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Abbreviation:

AMAO - Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives
BSD — Beaverton School District

CALP - Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency
ELA - English Language Arts

ELD — English Language Development

ELL — English Language Learner

ELPA — English Language Proficiency Assessment
ESEA — Elementary and Secondary Education Act
ESL — English as Second Language

HLS — Home Language Survey

NCLB - No Child Left Behind

OAKS - Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
ODE - Oregon Department of Education

PRS - Parent Refused Service

SPED - Special Education
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WMLS-RNU - Woodcock-Muiioz Language Survey®—Revised Normative Update
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Introduction:

Federal Law, NCLB Titles III requires all States and School Districts to provide ELD service to

ensuring that all ELL to have equal and meaningful access from their public education. [1] [2]

All ELD service must follow ORS 336.079; “Special English courses for certain children.
Specific courses to teach speaking, reading and writing of the English language shall be provided
at kindergarten and each grade level to those children who are unable to profit from classes
taught in English. Such courses shall be taught to such a level in school as may be required until

children are able to profit from classes conducted in English.” [3]

In compliance with Title III of the Federal ESEA (NCLB), all State must also implement ELPA
to measure the proficiency in non-native English speakers as they progress through ELD services.
As well as AMAO to measure and report on progress toward and attainment of English
proficiency and academic achievement standards; and hold local education agencies accountable

for meeting increasing AMAO targets for English language proficiency over time. [4]

This purposes report will going to detail explain how ELPA & AMAQO is structured in Oregon

and given a detail analysis of advantage and disadvantage when evaluated ELD program with

ELPA & AMAO using a longitudinal analysis approach.
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Background Information

The ELD program in BSD:

In compliance with Federal and State Law, when family transfer into any Oregon school district,
the district is responsible to collect family language information through the “Home Language
Survey”. [5]

" I3 ALANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH THE LANGUAGE THE STUDENT FIRST LEARNED TO SPEAK OR THE LANGUAGE USED AT HOME OR WITH FRIENDS? DYES |:| No
IF YES, INDICATE LANGUAGE,
IF YES, YOUR CHILD'S ENGLISH ABILITY WILL BE ASSESSED. ENGLISH LANGUAGE SERVICES WILL ONLY BE PROVIDED IF STUDENT IS ELIGIBLE.

ELIS
SEND PRINTED MATERIALS IN LANGUAGE SPOKEN ATHOME (IF Avaiaste)?  [Yes [JNo

Generally once student is identify that there is a language other then English the language the
student first learned to speak or the language use at home with or with Friends; then the ESL
department will be require to assess this student’s English ability to in order to verify if the
student will be qualified for the ELD program in BSD. There is one exception to the rule which
is a “Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the outlying areas students, and
whom come from an environment where a language other than English has had a significant

impact on the individual's level of English language proficiency”. [2]

The English language assessment tool adopted by BSD is “Woodcock-Mufioz Language

Survey®-Revised Normative Update”, which was created by a third party vendor name

“Riverside Publishing”. [6]
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WMLS includes seven individually administered tests, which are “Picture Vocabulary, Verbal
Analogies, Letter-Word Identification, Dictation, Understanding Directions, Story Recall and
Passage”. Once the tests are administered the tester needs to input the score into the WMLS-R
NU Scoring and Reporting Program, this program provides all derived scores for the individual
tests and clusters. “The program prints a student's scores and a narrative report of the student's
language competence. In addition, the program provides age/grade profiles, as well as standard

score or percentile rank profiles. The estimated time to input and receive a student's scores and

narrative is less than five minutes.” [6]

WMLS gives lots variety and very detail scores, the one score that was commonly use by most of
the school district is CALP level. CALP range mostly integers from level 1 to 6, with exception
of level 3.5 and 4.5. [Please see Appendix C] Test administrator does not require administrating
all 7 test in order to get valid CALP level, and not all school district administrate all 7 tests either.
Some school district only administrate a minimum of 4 test to determent the CALP level, never
the less BSD choose to administrate all 7 tests to get the completed detail score on student’s
English language ability. If a student’s WMLS’s Bored English Ability Total’s CALP score is
below 4.5 then BSD will enroll this student into the ELD program. Not all students require take
or retake the BSD’s WMLS test to enter BSD’s ELD program. BSD also honor other Oregon
school districts WMLS test, and ELPA results, as long as the test was administrate within the one
year time frame. [Please see Appendix D] Of course any verification will require detail report to
just justify the verified decision. If later the student is not perform well in the main steam class
due to English language barriers the student English ability maybe be reassess based on the

parents & teacher’s request and again qualified into the BSD’s ELD program.
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When a student is determent to be a qualified ELL student, parent will always have the right to
decline the ESL service. Thought it is not recommend, due to the benefit of the ELD program.
You can clearly see based on OAKS reading test that 82.27% of Former ELLs — (ELLs who

reclassify from the ELD program) meet or exceed the state reading test, which has much higher

performance compare to the PRS students only 42.96% meet or exceed the state reading test.

