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INDICATOR 3: ASSESSMENT

Prepared by NCEO

Introduction

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) analyzed the information provided by states for Part B Indicator 3 (Assessment), which includes both participation and performance of students with disabilities in statewide assessments, as well as a measure of the extent to which districts in a state are meeting the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) criterion for students with disabilities. 

Indicator 3 information in this report is based on Annual Performance Report data from 2006-07 state assessments. States submitted their data in February 2008 using baseline information and targets (unless revised) that were submitted in their State Performance Plans (SPPs) submitted in December, 2005. 

This report summarizes data and progress toward targets for the Indicator 3 subcomponents of (a) percent of districts meeting AYP, (b) state assessment participation, and (c) state assessment performance. It also presents information on Improvement Activities and how they related to state data. 

This report includes an overview of our methodology, followed by findings for each component of Part B Indicator 3 (AYP, Participation, Performance). For each component we include: (a) findings, (b) challenges in analyzing the data, and (c) examples of well-presented data. We conclude by addressing Improvement Activities and their relationship to progress.

Methodology

APRs used for this report were obtained from the RRFC Web site in March, April, and May 2008. In addition to submitting information in their APRs for Part B Indicator 3 (Assessment), states were requested to attach Table 6 from their 618 submission. Although AYP data are not included in Table 6, other data requested in the APR for Part B Indicator 3 should be reflected in Table 6. For the analyses in this report, we used only the information that states reported for 2006-07 assessments in their APRs. We will soon be analyzing the consistency between the data in the APR and Table 6.  

Three components comprise the data in Part B Indicator 3 that are summarized here:

· 3A is the percent of districts (based on those with a disability subgroup that meets the state’s minimum “n” size) that meet the state’s Adequate Yearly Progress objectives for progress for the disability subgroup (AYP)
· 3B is the participation rate for children with IEPs who participate in the various assessment options (Participation)

· 3C is the proficiency rate (based on grade-level or alternate achievement standards) for children with IEPs (Proficiency)
3B (Participation) and 3C (Performance) have subcomponents:

· The number of students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs)

· The number of students in a regular assessment with no accommodations

· The number of students in a regular assessment with accommodations

· The number of students in an alternate assessment measured against GRADE LEVEL achievement standards

· The number of students in an alternate assessment measured against ALTERNATE achievement standards

State AYP, participation, and performance data were entered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and verified. For this report, data for each component are reported overall, and by whether the target was met for regular and unique states, and by RRC Region for regular states. We have chosen to keep these analyses separate due to the differing policies and expectations between regular states and unique states. A regional analysis of unique states was not performed due to the grouping of the majority of unique states within Region 6. 
For Improvement Activities, states were directed to describe these for the year just completed (2006-07) as well as projected changes for upcoming years. The analysis of 2006-07 Improvement Activities used the OSEP coding scheme consisting of letters A–J, with J being “other” activities. The Improvement Activities coders used 12 subcategories under J (“other”) to capture specific information about the types of activities undertaken by states (see Appendix 3-A for examples of each of these additional categories). These 12 categories were essentially the same as those identified in 2007 to code 2005-06 data; a few definitions were expanded slightly to accommodate coding of new activities. The list of states was randomized and each of two coders independently coded five states to determine inter-rater agreement. The coders discussed their differences in coding and came to agreement on criteria for each category. An additional five states were then coded independently by each rater and compared. After determining 80% inter-rater agreement, the two coders independently coded the remaining states and then met to compare codes and reach agreement on final codes for each Improvement Activity in each state. As in the previous year, many Improvement Activities were coded in more than one category. Coders were able to reach agreement in every case. This process was somewhat more time-intensive than that used in the previous year. 
Percent of Districts Meeting State’s Adequate Yearly Progress Objective (Component 3A)

Component 3A (AYP) is defined for states as:

Percent = [(# of districts meeting the State’s AYP objectives for progress for the disability subgroup (i.e., children with IEPs)) divided by (total # of districts that have a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size in the State)] times 100.

Figure 1 shows the ways in which regular states provided AYP data on their APRs. Forty-eight regular states had data available (one state is a single district and thus is not required to provide data for this component; another state did not report AYP data because it used a new test and had obtained permission not to compare results from the new test to previous results). However, only 33 states (up from 31 last year) reported AYP data in their APR in such a way that the data could be combined with data from other states. Sixteen states either provided data broken down by content area, computed data incorrectly, or did not provide data.

Figure 1. Ways in Which Regular States Provided AYP Data for 2006-07
[image: image1.png]B AYP Reported Overall

= Disaggregated by Content
area

B AYP Does Not Apply

' Data Not Reported
Correctly

Mo Data




AYP determinations were not provided for the unique states. As noted in previous years, it is unclear how many of the unique states are required to set and meet the AYP objectives of NCLB (either because they are single districts or because they are not subject to the requirements of NCLB). 

AYP Findings

Table 1 shows information about states’ AYP baseline and target data reported in their SPPs (or revised) and actual AYP data obtained in 2006-07. Six of the 33 regular states that had usable 2006-07 AYP data lacked either baseline (n=3) or target data (n=3). Table 1 shows data for the remaining 27 states that had complete data. No unique states had complete data for reporting in Table 1. 

