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The tables below display an analysis of two AMAO 2 models in two WIDA states. The two AMAO 2 models are
expressed as follows:

The year weighted scores assigned to each student are calculated as follows:
Time in Program
Assigned Year Weight
≤ 1 year
0.2
2 years
0.4
3 years
0.6
4 years
0.8
5 years
1.0
> 5 years
1.2
An example of how calculations are made might prove helpful. Let us say that we have 5 ELL students in a district.
Further, let us say that 1 of the five students has attained a WIDA composite score greater than 5.0 this year.
Typically, a value of 5.0 is what WIDA states use as an ELL exit criterion thus that is what is adopted for these
analyses. The unweighted model calculation would be 1/5 or 20%. Let us further say that two of the five students
have been in ELL programs for less than 1 year, one has been in for 3 years, one for 5 years, and one for 6 years. To
calculate the weighted AMAO 2 model, a value of 1 would be in the numerator. The value in the denominator
would have 3.2 (i.e., 3.2 = 0.2 + 0.2 + 0.6 + 1.0 + 1.2). The weighted model AMAO 2 value would then be 31% (i.e.,
1/3.2). The weighted model has a higher percentage because it takes into account students’ time in program. The
weighted AMAO 2 model reduces expectations for students with less than 5 years in ELL programs. Students with
more than 5 years detrimentally affect districts AMAO 2 values. