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Synopsis: After engaging with a number of stakeholder groups, the Board approved the inclusion of the

Former ELL student group in the Targeted Subgroup Index calculations. Before publishing the
2012-13 Index, there existed little systematic information available regarding the academic
performance of Former ELL students.

The memo describes three important findings:
1. The academic performance of the Former ELL subgroup exceeds the performance for the
All Students group.

2. The impact of the addition of the Former ELL subgroup in the school Achievement Index
calculations was a positive one for most schools.

3. The schools with reportable Former ELL subgroups are substantially different
(demographically) than schools without reportable Former ELL groups.

Just as is intended with this report, the Roadmap ELL Work Group is examining the academic
performance of ELL students and seeking out ways in which to create more equitable outcomes
for ELL students. Through the ELL Task Force, work from analyses like these are being used to
determine better measures of Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program (TBIP) effectiveness
that might be more appropriate for accountability purposes.

This work has raised more questions that it has answered. More work is needed and more is
proposed. We plan to expand this study to analyze the academic performance of Former ELL
students based on student characteristics, primary language, and years in (and out) of TBIP, and
through the analysis of assessment data for Former ELL and Never ELL groups.
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FORMER ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS AND THE INDEX
Summary

An analysis of the academic performance of Former English Language Learner (ELL) students
was jointly conducted by the Center for Educational Effectiveness (CEE) and the State Board of
Education (SBE) staff. The report identifies three important findings:

1. The academic performance of the Former ELL subgroup exceeds the performance for
the All Students group.

2. The impact of the addition of the Former ELL subgroup in the school Achievement Index
calculations was a positive one for most schools.

3. The schools with reportable Former ELL subgroups are substantially different
demographically than schools without reportable Former ELL groups.

Background

The ELL subgroup is the fastest growing ESEA subgroup in Washington, having increased by
over 72 percent since the fall of 2000-01 school year. In the 2013-14 school year, there were
approximately 102,000 ELL students in Washington public schools, comprising approximately
9.7 percent of the total public school enrollment. From 2000 to 2010, the number of ELL
students enrolling in Bilingual programs in Washington increased by 2000 to 4500 students per
year. However, the number of ELL students increased by nearly 8000 in each of the two most
recent years, attesting to the rapid growth of this group.

Approximately 14 percent of ELL students transitioned out of Bilingual programs in the 2012-13
school year, which means that approximately 14,000 new students were reclassified as Former
ELL students. These data show that the Former ELL subgroup is expanding more rapidly than
the ELL subgroup. Aligned with stakeholder input and for the first time, the revised Washington
School Achievement Index included the Former ELL students as a separate subgroup in the
Targeted Subgroup Index calculations.

As part of a larger effort to improve educational outcomes for all children, the Roadmap ELL
Work Group is seeking ways in which to build a more equitable educational system for ELL
students with the Roadmap districts and across Washington. The work group was a force
behind the passage of ESSB 5034 that provided funding in the 2013-14 school year for
Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program (TBIP) students that were reclassified based on the
spring 2013 WELPA. A reclassified TBIP student is one who scored a Level 4 on the WELPA.

In the summer 2014, the CEE was contracted to conduct a study on the academic performance
of Former ELL students in coordination with and for the State Board of Education (SBE). This
evaluation was not at all meant to examine the effectiveness of any program or service provided
as a result of the ESSB 5034 funding. The purpose of the research was to:
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e Report on the academic performance of the Former ELL subgroup as measured in the
Washington Achievement Index,

e Report on the impact of the Former ELL subgroup on the Index, and

¢ Identify policy implications associated with the Former ELL subgroup as manifested in
the school Index calculations.

The findings here are based on three years of assessment data included in the Index data file.
The assessment results are for the Washington Measurements of Student Progress (MSPs) that
are best characterized as English-only assessments. Language accommodations are provided
for on the Math and Science MSPs but not so much for the Reading or Writing MSPs.

The unit of measurement in this study was the Former ELL subgroup aggregated to the school
level following Index business rules. This means that academic measures were computed only
when 20 assessment records for continuously enrolled Former ELL students were evident for a
given school. Although these analyses were constrained or limited by this “sample of
convenience,” this work provides a solid base upon which to build.

Discussion

The preliminary report is included in this board packet. Some of the findings include:

The academic performance of the Former ELL subgroup exceeds that for the All Students
group.

e Percent Meeting/Exceeding Standards (Proficiency Rates)

0 For elementary schools, the reading and math proficiency rates for the Former
ELL group are higher than that for the All Students group.

o For middle schools, the reading and math proficiency rates for the Former ELL
group are about the same as that for the All Students group.

o For high schools, the reading and math proficiency rates for the Former ELL
group are lower than that for the All Students group.

e Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs)

o0 For elementary and middle schools, the reading and math median SGPs for the
Former ELL group are higher than that for the All Students group.

o0 For high schools, the reading median SGP for the Former ELL group is lower
than that for the All Students group but the math median SGP for the two groups
does not differ.

e 5-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (ACGR)

o0 When all high schools are considered, the 5-Year ACGR for the Former ELL
group does not differ from the All Students group.

0 When a subset* is considered, the 5-Year ACGR for the Former ELL group is five
percentage points higher than the All Students group.
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*Note: Subset is the 156 high schools with a reportable Former ELL subgroup in any indicator.

The impact of the addition of the Former ELL subgroup in the Index calculations was a positive
one for most schools.

e The number of schools reporting on a Former ELL subgroup increased 48 percent from
the 2010-11 to the 2012-13 school year but reportable ELL subgroups are evident in
fewer than 50 percent of the rated schools.

e Forthe 866 schools with a reportable Former ELL subgroup

0 826 schools (95.5 percent) had a higher Composite Index rating when the
Former ELL subgroup was included in the Targeted Subgroup and the average
gain was 0.137 rating points
0 24 schools (2.8 percent) had a lower Composite Index rating when the Former
ELL subgroup was included in the Targeted Subgroup and the average loss was
0.022 rating points.
The analyses conducted demonstrate that schools with a reportable Former ELL subgroup differ
from schools lacking reportable Former ELL subgroups. Schools with a reportable Former ELL
subgroup have a:
¢ Higher percentage of migrant students,
e Higher percentage of ELL students,

e Lower percentage of students with disabilities,

o Higher percentage of students qualifying for the Free and Reduced Price Lunch
Program, and

e Larger school enroliment.

The findings from this work indicate the value of a more robust investigation into understanding
the academic performance of Former ELL students, to include:

e Conduct an analysis using mutually exclusive comparison groups. In other words,
compare Former ELL students to Never ELL students after controlling for other student
characteristics.

¢ Analyze the academic performance of Former ELL students based on student
characteristics, native language, and years in (and out) of bilingual program.

Although preliminary in nature, the SBE staff believes it important to expand this research and
communicate these findings to a broader audience. To this end, the SBE staff:

e Requested student-level data from the OSPI from which to conduct a more detailed
analysis of the academic achievement of Former ELL students,

o Received approval to present these findings to the Washington Educational Research
Association (WERA) in Seattle in December 2014.
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e Submitted a presentation proposal with Education Northwest to the CCSSO National
Conference on Student Assessment (NSCA) in San Diego in June 2015.

This work has raised more questions than answered, a direct result of relying on the “sample of
convenience” generated through the publication of the Achievement Index.