OAKS [ OAKS | OAKS OAKS | OAKS | OAKS
Read | Read | Read | Grand | Read Lv|Read Lv|Read Lv
LEP Status Lv1-2 | Lv3 | Lv4-5 | Total 1-2 3 4-5

Active ELLs 782 536 888 2206 | 35.45% | 24.30% | 40.25%
Withdrawal ELLs 54 23 24 101 53.47% | 22.77% | 23.76%
Active ELLs Total 836 559 912 2307 | 36.24% | 24.23% | 39.53%
1st Year Monitoring 20 76 452 548 | 3.65% | 13.87% | 82.48%
2nd Year Monitoring 26 77 427 530 4.91% | 14.53% | 80.57%
Post Monitoring 49 126 856 1031 | 4.75% | 12.22% | 83.03%
Former ELLs Total 95 279 1735 | 2109 | 4.50% | 13.23% | 82.27%
Parent Refused Service 94 60 116 270 | 34.81% | 22.22% | 42.96%
Language Changed 2 5 8 15 13.33% | 33.33% | 53.33%
Not Eligible 36 98 1079 1213 | 2.97% | 8.08% | 88.95%
Native English Speakers 909 1347 | 12617 | 14873 | 6.11% | 9.06% | 84.83%
Grand Total 1972 2348 | 16467 | 20787 | 9.49% | 11.30% | 79.22%
All SPED Students 817 555 1287 | 2659 | 30.73% | 20.87% | 48.40%
All TAG Students 3 20 2926 | 2949 | 0.10% | 0.68% | 99.22%

Of course, there are occurrence when a former ELL student get pull back into the ELD program
due to low performance as a resulted of English language barriers. However, this only occurs

between 1% ~ 2% of the overall reclassified former ELL population.

As of 2008-2009 school years, an ELL student can only reclassify from ELL when he or she
reached English proficiency that was indicate by an ELPA test score of a level 5, or a level 4
with their ELL’s teacher’s promotion. Student who reclassified from the ELD program no longer

require to taking ELPA.
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Oregon ELPA:

In compliance with Federal and State Law, the state of Oregon implements ELPA that requires
all ELL students who are currently in enrolled within any Oregon public school to take ELPA
test once a year. This is including to all active ELL, PRS and students whom were reclassified

from their ELD program within the current school year.

On top of a consolidated Composite score, ELPA also report scores on each of its sub tests, such
as reading, writing, speaking, listening and comprehensive. Each score content an integer level
range from 1 to5, and integer scale score or raw score range from 0 to 600 plus SEM-standard
error of measurement score. Depend on student’s grade level their raw score is used to collected
5 level score. Below is the table that summarizes relationship between ELPA raw and level score

by grade. [7]

ELPA | ELPA | ELPA | ELPA | ELPA ELPA Proficiency Level Descriptors
Level | Level | Level | Level | Level ELPA
Grade| 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 Level Proficiency Level
KG 0-~481 482~491 492 ~497 498 ~506 507+ 01 B - Beginning Level
1 0~491 492~506 507 ~513 514~522 523+ 02 | El= Farly Intermediate Level
2 0-494 495-~507 508~520 514~522 523+ 03 | 1= Intermediate Level
04 EA = Early Advanced Level
3  0~500 501~513 514~520 521 ~528 529+ 05 A = Advanced (Proficient)
4  0~496 497 ~507 508 ~513 514~520 521+
5 0-~496 497~507 508 ~515 516~522 523+
6  0~496 497~505 506~514 515~521 522+
7 0~496 497 ~506 507 ~516 517 ~523 524+
8  0-~498 499~507 508 ~517 518~525 526+
9  0~490 491~500 501 ~514 515~525 526+
10 0~492 493 ~500 501 ~515 516~526 527+
11  0-~493 494 ~500 501 ~514 515~527 528+
12 0~497 498 ~503 504 ~515 516 ~529 530+
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Oregon AMAOs:

AMAO s the Annual Measurement of Achievement Objectives is state defined targets that are
used to measure the effectiveness of English Language Development programs of each school
district. There are four AMAO targets that each school district is require to meet, if a school
district fail to meet any one of the AMAO target, the school district is consider did not meet the

AMAUO:s as whole.

