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Section 1 
Introduction

In accordance with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Act of 2002, local educational agencies (LEAs) that have failed to meet Title III Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) for two or four consecutive years are subject to sanctions pursuant to ESEA Title III requirements, Public Law 107-110, 115 STAT. § 1703, 1704, 1717, 1733 (2002). All LEAs in Title III accountability status are required to develop a Title III Improvement Plan that begins with a Needs Assessment of their programs and services for English learners (ELs). 
The California Department of Education (CDE) has developed the English Learner Subgroup Self-Analysis (ELSSA) to begin this process. This tool examines performance outcomes that are used to calculate AMAOs in California: the California Standards Test (CST) for grades 2–8, the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) for all ELs, and the 10th grade administration of the California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE). 

Because the ELSSA primarily addresses data used to calculate AMAOs, it includes only two measures for high schools; the 10th grade administration of the CAHSEE and the CELDT. While the CELDT measures the progress toward and attainment of English language proficiency, the CAHSEE data provides a very limited view of the academic progress and attainment of high school ELs. This document describes other analyses that LEAs may wish to conduct in order to better identify the instruction and services that can be improved to ensure that the LEA achieves AMAO targets.
The following analyses illustrate a variety of ways that a school or LEA may want to examine their English learner data in order to provide a more nuanced view of their progress over time, overall achievement, and achievement compared to students who are not ELs. Not every analysis described in this document is appropriate for every LEA, nor is it reasonable to expect an LEA to conduct each one. Resources should be focused on those areas where other data have indicated potential concerns or where staff believes problems may exist. 
Moreover, these analyses are not meant to be used to jump to immediate conclusions; rather, these analyses are meant to help the LEA identify questions they need to investigate further, and to either validate or disprove hypotheses that staff hold regarding EL achievement. They can also be used to identify areas where additional professional development may be needed to improve outcomes for ELs. 
Share the Data

LEAs are encouraged to share data analyses from the ELSSA and other analyses with staff, the Governing Board and the community. Sharing these results encourages transparency and helps stakeholders understand needs assessment and improvement plan decisions made by district leadership. While it may require an investment of time to present and explain data to stakeholders who may not be familiar with such information, it encourages meaningful participation in the improvement work of the district. 
Language Status

Many analyses described in this document call for data to be compared by student language status. There are four language status groups into which students can be characterized. These are: 1) students who are current English learners, 2) former English learners who have been reclassified to fluent English proficient (RFEP) status, 3) initially fluent English proficient (IFEP) students whose initial Home Language Survey (HLS) indicated the student or family members spoke a language other than English and the student scored proficient on the first administration of the initial CELDT and 4) English only (EO) students who come from monolingual English environments. Looking at data by language status helps LEAs see how language status relates to different aspects of a students’ educational program such as access to challenging curriculum, participation in advanced courses or special education services, and achievement indicators. 
To disaggregate any data set by language status, the LEA must know what percent of the general population each language status represents. It is helpful to look at this in the form of a pie chart. 

Figure 1
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In this fictitious district, it is visually easy to note the distribution of students by language status in the LEA. When comparing data points between language groups; participation in special education services for example, one would expect that the percent of students who receive special education services is close to the percent of that group in the general population. In this example, the LEA would expect that of all the students receiving special education services, roughly 32 percent would be ELs, 28 percent would be reclassified students and so on. When the percent representation in the data being examined differs greatly from that group’s representation in the general population, further examination would be warranted. In this example, if the San Ejemplo staff discover that 75 percent of all students receiving special education services are English only students, the staff may want to examine the way students are referred to or qualified for special education. Are ELs being denied access to these services? How does this vary by grade span or school segment? Are there other procedures that impede the identification or qualification of ELs? Or is it something else entirely? Looking at this data does not provide conclusions, but rather leads to further questions the district may need to explore. 
Ever EL/Never EL

Another important way of looking at data for English learners is to examine data for current and former ELs (RFEPs) together. Because the English learner status is meant to be temporary and when ELs meet reclassification criteria they are moved out of the EL language status, ELs are by definition an unstable subgroup. For an LEA to better see the results of its programs and services for ELs, it is helpful to stabilize the cohort by putting those two groups of students together. This permits the LEA to examine the impact of these services on students currently receiving them (ELs) and students who received them at some point (RFEPs). Never ELs (EOs and IFEPs) are students who have never received any of the specialized instruction designed for English learners. 

