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Executive Summary
Instructional and decision-making practices for English learners (ELs) with disabilities are garnering increased attention as the number of these students increases across the U.S. Although many
critical educational decisions are made for these students, the determination that an EL with disabilities should be reclassified and exited from services is one of the more critical decisions made
for individual students.
The purpose of this report is to provide a baseline report, prior to the passage of the Every Student
Succeeds Act, on factors that affect decisions to exit ELs with disabilities from English language
development services. In this report, we review what is known about current populations of ELs
with disabilities – their numbers and their language and disability characteristics. Then, we describe
a survey of states that was conducted in 2015-16, and the responses to that survey. The responses
of the 90% of states and DC that completed the survey indicated that some states had clear exit
criteria for ELs with disabilities, although in many of those cases, the criteria for ELs with disabilities were the same as those for ELs without disabilities. Many states did not have a specific
exit process or criteria for ELs with disabilities, allowing districts to establish their own criteria.
Most states did not know how many ELs with disabilities exited EL services; in those states that
did know, the percentages of ELs with disabilities exiting from EL services were relatively small.
The survey results suggested that many states could benefit from developing or refining their exit
criteria for ELs with disabilities. These states might benefit from considering the use of multiple
measures of exit readiness for these students. Further, the results suggested that it would be beneficial to use a team approach to exit decision making, with the team including both Individualized
Education Program (IEP) and EL team members.
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Overview
English learners (ELs) receive English language development services through the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Although there are many critical decisions to be made
in providing language development services to ELs, two critical decisions that have received
considerable attention are: (a) the initial classification of a student as being an EL who is eligible for services, and (b) the determination that the student is no longer eligible for services
and should be reclassified and exited from services (Linquanti & Cook, 2013, 2015). These
decisions are complex, requiring consideration of many factors. Even more complex, according
to both researchers (Abedi, 2009; Liu & Barrera, 2013; Liu, Ward, Thurlow, & Christensen,
2015) and practitioners (Liu et al., 2013) is making these decisions for ELs who also have disabilities. Especially vexing is the decision of when to exit an English learner with a disability
from EL services. Federal guidance (U.S. Department of Education, 2014, 2015) indicates that
ELs with disabilities can be exited from EL status only when the students no longer meet the
state’s definition of an EL (i.e., is proficient in English), although school personnel can have
input into the decision. Little is known about how this occurs in individual states.
Before the passage of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), many states were already proactively engaged in efforts to improve Title III program accountability and reporting systems.
With the passage of ESSA, greater clarity now exists in terms of appropriate processes for determining how and when ELs with disabilities can be exited from English language development
services. Specifically, under Section 3113 of the ESEA, each state educational agency (SEA) is
now required to have standardized entrance and exit procedures for ELs. These procedures must
include valid, reliable, and objective criteria that can be applied consistently across the state.
The purpose of this report is to provide a baseline report on several factors that have affected
decisions to exit ELs with disabilities from English language development services prior to
the passage of ESSA, including the relationship of these decisions to students’ Individualized
Education Programs (IEPs). First, we review what we know about the current populations of
ELs with disabilities—their numbers and their characteristics (language characteristics and
disability characteristics). Then, we describe the survey of states that we conducted in 2015-16
and the responses to that survey, including the extent to which states collect data on the numbers of ELs with disabilities exited from services. In this regard, we caution that some reported
practices may not fully align with the requirements in Section 3113(b)(2) of ESEA and caution
the reader not to infer program compliance from the practices included in states’ responses.
Still, such baseline information not only serves to document the current state of practice, but
also assists in highlighting areas where additional technical assistance may be needed as well
as provides the means for identifying subsequent changes in state and local policy and practice,
and in measuring associated improvements over time. We conclude by discussing the implications of the survey results for practice and policy.
NCEO
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ELs with Disabilities: Numbers and Characteristics
For many years, we had no data on the prevalence of ELs with disabilities, unless a special
study was conducted to explore the numbers (Zehler et al., 2003). More recently, the Office of
Special Education Programs has collected these data. An interactive summary of these data for
2012-13 by Liu, Albus, Lazarus, and Thurlow (2016) reveals that ELs with disabilities range
across states from less than 1% of students with disabilities to 31% of students with disabilities ages 6-21. ELs with disabilities tend to be concentrated in states that have relatively larger
populations of ELs in general, such as California, New Mexico, Nevada, Texas, and Colorado
(Liu et al., 2015). There are also wide variations in the more prevalent language backgrounds
of ELs across the states, even though Spanish is currently the most frequent language after
English in nearly every state. For example, the second most frequent language in states varies
from Arabic (in 11 states) to Vietnamese (in 5 states) to Somali (in 1 state) (Liu et al., 2016).
Despite the details we have about the languages of ELs, we do not have similar data for ELs
with disabilities. Until recently, there has not been publicly available information about the most
frequent disability categories of ELs.
Decision-making Practices
Little is known about the decision-making practices currently in place for determining whether an
EL has a disability, or a student with a disability is an EL, although recent research has focused
on the role that a response-to-intervention (RTI) or multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS)
can contribute to this decision-making process (Linan-Thompson, Vaughn, Prater, & Cirino,
2006; Rinaldi & Samson, 2008). It is important to note though that such practices may not delay
evaluation for a possible disability (Office of Special Education Programs, 2011). Even less is
known about the decision to exit an EL with a disability from English language development
services, although some research has indicated that, at least in some states, this decision-making
process is not at all clear to many practitioners (Liu et al., 2013).
Purpose of Survey of States
To establish a baseline of where states are in terms of important exit decisions, we conducted
an online survey of states. This survey asked about:
•

