012 through 2017 AMO values for each subgroup. The 2011 N-counts are shown and there is an AMO value only if the N was >=30. 

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

	2. 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.
	AMAO 3 holds Title III districts accountable for meeting the same targets for the limited English proficient (LEP), now English learner (EL), subgroup that are required of all schools and districts under Title I of NCLB.  The reading/language arts (RLA) and mathematics (MTH) AMOs for the LEP/EL subgroup were described in the last item.

Title III accountability is at the district level only. (page 4, Title III Accountability Plan, February 2012 Edition)
LEAs that receive Title III funds are evaluated on attainment of AMAO 3 based on whether the LEP/EL subgroup has met its AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics, 95 percent participation on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, and the State’s annual target for graduation rate if the LEA includes one or more high schools.

	Subgroup Accountability
	

	3. 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.


	In Mississippi’s Differentiated Accountability (DA) Model, AMOs are used to determine whether each NCLB subgroup met the required level of academic performance in reading/language arts (RLA) and in mathematics (MTH). MDE calculates AMOs for the following subgroups and reports the data annually: All Students, Economically Disadvantaged, English Learners/Limited English Proficient, Students with Disabilities, White, Black, Hispanic, Native American, and Asian. 
School labels Focus School, High Progress Reward School, and Highest Performing Reward School use measures of performance for the lowest performing subgroup (QDIL) and/or measures of the achievement gap between the lowest performing and highest performing subgroups (QDIH - QDIL). QDIL and QDIH are calculated separately for each school, each grade, and each assessment. The scale scores for each test (i.e., 5th grade reading, 5th grade math, 5th grade science) are ranked from highest to lowest. The scores in the highest 25th percentile for each grade in each subject are combined to calculate the QDIH, and the scores in the lowest 25th percentile, the QDIL. Note: This process means that Student A could potentially have scores that place him in the QDIH for math while in the QDIL for reading and neither subgroup for science. 

	State Accountability System Includes All Schools and Districts

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


	An LEA is defined as any one of the 151 public school districts in Mississippi.

· 147 of the districts contain one or more public schools and serve grades K-12.

· One district contains a single school serving grades K-6.

· Three "districts" contain only an agricultural high school serving grades 9-12.

· Each public school district is identified by a unique 4-digit code.

	5. What is the State’s definition of a public school?  Please provide definitions for elementary school, middle school, and secondary school, as applicable.
	A public school is defined as any school within the above defined LEAs that enrolls any student for a full academic year (see state definition of full academic year).

	6. How does the State define a small school? 
	Mississippi defines a small school as a school with fewer than 30 students with assessment data. There are a very small number (<6) of schools where there are fewer than 30 students with assessment data.

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


	For schools with fewer than 30 students with assessment data, the AMO determination will be based on an application of the regular AMO Model even though the n-count falls below the minimum N value. In these cases, the reported AMO results will include a statement indicating that the results may be unreliable due to the small number of students.

	8. How does the State define a new school? 


	Mississippi defines a new school as “a newly created or completely restructured into the current instructional levels and programs.” Schools are identified using a 7-digit school code, so a new school should receive a new 7-digit school code. The criteria for receiving a new school code include a newly built school, a new school created by two or more schools merging together, or in a few circumstances, a school changing grade configurations. 


	9. 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?
	Receiving a new code and a new school designation does not automatically preclude a school from the accountability system during the first year of existence. If a “new” school is created during a school year, students are “mapped” into that school from the “old” school. So, the school will have full academic year students and be included in the annual accountability system. See the 2004 school reconfiguration policy attached at the end of this document.

Schools are identified using a 7-digit school code. If a school splits or changes configuration, each resulting school will be included in the annual accountability system based on a set of decision rules in the 2004 school reconfiguration policy attached at the end of the document.

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


	For (approximately 38) public schools with no accountability assessment data, AMO results will be based on an alternative procedure.  AMO results will be derived from the school receiving the students.

In the DA Model’s QDI measures, the calculations for K-2 schools will be identical to other schools. MDE use the 3rd grade assessment results back-mapped to the K-2 school the students’ actually attended as 2nd graders one year earlier.