Examining achievement data this way also gives a more accurate description of the achievement gap between ELs and non-ELs. To compare the achievement of non-ELs to ELs is not a useful comparison because higher performing ELs are often by definition no longer English learners. When the achievement of ELs and RFEPs together are compared to the achievement of EOs and IFEPs, the LEA gets a more accurate picture of the achievement gap that exists and can monitor that gap over time. Figure 2 shows one way this data could be examined. The data is for illustrative purposes only.
Figure 2
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Section 2

General Demographic Trends and Analyses
EL Population Trends

It is helpful to monitor population trends over time. It is important for planning purposes to know if Keith seven-groups are growing, decreasing or staying relatively stable.  In addition to noting the overall numbers of ELs, it is helpful to monitor the languages spoken by the ELs. Rapid increases in EL population such as occur when a refugee group is settled in a community or rapid decreases due to economic or other conditions may impact the staffing and program options an LEA needs to provide for its ELs.  This information can be found on CDE’s DataQuest site: http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.
General Population Questions:

1. How many ELs are in our LEA? How has that number changed over the last 10 years?

2. What are the languages spoken by our ELs? How has that changed over the last three years?
3. How many kindergarten students enter at Beginning, Early Intermediate and Intermediate levels on the CELDT? How is that changing over time? 

In addition, it is important to monitor the attendance and mobility patterns for this group of students. Occasionally schools or LEAs believe they have a very mobile population of ELs until they examine attendance and mobility patterns. This data must come from the LEAs student information system (SIS). Knowing this information is important for effective planning. 

Questions for Attendance and Mobility
1. What is the attendance rate for the ELs? How does that compare to non-ELs?

2. How many ELs move from one school to another within the district?

3. How many ELs move into or out of the district?

4. Of the current fifth (or eight) grade ELs, how many/what percent have been in the district since kindergarten or first grade?

The CDE now maintains data on graduation and drop-out rates for ELs in DataQuest: http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.  Monitoring that data for ELs and other significant subgroups is another indicator of student success.
Poverty is a significant predictor of school achievement. There is a large body of research that negatively correlates poverty with both school success and behavior. Schools and districts with a high level of poverty in the EL population may want to incorporate in their professional development certain strategies to mitigate the effects of poverty such as the acute and chronic stressors that students of poverty often experience. 
Poverty indicators include participation in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and parent education levels. While overall statistics on these indicators are available from DataQuest, specific information for ELs is kept in the district’s SIS. Note: student level data is confidential. When working with this data, it is important to keep the information anonymous and secure. 
Questions to Examine Poverty Levels

1. What percent of ELs qualify for free or reduced lunch? This is most helpful for Unified LEAs because the NSLP application is done at the family level. Many high school students do not complete this form, even if they are eligible for the service.
2. What is the average parent education level of ELs? This is often a more reliable indicator for secondary students who are not consistent in applying for NSLP.
3. Is the level of poverty higher among ELs than other language status groups? Other significant subgroups?
4. Is the level of poverty in the community rising? Falling?