State criteria for exit from EL programs

•

Individuals involved in making exit decisions

•

Relationship of exiting decision to IEP process

•

Numbers and tracking of exited ELs with disabilities

2

NCEO

•

Other information about ELs with disabilities

The specific questions included in the survey are presented in Appendix A.

Procedures
NCEO gathered email addresses of Title III directors for 50 states and the District of Columbia
in mid-October 2015, and distributed the online survey to them in late October. Incorrect email
addresses were corrected by contacting other personnel in the State Department of Education. Response reminders were sent during November and December of 2015. The majority
of responses (41 of 46) were received by December 8, 2015. All responses were gathered and
summarized both quantitatively and qualitatively

Participants
Survey responses were obtained from 46 states by February 4, 2016, and the online survey was
closed at that point. The 90% response rate was very high. All of the non-responding states had
an above average percentage of students who were EL, and three of the non-responding states
were large EL population states.

Results
Survey results are presented here in terms of both the quantitative responses and an analysis of
the qualitative responses. State names and the names of state assessments were removed from
comments included in the report; terms used by states in their comments were retained (e.g.,
ELLs, LEP). Results are presented for each topic surveyed.
Exit of ELs with Disabilities from EL Services. States were asked to indicate whether the state
provided criteria for districts to use when judging whether an EL with a disability has achieved
English proficiency and is ready to be exited from EL services. More than half of the states (see
Figure 1) indicated that no criteria were provided to districts.
The 20 states that responded “yes” to having criteria for exiting ELs with disabilities were
asked for additional detail about the criteria. Fifteen of these states indicated that the criteria
the state provided for districts to use were the same for ELs with disabilities as they were for
ELs without disabilities. A few of these states mentioned that the criteria were the same for all
ELs with disabilities, including those who participated in an alternate English language proNCEO
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Figure 1. Existence of State-Provided Criteria to Districts for Districts to Use When
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ficiency (ELP) assessment. One state indicated that while the criteria currently were the same
for ELs and ELs with disabilities, the state was in the process of developing criteria specific to
ELs with disabilities.
Most of the 15 states indicating that they had the same criteria for districts to use in judging
whether to exit ELs and ELs with disabilities reported that they used one of three approaches
to determine exit from services:
•

a composite score on the ELP assessment

•

a combination of domain and composite scores

•

an ELP score as one of a number of indicators

In those five states that indicated they had different criteria, three states reported that there was
an IEP team process for making decisions about whether an EL with a disability was proficient
on the ELP assessment. Two states indicated that their criteria for ELs with disabilities used
different scores or indicators for this population.
Responses to the open-ended question about the criteria for exiting ELs with disabilities from
English development services were varied. Some representative responses were:
•

We use the same exit criteria for all ELLs [English language learners], including those with
disabilities.