Key Questions or Ideas

Assessment in Native Language: Current (MSP) and new (SBAC) assessments are best
characterized as “English-only” with limited language accommodations. A growing body of
research (including this work) contributes to the idea that assessing ELL students on English-
only assessments yields invalid and unreliable results, and that using these results for high-
stakes accountability decisions is unfair. A key question the Board may wish to consider
discussing is, “for the assessments used for accountability, should ELL students be tested in
their native language?” Such a change would be expected to produce valid and reliable
assessment results that would elevate the fairness of high-stakes accountability. This is
particularly important in cases where student assessment results factor into educator evaluation
systems.

Professional Learning: With full state funding of professional learning on the SBE Legislative
Priority list, the Board may wish to discuss ways in which to hold districts accountable for
providing “high quality” professional learning. One of those requirements might be to provide
analyses of disaggregated student achievement data showing that the professional learning
activities enhanced classroom instruction that led to increased student learning. In this case, the
disaggregation of student achievement data should include Former ELL and Never ELL
subgroups.

Action

No Board action anticipated.

Please contact Andrew Parr at andrew.parr@k12.wa.us if you have questions regarding this
memo.
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Acronyms and Jargon

Acronyms and jargon are an
intimate part of the educational
landscape and this type of
analysis. CEE takes a common-
sense approach to the use of
jargon and acronyms based on
the needs of the target audience
or the research report. Given that
this report is designed for
educational leaders within the
state of Washington, common
acronyms and jargon are used
within the body of this report, but
are also defined in the Glossary at

the end of the work.

Background and Purpose

The development of the revised Washington State Achievement Index (Al) was
guided by policy of the Washington State Board of Education and the Washington
legislature’s call to action to create a single aligned accountability system serving
both state and federal accountability needs (RCW 28A.657.110).

One of the critical issues faced by the design team of the revised index was the
issues of validity in assessing non-English speaking students on an English only
assessment. One out of every ten students in Washington has English language
skills low enough to qualify to be served in ELL development programs and the
ELL subgroup is the fastest growing subgroup in Washington State
(http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary).

Based on strong support from the Accountability and Achievement Workgroup
(AAW) (http://www.sbe.wa.gov/aaw.Rs), the design of the revised Al included
“Former-ELL” as one of the targeted at-risk subgroups. This subgroup is made
up of any student who, at any point in their K-12 educational career was in the
English Language Learner (ELL) program and exited that program by achieving
language proficiency® as measure by the state-wide assessment of English
proficiency (footnote details on WLPT/WELPA).

With the inclusion of the Former-ELL subgroup in the revised Al, for the first time
the state had a readily accessible data set including detailed educational
outcome (performance) information on proficiency, student growth, and
graduation rates for Former-ELL students.

This research was initiated by State Board of Education staff to serve three over-
arching purposes.

o What are the performance characteristics of the Former-ELL subgroup in
proficiency? What do we see in proficiency, student growth, and
graduation rates?

e Policy Implications. What are the state and federal policy implications
regarding accountability and assessment of ELL and Former-ELL
students?

e What are areas indicated for further research? The unit-of-analysis for
this project is, at its most granular, the building level. These findings
suggest additional research questions which can only be answered by
further analysis, particularly through disaggregation of student-level
data.

1 Proficiency is defined as the percentage of students meeting or exceeding standard on the state’s high
stakes assessment.
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Executive Summary and Policy Implications

We report on the academic performance of the two most rapidly growing
subgroups in Washington; English Language Learners (ELLs) and Former
ELLs, but the emphasis here is on the latter. These two student groups
have some unique qualities that pose some serious challenges to
accountability systems.

1. The ELL students are required to be assessed in a language other
than their home or primary language. No other subgroup is
required to do the same.

2. As ELL students become more fluent in the English language, they
tend to perform better on the state assessments and are then
reclassified as Former ELLs. In other words, the higher performing
students who are just becoming proficient on the assessments
are removed from the group.

3. Once reclassified as Former ELLs, students possess the language
skills necessary to speak, read, and write in English, but often
have not mastered the content-specific vocabulary required to
engage in the content area assessments in a meaningful way,
especially in the upper grades.

4. After being reclassified as a Former ELL student, it typically takes
a couple of years to demonstrate proficiency on the content area
assessments and this time period may be considerably longer or
shorter depending on the grade level at the time of exiting, the
primary language, the type of Bilingual program exited, and other
factors.

Examining the academic performance of Former-ELLs through the
Achievement Index is complicated by another important factor, that being
the number of years as a Former ELL. Evidence exists to show that
Former ELL students who have been out of a Bilingual program for five
years (for example) are more likely to be proficient than a Former ELL out
of a Bilingual program for only one year. In other words, the years out of
program are positively correlated with proficiency rate. The work we
present here does not take this into account, which certainly is a limiting
factor that can only be overcome by examining student-level data with
years as a Former ELL as a student variable.

Student Performance Indicators

Even with the data shortcomings and limitations cited above, we can
make some important observations about the academic performance of
Former ELL students. Generally speaking, the Former ELL subgroup
performs at impressive levels, but when you disaggregate by school level
and grade levels, different performance levels become evident.

Proficiency

e Former-ELL students are performing higher than the All-Students
group, particularly at the Elementary level. That is, the percent of
students meeting standard for Former-ELL students is above the
All-Students performance.

e The out-performance of the Former-ELL students is largest at
Elementary grades. At middle school, the performance of Former-
ELL students is almost the same as the All-students group, and at
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high school (grade 10) Former-ELL students slightly under-
perform the All-students group.
o The differences in performance between the Former ELL students
and the All Students group systematically change from the
0 3, 4th and 5t grades where the Former ELL subgroup
outperforms the All Students group to the,
0 6t and 7t grades where the groups’ performance is about
the same, and the
0 8th grade and up where the Former ELL subgroup
performs below that of the All Students group.

Student Growth

e Former-ELL students demonstrate higher median student growth
percentiles than the All-students group.

e At elementary and middle levels for reading and math, the median
SGP of Former-ELLs is approximately 3 percentiles higher than
the all-students group. This over-performance by the Former ELLs
is not evident at the high school level.

e For both reading and math, the median SGPs systematically
decline as the school level increases. The median SGPs for
elementary schools are the highest, middle school median SGPs
are a little lower, and high school median SGPS are a little lower
yet. This is true for the All Students group and the Former ELL
subgroup.

Graduation Rate

e Former-ELL students demonstrate approximately the same
Graduation Rate as the All-Students group.

e When we subset the view and look at Former-ELLs in high-ELL
districts, Former-ELL graduation rates are 5 percentage points
above the All-Students group.

Policy Implications

One criticism of Washington’s assessments that are used for state and
federal accountability is that the assessments are administered in
English-only versions. On the reading assessment, ELL students do not
have the opportunity to use some of the language accommodations that
are available on the math assessment. This means that the reading
assessment is measuring a student’s ability to read, comprehend, and
decode in English when their primary language is something other than
English. On the other hand, ELL students have translation materials at
their disposal, while sitting for the math assessment, which means that
the ELL students are being assessed on their math proficiency in a
combination of their primary language and English. On this basis, you
might expect ELL students to perform at higher levels on the math
assessment as compared to the reading assessment, but this is not
borne out in the analyses. The performance of the ELL students on the
reading assessment is approximately the same or even a little higher than
their performance on the math assessment.
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Evidence is presented to show that the assessment results used in
Federal and State accountability systems is not providing valid and
reliable information about the content knowledge of English Language
Learners. The new tests being delivered by the Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortia (SBAC) should assess the content knowledge of all
students in their primary language as is advocated for in the APA/AERA
Standards for Educational Measurement.