Out of the four AMAO targets, three of them are measured using ELPA; one measured use ELL

student’s OAKS Reading & Math performance. [8]

AMAOI1 measured the proficiency level gain on the ELPA per year of academic instruction for
all identified ELLs. This target only including student who participate Oregon ELPA in two
consecutive years of the current school year. Numerator includes students who have move one or
more ELPA level within the last two school year, and denominator will include all student who
participate Oregon ELPA in two consecutive years. The AMAOI target for 2009-10 is 50%. This

target increases yearly. The target for the 2010-2011 school year is 53%. [8]
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AMAO?2 meanly uses ELPA to measure the number of students who have reclassified from the
ELD services for proficiency, and there are two targets in AMAO2 a school district will require to
meet. AMAO2A AMAO?2A measures the total number of ELL students in a district obtaining
proficiency, while the AMAO2B measure applies only to students who have been in the program
for five or more years. These targets also increase annually. The target for AMAQO2A in 2009-10

is 14% and is set to increase to 15.5% in 2010-11. The target for AMAO2B in 2009-10 is 22%

and is set to increase to 24% in 2010-11. [8]

AMAQO 3: Is the federal requirement that school districts make Adequate Yearly Progress for

their ELL students in reading/language arts and math. Toward this end, ELL students are

required to take the yearly OAKS assessment. [8]

Please see Appendix E for detail break down of how AMAOs will be change for the next 5 years,

and sample AYP report for Beaverton School District.
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From the ELPA raw and level score relationship table you may have already notice, that there is

another interesting issue. Which is unique to Oregon ELPA compare to other state standard test,

this is the ELPA’s grade band system. Oregon ELPA divide the test into four grade band, they

are grade KG-01, 02-03, 04-05, 06-08 and 09-12. Test questions within the same grade band

have very similar difficulties; test question from higher grade level band will be much harder

compare to the lower grade level band.

2009-2010 to 2010-2011 School Year ELPA Scale Score [Raw]

0910
Test ELPA Raw ELPA Raw
Grade Score No Score Grand
Band | Grade | Decreased [ Change | Increased | Total
BK-1 KG 1.19% 0.15% 98.66% 673
1 36.67% 4.62% 58.71% 649
BK-1 Total 18.61% 2.34% 79.05% 1322
B2-3 2 3.72% 1.59% 94.69% 565
3 43.84% 5.97% 50.19% 536
B2-3 Total 23.25% 3.72% 73.02% 1101
B4-5 4 5.45% 2.08% 92.47% 385
5 20.41% 3.74% 75.85% 294
B4-5 Total 11.93% 2.80% 85.27% 679
6 5.63% 1.30% 93.07% 231
B6-8 7 6.25% 2.68% 91.07% 224
8 35.85% 5.03% 59.12% 159
B6-8 Total 13.68% 2.77% 83.55% 614
9 13.68% 2.77% 83.55% 188
B9-12 10 19.21% 4.64% 76.16% 151
11 25.00% 6.76% 68.24% 148
12 42.86% 0.00% 57.14% 7
B9-12 Total 21.86% 4.86% 73.28% 494
Grand Total 18.41% 3.14% 78.46% 4210

As you may already see from
the ELPA Scale Score [Raw]
table, student’s raw score is
likely to increase if they take
the ELPA test within the
same grade band. However, a
large percentage of student’s
ELPA raw score has drop
when taking the ELPA test

while cross grade bands.
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2009-2010 to 2010-2011 School Year ELPA Level

0910
Test ELPA Level ELPA Level
Grade Score No Score Grand
Band | Grade | Decreased | Change | Increased | Total
BK-1 KG 15.45% 41.90% 42.64% 673
1 20.49% 52.08% 27.43% 649
BK-1 Total 17.93% 46.90% 35.17% 1322
B2-3 2 10.09% 48.85% 41.06% 565
3 2.61% 28.54% 68.84% 536
B2-3 Total 6.45% 38.96% 54.59% 1101
B4-5 4 1.56% 29.61% 68.83% 385
5 4.08% 37.07% 58.84% 294
B4-5 Total 2.65% 32.84% 64.51% 679
6 1.73% 36.80% 61.47% 231
B6-8 7 4.46% 29.46% 66.07% 224
8 5.66% 52.20% 42.14% 159
B6-8 Total 3.75% 38.11% 58.14% 614
9 3.75% 38.11% 58.14% 188
B9-12 10 5.96% 51.66% 42.38% 151
11 8.11% 63.51% 28.38% 148
12 0.00% 85.71% 14.29% 7
B9-12 Total 7.29% 55.26% 37.45% 494
Grand Total 9.14% 42.26% 48.60% 4210
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This phenomenon is
somewhat calibrated or
controlled during the when
transfer from ELPA raw
score to ELPA level. Notice
from ELPA Level table that
looks like there are still some
outliers; however, we don’t
know for sure if this is really
the leftover outliers from

calibration or actual student’s

performance. As of now, this is very hard to verify due to insufficient data.

