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Hi, thank you for joining me in this examination of the Connecticut State Department of Education's English Language Proficiency Growth Model. 
My name is Michael Sabados, and I'm a consultant in the Performance Office, and I was fortunate to be a member of the team that developed the growth model. 

I can tell you that three key principles guided our work. One was trying to create a growth model that was fair and equitable for students highlighting their growth towards English language proficiency. 
The second was to create a model that had targets, meaningful targets, that would move students towards proficiency within a reasonable number of years. 
And the third principle that guided our work was also, creating a model that educators and administrators could use, could understand, and track their students’ progress towards achieving English language proficiency. 
Now, before we get going, I do want to say a word as far as how we refer to these students. For several years now, the standard has been to refer to them as English Learners. However, we're in a period of transition. An increasing alternative is to refer to these students as Multilingual Learners, highlighting that these are students who have some level of proficiency in more than one language. So, I'm going to use those terms interchangeably through this presentation. 




• The English Language Proficiency (ELP) 
assessment

• The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and 
English Language Proficiency Growth

• Description of Connecticut’s ELP Growth 
Model

• How to interpret student growth target 
tables

• Growth measures

• How the ELP Growth Model is incorporated 
in the CSDE’s Next Generation 
Accountability System

• How to access LAS Links growth results

Presentation 
Overview
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In this presentation, we're going to start by looking at the English language proficiency assessment, an assessment that's required for all multilingual learners to annually participate in. While parents may refuse English language support services, they cannot refuse the participation of their students in that annual English language proficiency assessment. 
We are also, going to look at how the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) really changed the way states look at and incorporate this concept of growth - English language proficiency growth - how they track it and how they incorporated in their accountability models. 

We will also, give a description of Connecticut 's ELP growth model and will take a look at how to interpret the student growth target tables So when you look at them you can see and understand where your students are at and their targets and how they move across the different years towards proficiency. 

We're also, going to look at growth measures, the different growth measures that are available to report and to sort of track and understand the growth the students are achieving. 

We're going to look specifically at how the growth model is incorporated into the CSDE's Next Generation Accountability System. And we're also, going to look at how you can access public LAS Links Growth Results at the aggregate level for your district, for the state, and for other districts but also, how you can track or find your students’ individual results in our secure reporting portal. 




• Federal law mandates that all English 
Learners (EL) in grades K-12 annually 
participate in an assessment of their English 
language proficiency. 

• The annual ELP assessment must include the 
content areas of Listening, Speaking, 
Reading and Writing

• The ELP assessment can be used to 
determine which ELs have demonstrated 
sufficient English language mastery such 
that they may exit EL status in the following 
school year.

The Annual 
English 
Language 
Proficiency 
(ELP) 
Assessment
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When we talk about the English language proficiency assessment, we begin with the federal mandate that all English learners in Grades K to 12 annually participate in the assessment of their English language proficiency. And the required component of this assessment is when states are allowed to select the individual assessment, however, that assessment must include the content areas of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. This ELP assessment is used to determine which ELs have demonstrated sufficient English language mastery such that they can exit EL status in the following school year. This assessment really has implications for each student who participates in terms of the services that they will be receiving, and their continued participation on the English language proficiency assessment.



Connecticut’s 
Annual ELP 
Assessment: 
The LAS 
Links

Forms A/B for SYs 2007-08 to SY 2012-13
Forms C/D for SYs 2013-14 to  SY 2020-21
Forms E/F starting in SY 2021
 Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing 

subtests
 Includes five additional skills/modalities 

that are “composites” or various 
combinations of the four subtests: Overall, 
Oral, Literacy, Comprehension and 
Productive. 
 For each subtest or composite, students 

receive a:
o Vertical Scale Score
o Performance Level – (Beginner, Early 

Intermediate, Intermediate, 
Proficient, or Above Proficient)
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In Connecticut, the assessment that we’ve selected for quite a long time is called the LAS Links. The LAS Links has had various incarnations and various forms over time. Forms A & B, which were used from 2007-08 through 2012-13, each one really emphasized more basic interpersonal communication skills or (BICS). 
Forms C and D were a revision that included more cognitive and academic language (CALP) among the test items, and we were using these forms from 2013-14 through 2020-21. Starting in this past school year, 2021-22, we have moved to Forms E and F. 
 And E and F incorporated more feedback from educators across the country, including Connecticut educators, to develop forms and test items that enhance the student experience and were more culturally appropriate for this group of students. 
The LAS Links includes the required Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing subtests. But it also, adds five additional skill areas or modalities that are called Composites. They’re combinations of the four subtests and these include Overall, which is an average of the 4 subtests: Oral, Literacy, Comprehension, and Productive. 
Now, on the test for each of these subtests and composites, students receive, first of all, a vertical scale score and that's in a numeric, and what that is, is it’s taking the raw score (the number of correct answers) and it converts that into a scale score based on the difficulty of the items that the student answered correctly. It’s also, frequently referred to as a vertical scale score because all of the scale scores for each of these subtests and composites are on one scale that runs from Grades K through Grade 12. 
 �Well, now of course, each grade has its particular section on that scale, but what it allows it to do, because it's scaled on one scale, what this allows is to be able to track a student across multiple years and really be able to measure and look at their progress from one school year to the next. 
 �Students also, receive, for each of the subtests and composites, a performance level, and these are essentially descriptors of student’s skills and abilities based on a particular range of the vertical scale score and really they provide educators and parents with a meaningful description of a student’s abilities and skill levels based on their scale on their vertical scale score.