The 27 states with sufficient data had an average baseline of 43.7% of eligible districts (those meeting minimum n) making AYP; their average target for 2006-07 was 51.5%. Actual AYP data for 2006-07 showed an average of 54.4% of LEAs in these 27 states making AYP. Thus, across those states for which data were available, the average percentage of districts making AYP was slightly higher than the average target. This is a change from past years when the average percentage was slightly lower than the target. Twelve of the 27 states met their AYP targets. Fifteen states did not meet their target for the AYP indicator for the 2006-07 school year.
Table 1.  Average Percentage of Districts Making AYP in 2006-07 for States that Provided Baseline, Target, and Actual Data

	
	N
	Baseline

(Mean %)
	Target

(Mean %)
	Actual Data

(Mean %)

	Regular States
	27
	43.7%
	51.5%
	54.4%

	Unique States
	0
	---
	---
	---

	TARGET (Regular States)

	Met
	12
	43.8%
	46.6%
	67.7%

	Not Met
	15
	43.6%
	55.4%
	43.8%

	TARGET (Unique States)

	Met
	0
	---
	---
	---

	Not Met
	0
	---
	---
	---


Comparing data for states that met their targets with those that did not reveals a striking finding for the second consecutive year. The 12 states that met their targets showed an average target of 46.6%, just slightly more than their average baseline of 43.8%. Their actual 2006-07 data showed an average of 67.7% of districts making AYP, which was well over the baseline and target percentages. In contrast, the 15 states that did not meet their targets had an average baseline of 43.6%, target of 55.4%, and actual data of 43.8%. This is the second consecutive year that the difference in targets between the two groups was at least 5% (and in this case 12%). It is notable that the states that did not meet the targets for districts meeting AYP had a lower baseline, on average, but set a higher average target. Further examination of these data is warranted.

Data are also presented by RRC Region for regular states in Table 2. These data show the variation in baseline data (with some regions showing a decrease and others showing an increase). Overall, in three of the six regions, average actual data equaled or exceeded targets set for 2006-07.   

Table 2.  By Region: Percentage of Districts Making AYP Within Regular States that Provided Data Across Baseline, Target, and Actual Data 

	RRC

Region
	N
	Baseline
(Mean %)
	Target
(Mean %)
	Actual Data
(Mean %)

	Region 1
	4 
	27.8%
	58.3%
	60.0%

	Region 2
	5 
	33.8%
	43.6%
	34.8%

	Region 3
	3
	55.7%
	60.4%
	82.1%

	Region 4
	5
	64.6%
	64.8%
	68.6%

	Region 5
	5
	42.6%
	45.1%
	52.1%

	Region 6
	5
	39.4%
	41.8%
	41.2%


Challenges in Analyzing AYP Data

The data submitted by states for the AYP component did not significantly improve in quality over data submitted for the APR one year ago. The major challenge that remains is to ensure that states provide overall AYP data, rather than only disaggregated data (e.g., by content or grade). For a district to meet AYP, it must meet AYP for all grade levels and content areas. Meeting AYP is summative across grade levels and content areas, and an overall number for the district CANNOT be derived from numbers provided by grade or content. Fourteen states provided data by grade or content rather than overall. This means that state confusion about which data to report for AYP remains a major challenge to be addressed by technical assistance.

In contrast, states generally used the minimum “n” instruction in the correct manner this year. Few states incorrectly calculated an overall AYP using the incorrect denominator. Also, no states provided only the percent of districts for which AYP was NOT met. Generally states provided the AYP data in a table, rather than embedding the data in text, which improves the usability of the data.

Example of Well-Presented AYP Data

Examples of well-presented AYP data are data presented in a table or list in a way that clarifies (a) the number of districts in the state overall, (b) the number of districts meeting the state designated minimum “n” for the disability subgroup, and (c) the number of those districts meeting the minimum “n” that met the state’s AYP objectives. States that provided reading and math AYP information, or AYP information by grade, could be included in the desired analyses only if they provided the overall data requested by the data template. 

A number of states provided very effective presentations of AYP data that had all the desired information. Table 3 is a mock-up of an AYP table similar to what these states presented. Important characteristics reflected in the table are: 
· School year

· Number of districts overall

· Number of districts meeting the minimum “n” designated by the state

· Number of districts meeting AYP

The clear presentation of AYP data in Table 3 indicates whether actual target data met the target for the year in question. It is important to note that if the table or text does not include overall AYP data (i.e., districts meeting AYP on both reading/English Language Arts and math), it is not possible to calculate this critical information. Separate content area information cannot be added together or averaged to obtain an overall AYP number.

Table 3. Example of Potential AYP Table Listing All Important Elements

	FFY
	Measurable and Rigorous Target

	2006 
(2006-07)
	This state has 243 LEAs of which 176 meet minimum “n” size requirements. Of these LEAs meeting minimum “n”, 80 met AYP overall.

