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Executive Summary

The Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) provides links to Report Cards and downloadable data files on its website at www.ksde.org .  The files are available to not only the educational community but also the media and the public.  This report, as well as the data files that accompany it, offers an alternative view of the assessment results.
The KSDE data comprise the assessment results and AYP determinations from the 2005-2006 Kansas state assessments in reading and math.  KSDE has publicly claimed in the press to be reporting state assessment results of “everyone from the school who took the exam, regardless of when they enrolled.”
  

In reality, the KSDE figures also include students who did not take the test.  

By including not tested students in its calculations of performance level percentages and proficiency rates, KSDE, in effect, has reclassified the not tested students as “non-proficient.”  As a result, district and school performance is under-reported.

On December 21, 2006, the assessment staff of the Wichita Public Schools (USD259) formally alerted KSDE to the problem.  As of this writing, KSDE has not corrected or even acknowledged the problem.  Consequently, the academic achievement of nearly every AYP subgroup within every school within every district in Kansas remains misrepresented.
The purpose of this report is threefold:  (1) to provide links to corrected assessment files, (2) to explain the method used to correct the faulty data, and (3) to document the nature and magnitude of the problem.  
District and school personnel may (but are not required to) download the corrected files and use them for internal planning and local reporting.   The media and the public may review the corrected data and modify any conclusions that they may have drawn regarding the effectiveness of districts and schools.
To access the corrected data files, go to https://qis.usd259.org/library/.  Then, under “Research,” click on “Reports.”  The math file is entitled “Math Assessment 2006 – Corrected” and the reading file is entitled “Reading Assessment 2006 – Corrected.”  A third document, “Report Card Codebook,” explains the data file layout.
Background
Federal NCLB policy (see http://www.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/reportcardsguidance.doc) mandates that all States receiving Title I, Part A funds must prepare and distribute annual report cards.  The report cards must provide information related to both accountability and assessment.  The accountability information in each school and district report card is based on the same subset of students as the reporting of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  The AYP determinations are based on the test results only of students who were enrolled in the school for a full academic year.  (In Kansas, that means enrolled on or before September 20, 2005.)  In contrast, the assessment data in the report cards must include all students in the grades tested, not just those students enrolled for a full academic year (reportcardsguidance.doc, page 4).  
1.
Assessment data = test results of all students, regardless of their enrollment date

2.
Accountability (AYP) data = test results of students enrolled for a full academic year,
In providing guidance to states, the U.S. Department of Education describes report cards as “critical tools for promoting accountability for schools, local school districts, and States by publicizing data about student performance and program effectiveness for parents, policy makers, and other stakeholders” (Introduction, p. ii).  

Taken together, Federal policy makes two distinctions.  First, in identifying the types of data to reported, Federal guidance distinguishes between academic achievement and test participation.  
1.
Academic Achievement Data = the percentage of students at each proficiency level
2.
Test participation Data = the percentage of students who were tested 

Academic achievement and test participation are to be treated as separate indicators in the assessment portions of the report cards, just as states do in AYP reports.  
Second, in identifying whose academic achievement is to be included in the reporting of academic achievement, the Federal policy distinguishes between students enrolled (1) for a full academic year versus (2) for less than a full academic year.  
Full Academic Year = Students enrolled in a school on or before September 20, 2005

Partial Academic Year = Students who enrolled in a school after September 20, 2005

This second distinction, between a full and a partial academic year, distinguishes accountability from assessment information.  The performance of students enrolled in a school for less than a full academic year is excluded from accountability reporting for the same reason that test participation is intended to be a separate indicator.  Including the performance of students whom a school did not teach for a full academic year distorts the picture of academic achievement.  An ineffective school is not to receive undeserved credit for inheriting high-performing students at the last minute.  Similarly, an effective school is not to be penalized for inheriting low-performing students.
By including non-tested students in the denominators of the performance levels and proficiency rates, KSDE has confounded academic proficiency and test participation, muddying the picture beyond all recognition.  By confounding academic proficiency and test participation, KSDE misrepresents the achievement of nearly every subgroup in every school in every district in Kansas.  Neither parents nor the public receive an accurate picture of student performance and educational effectiveness.  Neither district officials nor school personnel receive the data they need to plan and improve.
Two Correction Methods