A Historical 
View of ELP 

Accountability: 
Annual 

Measurable 
Achievement 

Objectives 
(AMAOs)

Districts were held accountable for  
the percentage of ELs on the 
annual ELP assessment who 
demonstrated:
1. English language proficiency, 

and
2. Growth towards English 

language proficiency.

3. The third AMAO was whether 
the district’s EL subgroup met 
the annual No Child Left Behind 
proficiency goals for ELA and 
Math on the Title I academic 
assessments (in CT: Connecticut 
Master  Test – CMT and 
Connecticut Academic 
Performance Test (CAPT).
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Now to understand the current growth model, it's important to take a step back and look at the accountability model that was in place prior to ESSA for our multilingual learners. Essentially, they had their own accountability system separate from the Title 1 accountability and these were called Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives. These were percentages of students who achieved 3 different, distinct, a percentage of students who are achieving 3 different goals. 
 �The first was the percentage of students who were demonstrating overall proficiency. 
The second was the percentage of students who were demonstrating growth towards English language proficiency, so this is again about growth. 
And what's significant here and what is different is that growth was defined as any increase in the student’s vertical scale score. So, even if a student grew, if their scale score increased one point from one year to the next, that student was deemed as having met growth or demonstrating growth. 
The problem here is that this growth isn't really defined towards any particular goal. It's just simply numeric growth. 
The third target was the percentage of the EL subgroup that were meeting the No Child Left Behind Proficiency goals for ELA and math on the Title 1 academic assessments. 
And typically students… it was very rare for the English language learner group to meet these targets because these were the same targets that were shared by their native English-speaking students. One set of targets for everybody on these assessments under NCLB. 
So, it was very unlikely and we rarely saw this group meet this target. 




Growth 
Toward 
English 

Language 
Proficiency:
The Every
Student 

Succeeds 
Act (2015)

For English Learners, for increases 
in the percentage of such students 
making progress in achieving 
English language proficiency, as 
defined by the state and measured 
by the assessments described in 
subsection (b) (2) (G) within a 
state-determined time limit. (ESSA 
1835 (4) (2))
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ESSA is so significant because it turns on its head this concept, and really fleshes out the concept of growth. So, this is a quote from the ESSA law and I want to highlight a couple of sections of this. 
First of all, it's drawing attention and asking the states to focus on the progress that students are making towards achieving English language proficiency. So, first of all it's putting the focus on progress as opposed to some-point-in-time-measure of overall proficiency. 

Secondly, it's defining progress in terms of students moving towards English language proficiency. 

Now it's not just a numeric increase in their score or moving from one proficiency level to the next. It's about moving these students towards overall proficiency. That's the larger context now that progress is being put into. 
And it's also, the final comment too is very significant within it's looking at progress within a state determined time limit. What it's asking states to do is to define a period of time that growth and setting growth targets is going to move a student towards proficiency. 
For the state of Connecticut, when we reviewed national research on the acquisition of English language proficiency, the state opted to set a time period of 5 years.  We wanted to develop a growth model that would move students towards proficiency if the student was meeting the targets within 5 years. 




Achievement Change:
• Compares student achievement across years (e.g., performance of Grade 4 

students in 2020-21 is compared to the performance  of Grade 4 students in 
2021-22).

• Is not the same group of students.

Rough Cohort:
• Compares the performance of a group of students from one grade in year 1 

to a group of students in the next higher grade in year 2 (e.g., Grade 3 in 
2020-21 to Grade 4 in 2021-22).

• Many of the same students but not all the same

**Matched Cohort:
• Compares the performance of the same students from one grade in year 1 

to their performance in the  next higher grade in year 2 (e.g., student in 
Grade 3 in 2020-21 to Grade 4 in 2021-22).