· Target: 53 out of 176 (31%) 

· Actual Data: 80 out of 176 (45.5%) met AYP overall
· Actual Data: 88 out of 176 (50.0%) met AYP for math*
· Actual Data: 96 out of 176 (54.5%) met AYP for reading*


*Note: It is not necessary for AYP purposes to provide content information; however, states may find this information useful.
Participation of Students with Disabilities in State Assessments 

(Component 3B)

The participation rate for children with IEPs includes children who participated in the regular assessment with no accommodations, in the regular assessment with accommodations, in the alternate assessment based on grade-level achievement standards, and in the alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards. Component 3B (participation rates) is calculated by obtaining several numbers and then computing percentages as shown below:

Participation rate numbers required for equations are:
a. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades;

b. # of children with IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations (percent = [(c) divided by (a)] times 100);

d. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against grade level achievement standards (percent = [(d) divided by (a)] times 100); and

e. # of children with IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate achievement standards (percent = [(e) divided by (a)] times 100).

In addition to providing the above numbers, states also were asked to:

· Account for any children included in ‘a’, but not included in ‘b’, ‘c’, ‘d’ or ‘e’

· Provide an Overall Percent: (‘b’ + ‘c’ + ‘d’ + ‘e’) divided by ‘a’

Forty-nine regular states reported 2006-07 assessment participation data in some way. Forty-four of these states either provided appropriate data by content area or provided adequate raw data to allow for content area calculations (this is up from 43 a year ago). Five states provided data broken down by content area and grade level but did not provide raw numbers. One state did not provide participation data of any kind (down from three in 2005-06). Nine of the ten unique states reported 2006-07 assessment participation data.

Participation Findings

Table 4 shows the participation data for math and reading, summarized for all states, and for those states that met and did not meet their participation targets. 

A total of 42 regular states and 8 unique states provided adequate participation data for baseline, target, and actual target data (shown in table as actual data) for 2006-07. These states provided appropriate overall data for math and reading (not broken down by grade), or data that allowed NCEO to derive an overall number for actual data. For participation (but not for performance), NCEO accepted one target participation rate for both math and reading content areas. This was the presentation style for a number of states. For both math and reading, average targets for participation for all states were the same (96.3%) and average baseline data for all states were similar (96.6 for math, 97.1% for reading). Actual data reported by these states were 97.8% for math and 97.7% for reading, both of which were slightly above baseline. It should be noted that on average states established targets that were below baseline values.
The eight unique states that provided all necessary data points saw slippage from an average baseline of 85.5% for math and 85.4% for reading to a 2006-07 average rate of 85.2% for math and 83.9% for reading. Both rates fell below the average target participation rate of 90.5% for math and 90.3% for reading.
Table 4. Average Participation Percentages in 2006-07 for States that Provided Baseline, Target, and Actual Data
	
	N
	Math
	Reading

	
	
	Baseline
(Mean %)
	Target
(Mean %)
	Actual Data
(Mean %)
	Baseline
(Mean %)
	Target
(Mean %)
	Actual Data
(Mean %)

	Regular States
	42
	96.6%
	96.3%
	97.8%
	97.1%
	96.3%
	97.7%

	Unique States
	8
	85.5%
	90.5%
	85.2%
	85.4%
	90.3%
	83.9%

	TARGET  (Regular States)

	Met
	30
	96.7%
	95.7%
	98.3%
	96.9%
	95.7%
	98.3%

	Not Met
	12
	96.5%
	98.2%
	96.2%
	97.8%
	98.0%
	96.1%

	TARGET (Unique States)

	Met
	2
	88.5%
	93.5%
	101.7%
	89.0%
	93.5%
	101.5%

	Not Met
	6
	84.5%
	89.5%
	79.7%
	84.2%
	89.3%
	78.1%


An analysis of state data by target status (either met or not met) was completed. States that met their target for BOTH content areas were classified as “met.” States that did not meet their target for either target area and states that met their target for one content area but not the other were classified as “not met.” Thirty regular states and two unique states met their participation targets in both math and reading in 2006-07; 12 regular states and 6 unique states did not meet their targets for participation. The remaining states did not provide appropriate baseline data, or did not provide target data, or did not provide actual data. These states were not classified as “not met” for either the participation or performance subcomponents.
Across regular states that met their targets in both content areas, an average of 98.3% of students participated in math and reading assessments. In states that did not meet their targets, 96.2% of students with disabilities participated in both content area tests. States that did not meet their target had higher targets (98.2% for math and 98.0% reading), on average, than states that did meet their targets (95.7% for both). This is the second consecutive year that this finding of different targets was identified. For both content areas, states that met their targets had a lower average value for baseline data.
Eight unique states provided adequate participation information to enable determination of whether they met targets. An average of 101.6% of students with disabilities participated in the state math and reading assessments for the two unique states that met their targets in participation. A participation rate of more than 100% is possible if the  denominator count was not performed on the day of testing, and there was an increase in the number of students with IEPs by the time testing occurred. In the six states that did not meet their targets, 79.7% of students with disabilities participated on the math assessment, and 78.1% in reading. The targets set by the two unique states that met their targets were more challenging than those for states that did not meet their targets in 2006-07.
Data presented by RRC region for regular states in Table 5 show that for both math and reading, the average 2006-07 participation rates vary little, ranging from 96.1% to 99.5%. Regions 3 and 6 showed participation rates in the 96% range, slightly trailing averages seen in the other regions. Region 3 was the only region to show average actual data that were lower than the average target for the region; this was true for both math and reading. Five of the six regions had 2006-07 data that surpassed 2006-07 targets. All regions except Region 1 had targets that were lower than (or in one case, equal to) their baseline data. For one of the six regions, the average 2006-07 targets for the states within the region surpassed the average baseline data for those states. 

