memo-dsib-amard-apr17item01 
memo-dsib-amard-apr17item01

Page 9 of 9

	State Board of Education

Executive Office
SBE-002 (REV. 01/2011)
	
	

	memorandum
	


	Date:
	April 26, 2017


	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
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Summary of Key Issues
At the May 2016 State Board of Education (SBE) meeting, the SBE approved a proposed design (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/may16item02.doc) of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) Evaluation Rubrics to include a state level indicator which measures English learner (EL) progress. The SBE directed California Department of Education (CDE) staff to provide options for incorporating a composite measure of EL proficiency, including EL proficiency rates, reclassification rates, and long-term English learner (LTEL) rates into the LCFF Evaluation Rubrics.
Options for a composite measure for the English Learner Progress Indicator (ELPI) were presented in an Information Memorandum to the SBE in June 2016 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun16item02.doc). At the July 2016 SBE meeting, options (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/jul16item02.doc) for incorporating EL proficiency rates and reclassification rates for the ELPI were presented to the SBE. The CDE indicated it would convene a Work Group of practitioners and technical experts, in partnership with the California Comprehensive Center (CA CC) at WestEd, to explore the possible inclusion of LTEL data into the ELPI. 

An overview of the ELPI Work Group’s role and responsibilities were presented in an Information Memorandum to the SBE in October 2016 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-oct16item02.doc). At the November 2016, January 2017, and March 2017 SBE meetings, the CDE provided the SBE with an update on the ELPI Work Group (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr16/documents/nov16item03.doc; http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/jan17item02.doc; http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/yr17/documents/mar17item02.doc).  
At the January 2017 ELPI Work Group meeting, CDE staff presented multiple data simulations that incorporated LTELs into the ELPI. The ELPI Work Group unanimously agreed that incorporating LTELs into the ELPI as designed was not feasible. The Technical Design Group (TDG) subsequently met and concurred with the ELPI Work Group’s decision to not incorporate the LTEL into the ELPI. As a result, the CDE and the ELPI Work Group decided to pursue an alternative that provided extra credit for LTELs who advanced at least one level on the annual California English Language Development Test (CELDT).

CDE staff also presented a summary of the ELPI Work Group’s work and recommendations as Item 04 at the April 2017 meeting of the California Practitioners Advisory Group (CPAG) (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/cc/cp/cpag2017agendaapr13.asp). CPAG members specifically discussed the advantages and disadvantages of the Work Group’s recommendation to add extra credit to the performance of LTEL students in the CELDT in the ELPI, and agreed with the ELPI Work Group that this recommendation would add incentive to improve LTEL performance. 
Background
The ELPI Work Group advised the CDE on the programmatic feasibility of incorporating LTEL data in the new accountability system. In addition, they provided recommendations on other EL issues that emerged as the new accountability system was in development. For example, the ELPI Work Group was asked to make a recommendation on the definition of the EL student group in the Academic Indicator at their December 2016 meeting. 

All ELPI Work Group recommendations were presented to the TDG to review the technical validity and reliability of the recommendations. As such, the TDG recommendations are also included in this memorandum.
The ELPI Work Group was comprised of 10 members from throughout California who had both EL program and data expertise and represented county offices of education, school districts, the CA CC, classroom teachers, and institutes of higher education.
The first ELPI Work Group meeting was conducted via Webinar on October 5, 2016. At this meeting, ELPI Work Group members were provided an overview of the new California Accountability Model, with a focus on the state indicators, and detailed information about the role of the EL student group in each indicator. The ELPI Work Group provided feedback on the definition of LTEL and the use of this new data in future data simulations. The ELPI Work Group met again in December 2016, and January and March 2017, to develop a recommendation for the SBE in May 2017. 
In April 2017, CDE staff also debriefed the TDG on the ongoing work of the ELPI Work Group and asked the TDG for their thoughts on adding extra weight to LTELs’ CELDT performance to the ELPI. While the majority of the TDG members agreed that this was a positive way to provide incentives for improving LTEL performance, some members raised a concern that double counting of LTEL students in the equation is unnecessary. 
The CDE has made several reports on LTELs available on the CDE DataQuest Web page that disaggregate the LTEL student population. In addition, the CDE will provide data reports on Ever-ELs. An Ever-EL is a student who is currently an EL or who was formerly designated as an EL, but who has now been reclassified fluent English proficient (RFEP). The reports include:

· Enrollment by English Language Acquisition Status (ELAS) and Grade

· “Ever-ELs” by ELAS and Grade

· LTEL by Grade

· LTEL by County

· ELs “At-Risk” of Becoming LTEL by Grade

· ELs “At-Risk” of Becoming LTEL by County

These reports are located on the CDE DataQuest Web page at http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/SearchName.asp?rbTimeFrame=oneyear&rYear=2016-17&Topic=LC&Level=State&submit1=Submit.
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) specifies that the progress of ELs gaining English language proficiency and making academic progress will be used for accountability purposes under Title I. ESSA does not use the term LTEL nor does it require the inclusion of LTEL data in the ELPI. However, it does require local educational agencies (LEAs) receiving Title III funds to report the number and percent of students who have not attained English language proficiency within 5 years of initial classification as an EL. 

Long Term English Learner Data Simulations 

The ELPI Work Group requested CDE staff run simulations using two LTEL definitions: (1) the California Education Code (EC) definition, which includes length of time students are identified as EL plus academic criteria (See Attachment 1 for the definition included in EC Section 313.1), and (2) students who are identified as EL for 6 years or more.

CDE staff conducted multiple simulations and analyses using LTEL and at-risk of LTEL data in response to the ELPI Work Group requests. The various simulations produced similar results; therefore, a select set of data are being presented in this memo. The simulations conducted and presented to the ELPI Work Group in January 2017 included:

· Two sets of LTEL percentage distributions to see distribution across the state (2 simulations)
· Incorporating LTEL and at-risk of LTEL into the current ELPI, which included running LTEL data using the EC definition and the 6-year definition of LTEL (6 simulations)
CDE staff produced an LEA distribution of LTEL percentages, which included all LEAs regardless of the grades served. The results of the LEA distribution are provided in Attachment 2. The distributions were used to establish cut points for the five performance levels. Because the LCFF treats all charter schools as LEAs, the distribution included charter schools as LEAs, which is consistent with the methodology used for other indicators in the California Accountability Model. There are 1,363 LEAs in this distribution. Because LEAs that do not serve students beyond grade six were included in Table 1, many of these LEAs had no LTEL students. In Table 1, LTEL students were determined based on the state definition in EC Section 313.1.

Table 1: LTEL Status Cut Points with LEA Distribution (Including All Grades)
	Performance

Level
	LTEL Percent Range
	Number of Districts
	Percent of Total Districts

	Very low (Blue)
	0% thru 5% (inclusive)
	316
	23.2%

	Low
	5% < thru 10% (inclusive)
	236
	17.3%

	Medium
	10% < thru 30% (inclusive)
	480
	35.2%

	High
	30% < thru 60% (inclusive)
	186
	13.6%

	Very High (Red)
	Over 60%
	145
	10.6%


The ELPI Work Group acknowledged that while some schools currently serve many LTEL students, one goal should be to assist these students in becoming proficient in English in order to be RFEP, thus lowering the total number of LTELs over time. As a result, the “Very Low” performance level receives a color of Blue in the California School Dashboard (Dashboard) and the “Very High” category receives a color of Red. In the “Very Low” performance level, 188 of the 316 districts had zero LTEL and 180 of these districts served only elementary grades. Overall, including LEAs and charter schools that served only kindergarten through grade six (K-6) distorted the distributions. 
As a result, CDE staff created another distribution which removed LEAs that only served students in K-6 with zero LTEL students. There are 1,183 LEAs in this distribution. Table 2 is also based on the state definition of LTEL found in EC Section 313.1 but provides the LTEL status cut points for the LEA distribution where LEAs with zero LTELs serving only K-6 are excluded. 
Table 2: LTEL Status Cut Points with LEA Distribution (Excluding K-6 with Zero LTEL students)