Two separate methods to correct the data were undertaken.  Both methods involved using exactly the same data used by KSDE – specifically, the files entitled “Reading Assessment 2006” and “Math Assessment 2006” that are posted at www.ksde.org.  The corrections merely exclude the not tested students from the denominator of each performance level and proficiency rate.  They do not address any inaccuracies or other problems that may exist in the data.  
Exhibit 1 presents the first row of data in the “Reading Assessment 2006” file.
Exhibit 1
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Across all grades and AYP subgroups in Kansas, 1.7% of the students were not tested.  This percentage is located under the heading “pcnt,” which stands for “percent not tested.”  The next column, “allcnt” displays the total number of students in Kansas who KSDE has identified as “eligible for testing during the testing window” – defined on page 2 of the document entitled “Assessment file documentation,” which is also available on the front page of www.ksde.org.  
The final five columns provide the percent of students at each of the performance levels: 

allpcuns = Academic Warning (Unsatisfactory) 

allpcbas  = Approaching Standard (Basic)

allpcpro = Meets Standard (Proficient)

allpcadv = Exceeds Standard (Advanced)

allpcexe = Exemplary

One would expect the five performance level percentages to total 100%.  They do not.  They sum to 97.9%.  To approach 100%, the 1.7% of not tested students must be included.  97.9 + 1.7 = 99.6.  
(Note:
KSDE truncates values to one decimal place before calculating the performance level ratios.  The resulting loss of precision accounts for the missing 0.4%.  This is a separate issue, however.)
The first method used to correct the data involved recalculating each of the performance levels with the original KSDE percent as the numerator but with 97.9 as the denominator.   The results are displayed in Exhibit 2.
(Note:
In Exhibit 2, each column of KSDE data is followed immediately by its corrected counterpart to enable easy comparison.)
Exhibit 2
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To verify the accuracy of the first set of corrections, a second correction method was undertaken.  The second method focused on the number of students (N) rather than on the percentages at each performance level.  The percent of not tested students was deducted from the “allcnt” value – that is, for this example, 236203 – 1.7% = 232188.  This corrected denominator (i.e., all students minus the not tested students) was then multiplied by the original KSDE percentage at each performance level.  Each calculation yielded the corrected number of students at each performance level (see Exhibit 3).  
Exhibit 3
[image: image4.wmf]Method 2:  Number of Students Corrected

232188

20634

26563

62612

64510

57869

Ntotal

Nunsat

Nbasic

Nprof

Nadv

Nexem


Dividing the corrected number of students at each performance level by the corrected denominator yielded the same percentages as the first method, thus verifying the accuracy of the corrections, as presented in Exhibit 4.
Exhibit 4
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The Error Explained
Conceptually, the assessment results are summarized in terms of a proficiency rate that should properly be formulated as:
[image: image6.png]Frofciency Rt = eets +Exceeds +Exemplary _

Wan + Approach + Mests +Exceeds + Exemplary  Non-Proficient + Proficient

Proficient





By including the not tested students in the denominator, KSDE formulates the proficiency rate as:
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A simple example demonstrates the effect of such an error.  Given a group of 100 students, suppose that 60 were proficient, 30 were not proficient, and 10 were not tested.  Correctly formulated, the 10 not tested students would be excluded from the computation, such that the proficiency rate would be:
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However, as currently formulated by KSDE, the proficiency rate would be:
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The discrepancy between proficiency rates is not trivial.

A Real-Life Example:  East High School Reading

How realistic is this simplified example?  Would a discrepancy of six or seven percent actually occur between a correctly formulated proficiency rate and the proficiency rate currently reported by KSDE?  The proficiency rate of the grade 11 students at Wichita’s East High School provides a typical example.
Exhibit 5 displays the “Performance Level” variable for East High’s reading results, as reported by KSDE on December 21, 2006 in the “Reading Student Test Categories” report in the accountability section of its secure website at https://online.ksde.org/authentication/login.aspx .  (After logging on, click on “AYP Report/Assessment Summary,” and then select either “Reading Student Test Categories” or “Math Student Test Categories.”)
Exhibit 5
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For purposes of computing the proficiency rate, the top three performance levels - “Meet” (Meets the Standard), “Exce” (Exceeds the Standard), and “Exem” (Exemplary) - are combined into “Proficient” and divided by the sum of all the levels.  Thus, the Total N (Number of Students) = 481.  It includes 35 “N/A” students who were not tested.