Table 5. By Region: Average Participation Percentages in 2006-07 for Regular States that Provided Baseline, Target, and Actual Data
	RRC 

Region
	
	Math
	Reading

	
	N
	Baseline
(Mean %)
	Target
(Mean %)
	Actual Data
(Mean %)
	Baseline
(Mean %)
	Target
(Mean %)
	Actual Data
(Mean %)

	Region 1
	5
	92.4%
	97.2%
	98.0%
	95.4%
	97.2%
	98.0%

	Region 2
	6
	96.8%
	95.8%
	99.5%
	97.0%
	95.8%
	99.3%

	Region 3
	7
	97.7%
	97.3%
	96.1%
	97.7%
	97.3%
	96.1%

	Region 4
	7
	97.3%
	95.5%
	98.0%
	97.1%
	95.5%
	97.7%

	Region 5
	10
	96.5%
	96.5%
	98.5%
	97.1%
	96.4%
	98.6%

	Region 6
	7
	98.0%
	95.8%
	96.8%
	97.9%
	95.9%
	96.5%


Challenges in Analyzing Participation Data

The data submitted by states for the Participation component were improved over those submitted for SPPs (2004-05 data), and moderately improved over the data included in APR 2005-06 submissions. It appears that states used the correct denominator in calculating participation rates (i.e., number of children with IEPs who are enrolled in the assessed grades) and did not report participation rates of exactly 100% without information about invalid assessments, absences, and other reasons why students might not be assessed. 

One challenge that remains from 2005-06 is the failure of some states to provide targets by content area. States should report targets by content area so that readers are not required to assume that participation targets provided in an overall form are meant for both content areas. Another challenge is to ensure that states report raw numbers as well as percentages derived from calculations. Only in this way are the numbers clear and understandable to others who read the report. Providing information this way also allows others to average across grades or content areas, if desired, by going back to the raw numbers.

Example of Well-Presented Participation Data

Participation data that were presented in tables, with raw numbers, and that accounted for students who did not participate, formed the basis for examples of well-presented data. In this format and with this information, it was easy to determine that the data had been cross-checked, so that rows and columns added up appropriately, and it was easy to determine what the denominator was and what the numerator should be in various calculations. Several states presented their participation data in this manner. 

Table 6 is an adaptation of a state table showing the desired information. Numbers are presented for the math content area for each of the subcomponents (a-e) in each of the grade levels 3-8 and 11, with overall totals near the bottom and on the right. This table also presents in a clear and usable manner information regarding those students who were not tested on the state assessment in math, and the reasons for non-participation. 

Table 6.  One State’s Well-Presented Participation Data for Matha
	Statewide Assessment –

2006-2007
	Math Assessment

	
	Grade

3
	Grade    4
	Grade

5
	Grade

6
	Grade 7
	Grade    8
	Grade 11
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	a 
	Children with IEPs 
	2056
	2207
	2268
	2316
	2340
	2414
	1730
	15331
	

	b
	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	830
	779
	723
	718
	846
	970
	933
	5799
	37.8%

	c 
	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	1118
	1346
	1520
	1575
	1389
	1317
	671
	8936
	58.3%

	d
	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade-level standards
	State does not have an alternate assessment that tests children against grade level standards.

	e
	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards 
	79
	63
	Not Assessed
	Not Assessed
	66
	81
	48
	337
	2.2%

	 f
	Overall (b+c+d+e) Baseline
	2027
	2188
	2243
	2293
	2301
	2368
	1652
	15072
	98.3%

	Children included in a but not included in the other counts above

	State Approved Exemptions 
	29
	19
	25
	23
	39
	46
	52
	233
	3.0%

	Absent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	26
	26
	0.3%


aAdaptations were made to the original state table to increase clarity of data presentation. 
Performance of Students with Disabilities on State Assessments 

(Component 3C)

The performance of children with IEPs is based on the rates of those children achieving proficiency on the regular assessment with no accommodations, the regular assessment with accommodations, the alternate assessment based on grade-level achievement standards, and the alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards. Component 3C (Proficiency Rate) is calculated by obtaining several numbers and then computing percentages: 

Proficiency Rate numbers required for equations are”
a. # of children with IEPs  in assessed grades;

b. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with no accommodations (percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100);

c. # of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the regular assessment with accommodations (percent = [(c) divided by (a)] times 100);

d.
# of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured by the alternate assessment against grade level achievement standards (percent = [(d) divided by (a)] times 100); and

e.
# of children with IEPs in assessed grades who are proficient or above as measured against alternate achievement standards (percent = [(e) divided by (a)] times 100).

In addition to providing the above numbers, states also were asked to:

· Account for any children included in ‘a’, but not included in ‘b’, ‘c’, ‘d’ or ‘e’ above

· Provide an Overall Percent = ‘b’ + ‘c’ + ‘d’ + ‘e’ divided by ‘a’

Forty-eight regular states reported 2006-07 assessment proficiency data in some way. Two states did not provide performance data of any kind. Four of the states that reported data provided only overall performance percentages for the two content areas and did not provide raw numbers of any kind. Seven of the ten unique states also reported performance data.

