
 

Incorporating English Language Proficiency into your Accountability System 

 

Intended Outcome of Session: Participants will be able to evaluate and choose different methods in which a state can incorporate ELP or a 
measure of ELP into their accountability system. Participants will be able to identify a variety of questions their state will need to address as they 
incorporation ELP into their system.  

Alignment to CCSSO Principles and Roadmap 
 

 
Principle 3: Focus on 
Outcomes 

Main Point 

Base accountability determinations on multiple, high-quality measures that are aligned with advancing college and 
career ready goals. 

Principle 4: 
Disaggregation 

Continue commitment to disaggregation of data – for reporting and accountability – and to closing achievement gaps in 
education opportunity and outcomes. 

Opportunities and 
Considerations for 
State Leadership 
 
Each state COULD… 
 

 Communicate to all stakeholders the importance of English Language Proficiency in addition to the other more familiar 
components of Title I accountability.  The communication should be mindful that this is the first time that both academic 
assessment and English Language Proficiency (ELP) assessment have been included in Title I accountability.  English 
Learners (ELs) need to be learning both academic content and English language, and so this is an opportunity in going 
from a “1-dimensional to a 2-dimensional picture” for ELs as captured by the reporting and accountability system. 

 Improve services for EL students by coordinating what students learn during their core instruction and designated 
English language development (ESL, ENL) instruction. 

 Consider that measuring progress of EL students’ proficiency in English using ELP assessments is expected to change as 
students are continuously reclassified and no longer assessed in ELP.  Reclassification of an EL student means s/he is no 
longer in the EL subgroup (states may use different codes to indicate reclassified status, but these students are included 
in the non-EL reporting category.)  States can include reclassified students in the EL subgroup for accountability purposes 
for up to four years.   

 Include all students as appropriate in the accountability system (and subgroups as described below). 
 Ensure that all metrics are meaningful, measurable, and actionable with regard to the goal of improving CCR student 

outcomes and closing achievement gaps (connected by evidence and/or researched-based presumptions).  A continuing 



challenge is the high school graduation rate metric, which excludes reclassified former ELs.  Reclassified ELs’ assessment 
results can now be included for up to 4 years in the EL subgroup, which improves the situation somewhat, but 
reclassified ELs are not included in the EL subgroups for graduation calculations.  This particularly misleading for ELs who 
entered in Kindergarten and were classified early in their educational careers, who tend to be the most academically 
successful students, and who graduated as reclassified as ELs. 

 Consider the impact of including reclassified students in the EL subgroup.  Because the EL subgroup is dynamic – with the 
entering students predominantly at lower English Language Development (ELD) and English content levels and existing 
students generally at or above English only (EO) performance.  Reclassified students can be included for up to four years 
in the EL subgroup.  Because reclassified students typically perform at a high level of proficiency often exceeding native 
English speakers, retaining reclassified students in the subgroup would naturally improve the overall subgroup 
performance.  The consequences of retaining these students need to be carefully communicated to a constituency 
accustomed to seeing larger gaps between ELs and EO students. 

 Consider how all accountability measures and their combination advance the shifts in teaching and learning necessary 
to advance CCR student outcomes (such as personalized, competency-based approaches) – for example by valuing  
student progress toward mastery of key knowledge and skills in academic subjects. 

 Monitor gap closing in the state’s accountability system; however, evidence suggests that gaps between English only 
(EO) students’ and EL students’ performance in English content exist and will not close unless EL students are making 
progress towards reclassification. EL students who are at the level 5 (e.g. WIDA, CELDT) should approximate EO 
performance (Hopkins, Thompson, Linquanti, Hakuta, and August, 2013). 

 Continue to disaggregate data for each measure in the state’s accountability system and for additional data for 
improvement– by at least the subgroups including race, ethnicity, poverty, disability, and English Learner. 

 Consider the new inclusion of ELP progress may potentially lead to double counting EL student performance (which may 
be part of a state’s theory of action).  However, inferences about EL student performance (progress) may differ based on 
the component of the accountability system (e.g. progress on ELP vs. status/progress on English language content).  
Using a compensatory model could lead to results “canceling” each other out. 

ESSA Requirements 
 
Each state MUST… 

 Each state’s accountability system must be based on multiple indicators and measure annual performance on those 
indicators (including status and/or growth as determined by the state). 

 This includes (1) state assessments in math and reading/language arts (3-8 and once in high school), (2) one other 
indicator for elementary and middle schools, (3) graduation rates for high schools, (4) English proficiency for ELs, and (5) 
at least one other indicator that is valid, reliable, comparable, and statewide (such as measures of student engagement, 
educator engagement, advanced coursework, postsecondary readiness, or school climate and safety).  ESSA § 1111 
(c)(4)(B). 

 ESSA requires that each state set long-term and interim accountability goals disaggregated by subgroup.  ESSA § 
1111(c)(4)(A). 



 ESSA requires that states annually measure and make accountability determinations for each school overall and for each 
subgroup.  ESSA § 1111(c)(4)(B), (C). 

 ESSA requires that each state/district annually report accountability data for each school overall and for each subgroup, 
as well as other data points.  ESSA § 1111(h)(1)(C). 

Elevating Equity  Meaningfully including English proficiency for English learners provides an opportunity to elevate the importance of 
English proficiency for closing achievement gaps, and by signaling the importance of considering addressing EL 
development within core academic instruction (integrated ELD) and through English as a Second Language/English as a 
Native Language (designated ELD) instruction. 