	11. 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.
	For purposes of AMOs, certain academic schools serving students statewide (Mississippi School for the Blind and Mississippi School for the Deaf) will be included in the AMO designations in the same way as any other public school. Those schools do not fall within any of the 151 public school districts, but are under the jurisdiction of the Mississippi Department of Education.

Accountability data for students (juveniles in institutions, special education and alternative) being served by a different district or at a school that is not their home school is counted at the home school. 

	12. 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?
	Public charter schools will be included in the same manner as all other public schools in the state. 



	State Accountability System Includes All Students

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


	All students in Mississippi public schools are required to participate in the statewide assessment program and the data for all students who have been in the school (or district or state, as appropriate) for a full academic year are included in all DA calculations.

Although students with disabilities and limited English proficient students may receive certain testing accommodations or modifications, the only students who may be exempted from parts of the assessment or accountability system are students who satisfy the state criteria for a medical emergency (see letter from USDE, Rod Paige, March 29, 2004) during the test administration window.

	14. How does the State define “full academic year”?


	The Mississippi State Board of Education approved the following definition of “full academic year” in October 2002. The definition is consistent and applied statewide for determining which students are to be included in the DA Model. Although the definition specifically relates to student enrollment within the same school for a full academic year, the same logic is used to determine whether the student was enrolled in the same district/LEA and in the state for accountability decisions at those levels. A student’s test data will be included for accountability purposes if—

MCT2, MAAECF and Spring SATP data for students on a traditional schedule:

• Month 8 school = same school on 6 of the 7 earlier monthly records (Month 1 through Month 7).

• Month 7 school = same school on all 6 of the earlier monthly records (Month 1 through Month 6).

Fall SATP data for students on a semester/block schedule:

• Month 3 school = same school on Month 1 and Month 2 records.

Spring SATP data for students on a semester/block schedule:

• Month 8 school = same school on Month 5, Month 6, and Month 7 records

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


	The state's definition of "full academic year" uses monthly enrollment snapshots from the Mississippi Student Information System (MSIS) to implement the decision logic. Every student enrolled in a public school in Mississippi has a single master record in MSIS. Monthly transmissions from various data management computer applications used by the school districts/LEAs create separate "indicator" records for each student. The monthly indicator record shows where the student was enrolled at the end of each month. Using the district and school codes on the student indicator records within the full academic year definition allows the state to closely estimate the amount of "time" any student has been enrolled in a particular school, a particular district, or the state. 

	16. To which accountability indicators does the State apply the definition of full academic year?  
	When the definition is applied, the DA Model includes all students who were enrolled in the school (or district/LEA or state) for a “full academic year” for student assessment performance measures.

	17. 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?
	Transient (mobile) students are included in the Mississippi Student Information System the first time they enroll in any Mississippi public school. As transient (mobile) students withdraw and re-enroll in the same school, or move from school to school within the state, this enrollment information is tracked in the monthly indicator records.

	18. 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?
	The scores of students with the most significant cognitive disabilities (SCD students) taking the Mississippi Alternate Assessment for the Extended Curriculum Frameworks (MAAECF) are included in the DA Model.

SCD students scoring proficient or advanced on the MAAECF are subject to the limitation (cap) for including those "proficient" scores consistent with the USDE final rule (34 CFR, Part 200, December 9, 2003) and the August 2005 USDE non-regulatory guidance.

	19. 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?
	Mississippi has no such assessments.



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


	If an LEA exceeds the 1% cap, the proficiency scores of all students with proficient scores on the MAAECF are apportioned to reflect the degree to which the cap was exceeded. The algorithm is attached at the end of this document.

The apportioning procedure was approved in Mississippi’s AYP Workbook in 2004 and has been used for all AYP calculations from 2004 through 2011 and in the DA calculations in 2012, as approved in the ESEA Flexibility Request (Appendix 1 of Attachment 8a).