Schools with reportable Former ELL populations are demographically
distinct from other schools and the All Students performance differs
considerably between the two types of schools. State policy makers
currently provide an enhanced school funding allocation that takes into
account the number and percentage of ELL and Former ELL students.
However, the funding enhancement is modest and a more robust infusion
of supports might be expected to reap even greater benefits for these
student subgroups.

In order to provide an equal opportunity for ELL and Former ELL students
to learn at a level commensurate with native English speakers, a better
prepared and more highly skilled staff may be necessary. A better
prepared staff could be accomplished through incentive funding, targets
and individualized professional learning, and strategic staffing policies.

Areas for Further Investigation

Much of this analysis was constrained by the “sample of convenience”
from the Achievement Index data set. Specifically, the fact that the data
set uses the school building as the unit of analysis.

In reviewing this data with the members of the Accountability and
Achievement Workgroup (AAW- see http://www.sbe.wa.gov/aaw.php),
many of the questions and “wonderings” raised by this knowledgeable
team centered on issues that can only be answered via research with
student-level data.

The findings from this work indicate the value of deeper investigation into
understanding the performance of Former-ELL students, including:

e Analysis with mutually exclusive comparison groups. Specifically,
being able to compare the performance of Former-ELLs to a
“Never-ELL” subgroup. This would make the interpretation of
demographic, geographic/district views of the performance of
these groups more meaningful.

e Performance of Former-ELLs based on language spoken, poverty
status, disability status, ethnicity/race, and gender. In this case,
performance should include all three indicators—proficiency,
student growth, and graduation rate. The interplay of these
variables should be understood vis-a-vis the changes in
performance we see in the middle and high school grades.

e Impact of dropouts within the ELL, Former-ELL, and Never-ELL
populations.

Copyright © Washington State Board of Education, 2014.
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Context of English Language Learners in Washington

The ELL subgroup is the fastest growing ESEA subgroup in Washington State
showing 52% growth over the last 12 years. ELL students represent 1 in every
11 students served in Washington’s public schools. However, when we consider
the transition rate of ELL students to Former ELL students, it is safe to say that
the Former ELL subgroup is expanding by greater numbers.

Table 1: 12-year Enroliment data for Washington State

2002 2013 Change
K-12 Enrollment 1,010,424 | 1,049,901 39,477
12-Year Change 3.9%
ELL Program Enrollment 62,061 94,176 32,115
12-Year Change 51.7%
Source: OSPI Report Card
Methodology

Data Sources

The primary data source for this analysis is the Washington 2013 Achievement
Index data file, as published on the OSPI / State Board web

at https://eds.ospi.k12.wa.us/WAI. The Al data released in the spring of 2014
used assessment results from 2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13 spring testing
windows.

The assessments used in the Achievement Index include what is collectively
known as the Washington Comprehensive Assessment Program (WCAP):
Measure of Student Progress (MSP) for grades 3-8 in reading, writing,
mathematics, and science; High School Proficiency Exam (HSPE) for grade 10
reading, and writing; and End-of-Course (EOC) examinations in grade 10
mathematics and science. These are the same assessments used for
accountability under the Federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).

The sizes of the three primary groups analyzed in this work are shown below in
Figure 2.

Table 2: Group enrollment used in this analysis

3-Year Average Size Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 10
Former-ELL Subgroup 5,497 7,069 7,559 7,832 7,730 7,646 6,472
ELL Subgroup 8,578 6,947 6,030 5,026 3,978 3,477 2,875
ALL 61,116 61,481 62,170 62,642 62,654 62,298 59,693
Source: OSPI MSP and HSPE Reading raw data for Achievement Index. Continuously Enrolled Students only.

It is important to note that the unit of analysis for this report is the school level.
The students noted above are served in 295 school districts (Local Educational

Agencies or LEAs).
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In order for any group to be analyzed (based on the data source) in the
Achievement Index, the group must have at least 20 continuously enrolled
students in the school by subject area.

For example, at an elementary school which serves grades K-5 will assess
students in grades 3, 4, and 5. If that school’s ELL group assessed 8 students at
3 grade, 7 students at 4th grade, and 6 students at 5t grade in reading, the
total assessed in reading would be 21 students (8 + 7 + 6 = 21). Thus, the ELL
group for this school would be N>=20 and the data would be used in this
analysis.

Table 3: Count of schools with subgroups above the minimum threshold of 20 students
per content area in both reading and math

Count of Schools Stu?:lltle-nts ELL Fo:ETLer-
Elementary 1025 319 373
Middle Schools 346 131 214
High Schools 266 34 97
Totals 1637 484 684

Performance Indicators

There are three performance indicators which are used in the Achievement Index
and are thus used in this analysis. The Achievement Index data file contains
building-level aggregated data for:

e Proficiency: Percent of students meeting or exceeding standard on the
WCAP assessments in reading, writing, math, and science.

e Median Student Growth Percentile (MSGP). The median student growth
percentile for the building in reading and math.

e Graduation Rate (Grad Rate). 5-year Adjusted Cohort graduation rate.

Note: to increase the validity of the results and to protect student
confidentiality, a minimum of 20 students per school per content area is
required for data to be present in this analysis.

This analysis is bound, and limited by, the data as used to create the Washington
Achievement Index. Specifically, the data used in this analysis has the following
caveats:

e  Proficiency data was provided at the building level for each grade served in
that building. Only data for continuously enrolled (CE) students is utilized
in the Achievement Index proficiency calculations.

e Median Student Growth Percentile data was provided only at the building
level per content area and for the CE students. That is, grade by grade
MSGP data was not provided.

e Graduation Rate. Graduation rate data was provided only for the 5-year
Adjusted Cohort Method.
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Findings

Proficiency

For the state of Washington, at the summary level for grades 3-8 and 10, Former-
ELL students outperform the ELL subgroup and the All Students group in both
reading and math.
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At grade 10 (the only grade tested in
High School), Former-ELL students
perform -4 to -1 percentage points
below the All Students group.

It may be that recently transitioned
students have not yet acquired the
nuanced language skills necessary to
demonstrate proficiency at this higher
level.

Similar to the findings for reading, the
Elementary band for math shows the
largest over-performance by Former-
ELL students.

Former-ELL students outperform the
All Students group by between 8 and
11 percentage points.

Middle level grades show a similar
impact as in reading with Former-ELL
students performing between -4 and -
1 percentage point below the All
Students group.

It is also interesting to note that the
relative gap between Former-ELL and
ELL students is similar to the
Elementary grades; the performance
of the ELL students is below 20%
proficiency.

High School Reading
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High School math shows a range of -
11 to -3 percentage points lower

performance for Former-ELL students.
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An alternative way of looking at the data is to compare the Former-ELL students
to the All Students group. In the graph below, a positive value means the Former-
ELL students performed above the All Students group.

This chart summarizes the detailed information found in Appendix A.