• Is the approach in Connecticut’s ELP Growth Model

Three Approaches to Understanding 
Growth
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When you talk about growth, there's many ways of looking at it and understanding growth. So, one way is achievement change.  And here what you're doing is you're comparing student achievement across years. For example, if you wanted to look at the performance of students in say Grade 4 in 2021, and compare that to students in Grade 4 of students in 2021-22. And the problem here is, while that might give you some information, the problem is it's not the same group of students.  It's really hard to say what growth occurred. Any changes you might see really just might be about that you now are looking at a different group of students. 
 �Another way of looking at changes called the rough cohort. What you're doing is you're comparing the performance of students in one grade in one year, to the performance of students in the next higher grade in the following year. So, for example, if you compared students in Grade 3 in 2020-21 to students in Grade 4 and 2021-22. So, again, a lot of those students are going to be in both of those grades. However, it's not necessarily all the same students because some might have left, and some might have entered the district and are now in that in in Grade 4. So, it gives you some idea but it's not exactly the same set of students from one year to the next. 
 �The third way of looking at growth is called the match cohort, and this is the method that is built into our growth model. What you're doing is you're comparing the performance of the same group of students from one year, to the next year. So, that was same group of students who were in year, one last year with those students who are now in the next higher grade this year. 
This is the approach that we've adopted, so, we're comparing the same students, were looking at the same students’ growth over time in the Connecticut ELP Growth Model. 




• Were created through CSDE analyses of 
48,000+ Connecticut ELs’ growth from SY 
2013-14 to 2014-15 and from 2014-15 to 
2015-16

• Are the increases in the number of LAS 
Links vertical scale score points each 
student is expected to achieve from one 
school year to the next

• Are individualized in that they are based 
on each student’s English language 
proficiency level in the previous school 
year

• Are designed to move ELs to proficiency 
within five years

Connecticut’s 
ELP Growth 
Model 
Targets
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How did we get to this? How do we build this model? 
We took over 48,000 Connecticut students and analyzed and looked at their growth from school years 2013-14 to 2014-15 and from 2014-15 to 2015-16 and we looked at their growth. 
And we tried out different models to see if in setting different groups of targets to see what moves students? What will move all students to proficiency within 5 years? 
And these targets that we came up with, we were talking about is the increase in the number of their vertical scale score points that a student is expected to achieve from one year to the next school year. � �And they’re individualized targets in that they're based on a student’s English language proficiency level in the prior school year. So, we're taking into account where the student was in the prior school year in assigning them a target so each student has an individualized target. � �And what's important to note here, I know I often get questions about this, the way the USDE described the model, the growth models, they allowed us to take into account the student’s prior proficiency level. But they didn't let us take into account other demographic factors like a student’s native language or if the student is one with disabilities. So, we can't set separate targets for students with disabilities, for example. It's one set of shared targets, but they are individualized on this based on the student’s English language proficiency level in the prior school year. 
 �And as we've noted a few times here, all of these targets are designed to move students to proficiency within 5 years, if they're meeting their targets. 




ELP Growth 
Measured by 

LAS Links 
Oral and 
Literacy 

Vertical Scale 
Scores

Oral Scale Score
(Speaking Vertical Scale Score + 
Listening Vertical Scale Score)/2

Literacy Scale Score
(Reading Vertical Scale Score + 
Writing Vertical Scale Score)/2

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In selecting how we were going to measure growth we decided to focus on two composite scores: the oral scale score and the literacy scale score. The oral scale score is the combination, it's the average of the speaking vertical scale score divided by the listening vertical scale score. 
The literacy scale score is the reading scale score plus the writing scale score divided by 2, so the average of those, 2 things. 
And the reason we opted for composite scores as opposed to the subtests, is the composite scores include more test items than any individualized subtest. That provides greater reliability and validity in terms of where the student really, where their skill level lies. 




Oral Growth Targets, Grades K-5

Grade in 
Yr. 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Level 4 Level 5
Proficiency

K
Range 300-429 430-460 461-486 487-525 526-555
Target 61 36 28 Maintain Maintain