The Total N of 481 matches the value of the “Allcnt” (All Count) variable in the public data file that can be downloaded from www.ksde.org .  The “Allcnt” variable is the value that KSDE currently uses as the denominator for the computation of each performance level and, in turn, for the proficiency rate in the assessment portion of the report card.  
In contrast, Exhibit 6 presents the percent of East High students at each “Performance Level” as it should be – excluding the 35 “N/A” (Not Tested) students.

Exhibit 6
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Excluding the 35 “N/A” students has no effect on the number of students classified as proficient or better.  The same 326 students remain in the top three categories classified as proficient or better.  However, without the 35 “N/A” students, the total number of students serving as the denominator of each percentage decreases from 481 to 446.  Accordingly, the percentage of students at each performance level increases.  The 74 students classified as Meet Standard now represent 16.6% in Exhibit 6 rather than 15.4% of the total in Exhibit 5; the 117 students who Exceed Standard now represent 26.2% rather than 24.3% of the total; and so on.
With the 35 “N/A” students properly excluded from the denominator, East High’s proficiency rate in reading becomes:
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In contrast, KSDE has included the 35 “N/A” students in the denominator, formulating East High’s proficiency rate as:
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The discrepancy between the two proficiency rates is 73.09 – 67.6 = 5.49%.  Discrepancies of this magnitude are typical.  
Note: 
The data files that accompany this report enable easy review of the KSDE and the corrected proficiency rates, as well as the discrepancies between them.  The proficiencies and discrepancies are located in the final three columns of each spreadsheet.  Respectively, the three columns are labeled “KSDE Proficiency,” “Corrected Proficiency,” and “Discrepancy.”
How Large are the Discrepancies?
Exhibit 7 summarizes the magnitude of the actual discrepancies in reading proficiency rates (a) as currently reported by KSDE and (b) after correction.

Exhibit 7
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There were 33,131 subgroups in Kansas with reportable state reading assessment results, given all the districts, buildings, grade levels within buildings, and AYP subgroups within grade levels.  A subgroup is not reportable if it contains fewer than 10 students.  Exhibit 7 shows that discrepancies in proficiency rates exist for all but 2718 subgroups.  That is, including and excluding the not tested students created discrepancies in proficiency rates for 30,413 subgroups, or 91.8% of all reportable subgroups.  The discrepancies affect nearly every district and every school in Kansas.
Exhibit 8 summarizes the magnitude of the differences in math proficiency (a) as currently reported by KSDE and (b) as properly reported.

Exhibit 8
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The discrepancies in the reporting of the math assessment results resemble the reading assessment discrepancies.  There were 33,237 reportable subgroups in Kansas with math results on the state assessments.  All but 2848 subgroups experienced a discrepancy.  That is, the difference in reporting methods led to discrepancies in proficiency rates for 30,389 subgroups, or 91.4% of all reportable subgroups across nearly every district and every school in Kansas.

For 1489 subgroups (4.5%), the discrepancies range from six to 10 percentage points.  For an additional 141 subgroups, the difference in proficiency rates ranges from 10 to 15 percentage points.  Discrepancies of more than 15 percentage points affect 82 subgroups.
Factors Influencing the Magnitude of a Discrepancy

The size or magnitude of a discrepancy  depends upon the interaction among three factors:  (a) the number of students classified as proficient or better, (b) the total number of proficient and non-proficient students, and (c) the number of not tested students.  That is:
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If one not tested student is added to a group of 99 students classified as proficient or better, the not tested student represents just 1/100 of the group, or one percent of the total.  A proficiency rate of 100% (99/99) would decrease by one percent to 99% (99/100).  However, if that one not tested student is added to a group of only 9 students classified as proficient or better, the not tested student represents 1/10 of the group, or ten percent of the total.  A proficiency rate of 100% (9/9) would decrease by ten percent to 90% (9/10).
A slightly more complex situation occurs when not all of the tested students are proficient.  If ten not tested students are added to a group of 90 students, only 75 of whom have been classified as proficient or better, a proficiency rate of 83.3% (75/90) would decrease to 75% (75/100).  