•

If the student is eligible to take the alternate state content assessment, they can take the Alt
ACCESS, but exit criteria are the same for all ELLs.

4
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•

For ELs with verified disabilities, if a school district committee of assessment and educational personnel determine that the educational needs of a student with verified disabilities
are not affected by his or her degree of proficiency in the English language; the committee
may recommend that the student exit the language instruction educational program. The
committee shall be knowledgeable about the language and educational needs of the student,
shall include at least one member of the student’s IEP team, and must maintain documentation that the student’s educational needs are not affected by his or her degree of proficiency
in the English language.

•

There are three required criteria for exit: 1. ACCESS for ELLs • Literacy Composite score ≥
4.5 AND Comprehension Composite score ≥ 5.0 AND Speaking Proficiency Level Score
above a district-established minimum OR Reading score ≥ Level 3 AND ACCESS for ELLs
Overall Composite Proficiency Level score above a district-established minimum.

•

For students with mild/moderate cognitive disabilities, a score of 4.5 or above on literacy
and 5.0 or above on composite proficiency level on the ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 test will
qualify them to exit from ELL program services. These students are eligible to take the
ACCESS 2.0 test with accommodations related to their IEP. For students with significant/
severe cognitive disabilities, a passing score on the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs score will
qualify them to exit from ELL program services. Like ACCESS 2.0, the cut scores for Alt.
ACCESS are set by each state. Our state is still in the process of determining cut scores for
the Alternate ACCESS test.

•

We have general guidelines and exit criteria for exiting all ELL students. We do not have
different criteria for ELL students with disabilities.

States that responded “no” to the question of whether the state provided criteria to districts specific
for ELs with disabilities were asked whether they knew the criteria used in districts within the
state, and if so to provide some common examples of the criteria. Twenty-five of the 26 states
responded to this question. All but one of those 25 states indicated that districts used the state’s
criteria or followed state guidance about exit. It is assumed that these criteria were general state
exit criteria, not specific to ELs with disabilities. The one state responding differently reported
that districts must submit an EL plan that included the district’s plans for reclassification (with
the state providing guidance on who was to participate in the reclassification process). Some of
the responses to the request to provide examples were the following:
•

Districts follow state criteria which currently do not provide an alternative set of criteria.
Therefore, districts are not exiting these students.

•

Districts use the state criteria for exiting students.

NCEO
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•

The district includes its reclassification process in its EL plan – The State has a memorandum
on who needs to participate in any reclassification decision.

•

The same criteria as for other ELs.

•

We use the same criteria for ALL students, we do not have specific criteria for ELs with
Disabilities. We use the state criteria for them too.

Exit Decision-makers for ELs. States were asked to indicate whether the state required that
specific individuals be involved in the decision to exit an EL from EL services. Forty-four states
responded
to this
question
NCEO ELs with
Disabilities
Report(two states skipped it). Of the 44 states, more than 50%
Page indicated
9
that the state did not require that specific individuals be involved in the decision (see Figure 2).
Figure2.2.State
StateRequires
RequiresSpecific
Specific Individuals
Individuals to
to be
be Involved
Decisions for
Figure
Involved in
in Exit
Exit Decisions
forELs
ELs (n=44)
(n=44)