Number of Years a Student Remains in EL Status 
It is important to monitor the number of years it takes ELs to attain all reclassification criteria. Research has shown that the longer ELs take to reach academic and linguistic proficiency, the worse their educational outcomes over time. This must be monitored on an annual basis for each student (progress monitoring) and for the population as a whole. 
There is growing concern at state and national levels about long-term English learners (LTELs). Title III AMAO 1 requires that all ELs make one level of progress on the CELDT each year until they reach the English proficient level on that exam (Early Advanced or Advanced overall with no subscore below the Intermediate level). Once the English proficient level is reached, students are expected to maintain that status until meeting all of the reclassification criteria. AMAO 3 requires that the English learner subgroup meet the ESEA Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) targets set for all students on the California Standardized Testing and Reporting measure, currently the California Standards Test (CST) in mathematics and English language arts. Using the new state definition, districts might consider ELs who have been enrolled in California schools for more than five years be considered LTELs. 
One fairly simple approach to examining English learners by starting grade is to perform a cohort analysis of students in the fifth  or sixth grade who entered the LEA in kindergarten and have been continuously enrolled in that time period. This cohort includes students who may have transferred between schools in the district, but not students who have left the district and returned. Figure 3 below illustrates one way to look at this data.
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Figure 3 indicates that of all the students who began kindergarten as English learners and maintained continuous enrollment in District X, 50.6 percent of them were still ELs after six years of instruction. Conversely, the data tells us that 49.4 percent of the original cohort of EL students enrolling in kindergarten met reclassification criteria by the end of fifth grade. One can conclude that approximately half of the ELs who enter District X meet reclassification criteria within six years.

It is helpful to look at the language proficiency and academic achievement of these students. The next Table illustrates how those same students performed on the CELDT.
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In this case, 60 percent of the students scored at the Early Advanced/Advanced level on CELDT. Given that these students have likely met the CELDT criterion for reclassification, it would be useful for the district to know which other criterion/criteria may be keeping the students from being reclassified.

While the cohort analysis of students in the district more than five years is more pertinent to Unified or Elementary School Districts, it is useful at all educational levels, especially at the secondary level, to understand which of the reclassification criteria ELs are meeting and which they are not. 
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Figure 4 shows one way to view the number of students at each grade level who met each of the three criteria necessary for reclassification.

It is also sometimes helpful to aggregate the grade level information and look at the criteria one by one as is shown in     Figure 5.
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Figure 5 represents data for an entire district. LEAs may find it helpful to look at this information on a school-by-school basis. When many students fail to meet a particular criterion it is valuable to investigate further. It may serve to identify where additional student support is needed. If grades are used for the teacher input criterion and many students are not meeting that criterion, grading practices and policies should be reviewed. 
Questions for the Long-Term English Learner Population

1. How many students have been in the US for more than five years without meeting reclassification criteria (LTELs)?
2. How many LTELs are there in each grade level?
3. How many ELs have been in U.S. (or CA) schools for five years? seven years? 10+ years?
4. Are the numbers of LTELs increasing or decreasing over time?
5. Which criteria are keeping ELs from being reclassified?
6. Are teacher grades used as a criterion? If so, how does the LEA ensure that the grades are standards-based and objective?
7. For students in US schools for more than five years, which RFEP criterion is met least often?
Individual Student Monitoring

While there is recent research evidence indicating that it takes between five to seven years to reach full proficiency in English, that evidence is based on ELs beginning school at the lowest initial English-language proficiency level.
 Many students begin kindergarten at the Early Intermediate or Intermediate level of English-language proficiency. Those students should take less time to reach proficiency than students who begin with very little or no knowledge of English. 

Using AMAO 1 progress expectations as guidance, ELs are expected to advance one performance level each year on the CELDT through the intermediate proficiency level, then bring all domains to intermediate level and remain at early advanced or advanced.  Implicit in this expectation is that staff, especially teachers, know their students’ proficiency levels and their progress over time. The following chart is an easy way to look at two years of data on the same instrument, in this case the CELDT.
  This tool is helpful for looking at a school, a grade level within a school or an individual classroom. It can also be used for two data points on any assessment; CST, district benchmarks or classroom assessments given at two different points in time. 
Figure 6                     2010−11 Progress on CELDT 
                                      For ELs at Middle School X
	ELD level
2010
	Beginning
2011
	Early
Intermediate
2011
	Intermediate
2011
	Early Advanced
2011
	Advanced
2011

	Beginning
	1*
	12**
	8****
	3****
	0****

	Early Intermediate
	0
	4*
	12**
	5****
	4****

	Intermediate
	0
	2***
	33*
	14**
	9****

	Early
Advanced
	0
	0
	2***
	188*
	11**

	Advanced
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4*


     Key
	
	Student progressed 2+ levels (blue****)

	
	Student progressed 1 level

(green**)

	
	Student stayed at the same level

(yellow*)

	
	Student dropped 1 or more levels

(red***)


Figure 6 shows two years of CELDT scores; 2010 and 2011 for all the ELs in a fictitious middle school. Color coding the chart helps make this analysis easy to understand. When students gain one level, the box is colored green followed by **. When they advance more than one level, the box is shaded blue followed by ****. When students fail to progress, the box is shaded yellow followed by * and students who drop in proficiency scores are shaded red followed by ****. 
In this example, of the 24 students who were beginners in 2010, one still scored at the Beginner level (yellow *) in 2011; 12 have advanced to Early Intermediate (green **); eight scored Intermediate and three scored advanced (blue ****). Four students who scored Advanced in 2010 did not reclassify, nor did they drop a level, so their scores are coded yellow *. Any students who reclassified in 2011 would not appear on this analysis. 
This tool is useful at the site level, department level and teacher level. With it, a teacher can easily monitor student progress over a two year period. This tool is even more powerful for teachers when the numbers are replaced by actual student names. Many commercial data management programs can provide this type of report if it is requested. It can be used for data conversations by grade level or department teams. 
In this example, the tool is used to monitor CELDT over a two year period but it can be used to measure any common data point over two administrations; for example the CST or a district benchmark. As long as the assessment is the same and comparable across administrations, it is a useful tool to monitor growth. It should not be used for tests that are different; for example a first semester benchmark and a second semester benchmark that are not growth assessments, but instead assess different standards each time.  
Ideally, all teachers of ELs should have ready access to at least two, and preferably three years of achievement data showing linguistic and academic progress for their ELs. It is good practice to develop a system for reporting annual data (CST, CELDT, CAHSEE) and current assessment data for each EL that includes the number of years a student has been attending US schools. When this data is reviewed regularly, especially in a professional learning community, and the data includes information on how long a student has been attending US schools, teachers are better able to target the needs of their students and prevent the development of LTELs. 
Questions for Individual Student Progress Monitoring

1. What measures are used to monitor the progress of ELs at each grade level?

2. How often do teachers receive reports of EL progress that include measures of English language proficiency and academic achievement?

3. What are teachers and administrators expected to do with this data?

4. What changes in instruction or instructional programming occur as a result of examining the data?

EL Program Progress Monitoring

Per federal requirements based in the Castañeda v. Pickard decision of 1981
 and Federal Program Monitoring by the CDE, LEAs are required to evaluate their instructional program for English learners each year. In order to do that, districts should establish benchmarks of expected progress for ELs that are a function of the students’ time in US schools and English language proficiency level. These may vary by program type. For example, students in bilingual instructional programs who are taught academic subjects in their native language while developing English language proficiency would be expected to meet grade level performance expectations when assessed in the language of instruction beginning in the first year of instruction. For students in a Structured English Immersion (SEI) program who receive core instruction in a language they do not yet speak fluently, academic progress may be delayed while the student acquires English. Regardless of the language of instruction, all ELs must receive English language development daily and should make the expected annual progress on the CELDT. 
A sample benchmark expectations chart is shown below (see Figure 7). This chart shows minimum progress expectations in English language development, mathematics and English language arts that vary depending based on the student’s initial English language proficiency and how long that student has been in US schools. It is organized using the language used in CA Ed Code 300-313
 for English language instructional programs. Students with “less than reasonable fluency in English”, usually described as scoring Beginning through Intermediate on the CELDT are placed in a Structured English Immersion (SEI) setting. ELs with “reasonable fluency in English”, usually described as scoring Early Advanced or Advanced on the CELDT, are placed in English language Mainstream (ELM) settings. Occasionally districts may choose to place students at the Intermediate level on CELDT into ELM settings. For the purpose of monitoring expected benchmarks of progress, the expected progress is the same.
Figure 7 shows that for a student entering at the Beginning level of English-language proficiency, the minimum achievement expected on assessments of English language arts and mathematics (administered in English) would be the far below basic level. This is because students who are beginning levels of English proficiency are likely to score at the lowest level on assessments given in English. It is important to note that these are minimum progress expectations. Some ELs may score higher in their first year of instruction, especially if they are older or have had some prior schooling in their native language.  However, that same student should move a level both academically and linguistically during the second year and be able to meet reclassification criteria after five years of instruction. Figure 7 also illustrates the notion that students who enter at a higher initial English proficiency level will take less time to progress to proficiency and attain reclassification criteria.
Figure 7
	Minimum Progress Expectations for Structured English Immersion