Proficiency Findings

Table 7 shows proficiency data for math and reading for the 33 states that provided usable baseline, target, and actual 2006-07 proficiency data. Data are disaggregated also for those states that met and those states that did not meet their performance targets. 
Average targets for these 33 regular states for math and reading were 42.8% and 46.3%, respectively, across all states that provided analyzable data points for baseline, target, and actual data. These targets were more than five percentage points higher for both math and reading in 2006-07 than they were one year earlier. The actual data that states reported were, on average, 38.8% for math and 40.7% for reading. 

Average targets were 28.3% for math and 28.3% for reading across the four unique states that provided analyzable data points for baseline, target, and actual data. The proficiency data these four unique states reported were, on average, 5.5% for math and 8.5% for reading. These four unique states did not meet their performance targets.
Table 7. Average Proficiency Percentages for States that Provided Baseline, Target, and Actual Data
	
	
	Math
	Reading

	
	N
	Baseline

(Mean %)
	Target

(Mean %)
	Actual Data

(Mean %)
	Baseline

(Mean %)
	Target

(Mean %)
	Actual Data

(Mean %)

	Regular States
	33
	34.7%
	42.8%
	38.8%
	36.5%
	46.3%
	40.7%

	Unique States
	4
	13.3%
	28.3%
	5.5%
	13.3%
	28.3%
	8.5%

	TARGET (Regular States)
	
	
	
	
	

	Met
	8
	32.8%
	33.9%
	42.3%
	35.1%
	36.9%
	41.8%

	Not Met
	25
	35.3%
	45.6%
	37.7%
	36.9%
	49.3%
	40.3%

	TARGET (Unique States)

	Met
	0
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	Not Met
	4
	13.3%
	28.3%
	5.5%
	13.3%
	28.3%
	8.5%


An analysis of state data by target status (either met or not met) also was completed. States that met their target for BOTH content areas were classified as “met.” States that did not meet their target for either target area and states that met their target for one content area but not the other were classified as “not met.” Eight regular states and two unique states met their targets in math and reading for proficiency in 2006-07; 25 regular states and 4 unique states did not meet their targets for proficiency in either or both content areas. The remaining states either did not provide appropriate baseline data, or did not provide actual target data.
Across the eight regular states that met their targets in both content areas, an average of 42.3% of students scored as proficient on math assessments and 41.8% of students scored as proficient on reading assessments. In states that did not meet their targets, 37.7% of students were proficient in math, and 40.3% were proficient in reading. States that are meeting and states not meeting their targets appear to be progressing in student proficiency at roughly the same rate. Regular states that did not meet their target had higher targets (45.6% for math, 49.3% for reading), on average, than those that did meet their targets (33.9% for math, 36.9% for reading). For math and reading, states that met their targets had set lower average targets. It appears, then, that a finding is that states starting out with lower target values were the ones meeting their targets. None of the four unique states providing usable data met its target for performance for the 2006-07 school year.
Data presented by RRC region for regular states for math and reading show considerable variability in the average baselines and in the targets that were set for both content areas. Two of the six regions for math and none of the six regions for reading met 2006-07 performance targets. For all six regions, the average 2006-07 targets for the states within the region surpassed the average baseline data for those states. 
Table 8. By Region: Average Proficiency Percentages in 2006-07 for Regular States that Provided Baseline, Target, and Actual Data

	
	
	Math
	Reading

	RRC REGION
	N
	Baseline

(Mean %)
	Target

(Mean %)
	Actual 

(Mean %)
	Baseline

(Mean %)
	Target

(Mean %)
	Actual 

(Mean %)

	1
	4
	29.3%
	55.3%
	36.3%
	26.5%
	55.3%
	36.5%

	2
	4
	48.8%
	49.8%
	43.2%
	54.0%
	54.5%
	48.6%

	3
	8
	36.3%
	40.0%
	41.1%
	38.1%
	43.1%
	41.5%

	4
	6
	28.8%
	39.1%
	39.2%
	30.3%
	43.9%
	36.1%

	5
	7
	34.7%
	43.0%
	39.9%
	37.9%
	46.4%
	44.6%

	6
	4
	31.8%
	34.1%
	30.1%
	32.3%
	39.0%
	35.5%


Challenges in Analyzing Assessment Performance Data

The data submitted by states for the performance component were greatly improved over those submitted for the SPP (2004-05 data), and moderately improved over data reported in the 2005-06 APR. Still, not all states used the correct denominator in calculating proficiency rates (i.e., number of children with IEPs who are enrolled in the assessed grades). Several states made the mistake of using the number of students assessed as the denominator for proficiency rate calculation. The denominator used in all calculations performed by NCEO for these states was changed to the number enrolled.

States presenting only overall performance data for math and reading was a limiting factor for our analysis. Several states did not provide data for subcomponents (i.e. a-e, as explained above, which covered the different types of assessments).
One challenge that remains for proficiency data (as for participation data) is the failure of some states to report overall targets and actual proficiency rates by content area as well as by grade. Targets cannot be averaged across grades to an overall number because there are different denominators for each grade level. Reporting proficiency rates for math and reading for grades 3-8 and high school is needed to ensure that the numbers are clear and understandable to others. Reporting this way allows numbers to be added and averaged appropriately. 