1
Range 300-431 432-462 463-489 490-529 530-555
Target 68 33 25 Maintain Maintain

2
Range 330-442 443-469 470-494 495-539 540-580
Target 59 32 26 Maintain Maintain

3
Range 330-443 444-470 471-504 505-547 548-580
Target 79 32 28 Maintain Maintain

4
Range 355-449 450-477 478-513 514-574 575-637
Target 82 44 32 Maintain Maintain

5
Range 355-451 452-484 485-515 516-579 580-637
Target 76 38 25 Maintain Maintain
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That's why we opted to use those measures. �Now let's talk about understanding the particular growth targets and how they move students towards proficiency. So, I know this table has a lot of numbers and it can be confusing, but it's pretty easy to decode, so let's do that. 
Because we're looking at growth, we're tracking students across a set of years.  
That first column here tells us what year or what grade was the student in in the prior school year. That first row, what we're saying here is last year, the student was in kindergarten. 
And the first set of numbers or the range are the vertical scale scores that correspond to each of the columns. Those are the 5 performance levels that exist for the composite scores on the last links. So, that first box that tells us that that range - the vertical scale score range- for level one in kindergarten is between 300 and 429. 
 �The number underneath is the target that we expect. It's the number of vertical scale score points that we're looking for the student to increase their score by, when they take the test again in first grade. So, we're expecting a student who is a level one in kindergarten for oral to increase their scale score by 61 points when they take the test again in first grade.  That's their target. � �So, let me also, comment. We sort of blocked off and highlighted levels 4 and 5. Level four is proficiency and level 5 is above proficiency. And remember the overall goal of this is to move students towards proficiency. So, if let's say a student who takes the test in in kindergarten - it's the proficiency level. �If they need to take the test again in first grade, we're not going to give them a particular numeric scale score target. Their goal is just to maintain proficiency, because remember that's the goal of the model is to get the students to proficiency. So, for students who are level 4 and 5 in the prior year and are taking the test again, their goal is just to maintain proficiency. As long as they stay in that range, they've met their target whether their scores going up or down doesn't matter. If they're proficient, they've met their target. �So, let's walk through a particular example and see how you can track a student from year to year using this table. �So, let's say we have a student who takes the test in kindergarten, and they score the lowest score. They get a 300. So, they are a brand-new beginner in terms of oral level proficiency. So, if they've got a score of 300, then that means they're at level one. So, they're in that first block. So, when they take the test again, we're looking for them, their target, is to increase their score by 61 scale score points. So, let's say the student takes the test in first grade, and they actually increase their score by 65 points. �So, they've met their target. However, they still remain in performance level one you'll note. So, if you look at that second row, grade level one, there's still a performance - they're still in the performance level of one, they’re towards the middle. And that's OK, and that's one of the things that we want to highlight in this growth model is that we recognize that a student can make significant growth and still remain in the same performance level. So, as they move from the bottom of a level towards the middle, or even the top of a level, that's significant growth that can occur as long as they're meeting their target. �So, that students who achieved - who grew 65 points - that means in first grade, their score would be 365- they’re still a level one, so we see their target is 68. So, we're expecting when they take the test again in second grade, that they're going to increase their score by a minimum of 68 scale score points. 
 �So, OK, so, this student takes the test in second grade. And let's say they grow 70 points. So, now they're score is 435. They’re still a performance level, one, but they're near the top. Their target is 59 scale score points when they take the test again in third grade. So, we're looking for that that amount of increase when they take the test again. And let's say, in third grade, they increase their score by 60. �So, they've met their target again. Now the interesting thing here is that gives them a scale score of 495 and that puts them in a proficiency level of 3. So, now they've moved from Basic to Intermediate Level, skipping Level 2, Early Intermediate. And that can happen, especially as students are at the upper level - the upper end of the range for level one - because those targets are generally big because students generally demonstrate a higher growth at a level one. 
So, this student has skipped over Level 2 and moved to Level 3. And now we see that when they took the test again in Grade 4, their target is 28 points. So, let's say in Grade 4 they take it and they their score increases 30 to 525. Well, now they've reached Proficiency. And if they have to take the test again because they haven't met overall mastery, their goal is just to maintain Proficiency. � �It doesn't matter - their individual scale score doesn't matter as long as they stay in the proficient range. And so, that's how the - that's how meeting the targets can help any student move to Proficiency within 5 years. So, our example was a student who came in and got the lowest scale score and just by meeting their target every year, they moved to proficiency within 5 years. �




Oral Growth Targets, Grades 6-12

Grade in 
Yr. 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Level 4 Level 5
Proficiency

6
Range 362-454 455-480 481-517 518-574 575-662
Target 78 46 31 Maintain Maintain

7
Range 362-459 460-484 485-520 521-579 580-662
Target 73 43 32 Maintain Maintain

8
Range 362-464 465-491 492-524 525-581 582-662
Target 60 30 14 Maintain Maintain

9
Range 370-464 465-489 490-524 525-560 561-690
Target 60 28 22 Maintain Maintain

10
Range 370-467 468-494 495-526 527-565 566-690
Target 63 33 25 Maintain Maintain

11
Range 370-470 471-496 497-529 530-566 567-690
Target 53 31 24 Maintain Maintain

12 Range 370-471 472-499 500-530 531-568 569-690
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I've also, included the oral growth targets for students in Grades 6 through 12 here. And it works exactly like as we just saw in our example. 



Literacy Growth Targets, Grades K-5

Grade in 
Yr. 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Level 4 Level 5
Proficiency

K
Range 220-350 351-398 399-453 454-494 495-590
Target 111 75 68 Maintain Maintain