	21. 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.
	The Office of Student Assessment uses the attached audit checklist to monitor compliance in schools and districts for the proper assessment of students.  While personnel and budgetary constraints preclude external audits at every school each year, MDE generally is able to conduct compliance audits in at least one school in each district once per school year. The full Mississippi Testing Accommodations Manual may be accessed online at http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/docs/student-assessment/mississippi-20testing-20accommodations-20manual-20august-2020110784E802769C.pdf?sfvrsn=2 (link valid as of October 18, 2013).

	22. 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?
	No.



	23. 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?
	Recently arrived English Learners are required to participate in statewide assessments.  These students are still included in the calculation of the 95% participation rate, but their English/Language Arts and/or mathematics test scores may be excluded from the accountability calculations, if the district appeals to have the scores excluded (see item 25 below).



	24. Does the State exempt a recently arrived English Learner from one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment?
	No



	25. 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? 
	School districts are allowed to exclude the academic achievement results only for recently arrived English Learner students (on a case-by-case basis) from determinations of accountability results.



	26. 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?
	Yes. Students who exited LEP and are in the first or second year of “monitoring” as identified through the state’s ELL/LEP data collection process are included. The procedure is consistent with applicable regulations – student scores are included in the LEP subgroup proficiency calculations, but those students’ scores do not increase the n-count for the LEP subgroup.

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


	Mississippi’s criteria for exiting ELs relies on the students’ WIDA ACCESS scores and standardized assessment results for exiting ELs from program services.  LEAs are required to use these two data elements for measuring proficiency and exiting students from the English as a Second Language program.  All LEAs must follow the prescribed criteria to ensure ELs are not exited prematurely or remain in the program longer than necessary, including the applicable composite scores (as noted on attachment Steps and Criteria for Exiting ELLs Grades 3-12).

	Assessments
	

	28. 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)?  
	Language Arts: MCT2 (3-8), MAAECF (3-8) and English II. 

Mathematics: MCT2 (3-8), MAAECF (3-8) and Algebra I. 

Science: MST2 (5 and 8), MAAECF (5 & 8) and Biology I 

MAAECF: Mississippi Alternate Assessment of Extended Curriculum Frameworks

MCT2: Mississippi Curriculum Test, Second Edition

MST2: Mississippi Science Test, Second Edition

	29. What additional assessments, if any, does the State include in its accountability system and for what purpose is each assessment included?
	None

	30. 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)
	As noted on page 49 of the Request, Mississippi is using an n-size of thirty for accountability purposes, including participation rate, performance for QDI, performance against AMOs, and graduation rate. 

	Statistical Reliability and Protection of Students’ Privacy 
	

	31. What is the State’s minimum “n-size” for protecting students’ privacy when reporting?
	Mississippi will continue to use an n-size of ten for reporting purposes.

	32. 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?
	Confidence intervals are not used in the DA model. 

	33. Does the State base accountability determinations on multiple years of data?  If so, which years, and how, if at all, are the years weighted?
	Mississippi uses up to three years of data for both QDI and graduation rates, but not for reading/language arts and math AMOs. Attachment 8a, Appendix 5 (page 22, or page 312 of the full Request) provides the technical notes on the number of years and weighting for each criterion.

	Other Academic Indicators
	

	34. 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?


	The state’s additional academic indicator for public schools containing elementary and middle grades is attendance rate. 

Attendance rate calculations are based on student level data in the student level database–Mississippi Student Information System (MSIS).

The state’s goal for attendance is 93 percent or any increase from the previous year. 

	Graduation Rate
	

	35. 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.
	Mississippi’s graduation rate goal is 85 percent by the 2017-18 school year. Mississippi’s Graduation Rate targets are provided on page 51 of the approved Request. 
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	36. 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.
	Not applicable



	37. 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?


	The state uses a five-year cohort graduation rate calculated according to the regulations. The State’s 4-year and 5-year graduation rate goals and annual graduation rate targets are addressed in #35.

The graduation rates are used to determine whether high schools and LEAs met the Other Academic Indicator (OAI) AMOs.

A high school or LEA can meet the OAI in 3 ways: 1) Meet or exceed the graduation rate target for the 4-year cohort; 2) meet or exceed the graduation rate target for the 5-year cohort; or 3) Increase the previous 4-year cohort rate by at least 10% (page 51, Request).