Example of Well-Presented Proficiency Data

Well-presented proficiency data are those provided in tables, with both raw numbers and percentages, and that accounted for all students participating in assessments. Table 9 is an adaptation of a performance table showing all of the appropriate raw numbers and percentages for one content area. In this table, raw numbers and percentages for all performance indicators are presented by grade level, with totals on the right. Overall proficiency is clearly indicated in the bottom row. It is easy to find the across-grades overall proficiency by looking at the cell at the bottom right.
Table 9.  One State’s Presentation of Performance Data for the Matha
	Statewide  Assessment

2006-2007
	Math Assessment

	
	Grade

3
	Grade    4
	Grade 
5
	Grade 
6
	Grade 
7
	Grade    8
	Grade 11
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	#
	%

	Children with IEPs 
	2056
	2207
	2268
	2316
	2340
	2414
	1730
	15331
	

	IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	344
	286
	264
	189
	165
	198
	150
	1596
	10.4%

	IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	214
	244
	288
	213
	131
	115
	71
	1276
	8.2%

	IEPs in alternate assessment against grade- level standards*
	State does not have an alternate assessment that tests children against grade level standards.

	IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	69
	51
	Not Assessed
	Not Assessed
	54
	69
	40
	283
	1.8%

	Overall (b+c+d+e) Baseline Proficient
	627
	581
	552
	402
	350
	382
	261
	3155
	20.6%


aAdaptations were made to the original state table to increase clarity of data presentation. 

Improvement Activities

States identified Improvement Activities for Part B Indicator 3, revising them if needed from those that were listed in their previous SPPs and APRs. These were analyzed using OSEP-provided codes plus additional codes within category J (Other) (see Methodology). Although states generally listed their Improvement Activities in the appropriate section of their APRs, sometimes we found them elsewhere. When this was the case, we identified the activities in the other sections and coded them. 

Improvement Activities Findings

A summary of Improvement Activities is shown in Table 10. The data reflect the number of states that indicated they were undertaking at least one activity that would fall under a specific category. A state may have mentioned several specific activities under the category, or merely mentioned one activity that fit into the category. Some activities fit into multiple categories.

Table 10. State Improvement Activities Identified in 2006-07

	Description (Category Code)
	Number Indicating Activity

	
	Regular States (N=50)
	Unique States

(N=10)

	Improve data collection and reporting – improve the accuracy of data collection and school district/service agency accountability via technical assistance, public reporting/dissemination, or collaboration across other data reporting systems. Developing or connecting data systems. (A)
	17
	6

	Improve systems administration and monitoring – refine/revise monitoring systems, including continuous improvement and focused monitoring. Improve systems administration. (B)
	21
	4

	Provide training/professional development – provide training/professional development to State, LEA and/or service agency staff, families and/or other stakeholders. (C)
	42
	9

	Provide technical assistance – provide technical assistance to LEAs and/or service agencies, families and/or other stakeholders on effective practices and model programs. (D)
	37
	5

	Clarify/examine/develop policies and procedures – clarify, examine, and or develop policies or procedures related to the indicator. (E)
	19
	3

	Program development – develop/fund new regional/statewide initiatives. (F)
	20
	2

	Collaboration/coordination – Collaborate/coordinate with families/agencies/initiatives. (G)
	15
	6

	Evaluation – conduct internal/external evaluation of improvement processes and outcomes. (H)
	10
	1

	Increase/Adjust FTE – Add or re-assign FTE at State level. Assist with the recruitment and retention of LEA and service agency staff. (I)
	6
	2

	Other (J)  See J1-J12
	
	

	Data analysis for decision making (J1)
	19
	1

	Scientifically-based or research-base practices (J2)
	13
	1

	Implementation/development of new/revised test (Performance or diagnostic) (J3)
	20
	5

	Pilot project (J4)
	14
	3

	Grants, state to local (J5)
	13
	0

	Document, video, or web-based development/dissemination/framework (J6)
	32
	2

	Standards development/revision/dissemination (J7)
	7
	4

	Curriculum/instructional activities development/dissemination (e.g., promulgation of RTI, Reading First, UDL, etc.) (J8)
	31
	3

	Data or best practices sharing, highlighting successful districts, conferences of practitioners (J9)
	16
	1

	Participation in national/regional organizations, looking at other states’ approaches (J10)
	6
	3

	State working with low-performing districts (J11)
	28
	0

	Implement required elements of NCLB accountability (J12)
	21
	3


The activities reported most often by a majority of regular states were training/professional development (C); technical assistance (D); document, video, or web-based development/dissemination/framework (J6); curriculum/instructional activities development/dissemination (J8); and state working with low-performing districts (J11). 

The activity reported most often by a majority of unique states was implementation/development of new/revised test (J3). This category included either performance-based or diagnostic assessments. 

State-reported Improvement Activities that were coded as curriculum/instructional activities development/dissemination (J8) revealed that many states were identifying specific curricula and instructional approaches in an effort to improve student performance and meet AYP. In several instances, these were explicitly identified as scientifically-based practices. Among the more frequently reported curricula and instructional approaches were: Response to Intervention, Positive Behavioral Supports, Reading First, Universal Design for Learning, Strategic Instructional Modeling, Kansas Learning, and various state-developed interventions.