1
Range 220-356 357-409 410-455 456-506 507-590
Target 96 68 61 Maintain Maintain

2
Range 285-429 430-472 473-500 501-544 545-625
Target 75 49 40 Maintain Maintain

3
Range 285-431 432-478 479-515 516-553 554-625
Target 80 51 44 Maintain Maintain

4
Range 325-450 451-500 501-533 534-585 586-680
Target 87 53 40 Maintain Maintain

5
Range 325-451 452-501 502-536 537-586 587-680
Target 82 46 31 Maintain Maintain
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The literacy targets, they work the same way as the oral targets work, and so let's walk through an example here. �Literacy targets work the same way as oral but let's take an example and walk through the table and again we've got the five levels -and we've got what the grade was in the prior school year, we've got our ranges, and we’ve got our target. So, let's start with another example. So, let's say we have a student in kindergarten, and again, they're getting the lowest scale score so a 220.  So that puts them at level one, So, their target when they take the test again in first grade is we're looking for them to grow 111 scale score points. So, let's say the student takes the test in first grade and they grow 120, and it gives him a 340 overall. So, we see in first grade that puts him near the top of level one, but still again, the same level one. So, again we're recognizing growth that's occurring within the same performance level. 
When they take the test again that student’s target is now 96 for when they take the test in Grade 2.  �Let's say that a student takes the test, and they increase their score by 100. So, now their score is a 440. So, that puts them in Level 2. So, their target now for when they take the test in Grade 3 is an increase of 49 vertical scale score points. OK, the student takes the test in Grade 3, and they grow by 50 points and so, now they have a score of 490 and we see now they've moved to Performance Level 3, Intermediate Level. So, their target for Grade 4, when they take the assessment again, is 44 vertical scale score points. So, let's say the student takes the test in Grade 4, and they go up 60 points, and then it gives them a 550. So, that 550 now moves them into a Level 4 or Proficient. So, if for whatever reason, they have to take the… if they have to take the LAS Links assessment again, the goal would just be for them to maintain their Proficiency. However, again this example highlights that students meeting the targets are moving to Proficiency within 5 school years, our overall target for all of our multilingual learners. 




Literacy Growth Targets, Grades 6-12

Grade in 
Yr. 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Level Level 5
Proficiency

6
Range 340-473 474-512 513-552 553-598 599-700
Target 80 47 37 Maintain Maintain

7
Range 340-473 474-513 514-553 554-599 600-700
Target 75 48 39 Maintain Maintain

8
Range 340-474 475-514 515-553 554-599 600-700
Target 59 38 26 Maintain Maintain

9
Range 350-477 478-521 522-564 565-612 613-717
Target 63 38 26 Maintain Maintain

10
Range 350-477 478-522 523-564 565-612 613-717
Target 60 36 25 Maintain Maintain

11
Range 350-478 479-523 524-565 566-613 614-717
Target 60 33 23 Maintain Maintain

12 Range 350-479 480-524 525-566 567-614 615-717
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I’ve included the targets and the charts for kids in Grades 6 through 12 for literacy.



Aggregate Measures of ELP Growth

Growth Rate
Average 

Percentage of 
Target Achieved

Percentage of 
STUDENTS

who met their 
growth

Percentage of 
TARGET
that was 

achieved by 
students on 

average

Presenter Notes
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Now let's talk about how we report and talk about growth, because there's different metrics, different ways of explaining or demonstrating growth. One is the growth rate, and I think this is something that most of us are familiar with. It's just a simple percentage of how many of these students met their growth target. So, let's say you're in a district that has 1000 multilingual learners and 500 of them met their target well, 500 divided by 1000 is 50%, So, half of your kids met their growth targets. 
The problem with this metric is, while it gives you useful information and we certainly report it as part of our accountability reporting, the shortcoming with it is that you have students who are demonstrating growth, but because they didn't meet their growth target, that information isn't being captured in a growth rate. So, let's say you have a student who is expected to grow 100 scale score points, and they grew 80. Well, there are students who didn't meet their target. However, they demonstrated pretty significant growth, and this measure just doesn't capture that. 
So, when alternative measure. Is called the average percentage of targeted students.  So, for each student what we're looking at here is what percentage of their target did the student achieve? So, in our example that student who had a target of 100 and grew 80, well their percentage of targeted achieved is 80%.  So, if you wanted to look at a group of students - across a group of students - and say on average. what percentage of the target was being achieved by my students?  You would take all of their growth targets and average them, and you would get a metric, which would reflect all of the growth that's being achieved by your students - not just those who met their target, but all of your students would be included in that metric and that's the advantage when we talk about Average Percentage of Target Achieved or for short APTA. 





60 60 60 60

42

60
66

36

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Student 1
Met Target = No

PTA = 70%

Student 2
Met Target = Yes

PTA = 100%

Student 3
Met Target = Yes

PTA = 110%

Student 4
Met Target = No

PTA = 60%

LA
S 

Li
nk

s S
ca

le
 S

co
re

 P
oi

nt
s

Target Amount Actual Growth Amount

Hypothetical Example: ELP Growth Metrics
Growth Rate = 50% (2 out of 4 students met target)

Average Percentage of Target Achieved (APTA) = 85% (204/240)
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Let's take a look at a hypothetical example. Let's take a look at a hypothetical example - a simple one. Let's say you're looking at a particular class and there are four multilingual learners in that class. And just for simplicity’s sake, let's say every one of those students had a growth target of 60. Student one, they grew 42 points, so they didn't meet their target. The second student grew 60 points – they did. Third student grew 66. They met and actually exceeded their target. The last student grew 36, so, another one who didn't meet their target. Now, if we were going to talk about growth rate for this classroom, we would say 2 of 4 met their targets.  So, 50%. The growth rate would be 50%. However, across these four students, if we wanted to talk about the average percentage of the target achieved, what we could do is add up all the growth that these four students demonstrated, which would be 204 points and divide it by the combined targets, 240, and we'd see that on average or these students they met 85% of their target. 
Another way of doing it also, would just be taking the percentage, the individual percentage of target achieved for each of these students and dividing. 