As you can see in this chart, the positive effect for Former-ELL students declines
consistently as students progress through the grades.
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concert, the
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Reading Math

to speculate that the

MSP administration
in English-only may not be providing valid results. The results provide evidence
that, once English language fluency is acquired, the group proficiency rates
become comparable to the All-Students group.

One might speculate further that the challenges of increasingly difficult content
and complex vocabulary required to meet standards in the middle school and
high school grades are difficult to overcome for some Former ELL students who
have not fully mastered the English language.
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Student Growth

The data set created for the Achievement Index did not include grade by grade
median student growth percentiles but rather school-level medians. The result is
that, unlike proficiency, the best we can do is to segment the schools into
elementary, middle, and high school configurations and view the relative
performance based on the school configuration.

Reading

3-Year Median Growth Percentile
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Math
3-Year Median Growth Percentile
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It is also important to remember that these growth calculations are normative,
rather than absolute growth. In a normative growth calculation, larger groups will
tend to “regress toward the mean” which implies that larger groups will tend
toward a MSGP of 50 (growth at the 50t percentile).

For the figures above and in a general sense, you will note that growth in the
Former-ELL group is greater than the growth of the All Students group in all cases
except High School reading,.
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For the math chart, see how the average growth declines as the school level
increases for both the All and Former-ELL groups and that the systematic decline
is greater for the Former-ELL group as compared to the All Students group.
Without further disaggregation of the data, all we can really say is that by the 10th
grade, academic growth for the Former-ELL group is nearly identical to that for
the All Students group.

The reading chart differs from the math chart is at least several ways. First, the
systemic decline in growth by advancing school level is much more subtle for the
All Students group and disrupted for the Former-ELL group. Second, see how the
Former-ELL growth for middle schools exceeds that for both elementary and high
schools. And finally, see that the Former-ELL reading growth in high school is
substantially lower that for the All Students group.

These differences are not readily explainable given the nature of the
Achievement Index data set. However, we might speculate that the design or
usage intent contributes to the reading differences:

e MSP is a summative grade-level assessment whereas the HSPE is a high
school exit exam and the high school math growth is based on end of
course assessments.

e The high school HSPE represents a two-year growth measure whereas the
elementary and middle school MSP represents one-year growth measures.

Graduation Rate

The Washington Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI)
calculates graduation rates using both a 4-year adjusted cohort and 5-year
adjusted cohort method.

In both methods, the

100.0%
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80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Median 5-Yr Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate

beginning cohort is the
group of 9t graders

3-year Average (class of 2010, 2011, 2012) (freshmen). In both cases,

the cohorts are “adjusted”

for students who transfer

in and out, as well as for
S < & 5 dropouts. The difference is
5 i S ® | | thatinthe 5-year method,
® . " e students who require a 5t
& o I year of high school to
© © L graduate are counted in
the graduation rate
- calculation.
— This is an important
accommodation,
ALL ELL Former-ELL particularly for students

OAIll Schools (N=325) @Schools with ELL (N=78)

with disabilities (SWD) and
English Language

Learners. The primary

rationale in using the 5-year adjusted cohort method in the revised Washington
State Achievement Index was to obtain a more accurate view of high school
attainment for these two student populations.

In the figure at left, you will see that graduation rates are depicted for two sets of
schools.
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As you might expect,
as the number and
percentage of ELL
students increases
in Washington, the
number and
percentage of
Former ELL
students also

increases.

As noted in Table 3 above, there are relatively few schools with high ELL
populations at the high school level. As such, comparing the Former-ELL
performance with this larger group provides a biased view of relative
performance.

To augment the view of Former-ELL graduation rates, we chose to also report the
data for Former—ELL graduation rates relative to the High Schools which have at
least 20 ELL students at 10t grade (those schools with the ELL cell active in the
revised Al data set). With reasonable certainty, we can assume that schools
which have the ELL cell active at 10t grade are higher-ELL enroliments
throughout the K-12 system in their districts.

Recall that the Former-ELL subgroup grows as the grade level increases
as more students exit after each grade in the system. This causes
districts with no reportable ELL at elementary schools to have Former-
ELL data as these students aggregate in the middle and high school
levels.

In viewing the “ALL” performance above, as one would expect there to be a gap
between the graduation rates for All-students when comparing these two sets of
schools (a view of the “opportunity gap”). However, when you view the
graduation rates of the Former-ELL students, you will note that the graduation
rate in these higher ELL environments is actually higher than when viewing all
schools. The implication (worth further investigation) is that higher ELL systems
have found ways to increase the graduation rates for Former-ELLs.

Impact of the Former ELL Subgroup on the Index Ratings

The Washington Achievement Index computes an annual school rating based on
proficiency rates, median SGPs, and College and Career (CCR) indicators.
Schools are rated on a scale from one to ten following the methodology at
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/Achievementindex/IndexMethodology.pdf.

After thoughtful discussion, the AAW and other stakeholder groups supported the
idea of including the Former ELL students as a separate subgroup within the
Targeted Subgroup. The policy shift to report separately on the academic
performance of the Former ELL subgroup was based on the idea that Former ELL
students continue to be potentially “at-risk” due to the language barriers from
earlier in their academic careers. Stakeholders held that it was important to
monitor the progress of this rapidly expanding group through the Al.

We have the opportunity here to directly quantify the impact of the Former ELL
subgroup on the annual Al calculations, the Composite Al, and the individual
measures of proficiency, growth, and graduation rate for each of the first three
years of Al computations. To assess the impacts of the Former ELL students on
the Al, school-level Al calculations were made separately for each of the
indicators with Former ELL students included and then excluded. The rating
values could then be compared.

The number of schools with a reportable Former ELL population for one or more
indicators (defined as a Former ELL school) increased in each of the three most
recent years:

e 2010-11 showed 553 Former ELL schools

e 2011-12 showed 753 Former ELL schools

e 2012-13 showed 819 Former ELL schools
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Nearly 99 percent of
all schools earning a
Composite Al rating
in 2013 were not
impacted or were
mildly positively
impacted by the
inclusion of Former

ELL students in the
Targeted Subgroup.

In each of the three previous years, approximately 1800 to 1900 schools earned
an Al rating, meaning that only 30 to 45 percent of rated schools are potentially
impacted by Former ELL. The following paragraphs describe impacts from the
Former ELL students to only those schools with a reportable Former ELL
population.

Annual Index Ratings
2010-11 Al Ratings

When collectively considered, the inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup in the
Targeted Subgroup resulted in an average increase of 0.159 rating points when
compared to the same analysis with the Former ELL Subgroup excluded. When
the Former ELL subgroup is included in the Al calculation:
e The 2011 rating for 8 schools was unchanged
e The 2011 rating for 32 schools was lowered by an average of 0.043
rating points
e The 2011 rating for the 513 schools increased by an average of 0.175
rating points.

This means that more than 98 percent of all 2011 rated schools are not
impacted or are mildly positively impacted by the inclusion of Former ELL
students in the Targeted Subgroup.

2011-12 Al Ratings

The inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup resulted in an average increase of
0.163 rating points as compared to the analysis that excluded the Former ELL
subgroup. When the Former ELL subgroup is included in the Al calculation:
e The 2012 rating for 6 schools was unchanged
e The 2012 rating for 30 schools was lowered by an average of 0.072
rating points
e The 2012 rating for 717 schools was increased by an average of 0.174
rating points.