An analysis of the relationship of the identified Improvement Activities with states meeting AYP was conducted using data from the 27 regular states that provided information on whether their targets were met. This analysis failed to find any significant relationship using Fisher’s exact test (p-values). However, an odds ratio analysis designed to measure the direction and magnitude of association between activities and meeting AYP goals was conducted, and this analysis identified the following categories of activities as most strongly associated with states’ success in meeting their AYP goals: 

· Document, video, or web-based development/dissemination/framework (J6) 

· Improve data collection and reporting (A)

· Clarify/examine/develop policies and procedures (E)
Although a causal claim cannot be made, this analysis suggests that states engaging in these three categories of activities generally were more effective than other states in their efforts to establish and meet targets. 

An unexpected finding was that states that used improvement activities categorized as “C” – providing training/professional development – were not more likely to meet 2006-07 performance targets. However, this finding could be related to the fact that most states used this improvement activity, so there was little variation among states.

Challenges in Analyzing Improvement Activities

Many states’ descriptions of Improvement Activities were vague. Summarizing them required a “best guess” about what the activity actually entailed. Sometimes activities were too vague to categorize. In addition, in some cases it was difficult to determine whether an activity actually occurred in 2006-07, or was in a planning phase for the future. 
Several activities fell in two or more categories. These were coded and counted more than once. For example, a statewide program to provide professional development and school-level implementation support on the Strategic Instruction Model would be coded as professional development, technical assistance, and curriculum/instructional strategies dissemination. When there was doubt, data coders gave the state credit for having accomplished an activity. As in previous examinations of Improvement Activities, counting states as having activities in a category did not allow for differentiation among those that had more or fewer activities in the category. For example, if one state had five technical assistance activities and another had one, both states were simply identified as having technical assistance among their Improvement Activities. An analysis taking into account the frequency of each Improvement Activity would result in a different conclusion about relationships between activities and meeting targets. The level of detail provided in the reports, however, varied widely, making this level of detail difficult. Some states seemed to be referring to the same activity in multiple statements, and others noted details within activities that triggered coding in additional categories. Because of the wide range in level of detail and repetition, the coders did not have confidence that an analysis based on frequency of each Improvement Activity within a state would be more informative than the approach that was taken.

Conclusion 

States continue to improve in meeting reporting requirements for Part B Indicator 3. Still, there remain indications that not all states understand the importance of clearly communicating information in their Annual Performance Reports (APRs).  There is also some indication that some states still are not clear about exactly how to prepare their data (e.g., what is the appropriate denominator) for inclusion in their APRs.  An analysis (which will be completed in the future by NCEO) of the relationship between APR data and Table 6 of 618 data will be helpful in possibly pinpointing the sources of some of the lack of understanding about how to prepare data for the APR. It is possible that some states may still have difficulty obtaining the required information because it is collected and stored by different divisions in their education agencies. After NCEO conducts its analysis of APR-Table 6 congruence, technical assistance efforts may need to be adjusted to include a focus on addressing any mismatch. A template for ensuring congruence may be developed. 

For AYP data, only 27 regular states provided all the elements needed to examine the data. Unique states did not provide AYP data; this is consistent with the fact that most of these states are not required to comply with AYP requirements (although some are). Of the 27 regular states that provided all elements, over half did not meet their AYP targets. The difference between these states in baseline was negligible; in terms of targets, those states that did not meet had on average a target that was considerably higher than those states that did meet their AYP targets.

As in the past, most states providing data are meeting their participation targets. On the whole, both regular states and unique states are providing the data needed to determine whether targets are being met. Unique states, at this point, are not meeting their targets as often as regular states. This finding is based on only those states that had baseline, target, and actual data in their reports. This included 42 regular states and 8 unique states.

For performance data, many fewer states provided all the elements needed to examine the data. Only 33 regular states and 4 unique states provided baseline, target, and actual data in their reports for this component. The majority of states did not meet their performance targets in both content areas; more than 75% of regular states and all of the unique states that provided all data elements did not meet their targets. 

The relationship between baselines and targets for those states that met or did not meet their targets appeared to vary by component. For AYP, states that met their targets tended to have slightly higher baselines and lower targets, but the average target value was above the average baseline value. For participation, those states that met their targets tended to set targets that were below their baselines. For performance, states that met their targets tended to have lower average values for baseline (and targets, but these were above the average baseline value). The findings do not appear to be as straightforward as they did for 2005-06, when there was a general finding that states that met their targets often had higher baselines, and lower targets, yet exceeded those targets by a considerable amount – often beyond what was done by those states that did not meet their targets (which generally had set higher targets). Continued attention to these relationships in future APRs will be important. Particularly important is the need to explore the nature of changes that states are making to their targets. This will help us to understand better the relationships in findings.  

In considering the relationships between Improvement Activities and whether targets are met, Fisher’s exact test and the odds ratio were used. These showed that three categories of activities were strongly associated with the state’s success in meeting AYP goals (document, video, or web-based development/dissemination/framework; improve data collection and reporting; clarify/examine/develop policies and procedures). For 2005-06, different Improvement Activity categories were identified (training/professional development; regional/statewide program development; and increase/adjust FTE).  It is not clear why the previously identified categories no longer emerge as associated with meeting targets, or why these categories of Improvement Activities have taken their place. Continued attention to the Improvement Activities that seem to be related to meeting targets, nevertheless, is important. 

