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Process for developing Oregon’s plan for transitioning to ELPA21*
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Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb March April
e Convene workgroup of e Communicate draft e Convene workgroup e Submit formal
stakeholders and ODE Staff transition plan on ELPA/ to develop guldance  proposal for any
e Develop recommendations ELPA21 testing schedule on multiple measures revisions to
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*Issues under consideration included testing phase-in/phase-out schedules and how this impacted ELPA and ELPA21 data availability
for accountability requirements, as well as, EL identification, placement, and exiting decisions.




A Closer Look at Phase One

» Objective: Formulate policy
recommendations and guidance
for Oregon regarding EL testing
and accountability issues during
the transition years between ELPA

and ELPA21.




The AMAO Transition Work
Group is an Advisory Group

» Work Group members ADVISED staff of the
Oregon Department of Education and its
partners

» Feedback being sought from additional Oregon
stakeholders on initial recommendations

» Final draft to USED may be updated based on
feedback received

» Negotiations with USED can take up to a year

» Approved Oregon plan typically is different than
submitted proposal.




Work Group Members
N L

Local stakeholders from Primary work group members.
districts and ESDs Formulate recommendations.
ODE Staff: Assistant Support work group with

Superintendents in charge of policy, research and technical
Equity (includes Title Ill) and guidance.

Assessment, and other

Assessment, Equity, and

Research staff

Dr. Karen Thompson, OSU Facilitator

Robert Linquanti, WestEd External Reviewer




Scenario

Oregon ELPA
Available

ELPA21
Available

Data
Potentially
Used for
Student
Decisions

Scenario A:
“ELPA for All”

Yes for all EL
students

Yes for all EL
students

ELPA21 Transition Scenarios for 2015-16

Data
Potentially
Used for
Accountability

ELPA, ELPA21,
plus multiple
local measures

ELPA21 (with
proposal to
USED)

Scenario B:
“ELPA for Some”

Yes for some EL
students (e.g.,
those close to
exiting)

Yes for all EL
students

ELPA, ELPA21,
plus multiple
local measures

ELPA21 (with
proposal to
USED)

Scenario C:
“ELPA for None”

Yes for all EL
students

ELPA21 plus
multiple local
measures

ELPA21 (with
proposal to
USED)




Work Group Recommendations

Adopt Scenario C: “ELPA for none”
» All EL students take ELPA21 in 2015-16

» Oregon’s current ELPA no longer offered as of
2015-16

» Districts use ELPA21 preliminary proficiency
levels plus multiple local measures to inform
student placement and exiting decisions

» State submits a proposal to USED to revise
AMAOT calculations for accountability to reflect
transition from Oregon’s current ELPA to ELPA21




Questions to consider:

» Do you agree with the Work Group’s
recommendation to move forward in 2015-
16 with Scenario C: ELPA for none? This
means:

- 2014-15 (this year) would be the last year ELs
would take Oregon’s current ELPA.

> In 2015-16 (next year) Oregon’s current ELPA
would no longer be offered. All ELs would take
ELPA21 from this year onward.

» Do you have any concerns with this proposal?




Current AMAO 1 Calculation

© AMAO 1 determines if an EL student is “on track” to
attain English language proficiency.

® It uses a growth model to calculate individualized
growth percentiles and targets.

® The growth model requires that each EL student has a
current ELPA score and an ELPA score from the prior
year.

© An EL student is “on track” if his/her growth percentile is
greater than or equal to his/her growth target




ELPA 21 Transitionin 2015-16

® The transition to ELPA 21 does not impact AMAO 2
and 3 but it poses a serious challenge to the current
AMAO 1 calculation because the growth model will
use scores from two different assessments (i.e.,
ELPA 21 for the current score and ELPA for the prior
score).

® This is not a problem for the calculation of the
individualized growth percentiles; however, it will
be impossible to calculate the growth targets for
each EL student.




AMAO 1 Calculation in 2015-16

© ODE’s solution is to create a matrix of growth percentile cuts
to replace the growth targets. Sample matrix is below.

» The matrix is based on the median growth target from the
prior year calculation of the growth model (for performance
levels and years in program).

® An EL student is “on track” if his/her growth percentile is
greater than or equal to the cut according to his/her current

performance level and years in program.
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Using Multiple Measures for EL
Exiting Decisions: Next Steps

Toward a
“Common Definition
of English Learner”:

Guidance for States and State Assessment
Consortia in Defining and Addressing Policy
and Technical Issues and Options




Thinking about Reclassification as it
Relates to Federal EL Definition

Reclassification criteria based on Federal definition:
English Learner no longer denied...

1, ability 1o meet Stale's 2, ability to successfully
proficiant laval of acheve in classrooms where
achievement on State the language of instruction is No _consepsus 2l
assessments English Dimension 3.

Doesn’t evidence of
meeting Dimensions 1

Evidence of receptive & and 2 lead to meeting
productive language uses o Dimension 37
accomplish tasks appropriate
to grade level, content areas
= Assassment tools
supparting and standardizing
local criteria & evidence

Empirical Analysis of ELP &
Content Assessment results

- Datermine English
Language Proficient Criterion

- Establish AMAQ 2
Criterion




Questions to consider:

» Do you agree that multiple measures should
be used to make EL exiting decisions?

» Do you have any concerns with the use of
multiple measures for this purpose?




Ongoing Work and Next Steps

» Convene workgroup to develop guidance for districts
on using multiple measures to inform student
placement and exiting decisions

» Solicit feedback simultaneously from Oregon
stakeholders and USED on recommendation to:

- Follow Scenario C: “ELPA for none”

> Provide state guidance on multiple measures for
exiting decisions

- Use a matrix of growth percentile cuts for
AMAOT calculations

» Based on feedback from Oregon stakeholders and

USED, formulate a formal proposal to revise Oregon’s
AMAOT1 calculations for 2015-16




Process for developing Oregon’s plan for transitioning to ELPA21*

PHASE

PHASE ONE PHASE TWO THREE
[ | I

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb March April
e Convene workgroup of e Communicate draft e Convene workgroup e Submit formal
stakeholders and ODE Staff transition plan on ELPA/ to develop guldance  proposal for any
e Develop recommendations ELPA21 testing schedule on multiple measures revisions to
P and Title 11l accountabllity to Inform student Oregon’s existing
for Oregon’s ELPA21
transition plan proposal to the field and placement/exiting AMAO calculations
U.S. Department of decislons and targets to the
$ g‘cct'"ged 233"1239:"‘"951 Education for feedback U.S. Department
e Eond el ® Refine draft transition plan of Education
November 17,2014, and
December 15, 2014 based on feedback e Scheduled
® Scheduled completion completion
e Completed December 2014 March 2015 Aprll 2015

*Issues under consideration included testing phase-in/phase-out schedules and how this impacted ELPA and ELPA21 data availability
for accountability requirements, as well as, EL identification, placement, and exiting decisions.




Questions?

Martha |. Martinez, Education Specialist
Education Equity Unit
martha.martinez@state.or.us

(503) 947-5778

Kathleen Vanderwall, Manager, Test Design & Implementation
Instructions, Standards, Assessment, & Accountability Unit
Kathleen.vanderwall@state.or.us

(503) 947-5721

Josh Rew, Research Analyst
Instructions, Standards, Assessment, & Accountability Unit
josh.rew@state.or.us

(503) 947-5845
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