	Performance

Level
	LTEL Percent Range
	Number of Districts
	Percent of Total Districts

	Very Low (Blue)
	0% thru 6% (inclusive)
	181 districts
	15.3%

	Low
	6% < thru 12% (inclusive)
	285 districts
	24.1%

	Medium
	12% < thru 30% (inclusive)
	386 districts
	32.6%

	High
	30% < thru 60% (inclusive)
	186 districts
	15.7%

	Very High (Red)
	Over 60%
	145 districts
	12.3%


CDE staff applied the established cut points to schools that served students in grades seven and above (i.e., schools that served K-6 with zero LTEL students were excluded). There are 4,665 schools that have 30 or more ELs. Table 3 provides the school distribution.

Table 3: LTEL School Distribution
	Performance

Level
	LTEL Percent Range
	Number of Schools
	Percent of Total Schools

	Very Low (Blue)
	0% thru 6% (inclusive)
	1,663
	35.6%

	Low
	6% < thru 12% (inclusive)
	566
	12.1%

	Medium
	12% < thru 30% (inclusive)
	416
	8.9%

	High
	30% < thru 60% (inclusive)
	1,510
	32.4%

	Very High (Red)
	Over 60%
	510
	10.9%


CDE staff provided the results of the LTEL distribution by LEA type (i.e., unified, elementary, and high). In addition, CDE staff provided results of the LTEL distribution by school type (i.e., elementary, middle, and high). Table 4 provides the overview of the LTEL distribution by LEA type, while Table 5 provides an overview of the LTEL distribution by school type. 
Table 4: LTEL Distribution by LEA Type
	Performance Level
	Number of Unified LEAs
	% of LEAs
	Number of Elementary LEAs
	% of LEAs
	Number of High School LEAs
	% of LEAs
	Total Number of LEAs*
	% of LEAs

	Blue
	8
	2.5%
	61
	19.6%
	0
	0.0%
	69
	10.0%

	Green
	125
	39.8%
	223
	71.5%
	0
	0.0%
	348
	50.6%

	Yellow
	179
	57.0%
	26
	8.3%
	13
	21.0%
	218
	31.7%

	Orange
	2
	0.6%
	2
	0.6%
	49
	79.0%
	53
	7.7%

	Red
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%

	Total
	314
	100%
	312
	100%
	62
	100%
	688
	100%


*Table 4 does not include charter schools as LEAs.

The results of the LTEL distribution by LEA type showed that zero LEAs are identified in the Red performance level. Also, less than one percent of unified and elementary LEAs are identified in the Orange performance level, compared to 79 percent of high school LEAs that are identified as Orange.

Table 5: LTEL Distribution by School Type
	Performance

Level
	Number of Elementary Schools
	Percent of Schools
	Number of Middle Schools
	Percent of Schools
	Number of High Schools
	Percent of Schools

	Blue
	1,659
	68.16%
	2
	0.17%
	2
	0.19%

	Green
	549
	22.56%
	14
	1.21%
	3
	0.28%

	Yellow
	208
	8.55%
	142
	12.24%
	66
	6.16%

	Orange
	17
	0.70%
	870
	75.00%
	623
	58.17%

	Red
	1
	0.04%
	132
	11.38%
	377
	35.20%

	Total
	2,434
	100%
	1,160
	100%
	1,071
	100%


The results of the LTEL distribution by school type showed that less than one percent of elementary schools are identified as Red or Orange and 91 percent of elementary schools are identified as Blue or Green. Conversely, 86 percent of middle schools and 93 percent of high schools are identified as Red or Orange. In short, the LTEL distribution by school type disproportionally punished middle and high schools and rewarded elementary schools. 