It may be of interest to note that the overall effect of including the not tested students in the denominator of the proficiency can be stated as:
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while, the individual effect of each not tested student would be stated as:

[image: image18.png]



If three not tested students are added to a group of nine tested students, the three not tested students together represent 3 /(9 + 3) = 3/12 = 25%, while each of those not tested individually represents 1/12 = 8.33%.  In contrast, if 3 not tested students are added to a group of 97 tested students, the three not tested students together represent 3/(97 + 3) = 3/100 = 3.0%, while each of those not tested students individually represents 1/100 = 1.0%.
In short, KSDE’s inclusion of not tested students in the denominators of the performance level percentages and proficiency rates has a stronger effect upon smaller districts, smaller schools, and AYP groups with fewer students.

Whom was Affected?

The single greatest reading discrepancy in a public school involved the ELL students in grade 11 at Leavenworth Senior High School (Bldg7020) in Leavenworth, Kansas (USD453).  The ELL subgroup consisted of 15 students.  Six of the fifteen students (40%) took the state reading assessment.  Of those six students, all were classified proficient or better.  Thus, as currently reported by KSDE, the proficiency rate is 6/15 = 40%.  After correction, the proficiency rate became 6/6 = 100%.  The discrepancy, therefore, is 100 – 40 = 60%.

In turn, the single greatest math discrepancy among public school districts occurred at Holcomb High School in Holcomb, Kansas.  At Holcomb, the male subgroup consisted of 36 students.  Only nine of those students took the state math assessment.  All nine male students were classified as proficient or better.  Thus, as currently reported by KSDE, Holcomb’s proficiency rate is 9/36 = 25%.  After correction, the proficiency rate became 9/9 = 100%.  The discrepancy, therefore, is 100 – 25 = 75%.

The discrepancies most frequently affect the Meets Standard (Proficient) performance level, especially as their magnitude increase.  Exhibit 7 demonstrates this point.

Exhibit 9
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Exhibit 10 summarizes the Reading discrepancies by magnitude and type of school.

Exhibit 10
KSDE Proficiency Rate, Corrected Proficiency Rate, Average Discrepancy, and Maximum Discrepancy by Type of School (Grade Span)
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Note that the figures in Exhibit 10 represent statewide averages, except for the Maximum Discrepancy column, where the displayed values represent the most extreme instances that occurred.  Were one to look only at a particular district, school, or AYP subgroup, the averages and maximum discrepancy might differ markedly because the size of the group is smaller.  The averages could be, and often are, dramatically larger.
Exhibit 11 summarizes the Reading discrepancies by magnitude and AYP subgroup.
Exhibit 11
KSDE Proficiency Rate, Corrected Proficiency Rate, Average Discrepancy, and Maximum Discrepancy by AYP Subgroup
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Exhibit 11 reveals, for all AYP subgroups, that the KSDE proficiency rates are lower than the corrected proficiency rates.  Exhibit 11 also reveals that the ELL subgroups experienced both the largest average discrepancy and the greatest single discrepancy between the KSDE and the corrected proficiency rate.
As with the figures in Exhibit 10, the figures in Exhibit 11 represent statewide averages, except for the Maximum Discrepancy column, where the values display the most extreme instances that occurred.  
Likelihood of Large Discrepancies
As demonstrated previously, three factors influence the size or magnitude of the discrepancies between the KSDE and the corrected proficiency rates:  (a) the number of students classified as proficient or better, (b) the total number of proficient and non-proficient students, and (c) the number of not tested students.  These three factors interacted in a manner that does not favor high schools, as shown in Exhibit 12.  
Exhibit 12
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Two inferences may be drawn from Exhibit 12.  First, the discrepancies between the KSDE and corrected proficiency rates were distributed across grade spans proportionally – relative to the number of units in each category.  That is, there are more elementary schools than high schools in Kansas; therefore, elementary schools experienced a greater number of discrepancies than did high schools.  
Second, Exhibit 12 suggests that high schools were much more likely than middle or elementary schools to experience large discrepancies.  Specifically, while only 43 of 15748 subgroups at the elementary level (0.27%) experienced a discrepancy of fifteen percentage points or more, 50 of 3374 high school subgroups (1.48%) experienced a discrepancy of at least fifteen percentage points.  Thus, the number of extreme discrepancies at high school was more than five times greater than the number of extreme discrepancies at elementary school – that is, 1.48/0.27 = 5.48.

