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Title III of ESEA requires states to establish an accountability system under which districts are responsible for moving EL students toward English language proficiency.  When first enacted in 2001, it gave states until the 2002–03 school year to establish standards and assessments related to English language proficiency, referred to here as ELP standards and assessments. In 2005, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) extended this deadline to spring 2006.  


Title III also requires states to establish three Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) related to these ELP standards and assessments and the academic achievement assessments required under Title I. These AMAOs, which apply only to districts rather than individual schools, address the following criteria:

	· AMAO 1: The annual increase in the number or percentage of EL students making progress in learning English;

· AMAO 2: The annual increase in the number or percentage of EL students attaining English language proficiency by the end of the school year; and

· AMAO 3: Whether EL students met the AYP target in reading and math under Title I.  

	Main Study Questions

· How are ELs identified and redesignated?

· How have states implemented English language proficiency standards and the assessment provisions for ELs?

· How are ELs assessed in academic content?

· How did states develop AMAO targets, and what happens when districts miss their AMAO targets?

· What lessons have emerged from states’ implementation of Title III?

	Findings 

· All states had established ELP standards by the 2006–07 school year, and all states had established ELP assessments by the 2007–08 school year. While many states missed the earlier deadlines established by ESEA and the U.S. Department of Education, this may be attributable to the difficulty and/or newness of the tasks involved. Very few states had English language proficiency standards or assessments before the 2001 ESEA amendments required them.

· Many states worked within one of several consortia of states to develop their ELP standards and assessments. For example, as of 2008–09, 19 states indicated that they were using the ELP standards developed through one consortium known as the World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment Consortium.

· Many states reported difficulties developing a cut score for AMAO 1 and AMAO 2 because of their lack of experience with this type of testing. For example, establishing an English language proficiency growth target, which is required for AMAO 1, is difficult without historical growth data. In 2006–07, only 12 state directors reported that their states had finalized AMAO targets. More than half were in the process of revising their AMAOs, a process that is still continuing in some states, based on the ELP testing data they were beginning to collect through the annual assessments.  

· In 2006–07, 30 states were applying accountability actions to districts that had not met their AMAO targets for consecutive years. Eighteen of these 30 states were using preliminary AMAO targets, since only 12 states had finalized their AMAOs by 2006–07. In addition, due to delays in the development of ELP standards, assessments, and AMAOs, some states refrained from imposing consequences.   

· Most of the state officials and experts interviewed for this brief praised the ESEA accountability system for motivating districts to focus increased attention on the needs of EL students—both in terms of language acquisition and academic achievement. However, some criticized the expectation in Title I that EL students would be able to achieve high levels of subject matter proficiency when, by definition, they do not have English language proficiency. The respondents raised many issues that have implications for the reauthorization of the program.

Implications
· Some of the challenges identified by the officials interviewed for this brief include: 

(1) The EL subgroup is constantly changing as proficient students are systematically removed and less proficient students enter.  

(2) AMAO 3 under Title III is the same as the Title I accountability measure of ensuring that the students in the EL subgroup reach proficiency on content assessments. Having the same accountability requirement across the two Titles is challenging because the two parts of the statute outline different time lines for parent notification and additional planning, technical assistance, or consequences, such as programmatic changes or replacement of personnel.

(3) Standardized tests may not accurately reflect EL learning if language and content knowledge are conflated—for example, if math test items are language dependent.

· It is important that educators and policy makers recognize and adequately respond to the diversity of the EL population’s instructional needs. The current Title III accountability system does not ensure that educators and policymakers monitor data on EL student outcomes in ways that recognize that there are many subgroups within the larger EL population and that these subgroups may have different needs. For example, some ELs are recent immigrants with little past, formal education and others are long-terms residents who have received all of their formal education in the United States. Likewise, ELs across the country fall into over 400 language subgroups.

· Many of the six state respondents interviewed for the brief noted that the Title III resources are very valuable for their states, but they judge the funding level as inadequate for meeting district and state needs. Title III typically provides a supplement of about $100 per EL served, so respondents recommended that increased funding under Title III should be considered.

	Study Rationale 

· This is the first in-depth study of Title III since ESEA was reauthorized in 2001 (NCLB).  

	Study Design 

· Extended prior analysis of earlier survey data supplemented with in-depth interviews of experts and six purposefully selected state Title III directors.  

	Data Sources

· The National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB) and the Study of State Implementation of No Child Left Behind (SSI-NCLB). The NLS-NCLB data sources included telephone interviews with state officials, extant data from all states, and nationally representative surveys of districts, schools, and teachers. These state official interviews were conducted between September 2004 and February 2007. The SSI-NCLB relied on documents that included the Consolidated State Performance Reports (CPSRs).

· The six Title III directors were interviewed in spring 2009, and they were from the following states: Arkansas, California, Indiana, Montana, New York, and North Carolina.

	Study Limitations

None noted.
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