The data provided in 2006-07 for the Annual Performance Reports were much more consistent and clear than those provided for 2005-06, which in turn were clearer than those provided in the 2004-05 State Performance Plans. With improved data, it is possible for NCEO to better summarize the data to provide a national picture of 2006-07 AYP, participation, and performance indicators as well as states’ Improvement Activities. We look forward to providing technical assistance in the coming months as we prepare for the 2007-08 submission of Annual Performance Reports.

Appendix #3-A. Examples of Improvement activity Categories

A: Improve data collection and reporting

Example: Implement new data warehousing capabilities so that Department of Special Education staff have the ability to continue publishing LEA profiles to disseminate educational data, increase the quality of educational progress and help LEAs track changes over time.

B: Improve systems administration and monitoring

Example: The [state] DOE has instituted a review process for schools in need of improvement entitled Collaborative Assessment and Planning for Achievement (CAPA). This process has established performance standard for schools related to school leadership, instruction, analysis of state performance results, and use of assessment results o inform instruction for all students in the content standards.

C: Provide training/professional development

Example: Provide training to teachers on differentiating instruction and other strategies relative to standards.

D: Provide technical assistance
Example: Technical assistance at the local level about how to use the scoring rubric [for the alternate test].

E: Clarify/examine/develop policies and procedures

Example: Establish policy and procedures with Department of Education Research and Evaluation Staff for the grading of alternate assessment portfolios.

F: Program development

Example: The [state] Department of Education has identified math as an area of concern and has addressed that by implementing a program entitled “[State] Counts” to assist districts in improving math proficiency rates. “Counts” is a three-year elementary math initiative focused on implementing research based instructional practices to improve student learning in mathematics.

G: Collaboration/coordination

Example: A cross-department team led by the Division of School Standards, Accountability and Assistance from the [state DOE] in collaboration with stakeholders (e.g. institutions of higher education, families) will plan for coherent dissemination, implementation, and sustainability of Response to Intervention.

H: Evaluation

Example: Seventeen [LEAs] that were monitored during the 2006-2007 school year were selected to complete root cause analyses in the area of reading achievement in an effort to determine what steps need to be taken to improve the performance of students with disabilities within their agency.

I: Increase/Adjust FTE

Example: Two teachers on assignment were funded by the Divisions. These teachers provided professional learning opportunities for district educators on a regional basis to assist them in aligning activities and instruction that students receive with the grade-level standards outlined in the state performance standards.

J: Examples (edited for brevity and clarity)

J1: Data analysis for decision making (at the state level)

Example: State analyzed aggregated (overall state SPED student data) of student participation and performance results in order to determine program improvement strategies focused on improving student learning outcomes.

J2: Data provision/verification state to local

Example: The DOE maintains a Web site with updated state assessment information. The information is updated at least annually so the public as well as administrators and teachers have access to current accountability results.

J3: Implementation/development of new/revised test (performance or diagnostic)

Example: State Department of Education developed a new alternative assessment this year.

J4: Pilot project

Example: Training for three pilot districts that implemented a multi tiered system of support were completed during FFY2006. Information regarding the training was expanded at the secondary education level. Project SPOT conducted two meetings for initial secondary pilot schools with school district teams from six districts. Participants discussed the initial development of improvement plans.

J5: Grants, state to local

Example: Forty-seven [state program] incentive grants were awarded, representing 93 school districts and 271 elementary, middle and high schools.  Grants were awarded to schools with priorities in reading and math achievement, social emotional and behavior factors, graduation gap, and disproportionate identification of minority students as students with disabilities.

J6: Document, video, or web-based development/dissemination/framework

Example: The Web-based Literacy Intervention Modules to address the five essential elements of literacy developed for special education teachers statewide were completed.

J7: Standards development/revision/dissemination

Example: Align current grade level standard with alternate assessment portfolio process.

J8: Curriculum/instructional activities development/dissemination

Example: Provide information, resources, and support for Response to Intervention model and implementation.  

J9: Data or best practices sharing, highlighting successful districts, conferences of practitioners, communities of practice, mentoring district to district
Example: Content area learning communities were developed SY 06-07 as a means to provide updates on [state/district] initiatives and school initiatives/workplans in relation to curriculum, instruction, assessment and other topics.

J10: Participation in national/regional organizations, looking at other states’ approaches, participating in TA Center workgroups (e.g. unique state PB)

Example: The GSEG PAC6 regional institute provided technical support to all the jurisdictions in standard setting, rubric development, and scoring the alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards. During the one-week intensive institute, {state} was able to score student portfolios gathered for the 2006-2007 pilot implementation, as reported in this year’s assessment data.

J11: State working with low-performing districts

Example: The Department of Education has developed and implemented the state Accountability and Learning Initiative to accelerate the learning of all students, with special emphasis placed on districts with Title I schools that have been identified as “in need of improvement.”

J12: Implement required elements of NCLB accountability

Example: Many strategies are continually being developed to promote inclusion and access to the general education curriculum.