In order to do a control cohort longitudinal analysis with ELPA we will need to follow the

student’s ELPA score on yearly basis, in this study we will be use four years of worth of ELPA

data, from 2007-2008 to 2010-2011 school year.

ELPA ELPA ELPA ELPA ELPA All
School Level 01# | Level 02 # Level 03# Level 04 # | Level 05# | Student
Year of Student | of Student | of Student | of Student | of Student | Count
2007-2008 678 1593 1571 1790 959 6591
2008-2009 620 1549 1543 1807 815 6334
2009-2010 519 1249 1404 1828 1157 6157
2010-2011 550 1295 1198 1618 1091 5752

Above table shows the number of BSD students completed ELPA in the last four school years.

Note: During this study, we do not have completed data set from the 2010-2011 school year, the

5,752 1s only dataset we go as of May 15", 2011.
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However, due to the natural of the public school and ELD program in Oregon, and high mobility
rate of the ELL population, there are only 2,184 ELL students who completed ELPA for four

consecutive years. The table below shows the average difference of student ELPA scale score

[Raw] of the 2,184 students.

0708 0809 0910 0708 0809 | 0809 0910 | 0910 1011

0809 0910 1011 | Student | ELPA Raw | ELPA Raw | ELPA Raw

Grade | Grade | Grade | Count Diff Ave Diff Ave Diff Ave
KG-01 |01-02 |02-03 452 16.50 3.44 9.08
01-02 |02-03 [03-04 434 1.16 11.47 0.62
02-03 |03-04 [04-05 306 8.93 2.1 8.40
03-04 |04-05 |05-06 218 -0.25 7.89 4.06
04-05 |05-06 |06 -07 181 6.45 2.78 7.75
05-06 |06-07 |07 -08 167 1.44 6.57 8.03
06-07 |07-08 |08 -09 124 5.43 5.91 0.81
07-08 [08-09 |09-10 120 3.93 2.57 418
08-09 [09-10 |10-11 101 2.09 3.42 3.86
09-10 |10-11 |[11-12 81 3.85 2.95 2.75
Grand Total 2184 6.26 5.53 5.38

In the above table Cells that are highlighted are the grade band jump, for example from KG and
1" grade ELL student will take ELPA in the grade band difficult. However, a 2™ grade ELL will
take the next higher level of grade band test which is much harder. Just a recap the ELPA grade

band are KG-1%, 2"_3™ 4th_5th gth_gth 4nq oth 12,

As you may have already notice due to the ELPA grade band difference, student who took the
ELPA in different grade band is likely to have lower average raw score growth, and student who
took ELPA within the same grade band is likely to have higher average raw score growth. Due
this natural it is extremely difficult to use ELPA’s scale score (raw) to measure the effectiveness
of the ELD program in BSD, and we will be force to use the calibrated ELPA level to do our

analysis.
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The table below shows average ELPA level difference in the past year. Again the grade band

jumps are highlighted, also highest and lowest ELPA level difference is also highlight.

0708 0809 0910 0708 0809 | 0809 0910 | 0910 1011

0809 0910 1011 | Student | ELPA Lvl ELPA Lvi ELPA LvI

Grade | Grade | Grade | Count Diff Ave Diff Ave Diff Ave
KG-01 |01-02 |02-03 452 0.37 0.24 0.34
01-02 |02-03 [03-04 434 -0.06 0.59 0.83
02-03 |03-04 |(04-05 306 0.22 1.02 0.86
03-04 |04-05 |05-06 218 0.47 0.79 0.64
04-05 |05-06 |06 -07 181 0.65 0.45 0.67
05-06 |06-07 |07 -08 167 0.22 0.53 0.71
06-07 [07-08 |08-09 124 0.40 0.46 0.35
07-08 |08-09 [09-10 120 0.25 0.53 0.33
08-09 [09-10 |10-11 101 0.56 0.22 0.32
09-10 |[10-11 |11-12 81 0.30 0.27 0.15
Grand Total 2184 0.29 0.54 0.58

As of this point it is still very hard to confirm if the level difference between school years are the

difference between student performances or simply the calibration difference between the ELPA

tests.

To verify this, a correlation analysis has been done to between ELPA’s composite scale score &

level to all five of each sub test which include reading, writing, speaking, listening and

comprehensive. This correlation analysis is use in order to prove that when the relationship when

the ELPA scale score changes it has the same effect to it’s correlated calibrated ELPA level.