In addition, CDE staff compared the LEA and school LTEL performance results to the results of those LEAs and schools on the ELPI. Table 6 provides the LEA level comparison and Table 7 provides the school level comparison.
The comparison of LEA LTEL performance levels to LEA ELPI performance levels in Table 6 reveals some contrary results. For example, 213 LEAs (18 percent of the total) had a Red or Orange ELPI performance level but had a Blue or Green LTEL performance level. Another 56 LEAs (almost 5 percent of the total) received an Orange performance level for LTEL but had a Blue or Green ELPI performance level.
Table 6: LEAs LTEL Compared to ELPI Performance Results

	LTEL Performance Level
	ELPI Level Blue
	ELPI Level Green
	ELPI Level Yellow
	ELPI Level Orange
	ELPI Level Red
	None
	Total

	Blue
	20
	28
	19
	30
	14
	26
	137

	Green
	23
	104
	88
	133
	36
	78
	462

	Yellow
	15
	58
	62
	84
	27
	52
	298

	Orange
	19
	37
	43
	63
	27
	71
	260

	Red
	0
	0
	2
	6
	3
	15
	26

	Total
	77
	227
	214
	316
	107
	242
	1,183


Table 7: Schools LTEL Compared to ELPI Performance Results

	LTEL Performance Level
	ELPI Level Blue
	ELPI Level Green
	ELPI Level Yellow
	ELPI Level Orange
	ELPI Level Red
	None
	Total

	Blue
	138
	404
	310
	492
	240
	79
	1,663

	Green
	33
	133
	94
	155
	98
	53
	566

	Yellow
	65
	85
	64
	74
	61
	67
	416

	Orange
	136
	410
	286
	363
	191
	124
	1,510

	Red
	27
	74
	67
	131
	113
	98
	510

	Total
	399
	1,106
	821
	1,215
	703
	421
	4,665


Similar contrary results were found comparing LTEL and ELPI performance levels for schools in Table 7. For example, 985 schools (over 21 percent of the total) received a Red or Orange ELPI performance level but had a Blue or Green performance level for LTEL. Another 647 schools (14 percent of the total) received a Red or Orange performance level for LTEL but had a Blue or Green performance level for ELPI. 

As a result of these data simulations, the ELPI Work Group unanimously agreed not to include LTEL data into the existing ELPI formula for status and change. Using LTEL data in this manner would in effect cancel positive gains on the CELDT and RFEP rates. This would result in making it difficult to interpret the results and unfairly penalizes middle and high schools. Instead, the ELPI Work Group recommended that the CDE staff produce data simulations that explored rewarding schools for moving up LTEL students at least one CELDT level.
In March 2017, CDE staff presented the ELPI Work Group with two options for providing schools an opportunity to earn credit in the ELPI when advancing LTELs’ performance on the CELDT. The first option added a half count (i.e., an additional 50 percent weight) to the ELPI status numerator for every LTEL student who increased one CELDT level. The formula for the first option is as follows:

	Annual CELDT Test Takers Who Increased at least 1 CELDT Level

Plus
Annual CELDT Test Takers Who Maintained Early Advanced/ Advanced English Proficient on the CELDT

Plus
ELs Who Were Reclassified in the Prior Year

Plus
LTEL CELDT Test Takers Who Increased at Least 1 CELDT Level Multiplied by 0.5
Divided by
Total Number of Annual CELDT Test Takers in the Current Year plus
ELs Who Were Reclassified in the Prior Year


Using the data released in the Spring 2017 Dashboard, Table 8 provides the results of adding an additional half weight to all LTEL students who increased at least one level on the CELDT.
Table 8: Adding Half Weight to LTEL Students
	Schools with an ELPI Color
	Schools with LTEL Students
	Schools with at least one LTEL Student Who Increased One CELDT Level
	Schools with an Improved Status Adding Half Weight
	Schools with a Change in Color Adding Half Weight

	6,437
	4,902 
	853
	40
	32


The second option added a full count (i.e., an additional 100 percent weight) to the ELPI status numerator for every LTEL student who increased at least one CELDT level. The formula for the second option is as follows:

	Annual CELDT Test Takers Who Increased at least 1 CELDT Level

Plus
Annual CELDT Test Takers Who Maintained Early Advanced/ Advanced English Proficient on the CELDT

Plus
ELs Who Were Reclassified in the Prior Year

Plus
LTEL CELDT Test Takers Who Increased at Least 1 CELDT Level 
Divided by
Total Number of Annual CELDT Test Takers in the Current Year plus
ELs Who Were Reclassified in the Prior Year


Table 9 provides the results of adding an additional full weight to all LTEL students who increased at least one performance level on the CELDT.
Table 9: Adding Full Weight to LTEL Students

	Schools with an ELPI Color
	Schools with LTEL Students
	Schools with at least one LTEL Student Who Increased One CELDT Level
	Schools with an Improved Status Adding Full Weight
	Schools with a Change in Color Adding Full Weight

	6,437
	4,902 
	853
	89
	63


Overall, adding half weight increases the overall performance level for 32 schools and adding full weight increases the overall performance level for 63 schools. The weighting impacts a limited number of schools; however, the change in performance levels is important for these schools and would act as an incentive for them to pay additional attention to improving learning outcomes for their LTEL students. The ELPI Work Group recommended adding a full count to the ELPI status numerator for every LTEL student who increased at least one CELDT level on a year over year basis.

As noted earlier, the recommendation of the ELPI Work Group was presented to the TDG and to the CPAG in April 2017. The TDG agreed that there are no significant technical issues or concerns with the ELPI Work Group’s recommendation and their recommendation is more of a policy decision than a technical one. The CPAG requested that CDE staff take a closer look at the 63 schools that would receive an improved performance level based on the new formula to see if the schools are concentrated in selected districts or if they represented specific types of schools. CDE staff investigated where these schools are located and confirmed the CPAG’s assumption that they are primarily located in larger schools in higher populated, urban school districts with a significant number of EL and LTEL students. While this finding does not alter the CDE’s overall recommendation, it does mean that the current recommendation as proposed would positively impact schools with large numbers of LTEL students and have little or no impact on schools with small LTEL populations.
In conclusion, the CDE and ELPI Work Group was formed in the summer of 2016 at the request of the SBE to clarify policy decisions around ELs and LTELs to be incorporated into the new Dashboard and to be consistent with federal ESSA and state LCFF legislation. In doing so, the CDE and the ELPI Work Group met four times in order to clarify the definition of ELs included in the Academic Indictor and to make specific policy recommendations for the calculation of the ELPI as charged by the SBE. The TDG and CPAG concur that adding extra weight for LTELs who advance at least one level on the CELDT to the ELPI will encourage added attention to LTEL performance in schools.
Next Steps

The CDE will present the work of the ELPI Work Group to the SBE at their May 2017 meeting. The CDE will continue to work with the SBE and stakeholders to make adjustments to the incorporation of LTEL students into the ELPI if the definition of RFEP changes. While incorporating LTELs into the ELPI as originally proposed masked students’ progress on the CELDT and towards reclassification and was therefore not feasible, the ELPI Work Group’s conversation prompted the CDE to make reports that further disaggregate LTEL data in DataQuest and elsewhere. In addition, the CDE will work with the TDG and stakeholders on the inclusion of LTELs in the ELPI as California transitions from the CELDT to the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC). Conceptually, the methodology of incorporating LTEL students using the CELDT will be used when the ELPAC is implemented. 
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California Education Code Section 313.1 Definition of Long-term English Learners

313.1. For purposes of this article, the following terms have the following meanings:

(a) (1) Long-term English learner means an English learner to which all of the following apply:

(A) Is enrolled in any of grades 6 to 12, inclusive.

(B) Has been enrolled in schools in the United States for six years or more.

(C) Has remained at the same English language proficiency level for two or more consecutive prior years, or has regressed to a lower English language proficiency level, as determined by the English language development test identified or developed pursuant to Section 60810, or a score determined by the Superintendent on any successor test.