No

23

Yes

21

0

10

20

30

40

50

Number of States

Of the 21 states that required specific individuals to be involved, responses varied as to the individuals who needed to be involved. Six states indicated that a team must make the decision;
the team members identified included diverse individual roles such as an EL teacher, classroom
teacher, EL coordinator, and building administrator. The states that did not mention a team generally mentioned more than one individual as being able to decide, including the ELP administrator, the EL teacher, and a counselor. Among the open-ended responses were the following:
•

EL specialist and administrator

•

Individualized education program (IEP) and Language proficiency assessment committee
(LPAC)

•

Parent(s), teacher, administrator

•

School building level committee

6
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•

All parents can opt out of EL services for their child by indicating to the EL department
their wishes. That does not remove the EL status however.

•

Each student has an ELL committee that formulates the ELL plan and services. However,
the current exit criteria is subjective and contingent upon the results of the annual ELP assessment.

•

ELL personnel alone may make the decision to exit an ELL based on ACCESS scores, state
test scores, grades, and other criteria, but regular classroom personnel, the parents, and any
other specialists, counselors, and/or administrators who are regularly working with the ELL
may form a team along with ELL personnel to help determine if an ELL student is ready to
exit ELL program services, if the student is still experiencing significant difficulties related
to language acquisition after that student has tested as proficient on the ACCESS 2.0 test.

Respondents were also asked to identify the specific individuals typically included in the decision process in districts. Most states indicated that information on who actually was involved
in exit decisions in districts was not available. Those states that did indicate some knowledge
of who the individuals were reported that there was variation across the districts. Open-ended
responses reflected this variability:
•

EL teacher, classroom teacher

•

State recommends a team decide. The team can consist of the ELL Teacher, ELL Director,
content teacher with the ELL in class, SPED [special education] teacher if appropriate, etc.

•

N/A [not applicable]. We only use the ELP scores for exiting ELs.

•

The exit decision is based on the ELP test results. Other academic decisions would likely be
made by the ESL [English as a second language] teacher, classroom teacher, administrator,
TESOL [teaching English to speakers of other languages] coordinator and other members
of the student’s IEP team if the student was identified as a student with disabilities.

•

Teacher recommendations were removed from the exit criteria a number of years ago based
on OELA [Office of English Language Acquisition] guidance that it was subjective.

•

EL teacher or coordinator; however no specific guidelines.

Exit Decision-makers for ELs with Disabilities. Respondents were asked to indicate whether
the state required specific individuals to be involved in the exit decision for ELs with disabilities. Half of the 44 respondents to this question indicated that the state did not require specific
individuals to be involved in the decision (see Figure 3).

NCEO
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Figure 3. State Requires Specific Individuals to be Involved in Exit Decisions for ELs with
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Of the 22 states that reported that specific individuals were required to be involved in the exit
decision for ELs with disabilities, most indicated that the same individuals who made the
decision for ELs without disabilities made the decision for ELs with disabilities. Seven states
indicated that the IEP team or a member of the IEP team must be involved in the decision. A
few states specifically mentioned that parents could refuse EL services. Among the comments
made in response to the question about which individuals must be involved in the decision were
the following:
•

Bilingual/EL Specialist and SpEd specialist

•

EL specialist and administrator

•

Required members of the IEP Team: special ed. teacher, general ed. teacher, EL teacher,
parent, LEA [local education agency] representative, someone who can interpret results of
educational assessment

•

State does not require a member of the IEP team to hold an ELL/Bilingual endorsement.
We do require all members of the student’s IEP team to be involved.

•

Teacher, school administrator, parent, ESL [English as a second language] teacher, SPED
staff (if student has an IEP). May want to clarify with district.

•

Counselor, ESL teacher, ESL Coordinator, Interventionist, and Federal Programs Coordinator

•

IEP Team which includes the ELL teacher

8
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Respondents were also asked to identify the individuals districts included in the exit decision
process for ELs with disabilities. Twenty states responded to this open-ended question. Seven
states indicated that the information on who actually participated was not available. Other states
replied that districts followed state recommendations. Examples of their comments were the
following:
•

The exit criteria for all students is the same in State, thus it is not a decision process which
can be undertaken by any specific individuals. The data drives the ability for all students to
exit LEP [limited English proficiency] criteria.