• PTA is capped at 110%
• PTA cannot fall below 0%
• Students who achieved proficiency in the prior school year 

must maintain proficiency when they take the LAS Links in 
the current school year

Student Target Change in Score Actual PTA Adjusted 
PTA

A 100 150 150% 110%

B 100 -40 -40% 0%

C Proficiency Maintained 
proficiency - 100%

D Proficiency Fell below 
proficiency - 0%

Students with 
Adjusted Percentage of Target Achieved (PTA)
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Some caveats when you look at the way that we process students in doing the accountability calculations. First of all, we cap the percentage of the target achieved at 110% because we don't want a couple of students who may be hit it out of the ballpark in terms of how much they achieve sort of skewing the average. So, we cap it at 110%. 
Another thing is that percentage of target achieved can't fall below 0%. So, if a student’s score actually declines, we're going to cap it at 0%. There aren't going to be any negative percentages included in any accountability calculations. And again, as I've mentioned a couple of times, students who achieved proficiency in the prior school year must maintain proficiency when they take the LAS Links in the current school year.  So, some examples here student A - their target was 100 scale score point growth, and their actual growth was 150. Let's say they scored 150. So, they're Actual Percentage of Target Achieved is 150%. Well, we're going to cap that for that student at 110% when we do the calculation. However, when you, if you look up that student in one of our secure reporting portals you will see their actual scores. This is just giving you an insight into the way we're calculating the accountability. 
�Student B same thing. Their target was 100 scale score points, and their score actually went down by 40. So, they're Actual Percentage of Target Achieved is -40%. Well, we're not going to include that in the accountability calculation. We're going to cap that. We're going to just treat that as 0%. 

Student C, they're taking the test again after having met proficiency in their prior school year. Their goal is to maintain proficiency and they did. So, their adjusted PTA is 100% because they met their target; they're still proficient. 
�Student D, same situation. They were, they took the test already. They met proficiency. They're taking it again in the current school year; however, they fall below proficiency. Well, they're PTA is 0% because they did not meet their target.  




Sample K-5 School Accountability Report: SY 2021-22

No: Indicator Index/ 
Rate

Targe
t

Points 
Earned

Max 
Points

% Points 
Earned

State Avg 
Index/Rate

1a. ELA Performance Index – All Students 57.9 75 38.6 50 77.2% 67.7

1b. ELA Performance Index – High Needs Students 55.0 75 36.6 50 73.3% 56.7

1c. Math Performance Index – All Students 53.0 75 35.3 50 70.7% 61.4

1d. Math Performance Index – High Needs Students 50.4 75 33.6 50 67.2% 49.9

1e. Science Performance Index – All Students 45.0 75 30.0 50 60.0% 57.5

1f. Science Performance Index – High Needs Students 42.0 75 28.0 50 55.9% 47.0

2a. ELA Avg. Percentage of Growth Target Achieved –
All Students 52.0% 100 52.0 100 52.0% 63.8%

2b. ELA Avg. Percentage of Growth Target Achieved –
High Needs Students 50.1% 100 50.1 100 50.1% 58.3%

2c. Math Avg. Percentage of Growth Target Achieved –
All Students 57.3% 100 57.3 100 57.3% 65.0%

2d. Math Avg. Percentage of Growth Target Achieved –
High Needs Students 55.9% 100 55.9 100 55.9% 57.4%

2e. English Learner Progress (Oral) Avg. Percentage of 
Growth Target Achieved 100 50

2f. English Learner Progress (Literacy) Avg. Percentage 
of Growth Target Achieved 100 50

4a. Chronic Absenteeism – All Students 14.5% <=5% 31.0 50 62.1% 9.6%

4b. Chronic Absenteeism – High Needs Students 17.1% <=5% 25.7 50 51.4% 15.6%

11 Physical Fitness (estimated part rate) and (fitness 
rate)

86.8
%

43.5
% 75% 14.5 50 29.0% 89.2% 50.5%

Accountability Index 950

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is a snapshot of a school accountability report for a K to 5 school, including all the different measures that go into accountability. And English language proficiency will be incorporated into the state’s accountability model as of school year 2021-2022. And here we see the target for oral and literacy growth is 100% of students meeting their growth targets, their individualized growth targets. And what's at stake here is that schools can earn up to 50 points, based on the percentage, the average percentage of students meeting their oral targets, and 50 points for students meeting their literacy targets.  So, a total of 100 points at stake for a school. 
In general, we've kind of done some calculations for K to 5 schools up to about 10% of their overall accountability measure could come from ELP growth. For high schools, it's a couple of percentage points lower. 