The greater likelihood of a large discrepancy occurring at high school is probably due to the relatively greater number of not tested students in proportion to the number of students classified as either non-proficient or proficient or better.
Exhibit 13 focuses on AYP subgroups rather than grade spans.  Some AYP subgroups were much more likely than others to experience a large or extreme discrepancy.  

Exhibit 13
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The percentages in each row of Exhibit 13 sum to a 100%.  By reading down each column, one may determine and compare the likelihood with which particular AYP subgroups experienced discrepancies of a particular magnitude.  For example, the percentage in the bottommost row and the next-to-last column indicates, overall, that 0.45% of all subgroups (149 of 33,131) experienced a discrepancy of fifteen percentage points or more.  This percentage may serve as a baseline average to which any other subgroup may be compared.  For instance, 3.87% of the Asian subgroups (11 of 284) experienced discrepancies of at least fifteen percentage points.  Dividing the Asian percentage by the baseline percentage reveals that an Asian subgroup was 8.6 times more likely than average to experience a large discrepancy – that is, 3.87/0.45 = 8.6.  Similarly, ELL subgroups were 5.2 times more likely than average to experience an extreme discrepancy of at least fifteen percentage points.
Further, one can compare the incidence of a particular discrepancy magnitude between two particular subgroups.  For example, 6 of 757 African-American subgroups (0.79%) experienced a discrepancy of 15 percentage points or more.  Meanwhile, 17 of 5882 White subgroups (.29%) experienced discrepancies of similar magnitude.  Thus, dividing the African-American subgroup percentage by the White subgroup percentage reveals that an African-American subgroup was nearly three times more likely to experience a large discrepancy – that is, 0.79% / 0.29% = 2.74.

Of course, such comparisons may yield much larger values within a particular district and especially within a particular school.  On the other hand, within a particular district and especially within a particular school, the smaller number of AYP subgroups, as well as the smaller number of discrepancies, may prevent such comparisons from being made.
Conclusion
This report has documented KSDE’s reporting of the 2005-2006 results of the Kansas state assessments in reading and math.  It demonstrates the effects of including not tested students in the denominators of the performance level percentages and proficiency rates.  Nearly every AYP subgroup in every school in every district in Kansas appears lower-performing than they actually are.

In addition, the report describes two methods used to correct the assessment results and provides links to the corrected reading and math files.  

Go to https://qis.usd259.org/library/.  Then, under “Research,” click on “Reports.”  The math file is entitled “Math Assessment 2006 – Corrected” and the reading file is entitled “Reading Assessment 2006 – Corrected.”  A third document, “Report Card Codebook,” explains the data file layout.
If KSDE does not correct the assessment results from 2005-06, perhaps the department will at least modify its reporting of assessment results in future state Report Cards.
� 	Fernandez, I., and Lohrenz, K. (December 21, 2006).  “Two sets of scores puzzle many.”  Newspaper article published in The Wichita Eagle:  Wichita, Kansas.





	The Eagle does not directly attribute the quoted statement to a KSDE staff person.  Nonetheless, its placement within the news story between quoted statements from the same individual causes the statement to appear misleadingly authoritative and factual.





� 	Students classified as “N/A” were not tested for a variety of reasons, many of them legitimate.  Among “N/A” students are those that withdrew from a school before the state assessments were administered.  Therefore, they could not be tested.  The “N/A” student group also includes certain English Language Learners (ELLs) who took the KELPA instead of the state reading assessment.  Therefore, they were legitimately exempt from the state reading assessment.