Please see Appendix A & B for detail result.
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Below is the summarize correlation analysis

0708 ELPA| 0809 ELPA | 0910 ELPA| 1011 ELPA

Pearson Correlation Matrix | Composite | Composite | Composite | Composite
ELPA 2007-2011 School Year Raw Raw Raw Raw
ELPA Composite Raw 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
ELPA Reading Raw 0.91 0.90 0.92 0.91
ELPA Writing Raw 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.93
ELPA Listening Raw 0.88 0.86 0.86 0.88
ELPA Speaking Raw 0.71 0.71 0.69 0.68
ELPA Comprehension Raw 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96
Total Number of ELPA Test 6591 6334 6157 5752

0708 ELPA | 0809 ELPA| 0910 ELPA| 1011 ELPA

Pearson Correlation Matrix | Composite | Composite | Composite | Composite
ELPA 2007-2011 School Year Level Level Level Level
ELPA Composite Level 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
ELPA Reading Level 0.86 0.84 0.84 0.83
ELPA Writing Level 0.85 0.83 0.85 0.88
ELPA Listening Level 0.79 0.76 0.75 0.80
ELPA Speaking Level 0.61 0.62 0.56 0.66
ELPA Comprehension Level 0.90 0.89 0.90 0.90
Total Number of ELPA Test 6591 6334 6157 5752

Generally the calibrated ELPA levels have a lower correlations rate between 2% to 10%, and this
lowered correlation rate is consistent across each sub tests, with exception speaking test,
especially in the 2009-2010 school year. The correlation of the speaking test level to the

composite level has the lowest correlation rate of all other sub test and school year!

However, we can not denied that correlation rate between the ELPA scale score and level are
also close enough, that using ELPA level in our longitudinal analysis can still yield somewhat
meaningful result. Unfortunately due to way that the Oregon’s ELPA has set up it is not a good
enough measurement tool to measure the effectiveness of the ELD program for more then two

consecutive year.
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Conclusion & Recommendation

Based on our analysis within this study, we will not recommend performing a longitudinal
analysis using the ELPA score in order to measure BSD’s ELD program’s effectiveness for more

then two consecutive year.

This is due to: First, ELL student reclassified from the ELD program once they reach the
maximum ELPA Proficiency level 5. Thus if more then two years of ELPA data has been used
for this longitudinal analysis model, we will be looking at only the student who have under
performed, but neglect students who reclassified from the ELL program who continue making
progress; Second, because of ELPA’s grade band system the scale score (raw) can not be use
directly apply in the longitudinal analysis model, and the flawed calibrated ELPA level may not
be able to provide accurate result to justify ELD program effectiveness in order to make program

or staff changes.

However, ELPA level can still be use longitudinally as negative indicator to identify the

individual who under performed. This will help the ELD teacher and school team to create

prevention plan or at least trigger interventions and referrals needs.
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Appendix

Appendix A: ELPA Scale Score Correlations

Correlations between 2007-2008 School Year ELPA Composite Scale Score [Raw] and Each
ELPA Sub Test Scale Score [Raw]

0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing Raw Listening Speaking Comprehension
Raw Raw 8 Raw Raw Raw
Pearson
0708 ELPA Correlation 1 O11(**) .922(*%*) 879(F*) UT05(%%) 953(**)
Composite Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson
4708 ELPA Correlation O11(F*) 1 .816(**) T59(F%) .509(%%) 946(**)
Reading Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson . .
4708 ELPA Correlation .922(*%) .816(**) 1 T43(%%) 562(F%) .830(**)
Writing Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson
0708 ELPA Correlation B79(+*) U759(%%) 743(%*) 1 563(%%) 915(%*)
Listening Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson sk s
4708 ELPA Correlation T05(%%) .509(**) S562(F*%) S563(F*%) 1 S565(%%)
Speaking Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
P
0708 ELPA Commlain 953(*) 946(*) 830(**) 915(*%) 565(%) 1
Compﬁehensi"“ Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
aw
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2008-2009 School Year ELPA Composite Scale Score [Raw] and Each
ELPA Sub Test Scale Score [Raw]

0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing R Listening Speaking Comprehension
Raw Raw riting Raw Raw Raw Raw
Pearson ek ek ek
0809 ELPA Correlation 1 897(*%*) 909(**) .864(**) T14(%%) 948(*%)
Composite Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson sk sk
0809 ELPA Correlation .897(*%) 1 T192(%%) T128(*%) 497 (%) 942(%%)
Reading Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson
0809 ELPA Correlation .909(**) 192(%%) 1 T10(+*) S537(%%) B11(*%)
Writing Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pears sk sk sk
0509 LA Commatie 864(%) 728(%) 710(+%) 1 555(%) 906(*)
Listening Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson s sk
0809 ELPA Correlation T14(%%) A97(F%) S537(%%) S555(%%) 1 S61(¥%)
Speaking Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
P
0809 ELPA Cmiirljt’ﬁ) . 948(#*) .942(%) B11(*%) .906(**) 561(%%) 1
Compl;ehension Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
aw
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2008-2009 School Year ELPA Composite Scale Score [Raw] and Each
ELPA Sub Test Scale Score [Raw]