• Has Oral and/or Literacy vertical 
scale scores in prior and current 
school year

• Grade increased from prior to 
current school year

• Was with the school on October 
1st of the current school year

• APTA is only calculated for 
schools with 20+ ELs who meet 
these requirements

Student 
Inclusion 
Rules for 

APTA School 
Calculations

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So how we do this? How we include this? Our rules for including a student in these calculations… The student, first of all, has to have oral and literacy vertical scale scores in the prior school year and in the current school year, so that we can measure their growth. They're also, that student also has to have grade progression. In other words, their grade has to have increased from the prior school year to the current school year.  Those students who are kept back a year are not included in the calculation nor are those students if they skip a grade, more than a grade so, you don't have a succession of grades from one school year to the next. They're not included in the calculation either. 
 �Students have to have been with the school, the same school, on October 1 of the current school year to be included in these calculations. The other thing is, these calculations are only done for schools that have 20 or more ELs who meet all of these requirements. 




50*APTA=Next Generation ELP Growth 
Points

Hypothetical School: Oral APTA 65% and 
Literacy APTA 55%

• Oral ELP Next Generation Points: 
50*.65=33 points

• Literacy ELP Next Generation Points: 
50*.55=28 points

ELP Growth 
APTA Used to 

Allocate Points 
in

The Next 
Generation 

Accountability 
System

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In how we actually translate APTA into accountability points is this calculation here. Essentially, it's the number of points, the 50 points, times the APTA. Let's say we have a hypothetical school, and their students’ Oral APTA was 65% and their Literacy APTA was 55%. The calculation for the Oral is 50, the scale score point or the accountability points that are up for grabs, times 0.65 equals 33 points. For Literacy, 50 times 0.55 equals 28.  This hypothetical school would have earned 61 total points towards their accountability score from ELP growth.  




ELP Growth Reporting: EdSight Public

https://edsight.ct.gov/SASPortal/main.do

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Now, where can you find your results? The State department has two very important data reporting portals. First of all, there's EdSight Public, where aggregate performance measures are provided and there is a LAS Links Growth Report available where you can find information on not only your district, but also, the state as a whole. And you can also look at other districts. And you can filter for particular things like grade, you can look at by school, and you can also filter by whether we're talking about students with disabilities or not. But the great thing about EdSight Public is it allows you to look at, to give your numbers, a context. You can compare yourself to the state as a whole, or you can pick districts that you consider particularly similar to you, either in terms of size or socioeconomic standard, and make apples to apples comparisons of how your students are doing compared to either other districts or the state as a whole. 

https://edsight.ct.gov/SASPortal/main.do


ELP Growth Reporting: EdSight Secure

https://secure-
edsight.ct.gov/SASVisualAnalytics/?reportUri=/reports/reports/ce9d29cf
-2b6e-440e-bb8b-3df114dbca70&sas-welcome=false

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Another data reporting portal that the State Department of Ed provides districts is called EdSight Secure.  
�And while districts have access to EdSight Secure and they determine each district has accounts with EdSight Secure and they manage those accounts, who gets in and they determine who gets access to EdSight Secure among their staff. EdSight Secure not only provides aggregate figures for growth on the LAS Links, but also, you can find individualized student results. And you can download all of this information. And the really good thing, too about EdSight Secure is you can not only see the results of the students that you tested but there's also a view within in EdSight Secure that allows you to see the results of your student - of students who are currently registered to you, but who were tested in other Connecticut districts. So, you can see at any time, the growth metrics for students who are currently registered to you, and it's a wonderful resource. 
I would highly recommend for all Title 3 directors and any English Language Assessment Coordinators to have access to add EdSight Secure because there's a great deal of actionable information at your fingertips when you have, when you're able to get into EdSight Secure. 

https://secure-edsight.ct.gov/SASVisualAnalytics/?reportUri=/reports/reports/ce9d29cf-2b6e-440e-bb8b-3df114dbca70&sas-welcome=false


• ESSA requires states establish annual 
targets for districts that create trajectories 
to 100% of their ELs meeting their ELP 
Growth Targets within 13 years. 

• ESSA ELP Growth Targets established for 
SY 2017-18 through SY 2029-30.

• Milestone ELP growth targets and results 
reported but no points assigned in Next 
Gen Accountability System.