	Participation Rate
	

	38. How does the State calculate participation rates?


	The state uses the Mississippi Student Information System (MSIS) to identify all students enrolled in public schools who are required to be tested (i.e., those students who are in the grades where statewide assessments are administered and certain students with disabilities who are assigned no specific grade, but are the same age as non-disabled peers who must be tested).

To ensure that ALL secondary students (including ALL secondary special education students) are assessed at least once within the secondary grade span, every secondary student assigned to MSIS grade 12 and all self-contained special education students with an equivalent peer grade based on age will be identified. To adjust for students transferring into the state with earned credit in the reading/language and/or mathematics subjects, the identified students who were enrolled in the state from grade 10 through 12 will comprise the denominator. The SATP and High School MAAECF longitudinal score files will be used to determine whether each student in the denominator was assessed. Students who have taken the English II test or SCD students who have taken the MAAECF language arts assessment will be counted as tested in the reading/language arts testing participation rate. Students who have taken the Algebra I test or SCD students have taken the MAAECF mathematics assessment will be counted as tested in the mathematics participation rate.

The participation rate used within the DA model for AMO designations each year will be higher of (1) the rate for the current school year, (2) the average of the current school year and the previous school year, or (3) the average of the current school year and the two prior school years (see letter from USDE, Rod Paige, March 29, 2004). 

	39. How does the State use participation rates within its differentiated accountability system (i.e., index)?


	To encourage testing participation for all students, the number of students not tested exceeding 5% of the students eligible to be tested will be treated as scoring minimal on the tests not taken when calculating QDIO in the DA Model (page 49, Request).

The 95% test participation requirement continues to be applied as a requirement for each NCLB subgroup to meet AMOs.


Annual Measurable Objectives in Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics (See Item #1)
	Reading/Language Arts

	NCLB

Subgroup
	N-Count1
	Baseline2

(2011)
	AMO

	
	
	
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	All Students
	250,309
	70
	73
	75
	78
	80
	83
	85

	SWD/IEP
	24,219
	39
	44
	49
	54
	59
	64
	69

	LEP
	3,064
	58
	62
	65
	69
	72
	76
	79

	Econ Disadv
	156,811
	62
	65
	68
	72
	75
	78
	81

	Asian
	2,388
	85
	86
	88
	89
	90
	91
	93

	Black
	124,901
	60
	63
	67
	70
	73
	77
	80

	Hispanic
	5,583
	68
	71
	73
	76
	79
	81
	84

	Native American
	491
	69
	72
	74
	77
	79
	82
	84

	White
	115,997
	80
	82
	83
	85
	87
	88
	90


	Mathematics

	NCLB

Subgroup
	N-Count1
	Baseline2

(2011)
	AMO

	
	
	
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	All Students
	249,497
	74
	76
	78
	81
	83
	85
	87

	SWD/IEP
	24,164
	44
	49
	53
	58
	63
	67
	72

	LEP
	3,050
	71
	73
	76
	78
	81
	83
	86

	Econ Disadv
	156,485
	67
	70
	73
	75
	78
	81
	84

	Asian
	2,351
	92
	93
	93
	94
	95
	95
	96

	Black
	124,635
	66
	69
	72
	74
	77
	80
	83

	Hispanic
	5,556
	77
	79
	81
	83
	85
	87
	89

	Native American
	489
	77
	79
	81
	83
	85
	87
	89

	White
	115,526
	83
	84
	86
	87
	89
	90
	92


       1The number of students with baseline data in 2011 used to establish the AMOs for 2012 through 2017 (using ESEA Flexibility Option A).

       2All NCLB subgroups had a sufficient number of students for setting a useful baseline (Minimum N=30). Counts vary at the LEA and school levels.
Procedure for Calculating Accountability Designations for Reconfigured Schools (See Items #8 & #9)
	Action
	Time of Occurrence

	
	Summer Prior to

School Year X
	During School Year X (Abbreviated as SY/X)

	
	
	Fall (August 1 – December 31)
	Spring (January 1 – May 31)

	
	Accountability for SY/X
	Accountability Tracked From SY/X-1 & Prior
	Accountability for SY/X
	Accountability Tracked From SY/X-1 & Prior
	Accountability for SY/X
	Accountability Tracked From SY/X-1 & Prior

	None/No Change
	Accountability is reported at that school and is tracked at that school from year to year.