to English Language Mainstream 

	Timeline

(Starting Point Based on Initial Level at 1st Year)
	1st Year (
	2nd Year
	3rd Year
	4th Year
	5th Year

	
	
	1st Year (
	2nd Year
	3rd Year
	4th Year

	
	
	
	1st Year (
(SEI or Mainstream)
	2nd Year
	3rd Year

	
	
	
	
	1st Year (
(Mainstream)
	2nd Year

(Mainstream)

	CELDT
	Beginning
	Early Intermediate
	Intermediate
	Early Adv / Adv -  Not English Proficient
	English Proficient1

	ELD Standards-based measures (e.g., ELD profile, curriculum embedded assessments or district benchmark for ELD)
	ELD 1
	ELD 2
	ELD 3
	ELD 4/5
	ELD 4/5

	English Lang.  Arts:  CST/CMA, District Benchmarks
	FBB
	BB
	Basic1
(low to mid*)
	Basic

(mid* to high)
	Proficient/ Advanced

	Math:  CST/CMA, 

District Benchmarks
	FBB
	BB
	Basic

(low to mid*)
	Basic

(mid* to high)
	Proficient/ Advanced

	FBB=Far Below Basic, BB=Below Basic, B=Basic, P=Proficient, A=Advanced. (*Mid-Basic = 325 on CST-ELA.) 

1ELs are expected to meet reclassification criteria within 5 full years.  ELs not meeting reclassification criteria in their 6th year are considered Long-Term ELs.


When students do not meet the expected benchmarks of progress, ELs should be provided interventions to accelerate their instruction in the areas of need identified by their assessments and teacher judgment. 
In addition to monitoring the expected progress benchmarks, it is useful to monitor how many years it takes, on average, for ELs to meet reclassification criteria. It is helpful to measure this both in years of instruction before reclassification and by the grade level at which students reclassify. Knowing the information can help a school or a district pinpoint schools or specific grade levels that may need extra support and resources focused on ELs so they can meet reclassification criteria as early as reasonably possible. 
Questions for EL Program Monitoring

1. How many/what percent of ELs are meeting all of the benchmarks of progress? By grade level? By school? By teacher?

2. Is the percent of ELs meeting the benchmarks increasing with time?

3. Which benchmarks are met by the fewest number of ELs; ELD, mathematics, ELA?

4. What interventions are available for students who do not meet annual progress benchmarks? 

5. How many students meet reclassification criteria in each grade level?

6. How many students meet reclassification criteria in: fewer than four years, four to five years, six years, more than six years?
Analyses for Secondary Students