•

EL Director/coordinator for the school, instructional leaders, and SPED directors, if the
student has a disability.

•

EL teacher or coordinator; however no specific guidelines.

•

Usually special education staff, sometimes in consultation with EL professionals and their
families. This, too, is a case by case decision based on specific district policy and the district
staffing.

•

We recommend a team that includes: classroom teacher(s), EL staff, counselor, Title I tutors,
administrators and if the students has an IEP then a member of the special education team.

•

This is different for each district as we are a local control state, but “typically” districts will
at a minimum include an ELL teacher, special education teacher, administrator, classroom
teacher, parent, and others as applicable.

States were also asked whether exiting from EL services was addressed in the IEP process.
Forty states responded to this question, with nearly two-thirds of them indicating that exiting
of ELs with disabilities was not addressed in the IEP process (see Figure 4), although many of
them indicated that they marked “no” because they were not sure or did not know.
A number of states added comments in response to this question. Several indicated that they
“hoped” so, or that the decision should be part of the IEP process. Examples of specific comments to this question include the following:
•

I’m not quite sure, so I just choose no.

•

We do expect the IEP team to be consulted and able to offer feedback on the exit discussion.

•

The IEP team is not required to be involved in this decision. They must be informed of the
decision, though.

NCEO
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Figure 4. States in Which Exiting from EL Services is Addressed in the IEP Process (n=40)
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•

Probably, but it depends on how the initial IEP was written. EL teachers are expected to
participate in IEP meetings if the SpEd student is an EL.

•

The department is in the process of developing guidance with regards to addressing this in
our state.

•

A student’s ELL status is considered when offering services. The services are offered through
a parallel process that targets the specific IEP identified need and the English language
development area(s) of focus.

•

It should be addressed in the IEP process.

•

I don’t believe so. It is addressed through the Title III end.

Exited Numbers and Tracking. When asked how many ELs with disabilities were exited from
EL services during 2013-14, only 37 states responded. Most states indicated that the number was
not available, or that the respondent did not have access to the number but that another person
or department might have the number. Ten states provided a number, which ranged from 0 to
1,406 (average = 232). When the percentage of ELs with disabilities who exited was calculated,
based on the number of ELs with disabilities reported in IDEA Part B Child Count and Educational Environments data for 2012, it ranged from 0.0% to 14.8%. Additionally one state did
not provide the number of students exited but merely indicated that 10.6% of students exited.
As shown in Figure 5, in one state fewer than 1% of ELs with disabilities exited in 2013-14.
Four states exited between 1.0% and 5.0% of ELs with disabilities, three states exited between
5.1% and 10.0%, and four states exited between 10.1% and 15.0%.

10
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Figure 5. Percentage of ELs with Disabilities Exited from Services, 2013-14 (N=12)

Figure 5. Percentage of ELs with Disabilities Exited from Services, 2013-14 (N=11)
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• State does not disaggregate this data.
•

Unknown.

•

Data not available, however, we are in the process of developing the ability to do this through
the data the state/districts collect.

•

The reports I receive do not indicate if the student is an EL with disability.

•

This will take some information gathering from each individual LEA, and will need to
go through a data sharing process internally (through the Superintendent) before we can
disclose. This will take some time to gather, unfortunately, therefore this data cannot be
provided at this time.

•

I don’t know but very few.

•

We don’t track this number.

States were also asked whether the ELs with disabilities who were exited from services could
be tracked after their exit from EL services, disaggregated from other exited ELs. The majority
of the 39 responding states (62%) indicated that they could track ELs with disabilities, separate
from ELs who have been exited (see Figure 6).
NCEO
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Figure 6. States Able to Track ELs with Disabilities Who Were Exited from Services (n=39)
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Although the majority of responding states indicated that the state could disaggregate ELs with
disabilities exit data from the exit data for other ELs, their comments suggested that getting the
data was possible, but that it would be difficult to actually generate this information, most often
because getting the data would depend on another unit in the state department of education.
Examples of comments that were made included:
•

State does not disaggregate this data.