0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing R Listening Speaking Comprehension
Raw Raw riting Raw Raw Raw Raw
Pearson Hk Hk Hok
0910 ELPA Correlation 1 917(%%) 913(%%) .858(*%) .695(*%) J963(*%)
Composite Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson sk sk
0910 ELPA Correlation 917(%%) 1 T91(%%) T122(%%) 536(%%) 941(%%)
Reading Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson
0910 ELPA Correlation 913(F*) T91(F*) 1 694 (%) S561(%%) .810(**)
Writing Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pears sk sk sk
010 ELPA Commutie 858(%) T22(%) 694() 1 584(%) 906(*)
Listening Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson s sk
0910 ELPA Correlation .695(*%) 536(%%) S561(%%) S584(*%) 1 .600(*%*)
Speaking Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
P
0910 ELPA Coa 963(**) 941(*) 810(**) 906(**) .600(*) 1
Compl;ehension Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
aw
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2010-2011 School Year ELPA Composite Scale Score [Raw] vs Each
ELPA Sub Test Scale Score [Raw]

1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing R Listening Speaking Comprehension
Raw Raw riting Raw Raw Raw Raw
Pearson Hk Hk Hk
1011 ELPA Correlation 1 906(**) .930(*%*) .883(*%*) .684(F*) 960(**)
Composite Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752
Pearson
B Correlation .906(**) 1 B14(%%) JTAT(FF) S521(%%) 939(*%)
Reading Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752
Pears sk sk
oL ELPA Commatie 930(+%) 814(¥%) 1 763(+%) S67(¥%) 847(+%)
Writing Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752
Pearson Hk Hk Hk
{011 ELPA Correlation .883(**) AT () T63(F%) 1 S555(%%) .926(%*)
Listening Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752
Pearson
0L ELPA Correlation .684(**) S521(%%) S567(%F) S555(%%) 1 ST5(%%)
Speaking Raw Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752
Pearson Hk Hk Hk
1011 ELPA Correlation 960(**) .939(*%*) 847 (%) .926(**) ST5(04%) 1
Compl;ehension Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
aw
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2007-2008 School Year ELPA Composite Level and Each ELPA Sub Test

Level
0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA 0708 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing Listening Speaking Comprehension
Level Level Level Level Level Level
Pearson 1 857(*) 852(*) 794(++) 606(+*%) 905 ()
0708 ELPA Correlation : : : : :
Composite Level ~ Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson
4708 ELPA Correlation 857(F*) 1 T44(F*) .662(**) 395(%%) 905(*+*)
Reading Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson sk s
4708 ELPA Correlation .852(**) T44(F%) 1 .619(*%) A34(*%) T746(+%)
Writing Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson
4708 ELPA Correlation T94(*) .662(*%) .619(*%) 1 A56(F*) .844(**)
Listening Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
Pearson s sk
4708 ELPA Correlation .606(**) .395(*%) A34(*%) A56(F*%) 1 AS5T(F*)
Speaking Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591
0708 ELPA C(‘:ﬁiﬁ;‘t’ﬁ) N 905(*) 905(*) T46(%) 844(%) A57(%) 1
Comereheinsion Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
eve
N 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591 6591

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2008-2009 School Year ELPA Composite Level and Each ELPA Sub Test
Level

0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA 0809 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing Listening Speaking Comprehension
Level Level Level Level Level Level
Pearson o o ek ET ek
0809 ELPA Correlation 1 .838(**) .832(**) T64(%*) 621(**) .886(**)
Composite Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson ok ok ok ok %
0809 ELPA Correlation .838(**) 1 L709(**) .631(**) .390(**) .894(**)
Reading Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson . ok o ok ok
0809 ELPA Correlation .832(%%*) 7109(+*) 1 ST74(%*) A410(+%) T12(%%)
Writing Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson o e e ok %
0809 ELPA Correlation T64(%*) L631(**) ST4(+*) 1 444(%%) 827(%*)
Listening Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson ok ok ok ok %
0809 ELPA Correlation .621(**) .390(**) A410(+%) A44(xF) 1 AS0(**)
Speaking Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334
Pearson s s e ok #%
0809 ELPA Correlation 886(%) B894(* 120 8270 4300 !
Comlirehfinsion Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
evel
N 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334 6334