While nearly all of the analyses presented in this document can be applied to all grade levels, there are some analyses that are particularly useful for middle and high schools. Grade point averages (GPA) is one of them. It can be enlightening to compare overall GPA and core GPA (non-elective classes only) by language status. This data is even more powerful when disaggregated by: EL five years or fewer, EL six or more years, RFEP, EO, and IFEP. It can also be helpful to look at the number/percent of students who are on track toward graduation with credits disaggregated the same way. This information can help schools design credit recovery and intervention programs that target the unique needs of struggling ELs or RFEPs if the data indicate that this is of special concern.  
The California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) is another good indicator to monitor. AMAO 3
 uses only the percent of students who score proficient on the 10th grade census administration of the CAHSEE in its calculation. Many students do not pass the CAHSEE on their first attempt and must retake it. Knowing the number of students who take the test two or three times before passing it can be helpful. This data should be disaggregated by the same language status groups as mentioned above. This information is especially helpful for middle schools to know so they can offer CAHSEE preparation before students take the exam for the first time. Because students can pass the CAHSEE without scoring proficient, middle schools can assist with CAHSEE preparation to help increase the number of students scoring proficient at the 10th grade administration which will boost the district’s AMAO 3 results. 
California uses the CST results for Title III AMAO 3 and Title I AYP calculations only through the eight grade yet students take these exams through the 11th grade. Tables 6a and 6b, 7a and 7b, 8a and 8b from the ELSSA can be modified for high school. These tables look at the CST performance in ELA and mathematics by grade level for students at the Intermediate, English Proficient levels and Reclassified students. Because high school students take End of Course (EOC) exams for mathematics instead of a general math test, these results will have to be broken down by exam. Since algebra, geometry and advanced algebra or algebra II are the three most common courses in mathematics (and algebra is the eight grade standard), it is recommended that the district separate scores by these three EOC exams. 
Figure 8
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	ELA CST Performance for CELDT Proficient
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	ELA CST Performance for RFEP
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The mathematics assessments are organized by English learners of all proficiency levels and reclassified students. Of course, an LEA may choose to further disaggregate this information by specific CELDT levels. It is valuable to note at what grade level ELs and former ELs are taking specific mathematics courses. 
Figure 9
	Algebra CST Performance for English Learners
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Behavioral Data


One final analysis that can be useful for secondary schools in particular involves calculating the number of students who are issued disciplinary referrals, suspensions and expulsions, disaggregated by language status. As mentioned previously, one would expect that the percent of each language status group that experiences these events would be close to their representation in the general population. To reiterate, that means that if 30 percent of the student population is English learners, the percent of all students given behavior referrals, suspensions or expulsions would be close to 30 percent. When the percent of students experiencing these events differs more than five percent from their percent in the general population, further exploration may be beneficial. 
Section 3

Access to Challenging Curriculum and Successful Course Completion

Algebra 1

Because Algebra 1 is a “gatekeeper” course required for graduation and for participation in advanced Mathematics courses, student placement in algebra is particularlyimportant to monitor. Figure 10 shows fictional LEA data on all the students taking Algebra 1 in a given school year.  The data is disaggregated by grade level and language status. This graph shows that the vast majority of ELs do not take algebra as eighth graders. 
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Displayed as a stacked bar graph where each bar represents 100 percent of the students taking algebra at that particular grade level, it is easy to see that ELs represent an even greater majority of students in that course as the grade levels increase. Conversely, they represent a very small number of the students taking the course at eight or ninth grade. This information is more significant the larger the percent of ELs is in the student population. It can also be helpful to view this data by exact numbers of students rather than as a percent of all students taking algebra at a particular grade level. 
While some high schools no longer offer any non-college preparatory mathematics courses, many still do. These courses do not meet the UC/CSU Requirement “C” for college preparatory mathematics. The following graph displays a snapshot in time of the students taking these courses in a given school year.
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Also important to monitor is the enrollment in and successful completion of A-G coursework by English learners in high school. Because the ninth grade year is so important, monitoring enrollment and completion of courses at this grade level allows LEAs to intervene early to prevent failure and possible dropping out of the ELs who struggle in these courses. 





Figure 12 shows one way to monitor students who are enrolled in both college preparatory mathematics and English courses by ELs with fewer than five years in US schools, ELs with five or more years in US schools, and EOs. 
Qualitative Data
Qualitative data can be time consuming to collect, but its inclusion can bring deeper understanding of stakeholder perceptions and insight on the services provided to ELs. When obtaining and working with qualitative data, it is necessary to:
· Interview or survey different stakeholder groups

· Keep information confidential so that findings are not attributable to any individual, but cited anonymously

· Provide a non-participatory note-taker for interviews and focus groups

· Look for themes, trends and commonalities across stakeholder groups

· Note perceptions of one stakeholder group that differ from the perceptions of other stakeholder groups
In small districts it may be better to interview staff individually. In larger districts, focus groups of job-alikes, parents and students provide important perspectives on educational practices. Below are sample questions one can use to gather stakeholder input.