•

Could do data analysis to determine this, but not routinely done.

•

Students who have exited due to a disability are able to be identified by their name and SSID
[student services information database].

•

I don’t know, but I would assume so. We do maintain coding for former ELs.

•

This requires additional data analysis, but it is feasible to do so.

•

It is possible, but might prove problematic.

•

We are lean on data support.

Additional Information. States were provided the opportunity to add information about anything
else related to ELs with disabilities. With this opportunity, a number of states indicated that
they were in the process of developing materials that they believed would be helpful with the
exit process for ELs with disabilities. Respondents in other states commented on the difficulty
of exiting ELs with significant cognitive disabilities from EL services, specifically referring to
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what respondents saw as unrealistic criteria that existed for this population to exit from services.
Representative comments here included:
•

A challenging area of us is exiting students with significant intellectual disabilities from EL
services. It can be unclear if the student is clearly EL given other communication challenges
often associated with this group. The system seems “set up” to prevent a student like this
from ever being able to exit EL services.

•

The State is in the process of developing guidance and technical assistance to the field in
the appropriate referral, identification, and supports to EL who may have special needs with
regards to linguistic needs, academics, as well as social emotional areas.

•

We currently do not have an exit criterion for our students who take Alternate ACCESS.

•

We have a state document on identifying students with disabilities who are English Learners
from 2003. It needs to be updated and we will be doing so in the next year.

•

Several of our ELs with disabilities have severe cognitive impairment or autism, and have
no appropriate alternative ELP assessment that is able to measure their progress fairly.
Therefore, they are in a dead end situation which is a violation of their civil rights. USED
[U.S. Department of Education] needs to set policy regarding these cases from the onset
to avoid such outcome. Perhaps allow states to establish alternate/differentiated cut scores
on the alternate ELP assessments based on the severity of the disability without lowering
the expectations but rather set realistic linguistic expectations based on the severity of the
disability, especially in situations where a student’s language does not progress due to the
severe impairment.

•

The questions here view all ELs with disabilities as one group. There are a wide range of
ELs with disabilities. Some students cannot access all four language domains and cannot
therefore obtain and overall ACCESS score that can be used for part of the exiting criteria.
Also, Alternative ACCESS test scores are displayed differently. A single uniform exit criterion is difficult to implement for a group with such disparities.

•

We have begun integrated program activities between SPED and ESL.

•

They are accumulating in the LEAs since they cannot meet the criteria to exit.

•

The State has approved new regulations for ELLs with disabilities in an effort to improve
instruction and programming. [This regulation] establishes criteria for determining whether
a student with a disability shall take the statewide English proficiency identification assessment and criteria for exiting students with disabilities. The regulation includes a Language
Proficiency Team. The team makes a recommendation as to whether a student may have

NCEO
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second language acquisition needs or the student’s disabilities are the determinant factor
affecting whether the student could demonstrate proficiency in English during the oral interview process. The [IEP] team also includes a pedagogue with a bilingual extension or a
teacher of ESOL to ensure that English proficiency is the determinant factor in eligibility
for special education.