	A New school opens to replace old school. Same student population.
	New school is accountable for all students.
	From old school.
	New school is accountable for all students.
	From old school.
	New school is accountable for all students.
	From old school.

	B New school opens and enrolls some students from one or more existing schools. Other students stay enrolled at the old school(s).
	*Each school is accountable for its own students.
	*Old=old.

*New=1st Year
	*Each school is accountable for its own students.
	*Old=old.

*New=1st Year
	Students in new school count as if in the old school.
	From old school.

	C School closes and all students are enrolled at an existing school.
	Existing school accountable.
	*From existing school.
	Existing school accountable.
	*From existing school.
	Reported as the closed school.
	From old school.

	D School closes and students are enrolled at two or more different existing schools.
	*Each existing school accounts for its students.
	*Each from its own previous year.
	*Each existing school accounts for its students.
	*Each from its own previous year.
	Reported as the old school.
	From old school.

	E Two or more schools close and all students are enrolled at an existing school.
	Existing school accountable.
	*From existing school.
	Existing school accountable.
	*From existing school.
	Reported as the closed schools.
	Each closed from its own previous year.

	F Two or more schools close and all students are enrolled at a new school.
	New school is accountable for all students.
	Combine old schools some way.
	New school is accountable for all students.
	Combine old schools some way.
	New school is accountable for all students.
	Combine old schools some way.

	G Two or more schools close and students are enrolled (mixed) at two or more existing schools.
	*Each existing school account. for its students.
	Combine old schools some way.
	*Each existing school account. for its students.
	Combine old schools some way.
	Reported as the closed schools.
	Each closed from its own previous year.

	H Two or more schools close and students are enrolled (mixed) at two or more new schools.
	*Each existing school account. for its students.
	Combine old schools some way.
	*Each existing school account. for its students.
	Combine old schools some way.
	Reported as the closed schools.
	Each closed from its own previous year.

	Basis for the rule


	Where are the students being instructed in SY/X?

1
	Did school exist last year – is student body, staff, leadership comparable?  2
	Which existed longer? Student body may be different, but…

3
	Did school exist last year – is student body, staff, leadership comparable?  4
	Which existed longer? Student body may be different, but…

5
	Did school exist last year – is student body, staff, leadership comparable?  6


Notes: Commission on School Accreditation (CSA) makes determination for school reconfiguration actions not specified in rows A-H.

           * indicates that the CSA reviews changes in student populations to determine appropriate procedure for accountability

           For actions occurring in the spring where results are attributable to the old/closed school, subsequent years treated as per summer action.
Procedure Used for LEAs Exceeding the 1% Cap (See Item #20)

	Note: SCD students scoring proficient or advanced on the MAAECF are subject to the limitation (cap) for including those "proficient" scores consistent with the USDE final rule (34 CFR, Part 200, December 9, 2003) and the August 2005 USDE non-regulatory guidance. The cap applies to calculations in the Differentiated Accountability (DA) Model.

	1. Determine the number of students representing the 1% value for the LEA. This is the “allowable” number of “Proficient” scores.


N(1%)   =   # Eligible Students in all Grades Assessed     X     .01

	2. Determine the number of students scoring Proficient or Advanced on the MAAECF (these are “Proficient” students in the calculations). We will use N(Prof) for this value.

	3. Use the following algorithm (formula) to calculate the Apportioning Constant (AC). Example assumes 50 Proficient scores with 25 allowable.


AC
=
N(1%)
/   N(Prof)


AC
=
25
/   50


AC
=
0.5000

	4. Multiply the district’s apportioning constant to every MAAECF proficiency flag.


Non-Proficient Student (Flag = 0)
 0     X     0.5000     =
0.000
(still not Proficient)


Proficient Student (Flag = 1)

 1     X     0.5000     =
0.500
(counts as “half” of a Proficient student)

	5. Use the apportioned proficiency flags in the usual DA proficiency calculations. Although the cap value and apportioning constants are calculated at the LEA level, the apportioned proficiency flags are used when calculating school level proficiency in the DA model.