(D) For a pupil in any of grades 6 to 9, inclusive, has scored far below basic or below basic on the prior year’s English language arts standards-based achievement test administered pursuant to Section 60640, or a score determined by the Superintendent on any successor test.

(2) A pupil for which the required testing results are not available for either subparagraph (C) or (D) of paragraph (1) shall not have that criteria applied and such pupil shall not be excluded based on that criteria.

(b) (1) English learner at risk of becoming a long-term English learner means an English learner to which all of the following apply:

(A) Is enrolled in any of grades 3 to 12, inclusive.

(B) Has been enrolled in schools in the United States for four to five years.

(C) Has scored at the intermediate level or below on the prior year’s English language development test identified or developed pursuant to Section 60810, or a score determined by the Superintendent on any successor test.

(D) For a pupil in any of grades 3 to 9, inclusive, has scored in the fourth or fifth year at the below basic or far below basic level on the prior year’s English language arts standards-based achievement test administered pursuant to Section 60640, or a score determined by the Superintendent on any successor test.

(2) A pupil for which the required testing results are not available for either subparagraph (C) or (D) of paragraph (1) shall not have that criteria applied and such pupil shall not be excluded based on that criteria.

(3) The Superintendent is encouraged to revisit a score determined for any successor test pursuant to subparagraphs (C) and (D) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) and subparagraphs (C) and (D) of paragraph (1) of this subdivision after three years of assessment data on the successor test.

(Amended by Stats. 2015, Ch. 660, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 2016.)
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Definitions for English Learner Classifications
English Learner (EL): A student in kindergarten through grade twelve for whom there is a report of a language other than English on the Home Language Survey and who, upon initial assessment in California using an appropriate state assessment (currently the California English Language Development Test [CELDT]) and from additional information when appropriate, is determined to lack the clearly defined English language skills of listening, speaking, reading, and/or writing necessary to succeed in the school's regular instructional programs.

English Learner “At-Risk” of Becoming a Long-term English Learner (“At-Risk”): An EL student to which all of the following apply: (1) is enrolled on Census Day (the first Wednesday in October) in grades three through twelve, inclusive; and (2) has been enrolled in a U.S. school for four or five years; and (3) has scored at the intermediate level or below on the prior year administration of the CELDT; and (4) for students in grades four through nine, inclusive, has scored in the fourth or fifth year at the “Standard Not Met” level on the prior year administration of the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English language arts/literacy (ELA). In addition, please note the following: (1) students for whom one or more of the required testing criteria are not available are categorically determined to be “At-Risk”; and (2) the assessment component of “At-Risk” determination for students in grades ten through twelve, inclusive, is based solely on the CELDT criteria outlined above; and (3) the CAASPP ELA component of “At-Risk” determination is not applied to students in grade three, as outlined in California Education Code (EC) Section 313.1(b)(1)(D), because the CAASPP ELA is administered in grades three to eight, inclusive, and grade eleven, so students enrolled in grade three on Census Day will not have prior year CAASPP ELA test scores available. For more information see EC Section 313.1 (Attachment 1).
Long-Term English Learner (LTEL): An EL student to which all of the following apply: (1) is enrolled on Census Day (the first Wednesday in October) in grades six through twelve, inclusive; and (2) has been enrolled in a U.S. school for six or more years; and (3) has remained at the same English language proficiency level for two or more consecutive prior years, or has regressed to a lower English language proficiency level, as determined by the CELDT; and (4) for students in grades six through nine, inclusive, has scored at the “Standard Not Met” level on the prior year administration of the CAASPP ELA. In addition, please note the following: (1) students for whom one or more of the required testing criteria are not available are categorically determined to be an LTEL; and (2) the assessment component of an LTEL determination for students in grades ten through twelve, inclusive, is based solely on the CELDT criteria outlined above. For more information see EC Section 313.1 (Attachment 1).
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