This means that over 98 percent of all 2012 rated schools were not impacted or
were positively impacted by the inclusion of Former ELL students in the Targeted
Subgroup.

2012-13 Al Ratings

When collectively considered, the inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup in the
Targeted Subgroup resulted in an average increase of 0.157 rating points when
compared to the same analysis with the Former ELL Subgroup excluded. When
the Former ELL subgroup is included in the Al calculation:
e The 2013 rating for 9 schools was unchanged
e The 2013 rating for 37 schools was lowered by an average of 0.048
rating points
e The 2013 rating for 770 schools was increased by an average of 0.169
rating points.

Once again, over 98 percent of all 2013 rated schools were not impacted or were
positively impacted by the inclusion of Former ELL students in the Targeted
Subgroup.

In summary, it is evident that the inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup in the
Targeted Subgroup resulted in higher school ratings or no change to over 98
percent of all rated schools. Further, the negative impacts to the other two
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In addition to the
small and positive
impact of the Former
ELL subgroup on the
Achievement Index,
stakeholders can
readily monitor the
academic progress
of this expanding

subgroup.

percent of schools are average annual rating reductions of 0.04 to 0.07 rating
points.

Composite Index Rating

A total of 1801 schools earned a Composite Index rating in 2013 based on the
annual index ratings for the previous three years and, of these, 866 schools were
identified as Former ELL schools. The percentage of Former ELL schools by
school level are close to the state average but the middle schools are somewhat
over-represented and the elementary schools mildly under-represented.

As a group, the inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup in the Targeted Subgroup
resulted in an average increase of 0.132 rating points when compared to the
same analysis with the Former ELL Subgroup excluded. When the Former ELL
subgroup is included in the Al calculation:
e The Composite Al rating for 4 schools was unchanged
e The Composite Al rating for 24 schools was lowered by an average of
0.022 rating points
e The Composite Al rating for 826 schools was increased by an average of
0.137 rating points.

The inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup in the Targeted Subgroup resulted in
higher school Composite Al ratings or no change to nearly 99 percent of all rated
schools and the average increase was small (approximately 0.132 rating points).
Further, the negative impacts to the other one percent of schools are an average
Composite Al rating reduction of only 0.022 rating points.

Impacts to Indicator Index Ratings from Former ELLs

The proficiency index rating is derived from the simple average of reading, math,
science, and writing. In the 2012-13 Al, 817 schools had a reportable Former
ELL population for the proficiency indicator. When the Former ELL subgroup is
included in the Al calculation:
e The 2013 proficiency index rating for 44 schools was unchanged
e The 2013 proficiency index rating for 5 schools was lowered by an
average of 0.079 rating points
e The 2013 proficiency index rating for 768 schools was increased by an
average of 0.228 rating points.

The growth index rating is derived from the simple average of reading and math
median SGPs for the school. In the 2012-13 Al, 813 schools had a reportable
Former ELL population for the growth indicator. When the Former ELL subgroup
is included in the Al calculation:
e The 2013 growth index rating for 127 schools was unchanged
e The 2013 growth index rating for 109 schools was lowered by an
average of 0.087 rating points
e The 2013 growth index rating for 577 schools was increased by an
average of 0.183 rating points.

The CCR (graduation rate) index rating is derived from the Extended or 5-Year
ACGR graduation rate. In the 2012-13 Al, 156 schools had a reportable Former
ELL population for the CCR indicator. When the Former ELL subgroup is included
in the Al calculation:
e The 2013 CCR index rating for 102 schools was unchanged
e The 2013 CCR index rating for 5 schools was lowered by an average of
0.102 rating points
e The 2013 CCR index rating for 49 schools was increased by an average
of 0.278 rating points.
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The demography of
the Former ELL
schools is
considerably different
from that of the
schools that do not
have a reportable
Former ELL

population.

Summary of Impacts to the Index Ratings from Former ELLs

The foregoing measures of central tendency are meant to illustrate several
points. The inclusion of the Former ELL subgroup in the Targeted Subgroup
calculation:

e potentially impacts less than one-half of schools with a Composite Al but
this percentage is expected to increase in future years as the population
of Former ELL students increases,

e negatively impacted fewer than two percent of all rated schools and
those negative impacts were small, averaging approximately 0.020
rating points, and

e resulted in a small average rating increase (approximately 0.139 rating
points) for impacted schools.

We would conclude that the widespread increases brought about by the inclusion
of Former ELL students in the Targeted Subgroup outweigh the small negative
impacts to a small number of schools. More importantly, is the ability to monitor
the academic performance of this potentially “at-risk” subgroup through the
Achievement Index.

Policy Implications for this Work

Former ELL Schools are Demographically Different

The statistical analyses found in Appendix B (Table 1) clearly show that schools
with reportable Former ELL populations differ from schools lacking reportable
Former ELL populations. When schools are collectively considered, schools with
reportable Former ELL populations have a:

higher percentage of Migrant students,

higher percentage of ELL students,

lower percentage of students with disabilities,

higher percentage of students qualifying for the Free and Reduced Price
Lunch program, and

e larger school enrollment.

Because of these differences, districts would be ill-advised to provide “one size
fits all” professional development for their educator workforce. The district may
wish to implement policy that provides for targeted professional learning for
educators at Former ELL schools that differs from that for Non-Former ELL
schools.

Also due to the school differences, the district may wish to implement policy
providing for “strategic staffing” for schools with reportable Former ELL
populations. The strategic staffing policy should be flexible enough to allow the
building administrator to hire supplemental staff to meet the needs of this
different student population.

The Academic Performance at Former ELL Schools is Different

The statistical analyses (Appendix B, Table 5) show that the All Students
proficiency rates for reading and math differ for Former ELL schools as compared
to Non-Former ELL schools, and that the performance is lower at the Former ELL
schools. This is true for all school levels. The analyses also show that the average
reading and math growth rates do not differ by school type, that being Former
ELL school versus Non-Former ELL school.
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Policies that support
the ideas of strategic
staffing, individualized
professional learning
should be considered
for schools and
districts where
reportable Former ELL
populations are
evident.

Under this scenario, a district would seek to accelerate the growth for students at
Former ELL schools so that the proficiency rates at the Former ELL schools were
at least as high as those rates of the Non-Former ELL schools. To bring about
greater student growth at Former ELL schools, the district may wish to implement
policy to provide financial incentives to lure the most effective educators to the
classrooms where they are needed the most.
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Appendix A: Detailed Tabular Results

READ I N G All Students ELL Students Former ELL Students
Proficiency
2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013
3rd Grade 72.7% 68.6% 74.0% 38.3% 28.4% 41.5% 85.6% 77.8% 88.2%
4th Grade 67.2% 70.6% 72.5% 22.8% 28.9% 32.0% 75.0% 79.1% 80.1%
Sth Grade 67.7% 71.0% 72.7% 23.0% 25.1% 25.8% 70.3% 76.1% 79.1%
6th Grade 70.1% 70.3% 71.9% 20.1% 22.4% 20.1% 70.1% 73.9% 73.7%
7th Grade 57.1% 70.7% 69.1% 8.2% 15.9% 17.5% 51.2% 67.5% 66.7%
8th Grade 69.4% 68.0% 67.5% 16.7% 12.2% 14.6% 68.2% 64.7% 63.5%
10th Grade 83.0% 81.6% 85.0% 27.1% 21.5% 30.1% 79.6% 77.4% 83.0%
MATH All Students ELL Students Former ELL Students
Proficiency
2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013