• Targets Available Here: 
https://edsight.ct.gov/SASStoredProcess/guest?_pr
ogram=%2FCTDOE%2FEdSight%2FRelease%2FRe
porting%2FPublic%2FReports%2FStoredProcesses
%2FESSAMilestoneReport&_district=State%20of%
20Connecticut&_school=&_select=Submit

ESSA 
Milestone 

ELP Growth 
Targets

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Now, another thing that ESSA guided or required the states to do was to create what are called milestone targets and in particular milestone targets for ELP growth. And I would just say that we report these milestone targets, but they are aspirational, they're not actually incorporated in the accountability system. You know, but these are our goals for states to for districts to use as targets for getting, for guiding, for getting students to meet an oral and literacy growth. What these targets do are they create trajectories to move districts’ multilingual learners to 100% of those students meeting their growth targets within 13 years. The State Department has established targets that run from 2017-18 through school year 2029-30 that culminate in 100% of each districts’ multilingual learners meeting their growth targets. Let's look at how we calculated those.

https://edsight.ct.gov/SASStoredProcess/guest?_program=%2FCTDOE%2FEdSight%2FRelease%2FReporting%2FPublic%2FReports%2FStoredProcesses%2FESSAMilestoneReport&_district=State%20of%20Connecticut&_school=&_select=Submit


ESSA Milestones:
Percentage Meeting 

Oral ELP Growth Targets

Hypothetical District: 
 2016-17 Oral APTA: 74%
Annual Growth Increment: (100%-

74%)/13=2%

2016-17 74%

2017-18 76%

2018-19 78%

2019-20 80%

2020-21 82%

2021-22 84%

2022-23 86%

2023-24 88%

2024-25 90%

2025-26 92%

2026-27 94%

2027-28 96%

2028-29 98%

2029-30 100%

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We used school year 2016-17 as our baseline. And we know that the end goal is in 13 years for students, 100% of students, meeting their targets. So, the formula is 100% minus whatever the percentage of kids meeting their growth targets was in 2016-17. So, the APTA in 2016-17.  Let's say a hypothetical district, their Oral APTA was 74% in 2016-17. So, 100 minus 74 is 26, divided by 13, the 13 years, equals 2% annual increase in the percentage of kids meeting their oral ELP growth target. So, we can see in 2016-17 it was 74%. In next year, 76%, then 78% on and on until it culminates in 100% of students meeting their oral growth targets. Literacy is exactly the same. 



ESSA MIILESTONES: 
Percentage Meeting Literacy 

Growth Targets 

Hypothetical District: 
 2016-17 Literacy APTA: 61%
Annual Growth Increment: (100%-

61%)/13=3%

2016-17 61%

2017-18 64%

2018-19 67%

2019-20 70%

2020-21 73%

2021-22 76%

2022-23 79%

2023-24 82%

2024-25 85%

2025-26 88%

2026-27 91%

2027-28 94%

2028-29 97%

2029-30 100%

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So, again a hypothetical district, let's say their Literacy APTA was 61% in school year 2016-17. So, 100% minus 61% is 39, divided by 13 is 3% annual increase in the percentage of APTA or in other words, students meeting their literacy growth targets. So, for this just this hypothetical district, 61% to 64% to 67% on and on and until the culminates in 100% of students meeting their target. 



• Draw attention to English Learners
• ELP accountability and reporting focused 

on growth
• Establish targets to move students to 

English language proficiency within five 
years

• Provide a tool for district administrators 
and teachers to monitor students’ 
progress toward English language 
proficiency

• Provide information that district 
administrators and teachers can use to 
make programmatic decisions

Conclusions 
on 

Connecticut’s 
ELP Growth 

Model

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I understand it was a lot of information. I want to step back and just kind of talk about some conclusions on this growth model. First of all, the growth model is intended to draw everybody 's attention to English learners. That's one of the primary goals here and to focus that on growth as opposed to some point-in-time-measure of proficiency. And also, the establishing of individualized targets that moves students to proficiency within a 5-year period if the student is meeting their targets. Also, providing a tool for district administrators and teachers to monitor students’ progress towards English language proficiency. And hopefully provide information that districts and administrators can use to make programmatic decisions about their students. �



Michael Sabados, Ph.D.
CSDE Bureau of Assessment

Michael.Sabados@ct.gov

860-713-6856

LAS Links Growth methodology report 
available:

https://edsight.ct.gov/relatedreports/CT%
20Growth%20Model%20for%20ELP%20T
echnical%20Paper%20FINAL.pdf

Contact 
Information

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I want to thank you for accessing this training module and I understand that this was a lot of information in a quick, quick amount of time. So, if you have any questions, I am more than happy to answer them. You can reach me at my email address here or my phone number. And I would also draw attention to there is a LAS Links Growth Methodology Report that is available in EdSight. We've got the link here. � �This can also provide answers to your questions and particularly if you have questions about the calculations itself that went into creating the model. So, again I want to thank you for your attention and your concern about multilingual learners and I wish you a good day. Thank you.

mailto:Michael.Sabados@ct.gov
https://edsight.ct.gov/relatedreports/CT%20Growth%20Model%20for%20ELP%20Technical%20Paper%20FINAL.pdf
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