	Note: The above procedure produces exactly the same results as manually changing the proficient scores of specific students to “not proficient.” This change then applies to every subgroup the students represent. It avoids subjectivity in selecting individual students based on such factors as the number of NCLB subgroups in which they will count. The procedure is applied automatically in the computer programs and produces results that are consistent and equitable across LEAs and schools.

Example: In an LEA with an AC value of .5 (exceeded the cap value by twice the number of allowed students), 100 students with MAAECF scores and 50 students scoring Proficient, counting 50 students as “half proficient” (1.0  X  0.5000) is exactly the same as setting the Proficient scores of 25 students to “Not Proficient”.


Before Applying Cap:

50 Proficient 


  /   100 Total
=   50% Proficiency


Apportioning Constant:

50    X   0.5000  =  25 Proficient
  /   100 Total
=   25% Proficiency


Forcing Students:

50    -    25         =  25 Proficient
  /   100 Total
=   25% Proficiency


Note: The apportioning procedure described above was approved in Mississippi’s AYP Workbook in 2004 and has been used for all AYP


calculations from 2004 through 2011 and in the DA calculations in 2012.

School Level Example for Application of the NCLB 1% Cap Rule

Assumptions using the USDE example and the Apportioning Constant method:

Number of students in the grades assessed in this district = 10,000

Number of allowable Alternate Assessment Proficient scores (1%) = 100

Number of Alternate Assessment Proficient scores = 150

Number of individual student Proficient scores that would need to be forced to Not-Proficient = 50

Proportion that can count as Proficient in AMO proficiency calculations = 100/150 = 0.6667

School level example shown on page 68707 of the December 9, 2003 regulations and in the August 9, 2005 non-regulatory guidance (H-4, page 34):

· In school A there are 50 proficient scores

· In school B there are 50 proficient scores

· In school C there are 25 proficient scores

· In school D there are 25 proficient scores

Because more than 1.0 percent of this LEAs students scored proficient based on alternate achievement standards, 50 of the 150 proficient scores must be counted as non-proficient at schools A, B, C and/or D. If the State were to use a truly proportional method for redistributing the non-proficient scores within each school, the outcome might look like this. 

· In school A, there are 33 proficient scores and 17 redistributed non-proficient scores

· In school B, there are 33 proficient scores and 17 redistributed non-proficient scores

· In school C, there are 17 proficient scores and 8 redistributed non-proficient scores

· In school D, there are 17 proficient scores and 8 redistributed non-proficient scores

Note: The total number of proficient scores across schools after redistribution = (33+33+17+17) = 100.

Using the Apportioning Constant method, the distribution would look like this.

· In school A, there are 50 proficient scores multiplied by 0.6667 = 33.335 proficient

· In school B, there are 50 proficient scores multiplied by 0.6667 = 33.335 proficient

· In school C, there are 25 proficient scores multiplied by 0.6667 = 16.668 proficient

· In school D, there are 25 proficient scores multiplied by 0.6667 = 16.668 proficient

Note: Number of proficient scores across schools after adjustment = (33.335+33.335+16.668+16.668) = 100.

The table below shows the results for school C using two different methods for distributing non-proficient scores.

	Before
	After Applying the 1% Cap Rule
	

	# Proficient

Scores
	# Proficient

Scores
	# Non-Proficient

Scores
	

	25
	17
	8
	Closest to proportional using whole students

	25
	16.668
	8.325
	Result of Apportioning Constant method


Since states may adopt different procedures for redistributing forced non-proficient scores, there is no single CORRECT distribution.
The Apportioning Constant method is methodical and it is fair to districts and schools. It produces results that are similar to any number of distributions that might result if a state selected individual students and forced their proficient scores to non-proficient.