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2009-2010 School Year ELPA Composite Level and Each ELPA Sub Test
Level

0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA 0910 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing Listening Speaking Comprehension
Level Level Level Level Level Level
Pearson o o ek ET ek
0910 ELPA Correlation 1 .842(**) .850(*%*) I52(%%) 559(*%%) .897(¥*)
Composite Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson ok ok ok ok %
0910 ELPA Correlation .842(**) 1 706(**) .586(**) 383(**) .876(**)
Reading Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson . ok o ok ok
0910 ELPA Correlation .850(*%*) 7106(%%) 1 .548(%*) 397(%%) 709(¢%*)
Writing Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson o e e ok %
0910 ELPA Correlation I52(%%) .586(*%*) 548(*%*) 1 A462(*%*) .823(*%*)
Listening Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson ok ok ok ok %
0910 ELPA Correlation 559(**) .383(**) 397(*%) A62(**) 1 A64(F*)
Speaking Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157
Pearson s s e ok #%
0910 ELPA Correlation 8970 760" T09C) 82309 ABAC) !
Comlirehfinsion Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
evel
N 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157 6157

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations between 2010-2011 School Year ELPA Composite Level and Each ELPA Sub Test
Level

1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA 1011 ELPA
Composite Reading Writing Listening Speaking Comprehension
Level Level Level Level Level Level
Pearson o o ek ET ek
011 ELPA Correlation 1 .835(*) 881(**) T95(+%) .664(%*) .897(**)
Composite Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5754 5754 5754 5754 5752 5754
Pearson
. .835(*%) 1 T54(4%) .632(*%) A50(%%) 877(%*)
1011 ELPA Correlation
Reading Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5754 5754 5754 5754 5752 5754
Pearson
. 881 (**) UT54(%F) 1 .655(+%) 523(%F) TTLCR*)
1011 ELPA Correlation
Writing Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5754 5754 5754 5754 5752 5754
Pearson
. T95(+%) .632(°+%) L655(%*) 1 A482(+F) 855(*%)
1011 ELPA Correlation
Listening Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5754 5754 5754 5754 5752 5754
Pearson
. .664(*F) A50(%%) 523(%) A482(+*) 1 .503(+%*)
1011 ELPA Correlation
Speaking Level Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752 5752
1011 ELPA C(l:frirlz(t)irzm 8970 B77C T 85509 S03¢ !
Comlirehfinsion Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
eve
N 5754 5754 5754 5754 5752 5754

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Appendix C: Woodcock-Muioz Language Survey Scores Table

TABLE OF SCORES

Test/CLUSTER Raw
Picture Vocabulary 26
Verbal Analogies 10
Letter-Word Identification 23
Dictation 21
Understanding Directions -

Story Recall -

Passage Comprehension 8

ORAL LANGUAGE -
ORAL LANGUAGE-TOTAL -
READING-WRITING -
BROAD ENG ABIL -
BROAD ENG ABIL-TTL -
LISTENING -
ORAL EXPRESSION -
READING -
WRITING -
LANGUAGE COMP -
APP LANG PROF -
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81/90
69/90
66/90
64/90
66/90
90/90
28/90

76/90
78/90
65/90
71/90
69/90
68/90
86/90
46/90
64/90
65/90
65/90

PR

34
26
31
25
15
50
17

26
20
31
26
20
15
37
22
25
14
15

SS (68% Band) CALP

94
90
93
90
85
100
86

90
88
92
90
87
&84
95
88
90
84
84

(89-99) -
(86-94) -
(89-96) -
(86-94) -
(80-89) -
(891-109) -
(83-89) -

(87-94)
(84-91)
(890-95) 3
(88-93)
(85-89)
(80-88)
(90-100)
(86-91)
(86-94)
(79-88)
(81-87)
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Lo Ly W
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Appendix D: Beaverton School District ELL Department Intake &

Investigation Flowchart Process

Beaverton SD ELL Department
Intake & Investigation Flowchart Process

Smdent speaks another
Language(s) Other
Than English

h J

STEP 1

Was the smdent previously in
another Oregon School District

Test for eligibility using
Woodecock-Munoz

Investigate for Eligibil ity
GO TO STEP 2 (next page )

Woodeoe k-Munoz

Woadeoe k-Munoz

Broad English Ability Total Broad English Ability Total
Cireater than or equal to 4.5 Less than 4.5
b J h J
NOT ELIGIBLE ELIGIBLE
Complete Intake Checklist Complete Intake Checklist
The End The End

07282009

Page 1
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Appendix E: AMAO Annual Measurement of Achievement Objectives