· For administrators:

· What are the strengths of your EL program?

· What are your concerns for your EL population?

· What are the barriers to success for your ELs?

· If you had ability to reallocate resources, what do you think would best improve outcomes for your ELs?
· For teachers:

· What is your ELD program and how do you deliver it?

· How do teachers collaborate around English learners?

· What data do you have on your ELs? How do you get that data?

· What concerns you about your ELs? 
· For parents:

· What are you most proud of about your school?

· How do you know that your children are learning English and all the academic subjects all students study in CA?

· Do you feel comfortable/welcome in the school office? With your child’s teachers? With the principal?

· If you have a question or a concern, what do you do? Who helps you? 
· For students:

· What do you like best about school? What is your favorite class? Your hardest class?

· Have you ever struggled in a class because you didn’t understand the teacher or the books? What did you do?

· How did you learn English? 

· If you don’t understand something in a class, what do you do?
Electronic and paper/pencil surveys are also helpful ways to gather perceptual data from stakeholders. 
When all the data is collected, look for findings:

· What are the themes that cross many stakeholder groups and schools?

· Are there striking differences in perception between stakeholders, grade levels or schools?

· What are the strengths identified?

· What are the biggest concerns for each group? 

Section 4
Access to and Participation in Interventions and Special Education Services
Many LEAs have begun to monitor the representation of English learners in their special education programs. This data is useful to ensure that ELs have equitable opportunities to receive special education services if they qualify for them and also to make certain that they are not placed in special education programs if their needs can be met with appropriate support in the general education classroom. Figure 13 shows how one LEA examined their special education data by language status. This table represents all students with an IEP.
Figure 13
	Language Status
	Percent of Total
Students Identified
As Having a Disability
	Percent of the
Total Population

	English Only
(EO)
	53%
	70%

	Initially Fluent
(IFEP)
	4%
	5%

	English Learner
(EL)
	36%
	16%

	Reclassified Fluent
(RFEP)
	7%
	9%


In this fictitious LEA, 36 percent of the students with IEPs in this district are ELs, but only 16 percent of the population is EL. This LEA has more than twice the percent of ELs in special education than the percent they represent in the population. 
In addition to looking at the overall percent of students identified with disabilities by language status, it is insightful to look at participation in specific services disaggregated by language status. The following two tables illustrate ways an LEA can drill down further to see the specific services students were receiving as a function of their language status. 
Figure 14             Students Receiving Speech and Language Services
	Language Status
	Percent of Total Students Receiving
Speech and Language Services
	Percent of the
Total Population

	English Only
(EO)
	46%
	70%

	Initially Fluent
(IFEP)
	2%
	5%

	English Learner
(EL)
	45%
	16%

	Reclassified Fluent
(RFEP)
	5%
	9%


While this data is fictitious, it is not uncommon to find that ELs are over represented among the population of students receiving speech and language services. As previously stated, when such discrepancy is discovered, it is important to ensure that students in speech and language programs are placed there due to speech disorders and not due to a lack of proficiency in English. 
Finally, this LEA looked at its population in Special Day class settings. These are students who spend 51percent or more of their school day out of the general education population. 


	Language Status
	Percent of Total Students Receiving
Special Day Class Services
	Percent of the
Total Population

	English Only
(EO)
	48%
	70%

	Initially Fluent
(IFEP)
	4%
	5%

	English Learner
(EL)
	48%
	16%

	Reclassified Fluent
(RFEP)
	0%
	0%


The same analyses can be done for participation in the different tiers of intervention.  All of this information can provide insight into the menu of interventions for struggling students, the referral process for students who do not respond to instructional services offered, and the assessment process to identify learning disabilities.
Section 5
Appendix

The Center for Research on the Educational Achievement and Teaching of English Language Learners (CREATE) has issued research-based guidelines on English learners and response to intervention (Echevarria, Hasbrouck & Hasbrouck 2009)
:
· Pay Systematic Attention to Language Development 
When teachers have both a content objective and a language objective for their instruction, they remain cognizant of daily English language development.

