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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.  

Under Title III, 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.  

States must require districts that fail to attain their three AMAO targets for 2 years in a row to develop an improvement plan. When districts fail to attain their three targets for 4 years in row, the state must require modifications in the EL program or consider terminating a portion of the funding and replacing program staff. Any district that misses its three AMAO targets must notify parents that the targets were missed.

	Main Study Questions

· What actions do states require of districts missing AMAOs?

· What supports do states provide to foster the district improvement process?

· What strategies are districts using to improve EL performance?

· What are the reported benefits of Title III accountability?

· What is the reported salience of Title III?

	Findings 

· Each of the five states interviewed for the study has one or more districts that have not met their AMAOs for 2 years or more. These states require these districts to develop an improvement plan, as required by Title III. These states also are requiring districts that miss their AMAOs for even 1 year to submit a notice of the failure to their EL parents. The states are providing sample parent letters to districts for this purpose.

· Only three of the five states surveyed have 1 or more districts that have failed to meet their AMAO targets for 4 years. The three states vary in the intensity of the district and state actions that follow when this 4-year mark is reached. California requires an action plan for improving EL performance that must include an evaluation and monitoring component based on periodic data review. North Carolina, on the other hand, follows the same procedures regardless of whether the district has failed to meet its AMAO targets for 2 or 4 consecutive years.  In either case, the district must conduct a needs assessment and develop an improvement plan to address the needs identified.

· No state has withheld Title III funds as a result of a district’s failure to reach its AMAO targets.

· The states vary in the technical assistance systems they have put in place to help districts achieve their AMAO targets. California and New York have established regional centers that regularly provide supports in the nature of improvement plan suggestions and professional development. 

· In all six states interviewed, the majority of the EL population is enrolled in Title I schools. All of the state officials surveyed indicated that coordination of services between the Title I and Title III offices has increased in recent years. 

· The nine district-level interviews conducted for this brief indicated that districts direct their improvement activities to improved data analysis, staff support, professional development, and community involvement activities. The staff support includes district staff (to analyze district needs and plan district-wide initiatives) and school-level support (to help with “plug in” and “pull out” instruction with small groups of EL students).  

· Challenges district officials reported include the shortage of teachers with special EL training, the difficulty in making schools feel accountable for their EL students’ achievement when the AMAOs only apply at the district level, and inadequate funding.

Implications

· The reported shortage of qualified teachers for EL students suggests that ESEA should do more to directly support the supply and distribution of qualified teachers for this population.

· Because all of the AMAOs are measured at the state and district level and are not measured at the school level, building administrators do not always feel pressure to improve the rates of English language acquisition of their EL students. This suggests that measuring the AMAOs at the school level would motivate improved performance at the building level.

	Study Rationale 

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

	Study Design 

· Analysis of data collected through telephone interviews with five state and nine district Title III officials conducted in spring 2009. The data provide insight into the experiences and perceptions of state and local officials, but they cannot be generalized to all states and districts.

	Data Sources

· The five state-level interviews were conducted with officials in Arkansas, California, Indiana, New York, and North Carolina.

· The nine district-level interviews were conducted with two Title III officials in each of the following states: Arkansas, California, New York, and North Carolina.  One district official interview was conducted in Indiana. Eight of the nine district interviews involved districts that had missed their AMAOs for 2 years in a row or more.

	Study Limitations
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