Office of Student Assessment Auditing Checklist (See Item #21)

1. Auditor’s Name and Department









2. Auditor’s Contact Number(s)









3. Date of Audit





 





4. Name of Test Audited










5. Name of District











6. Name of School











7. Name of School Test Coordinator








8. Date, time, and method of Principal/Superintendent notification: _______________________________________________________________________________________











9. Auditor time in school/district


______Start time     ______End time


**For the following items, indicate N/A if you do not have the opportunity to observe.**

10. Did you request and receive a copy of the school and/or district test security plan including training sign-in sheets, agenda, seating charts, and handouts, etc.?  Seating charts must reflect final seating arrangements if students (s) were moved during testing. (Appendix F Requirements # 2 and 6b)  ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details).  ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

11. Were the secure test materials in a secure location (under lock and key) before testing began? (Appendix F Requirements # 3)  ___Yes ___No   Other (explain) _______________________________________________________________________________________

12. Name and title all school personnel with access to the secure storage area. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

13.  Briefly explain the procedure for distributing test materials to the test administrators. Were at least two school personnel present when the test materials were distributed and during the entire test administration? (Appendix F Requirements # 4 and 6) __________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

14. View testing area(s). Walls, bulletin boards, and blackboards are free of any relevant material that would provide assistance to the students taking the test you observed. (Appendix F Requirements # 9 and 20.) ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details).  ___________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

15. Is the testing environment adequate in regard to noise level, size, organization, computers spacing for online testing, etc? (Appendix F Requirements # 20)  ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details).  _______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

16. Review the following items. (Appendix F Requirements # 10 and 11)  

a. Were appropriate procedures followed in testing ELL students?  ___Yes ___No   If yes, were the appropriate procedures followed for testing these students?  ___Yes ___No   If no, please explain (specific details).  _______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

       b. For ELL students receiving accommodations, did the school/district have documentation to support the accommodation? ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details).  ___________

______________________________________________________________________________________

c. Were there any SPED students testing?  ___Yes ___No  If yes, were the appropriate procedures followed for testing these students?  ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details)._____________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________

d. For Special Education students receiving accommodations, did the school/district have documentation to support the accommodation in the IEP? ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details).  _______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________
 
17. Were the appropriate procedures followed for collecting test materials after the test is completed. (Appendix F Requirements # 4 and 6)  







____












____

______________________________________________________________________________________

18. Briefly explain the procedure for returning the test materials to the school test coordinator and/or secure area after the test administration.  Were at least two school personnel present? Was the secure storage area locked after the test materials were returned? (Appendix F Requirements # 3, 4 and 6) ______________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________

19. Describe any unusual circumstances you observed or encountered? (Appendix F Requirements # 13 and 14.)  ___Yes ___No  If no, please explain (specific details).  ______________________________________________________________________________________

Steps and Criteria for Exiting ELLs Grades 3-12 (See Item #27)













NO





  
YES












  











NO


   YES

When an ELL achieves at the levels demonstrated in the following table, the student is eligible to exit the ESL program and enter a federally mandated two-year monitoring period.  

	Grade Range
	WIDA ACCESS TIER
	Required Performance On WIDA ACCESS
	Required Performance on State Language Arts Proficiency Exam

	3-5
	B
	5.0
	Proficient

	3-5
	C
	4.5
	Proficient

	6-8
	B
	5.0
	Proficient

	6-8
	C
	4.0
	Proficient

	9-12
	B
	4.0
	Proficient

	9-12
	C
	4.0
	Proficient


Student remains classified an English Language Learner and should receive appropriate support in a Language Instruction Educational Program





Assessment of English Language Proficiency


Review results from annual WIDA ACCESS assessment


Does the student score at the applicable composite score on the WIDA ACCESS Tier B or Tier C grades 3rd – 12th?





Assessment of Performance on Statewide Assessment


Review results from statewide assessment of Language Arts 


Has a student in grades 4th -8th scored at the “Proficient” or “Advanced” level on the MCT2 Language Arts test?


Has a student in grades 9th -12th attained a the “Proficient” or “Advanced”  level on the English II Multiple-Choice test?








Student remains classified an English Language Learner and should receive appropriate support in a Language Instruction Educational Program





Exit the Student from the Language Instruction Educational Program


Notify parents or guardians of the reclassification


Update school and LEA records.


Monitor the student for two years
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