3rd Grade 62.2% 66.0% 66.6% 75.7% 74.7% 80.2%
4th Grade 60.4% 60.1% 64.1% 67.2% 67.1% 72.9%
5th Grade 62.4% 65.0% 64.2% 66.0% 70.2% 72.0%
6th Grade 59.7% 62.4% 60.9% 59.3% 63.0% 61.5%
7th Grade 58.1% 60.0% 65.6% 53.8% 59.5% 65.0%
8th Grade 52.1% 57.1% 55.7% 47.4% 53.0% 52.1%
10th Grade 66.6% 74.4% 79.2% 54.6% 67.9% 75.0%
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Appendix B:
Group Differences Supported by t-Tests

Andrew Parr, Washington State Board of Education

Reminders about t-tests

A value for p £ 0.050 indicates a significant t-test. A significant result provides
evidence that the mean of one group differs from the mean of the other group
and we can make that determination with 95 percent confidence. The significant
test allows us to say, “We are 95 percent confident that the difference observed
in the means of the two groups is real and that the difference is due to
something other than chance.”

Once the difference meets the significance test, we can begin to make
inferences as to the causality but causality can be established only through
experimental studies. All the work we do here will be inferential and based on
relationships.

Question 1

Are schools with reportable Former ELL populations different from schools
without Former ELL populations with respect to student demographics? If so, is
the pattern of differences consistent across school levels?

This analysis uses a dichotomous coding for whether or not a school is
categorized as a Former ELL school or not based on the following business rules:
e If Grad_2012_FormerELL > 0, then Former_ELL = 1 (yes a Former ELL
school)
e [fR_MetPcnt_2013_FormELL = 0 and M_MetPcnt_2013_Form ELL> 0, then
Former_ELL=1
e IfR_MGP_2013_FormerELL>1 and M_MGP_2013_FormerELL_A > 1 then
Former_ELL=1
e All other schools coded as Former_ELL = 0 (not a Former ELL school)
The business rules specified above would identify Former ELL schools for the
2012-13 school year and identical rules were established to identify Former ELL
schools for the 2010-11 and 2011-12 school years.

Table 1 shows that statistically significant differences (with respect to school
demographics) are indicated for Former ELL versus Non-Former ELL schools.
When all schools are collectively considered, schools with reportable Former ELL
populations tend to be characterized by:

e a higher percentage of migrant students,

e a higher percentage of ELL students,

e alower percentage of SWDs

e a higher percentage of FRL students,

e alower percentage of students in foster care, and

e larger schools.
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Table 1. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all schools
in Washington).

School Measure FOgELELL Mean gg?gﬁég Sga;r;ﬁgr&g;\or t-Test Result
PCT_MIGRANT 2 3:22 3?32 :(2)261; p < 0.001
; e ssor| P <0001
I s
| mElEe
ol e o
PCT_FOSTER 2 ii ;;g 813 p <0.001
TOTAL N : saz0| 292,040 13g03| P<0001

Note: 2012-13 data based on 785 schools with a reportable Former ELL
subgroup (1) and 1380 schools with a non-reportable Former ELL subgroup (O).

From Table 1, we have evidence that schools are different based on demography
and this comes as no surprise because students are not randomly assigned to
schools - they attend schools from a zone that is geographically defined and
differ by income level and often by language, culture, and race/ethnicity.

Table 2. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all
elementary schools in Washington).

School Measure Forg:gLELL Mean gtee:/?gt?(;ﬂ S:)e;r;ﬂ:r&l:;or t-Test Result
PCT_MIGRANT 2 3?471 3222 ;gg p <0.001
PCT_ELL X o I 5| P <0001
PCT_SWD ) 1250 e ]
| En e = o
el e o
PCT_FOSTER (J)_ ii 23; gii p <0.001
R

Note: 2012-13 data based on 396 elementary schools with a reportable Former
ELL subgroup (1) and 671 elementary schools with a non-reportable Former ELL
subgroup (0).

Table 3. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all middle
schools in Washington).

School Measure

Former ELL Mean Standard Standard Error t-Test Result
Group Deviation of the Mean
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PCT_MIGRANT 2 2:§ 2222 222 p <0.001
: ] I
PCT_SWD , 1230 3760 21| p=o0s3
O
: = I |
PCT_FOSTER (1) ii ;gg 8?8 p=0.423
| el 2al o
Note: 2012-13 data based on 239 middle schools with a reportable Former ELL
subgroup (1) and 117 middle schools with a non-reportable Former ELL
subgroup (0).
Table 4. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all high
schools in Washington).
School Measure FOggLELL Mean Stei?gt?éﬁ Sgefw:ﬁzr&g;\or t-Test Result
PCT_MIGRANT 2 ;;Z jzij; :222 p < 0.001
: ol el ] o
PCT_SWD ) 1078 2220 0| P=0288
| sml mm el o
) 203 2008 1e7| p=o0301
PCT_FOSTER 2 13 gé; gig p =0.306
TotaN ; 139657| eanzeo sosa| P <000

Note: based on 115 high schools with a reportable Former ELL subgroup (1) and
151 high schools with a non-reportable Former ELL subgroup (0) and composite
Al > 1.

The tables show that the Former ELL schools and the Non-Former ELL schools
differ across grade span and differ with respect to school demographics that are
correlated to student academic achievement. Based on assessment results over
time, schools with higher percentages of students considered to be potentially
“at risk” for failure (FRLs, SWDs, ELLs, and migrant) would generally be expected
to perform lower on assessments.
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Question 2

Is the academic performance of the All Students group different at Former ELL
schools as compared to Non-Former ELL schools? If so, is the pattern of
differences consistent across school levels?

Table 5. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all schools
in Washington).

School Measure Former ELL N Mean | Standard | Standard Error t-Test Result
Group Deviation of the Mean
Reading_3-Yr_Percent_Met 2 13;13 g:gj igg;i ;1(2); p <0.001
Math_3-Yr_Percent_Met 2 1(7)%' gg% EZZ)Z ggg p = 0.001
RandM_3YR_AVG_PRO 2 1332 213(9) ijjg; :2‘113 p < 0.001
o eleel e ] e
Math_3Yr_MSGP I B B 0| P=0291
RandM_3YR_AVG_MGP ; o I L6 20 p=0214

Table 5 provides evidence that proficiency rates (3-year average) at Former ELL
schools are different from the proficiency rates at Non-Former ELL schools and

that the rates are lower at the Former ELL schools. On the other hand, there are
no mean differences for the growth measures between the Former ELL schools
and the Non-Former ELL schools

Table 6. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all
elementary schools in Washington).

School Measure Forerr;((e)LELL N Mean [S)teall?ggég Sge;r;ﬂ:r&lei;;‘or t-Test Result
Reading_3Yr_Pct_Met 2 2;2 222421 iigg; ;':(1); p <0.001
Math_3Yr_Percent_Met 2 ggg gggi i;ié; %g; p <0.001
e I I I
s sinsor | 0| S| sl el sl oy
Math_3r_MSGP ) s01| 108  oom o | P=0034
ansenvoor | 0| i B2 el o

Table 6 provides evidence that the means differ for four of the six school
academic measures at the elementary school level; the 3-Year Average Reading
MGP and the Combined Reading and Math MGP did not differ. For the proficiency
measures, the Non-Former ELL schools are higher but for growth, the Non-
Former ELL schools are lower. Mean differences exist for the proficiency
measures but not so much for the growth measures.
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Table 7. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all middle
schools in Washington).