· Build on Students’ Background Experiences

Although students come to school with a wealth of experiences, these experiences may not align with those reflected in texts and lessons. Teachers can tap into students’ experiences and link them to the lesson by asking questions about the topic.

· Use Techniques That Make the Lesson More Understandable

Use scaffolding to provide students with the level of support they need to complete the task or assignment successfully. As students become more proficient, the amount of support provided decreases, until they can work independently.

· Create Opportunities for Practice and Application

The gradual release of responsibility model provides students with ways to practice using new information and concepts. However, some students may need additional opportunities to practice new learning with continued support as they move through the process.
· Use Repetition and Redundant Information

Following the simple rule “Say it, show it, repeat it” ensures that students have multiple exposures to the information in a lesson and that they receive the information in a variety of ways. Teachers can provide extra support for English learners by using technology such as PowerPoint slides, overhead transparencies, smart boards, audio-taped texts, and Web sites as supplements to oral presentations.

· Assess Frequently and Reteach as Necessary

The saying “practice makes perfect” is true only if the practice is accurate. Because there is much that may be misinterpreted by students who are learning in a new language, teachers of English learners need to check frequently for understanding and reteach when needed.

Questions for Intervention and Special Education
1. Is the district providing standards-based, grade-appropriate first instruction to all ELs?
2. Do ELs have access to Tier 1, 2 and 3 interventions?
3. How are students qualified for intervention? Does the process have a way to account for ELs English proficiency as part of the process? How?
4. What is the representation of ELs in special education services and interventions as a function of their percent of the population?
5. What is the student study team or RtI process and how are students are referred for special education assessment?
6. How are students assessed? What tools are used to determine if students have a learning disability? Do these tools account for language differences in ELs?
7. What interventions are provided for ELs before they are referred to special education assessment? 
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Figure 10


Percentage of ELs that took Algebra 1 in 2010-11:





5 % of ELs in 8th grade 


15% of ELs in 9th grade 


35% of ELs in 10th grade 


73% of ELs in 11th grade 


88% of ELs in 12th grade 
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Adapted from Finkelstein et al., 2009





Figure 15











� For accountability purposes and as illustrated throughout this document, ELs are considered to be in their first year of school when they enter kindergarten; not Transitional Kindergarten or CA State Sponsored Pre-Schools. 


� Cook, G., Linquanti, R., Chinen, M., & Jung, H. (2012). National evaluation of Title III implementation supplemental report: Exploring approaches to setting English language proficiency performance criteria and monitoring English learner progress. Washington DC: US Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development.


� CDE DataQuest can now generate these 2-year CELDT comparison charts at district, county, and state levels: see http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/page2.asp?level=District&subject=CELDT&submit1=Submit


� Full text may be found at: http://www.stanford.edu/~hakuta/www/LAU/IAPolicy/IA1bCastanedaFullText.htm


� Full text can be retrieved from: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/.html/edc_table_of_contents.html


� Title III AMAO 3 is exactly the same as an LEA’s Title I AYP result for the EL subgroup.


� Full text of the paper can be retrieved from: http://www.cal.org/create/resources/pubs/CREATEBrief_ResponsetoIntervention.pdf
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50.6% of the students that began as ELs were still ELs by the end of 5th grade
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Of the current EL 5th grade ELs who began as Kindergartners in District X,  the following CELDT data were available:

 60% scored Early Adv. or Advanced

 on the 2010-2011 CELDT Overall

 36% scored Intermediate  on the 2009-2010 CELDT Overall

 4% scored Beg. or Early Intermediate on the 2009-2010 CELDT Overall



5th Grade ELs in District X Since Kindergarten

		CELDT 2010		Number		Percent

		Advanced		18		24%

		Early Advanced		  27		36%

		Intermediate		  27		36%

		Early Intermediate.		2		3%

		Beginning		1		1%

		Not tested		2		3%

		Total		77		



With 60% of the Els scoring EA or A overall, what is holding them back from being reclassified?
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