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	TO:
	MEMBERS, State Board of Education


	FROM:
	TOM TORLAKSON, State Superintendent of Public Instruction


	SUBJECT:
	Update on the English Learner Indicator Work Group


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 English Learner Indicator (ELI). The SBE directed California Department of Education (CDE) staff to provide options for incorporating a composite measure of English learner (EL) proficiency, including EL proficiency rates, reclassification rates, and long-term English learner (LTEL) rates in the LCFF Rubrics.
The CDE prepared an Information Memorandum to the SBE in June 2016 (http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-dsib-amard-jun16item02.doc) which presented options for a composite measure for the ELI. 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 in the ELI 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), to explore the possible inclusion of LTEL data in the ELI. 

BACKGROUND

California Education Code (EC) Section 52060(d)(4)(D & E) identifies two measures as part of pupil achievement that apply specifically to ELs: the percentage of EL pupils who make progress toward English proficiency as measured by the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) or any subsequent assessment of English proficiency, as certified by the SBE; and the EL reclassification rate.
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 ELI. 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 five years of initial classification as an EL. 

EC Section 313.1 defines LTELs as students who meet all of the following criteria: (1) enrolled on Census Day (the first Wednesday in October) in grades six to twelve, inclusive; and (2) have been enrolled in a U.S. school for six or more years; and (3) have 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 to nine, inclusive, have scored at the “Standard Not Met” level on the prior year administration of the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress—English language arts/literacy assessment. 
WORK GROUP ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES
The ELI Work Group will advise the CDE and the Technical Design Group on the technical feasibility of incorporating LTEL data in the new accountability system. In addition, they will also provide recommendations on other EL issues that emerge as the new accountability system is being refined. For example, the ELI Work Group will be asked to make a recommendation on the definition of the EL student group in the Academic Indicator. 

The ELI Work Group is comprised of 10 members from throughout California who have both EL program and data expertise and represent county offices of education, school districts, the CA CC, classroom teachers, and higher education. 

The first ELI Work Group meeting was conducted via Webinar on October 5, 2016. ELI 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 ELI Work Group provided feedback on the definition of LTEL and the use of this new data in future data simulations.
After considerable discussion, ELI Work Group members recommended using the EC definition of LTEL to produce data simulations. They also recommended exploring the incorporation of students who are at “At-Risk” of being identified as LTEL, in addition to the LTEL data. Including the “At-Risk” definition to the model will add students in grades three through five in the calculations. ELI Work Group members indicated the importance of including elementary school grades in the calculation since they have a shared role in ensuring EL students make the progress toward proficiency to prevent them from being identified as LTEL. 
The ELI Work Group requested that CDE staff provide a number of simulations for their December 2016 meeting, including:

· Comparing the impact of the inclusion of LTEL data in the ELI by school type (elementary, middle, and high). 
· Identifying the number of students identified as LTEL that moved from low intermediate to high intermediate. (Recall that for accountability purposes, the CELDT Intermediate level was divided into low and high intermediate to acknowledge the substantial growth that can be made within the intermediate level due to the large range of scale scores in this particular level.)
· Comparing the impact of including students “At-Risk” of becoming LTEL in the ELI.
NEXT STEPS
The ELI Work Group will meet in December 2016, and January and March 2017, to develop a recommendation for SBE action in May 2017. The ELI Work Group progress will be reported in February 2017 and April 2017 Information Memoranda to the SBE. In addition, the CDE will hold a Webinar in January 2017 to update stakeholders on the progress and obtain feedback on the development of the ELI. 
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