AMAO 1 Targets

School Year Percelft of LEP Students Showing Progress toward Attaining English Language
Proficiency
2009- 2010 50% LEP students will move one proficiency level higher at the end of the school year.
This is 3% increase from the actual statewide percentage reported in the previous year.
53% LEP students will move one proficiency level higher at the end of the school year.
2010- 2011 . . . ,
This is 3% increase from the previous year’s target.
57% LEP students will move one proficiency level higher at the end of the school year.
2011-2012 - . ; ,
This is 4% increase from the previous year’s target.
61% LEP students will move one proficiency level higher at the end of the school year.
2012-2013 - . ; ,
This is 4% increase from the previous year’s target.
66% LEP students will move one proficiency level higher at the end of the school year.
2013-2014 - . . ,
This is 5% increase from the previous year’s target.
AMAQO?2 Targets

AMAQO2A: Percentage of All LEP Students Attaining Proficiency.

School Year Percentage of all LEP Students Attaining English Language Proficiency
14.0% of LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2009- 2010 L . .
This is 1.5% increase over baseline.
15.5% LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year
2010- 2011 o . .
This is 1.5% increase from the previous year.
17.0% LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2011-2012 L ) .
This is 1.5% increase from the previous year.
19.0% LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2012-2013 L . )
This is 2% increase from the previous year.
2013-2014 21.0% LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.

This is a 2% increase from the previous year.

AMAQO2B: Percentage of Students Identified as an English Language Learner for 5 or More

Years, Attainin

g English Language Proficiency.

Percentage of Students Identified as ELL for Five or More Years, Attaining English

School Year X

Language Proficiency

22.0% of LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2009- 2010 L . .

This is 2% increase over baseline.

24.0% of LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2010- 2011 L . .

This is 2% increase from the previous year.

26.5% of LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2011-2012 o . .

This is 2.5% increase from the previous year.

29.0% of LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year.
2012-2013 L . .

This is 2.5% increase from the previous year.
2013-2014 32.0% of LEP students will attain proficiency at the end of the school year

This is 3% increase from the previous year.
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AMAOQOZ3: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Samples for Beaverton School District [8]
Math Target: 59%

2008-2009 2009-2010
Year(s) of
- i [+] i 1

Academic Status Acsatgfun;m #Tests | #Met | # Tests | # Met b:;tgt;{;rus éﬁtan;'t?; -:')Vfll?zrgrgr Ag{gitgd

All Students MET 2673 1582 2783 1718 | 2008-2010 | 60.48 219| 6267

Economically Disadvantaged NOT MET 761 243 884 321 | 2008-2010 3429 3.98 3827

Limited English Proficient NOT MET 280 57 N 64 | zoos2010 | 2047 664 | 27.11

Students with Disabilities NOT MET 344 85 364 102 | 20082010 |  26.41 6.07 3248

Asian/Pacific Islander MET 369 284 389 315 | 2o02010 | 79.02 586| 8489

Black (not of Hispanic origin) NOT MET 78 27 77 24 | 20082010 | 32.90 12.97| 45.87

Hispanic origin NOT MET 376 85 477 143 | 20082010 | 26.73 553 | 3226

American Indian/Alaskan Native _ 11 6 15 5| 20082010 | 42.31 * *

White (not of Hispanic origin) MET 1674 1084 1679 1140 | 20082010 | 66.33 279 69.12

Multi-Racial/Multi-Ethnic MET 150 87 138 89 | 20082010 | 61.11 9.51 70.62
ELA Target: 60%

2008-2009 2008-2010
Year(s) of
. . o ) )

Academic Status A[:Sig?urglc #Tests| #Met | #Tests| #Met bgsttztgas ébtar:'l?st tr)\gzliErﬁgr Ag{;itjgd
All Students MET 2700 1819 2789 2143 | 20082010 | 72.18 218 7436

Economically Disadvantaged NOT MET 776 327 885 486 | 20082010 | 4895 396 5291
Limited English Proficient NOT MET 280 54 312 76 | 20082010 | 21.96 663| 2859
Students with Disabilities NOT MET 356 129 369 161 | 2008-2010 | 40.00 6.00| 46.00
Asian/Pacific Islander MET 374 279 392 319 | 20082010 | 78.07 583| 83890
Black (not of Hispanic origin) MET 77 36 76 43 | 2008-2010 | 51.63 13.05| 6468
Hispanic origin NOT MET 383 119 478 235 | 20082010 | 41.11 550| 4662

American Indian/Alaskan Native _ 11 [§] 16 10 | 20082010 | 59.26 * *

White (not of Hispanic origin) MET 1687 1269 1682 1416 | 20082010 | 79.70 278 8248
Multi-Racial/Multi-Ethnic MET 153 100 138 116 | 20082010 | 74.23 946 | 8369
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