 The key in designing the accountability system is that (as noted above) gaps between EO and EL will exist at almost all 
English Language Development levels except those close to the reclassification performance cuts. 

 This focus on disaggregated data and subgroup accountability and public reporting is one of the strongest commitments 
to equity maintained from NCLB.   

 The focus on consultation with stakeholders can also be a mechanism for elevating equity in the process. 

Resources/Examples  Example of ELP Standards: ELPA21 standards and WIDA standards  
 Example of ELP Assessments: ELPA 21 and WIDA  
 Texas Model 
 CORE  
 Growth: 

1. Policymakers Guide to Growth Models for School Accountability How Do Accountability Models Differ? 
2. Using Student Growth Data for School Accountability: Practical Approaches  
3. A Practitioner’s Guide to Growth Models 

Issues and Questions 
to Consider 

ELP assessments intent and claims: 
 While a state must ensure that the ELP assessment is of sound technical quality and aligned with state ELP standards as 

well as aligned to state content standards, a state should also ensure that curriculum is aligned to ELP standards.   
 ELP assessments are not intended to assess content and alignment with content. It does not imply that content is 

included in an ELP assessment; in fact, no prior content knowledge should be required to successfully answer items 
(Abedi, 2008). 

 The ELP assessment should afford inferences regarding students’ mastery of academic language required for 
engagement and learning of core academic content through the medium of English.  A state should examine whether 
this is the case so that it can ensure appropriate opportunities for EL students to learn content. 

 Given the scope of valid claims based on results of an ELP assessment, it is likely not possible to substitute ELP 
assessment results for state English Language Arts assessment results – despite the high correlation between the two. 

 Ensure business rules do not create incentive to inappropriately reclassify students 
Developing a coherent system that meaningfully includes monitoring towards English proficiency: 

http://www.elpa21.org/standards-initiatives/elp-standards
https://www.wida.us/standards/eld.aspx
http://www.elpa21.org/
https://www.wida.us/assessment/ACCESS20.aspx
http://edsource.org/2015/holding-school-districts-accountable-for-success-with-english-learners/87121
http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Policymakers%E2%80%99_Guide_to_Growth_Models_for_School_Accountability_How_Do_Accountability_Models_Differ.html
http://www.nciea.org/publications/CCSSO_GrowthBG05.pdf
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2013GrowthModels.pdf


 Consideration of business rules associated with Recently Arrived English Learners (RA/EL) and the impact of transitioning 
from RA/EL status to EL status. 

 Consideration of business rules related to counting reclassified students in the EL subgroup for up to 4 years – including 
the impact on status and growth (if utilized). 

Appropriately aligning incentives: 
 Consider meaningfully incorporating reclassified EL students to provide incentives to continue reclassified EL 

improvement.  For example, if simply using percent proficient as the achievement indicator and reclassified ELs are in 
the EL subgroup, then reclassified students will “prop” up the EL subgroup, but likely there is less incentive for specific 
interventions because schools will focus on the below proficient students in the subgroup and not on continuous 
improvement. 

 What is relationship between ELP progress and EL growth as subgroup achievement measure? 
 How can states best incorporate subgroup performance into school accountability determinations? 
 Consideration of counting EL students multiple times in the accountability system and the potential impact of different 

inferences about EL performance – and inconsistent impact on school ratings. 

Next Steps Make certain Chief is aware that: 
 English Learner progress using a state ELP assessment is a new and additional requirement under ESSA that is distinct 

from accounting for ELs in English content performance. 
 Inclusion of EL progress in Title I accountability replaces Title III accountability and requires monitoring at the school 

level. 
 There are additional RA/EL accountability options. 
 Reclassified students can be included in the academic EL subgroup for up to 4 years. 
 Although not in regulation, states may want to pursue inclusion of reclassified EL in the EL subgroup for graduation rate 

calculations. 
 Develop theory of action for comprehensive system. 
Ensure ELP standards and assessments are of sufficient quality 
 Ensure your state has ELP standards that align (or “correspond” – a term receiving wider use since “alignment” in the 

psychometric sense is not technically applicable to the relationship between two distinct constructs) to the state content 
standards -- see Framework for ELP Development Standards Corresponding with CCSS and the NGSS 

 Ensure your state is using appropriate assessment aligned with the state ELP standards. 
 Check relationship between ELP and content results – Do they follow pattern presented Hopkins et al. (2013) and Cook, 

Linquanti et al? 
Examine state EL progress and EL content data over the past several years 
 Check EL progress on ELP assessment over time. 
 Check EL growth on English language content in language arts and math over time. 

http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2012/ELPD%20Framework%20Booklet-Final%20for%20web.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/title-iii/implementation-supplemental-report.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/title-iii/implementation-supplemental-report.pdf


Define ELP progress 
 Progress of a cohort vs. progress in individual performance, 
 Cohort might include percent meeting specific targets; 
 Individual performance based on progress (growth) of each student. 
 Progress by performance level or assessment scores? 
 Growth based on projections of meeting targets? 
 Understand tradeoffs (statistical and non-statistical). 
Consider ELs within larger framework of multiple measures 
 Relationship with the subgroup achievement indicator. 
 Which option use for RA/ELs? 
 Develop understanding of alignment, coherence, and fairness in using multiple indicators. 
 Consider weighting of the 5 components and weighting of growth if included. 
 How to incorporate reclassified ELs (in status, in growth, or both)? 

 