School Measure FOQELELL N Mean S:‘/?g?ég Sge;r:ggrl(\j/lserl:‘or t-Test Result
Reading_3Yr_Pct_Met (1) ;g: 2212 gig% 1;2? p=0.012
Math_3Yr_Percent_Met (1) ;gg 2222 124212(9) 13;2 p=0.126
e N I e
e N e e
i
- B S e

Table 7 indicates a difference for the reading proficiency rates of Former ELL and
Non-Former ELL middle schools but not for math proficiency. A difference is also
indicated for the Combined Reading and Math proficiency rates. Neither the
reading growth rates nor the math growth rates differ by school type but the
combined reading and math growth rate differs by ELL school type. Where growth
differences are noted, the performance of the Former ELL schools is higher than
that of the Non-Former ELL schools.

Table 8. Group statistics for Former ELL and Non-Former ELL schools (all high
schools in Washington).

School Measure FOQELELL N Mean g:‘/?gt?gﬂ Sga]}r:ﬂeelr&sg:]or t-Test Result
Reading_3Yr_Pct_Met 2 f{g Zggg gzg; ;gé p = 0.003
Math_3Yr_Percent_Met (1) iig ;égi i;g?g 126153 p =0.137
e I 1 I I s
e
N S
RandM_3YR_AVG_MGP (1) iii i;:gg 3:213 :ggg p < 0.001
3Yr Average Grad Rate 2 ﬁ'i gggg 1823(1) 222 p = 0.046

The t-tests for high schools yielded significant results for seven of the eight tests
conducted as only the math proficiency rate did not differ. For the proficiency
rates and the growth rates, the Non-Former ELL schools were higher.

The findings thus far are mixed. Significant t-tests mostly result from the
comparison of the proficiency rates of the All Students group for the Former ELL
schools to the rates of the Non-Former ELL schools and in these cases, the rates
for the Non-Former ELL schools are greater. The t-tests comparing the growth
rates of the Former ELL schools to those of the Non-Former ELL schools are less
predictable:
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o for the elementary schools, only the 3-Year Math MGP differed
(statistically) and the math MGP average for the Former ELL schools
exceeded that of the Non-Former ELL schools,

e for the middle schools, only the only the 3-Year Combined Reading and
Math MGP differed and MGP average for the Former ELL schools
exceeded that of the Non-Former ELL schools, and

o for the high schools, significant t-tests were reported for all three growth
measures but the growth rates for the Non-ELL schools exceeded the
rates for the Former ELL schools.

Thus far, it is evident that schools with reportable Former ELL achievement data
perform differently than schools without reportable Former ELL data when the All
Students group is the unit of analysis. One might infer that the differences are
attributable to the presence of the Former ELL population. However, the
differences may also be attributed to other demographic subgroups (ELL, SWD,
and FRL, for example) which differ significantly between schools.

Question 3

For schools with reportable Former ELL populations, how do the academic
measures for the Former ELL students compare to the academic measures for
the All Students group? How do the measures vary by content area and by school
level?

Table 9. Descriptive statistics for the All Students group at schools with
reportable Former ELL populations.

School Measure N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Reading_3Yr_Percent_Met 777 8.0 99.4 68.6 13.98
Math_3Yr_Percent_Met 776 5.2 99.7 60.7 15.46
RandM_3YR_AVG_PRO 776 6.6 99.5 64.7 14.41
Reading_3Yr_MSGP 773 29.2 70.7 50.0 7.00
Math_3Yr_MSGP 772 19.5 7.7 50.6 9.43
RandM_3YR_AVG_MGP 772 27.8 71.8 50.3 7.30

Table 10. Descriptive statistics for the Former ELL Students group at schools with
reportable Former ELL populations.

School Measure N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
FELL_R_PRO_3YR_AVG 455 36.2 98.0 745 11.70
FELL_M_PRO_3YR_AVG 450 17.1 97.9 65.5 15.45
FELL_RandM_PRO_3YR_AVG 450 27.4 97.0 69.9 13.11
FELL_R_MGP_3YR_AVG 505 28.3 76.8 52.2 8.48
FELL_M_MGP_3YR_AVG 504 26.7 82.0 53.9 10.62
FELL_RandM_GRO_3YR_AVG 503 30.6 77.0 53.1 8.419

The following statements can be made based on Tables 9 and 10.
e  For proficiency rates, the Former ELL group outperforms the All Students
group.
e The minimum values for the Former ELL students is substantially greater
than the minimum values for the ALL Students group
e The maximum values for the Former ELL students is comparable to the
maximum values for the ALL Students group
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For growth rates, the Former ELL group outperforms the All Students
group.

The minimum values for the Former ELL students are comparable to the
minimum values for the ALL Students group

The maximum values for the Former ELL students is greater than the
maximum values for the ALL Students group

Table 11. Descriptive statistics for the All Students group at elementary schools
with reportable Former ELL populations.

School Measure N Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Reading_3Yr_Percent_Met 393 29.2 99.4 66.8 14.29
Math_3Yr_Percent_Met 393 20.9 99.7 60.3 15.46
RandM_3YR_AVG_PRO 393 25.1 99.5 63.6 14.64
Reading_3Yr_MSGP 391 29.2 70.7 50.3 7.45
Math_3Yr_MSGP 391 29.2 75.7 52.0 9.09
RandM 3YR AVG_MGP 391 32.6 71.8 51.1 7.56

Table 12. Descriptive statistics for the Former ELL Students group at elementary
schools with reportable Former ELL populations.

School Measure N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
FELL_R_PRO_3YR_AVG 231 36.2 98.0 78.9 9.98
FELL_M_PRO_3YR_AVG 231 31.7 97.9 71.8 13.78
FELL_RandM_PRO_3YR_AVG 231 34.0 97.0 75.3 11.37
FELL_R_MGP_3YR_AVG 229 30.7 76.8 52.8 8.83
FELL_M_MGP_3YR_AVG 230 27.2 79.7 55.9 10.25
FELL_RandM_GRO_3YR_AVG 229 335 77.0 54.3 8.51

The following statements (based on Tables 11 and 12) are the same as for those
based on the previous two tables.

For proficiency rates, the Former ELL group outperforms the All Students
group.

The minimum values for the Former ELL students is substantially greater
than the minimum values for the ALL Students group

The maximum values for the Former ELL students is comparable to the
maximum values for the ALL Students group

For growth rates, the Former ELL group outperforms the All Students
group.