Implications of Results
This survey provided a baseline of where states were in 2015-16 in terms of making exit decisions for ELs with disabilities. The high response rate (90% of the states and DC) gives a strong
indication of the importance that states give to this issue. Some states have clear exit criteria
for ELs with disabilities for districts to use, though in many of those cases, they are the same
for ELs and ELs with disabilities. Many states do not have a specific exit process or criteria for
ELs with disabilities, allowing the districts to establish their own criteria. In fact, most states do
not even know how many ELs with disabilities exit EL services and in most of the states that
do know, relatively few students exit.
It is difficult to compare these exit rates for ELs with disabilities to the overall exit rates for
all ELs because the data are not publicly available. Estimates derived from data in states’ Consolidated State Performance Reports suggest that the same 12 states included in Figure 5 have
overall exit rates that range from 1% to 18%, but that the lowest rate state for ELs with disabilities is the seventh lowest rate state for ELs overall and the highest rate state for ELs overall is
the sixth lowest rate state for ELs with disabilities. In some states the two rates are very close
to each other but in other states they are quite different.
Even though we obtained a high response rate to the survey, a limitation of this study is that some
of the largest states, as well as some other states with the highest percentages of ELs, did not
complete the survey. Based on conversations with survey recipients in some of these states, we
believe that political issues, compliance concerns, and other related factors may have affected
their decision about whether to participate. These states may have processes and procedures in
place that this survey failed to pick up.
The survey findings suggest that many states may benefit from developing (or refining) exit
criteria for ELs with disabilities. Some considerations include:
Consider using multiple measures of exit readiness. The use of data from a single measure
may be problematic for some ELs with disabilities (Thurlow, Christensen, & Shyyan, 2016).
For example, a student who is deaf or hard of hearing may not be able to complete items in the
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speaking domain on an ELP assessment in the same way as other students. Similarly, students
who are blind and use braille to access text may not read in the same way as other students.
Consider using a team approach to decision making that includes both IEP and EL team
members. ELs with disabilities have needs and characteristics that make it difficult for any
one individual to have sufficient knowledge and expertise to make sound exit decisions. Best
practice is to use a team approach. IEP team members joined by an EL team of educators who
know the student well have the collective knowledge and skills to make sound exit decisions.
In many cases, the IEP team would include one or more members with expertise in language
acquisition that could play a key role in the decision-making process.
States should consider how their current and proposed practices for exiting ELs with disabilities
align with the requirements under ESSA, and review any recently-issued regulations and guidance that pertain to this population. For example, the Department of Education’s September
2016 Non-Regulatory Guidance: English Learners and Title III of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (U.S. Department
of Education, 2016) includes a section specific to English learners with disabilities.
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Appendix A
Survey Questions
(Q1 was respondent contact information)
2. Does your state have specific criteria for districts to use when judging whether an English
learner (EL) with a disability has achieved English proficiency and is ready to be EXITED
from EL services? (YES-NO RESPONSE)
3. What are the criteria that your state uses? (If the criteria specifically address ELs with disabilities who have certain characteristics please include that information – e.g., students with
significant cognitive disabilities, students who are deaf/hard-of-hearing, etc.). How are these
criteria different from those for ELs without disabilities? (OPEN ENDED RESPONSE)
4. Do you know what criteria are used in the districts in your state? If so, please provide some
common examples? (YES-NO RESPONSE, with comments)
5. Does your state require specific individuals to be involved in the decision to EXIT an EL
from EL services? (YES-NO RESPONSE)
6. Which specific individuals are involved (OPEN ENDED RESPONSE)
7. Do you know which specific individuals typically are included in that decision process in
the districts in your state? Please list those individuals. (OPEN ENDED RESPONSE)
8. Does your state require specific individuals to be involved in the decision to EXIT an EL
with a disability from EL services (YES-NO RESPONSE)
9. Which specific individuals must be involved in the decision? (OPEN ENDED RESPONSE)
10. Do you know which individuals districts typically include in the decision process? Please
list those individuals. (OPEN ENDED RESPONSE)
11. Is EXITING from EL services addressed in the IEP process? (YES-NO RESPONSE, with
comments)
12. How many ELs with disabilities were EXITED from EL services during 2013-14? (OPEN
ENDED RESPONSE)
13. Can those ELs with disabilities who are tracked after they EXIT services be disaggregated
from other exited ELs who are tracked? (YES-NO RESPONSE, with comments)
NCEO
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14. Is there anything else you would like us to know about ELs with disabilities in your state?
(OPEN ENDED RESPONSE)
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