The minimum values for the Former ELL students are comparable to the
minimum values for the ALL Students group

The maximum values for the Former ELL students is greater than the
maximum values for the ALL Students group

Table 13. Descriptive statistics for the All Students group at middle schools with
reportable Former ELL populations.
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N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Reading_3 Yr_Percent_Met 238 28.7 90.0 66.2 12.20
Math_3 Yr_Percent_Met 238 23.6 87.8 56.9 14.44
RandM_3YR_AVG_PRO 238 26.2 88.4 61.5 13.02
Reading_3_Yr_MSGP 238 36.2 69.5 49.8 6.21
Math_3_Yr_MSGP 238 26.7 75.0 50.1 9.08
RandM_3YR_AVG_MGP 238 32.0 71.7 49.9 6.77

Table 14. Descriptive statistics for the Former ELL Students group at middle
schools with reportable Former ELL populations.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
FELL_R_PRO_3YR_AVG 159 37.8 90.6 66.0 10.55
FELL_M_PRO_3YR_AVG 159 17.1 90.7 56.0 14.05
FELL_RandM_PRO_3YR_AVG 159 27.4 90.6 61.0 11.86
FELL_R_MGP_3YR_AVG 200 36.0 74.3 53.1 7.34
FELL_M_MGP_3YR_AVG 200 30.3 76.7 53.4 10.03
FELL RandM GRO 3YR AVG 200 33.7 72.8 53.3 7.59

See that for middle schools, the academic performance of the Former ELL
students looks very similar to the performance of the All Students group for
proficiency. The mean growth measures for the Former ELL students are greater
than for the All Students group.

Table 15. Descriptive statistics for the All Students group at high schools with
reportable Former ELL populations.

N Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Reading_3Yr_Percent_Met 116 37.6 95.9 80.0 9.48
Math_3Yr_Percent_Met 115 34.8 94.5 70.5 1251
RandM_3YR_AVG_PRO 115 47.8 95.2 75.5 10.32
Reading_3Yr_MSGP 115 32.0 70.2 49.3 7.16
Math_3Yr_MSGP 114 21.7 7.7 47.5 10.45
RandM_3YR_AVG_MGP 114 27.8 63.2 48.4 7.21
3YR Average Grad Rate 115 24.0 97.6 83.0 11.61
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Table 16. Descriptive statistics for the Former ELL Students group at high
schools with reportable Former ELL populations.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
FELL_R_PRO_3YR_AVG 55 64.8 95.2 80.8 7.40
FELL_M_PRO_3YR_AVG 50 44.7 94.8 66.6 12.08
FELL_RandM_PRO_3YR_AVG 50 56.0 95.0 73.7 9.20
FELL_R_MGP_3YR_AVG 64 28.3 72.8 47.3 9.018
FELL_M_MGP_3YR_AVG 62 26.7 82.0 48.0 11.99
FELL_RandM_GRO_3YR_AVG 62 30.6 66.3 47.7 8.73
FELL GRAD 3YR AVG 15 15.8 91.2 76.7 20.68

The following statements can be made for high schools based on Tables 15 and

16.
e  For proficiency rates, the performance of the Former ELL subgroup
approximates those for the All Students group.
e The minimum values for the Former ELL students are substantially greater
than the minimum values for the ALL Students group
e  The maximum values for the Former ELL students are comparable to the
maximum values for the ALL Students group
e  For the average growth rates, the Former ELL group performs at about the
same level as the All Students group.
e  The minimum values for the Former ELL students are mostly higher than
the minimum values for the ALL Students group
e The maximum values for the Former ELL students is greater than the
maximum values for the ALL Students group
e The graduation rates are slightly higher for the All Students group as
compared to the Former ELL students.
Question 4

For each of the academic performance indicators and school level, which schools
have the greatest demonstrable success with their respective Former ELL
students?

An analysis was conducted to determine whether the highest performing Former
ELL schools differed by demography from lower performing Former ELL schools.
Schools (by ES, MS, and HS) that performed at or above the 95% percentile on
any measure were coded with a 1 and other schools coded as 0.
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Group statistics for high performing (1) and lower performing (O) Former ELL

schools.

| FELL HI Group N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean t-test Result
‘8| 206 s oo | P=00
oren ] mem meml el o
crow ] e sl ] o
PCTFRL "oo| ar1ie|  orsaomo|  assope| P00
v F
ror_rosten I
OTALN ‘o] orses| ssaoos ssoss| P00

Significant t-test results were returned for five of the 6 tests conducted,
indicating different school demography. Higher performing Former ELL schools

are characterized by:

lower percentage of migrant students,

no difference in the percentage of ELLs,

lower percentage of SWDs,
lower percentage of FRLs,

higher percentage of students with 504 accommodations,

lower percentage of students in foster care, and
have a larger school enroliment.
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Glossary & Acronyms

m AAW: Accountability and Achievement Workgroup. NN member panel comprised of ... for the purpose of ...

= AMAO / Annual Measurable Achievement Objective. Three Federal accountability measures related to the
effectiveness of bilingual programs.

m Basic-level proficiency. State policies allow students with disabilities whose IEPs notes proficiency at WCAP Level-2
to be considered as proficient. Federal accountability and the Achievement Index do not allow this. These students
are not considered as proficient.

m ELL: English Language Learner. A student who is actively enrolled in a Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program.

m EQC: End of Course Exam. The 10t grade measures for math and science within the WCAP.

m ESEA. Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

m Former-ELL: A student who was ELL in the past but has exited from that program by achieving English language
proficiency (see WELPA).

m HSPE: High School Proficiency Exam. The 10t grade measure for reading and writing within the WCAP.

m |[EP: Individualized Education Plan. The plan for each student with a disability that is created by the school with
student and parent/guardian input. This plan defines the serviced provided and the expected outcomes for that
student.

m MSGP: Median student growth percentile. Calculated independently for reading and math student growth. This
represents the school wide median student growth percentile value.

m MSP: Measure of Student Progress.

= NCLB: No Child Left Behind. The 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)\

m OSPI: Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. Oversees the processes for public education in Washington
State.

m SBE: State Board of Education. The governing body for K-12 public education in Washington State.

m SGP: Student Growth Percentile. A normative view of student growth based on the performance of students from
year to year. For ,more information see: http://www.k12.wa.us/assessment/StudentGrowth.aspx

m SWD: Students with disabilities. Formerly referred to as the SpEd subgroup or Special Education subgroup.

m WCAP: Washington Comprehensive Assessment Program. The umbrella term for state wide assessments used to
monitor student achievement. For the Achievement Index, this represents the MSP, HSPE, and EOC assessments.

m WELPA: Washington English Language Proficiency Assessment. The state assessment, given to all ELL students in
late February or early March of each year to measure progress toward English proficiency. Scores are reported in 4
performance level. A student scoring a Level-4 exits the ELL program at the end of that academic year.

= WLPT: Washington Language Proficiency Test. Replaced by the WELPA in 2012 as an assessment to measure
progress toward language proficiency.

For More Information

Washington State Board of Education (SBE) provides advocacy and strategic oversight of public
education in Washington. The SBE is responsible for implementing a standards-based accountability
system to improve student academic achievement and promotes achievement of the Basic Education
Act goals. The SBE provides leadership in the creation of a system that personalizes education for each
student and respects diverse cultures, abilities, and learning styles. See www.sbe.wa.gov.

Center for Educational Effectiveness (CEE) provides data-centric tools, services, consulting, and
research and is dedicated to the mission of partnering with K-12 schools, districts, and state agencies
to increase student learning by improving the effectiveness of educational institutions. CEE is actively
involved in assisting schools and districts in the western United States with research and tools to
enhance school improvement efforts. CEE’s tools and services are currently being used by over 450
schools and districts in the western U.S. For more information about CEE data-centered solutions for
your school or district, see www.effectiveness.org
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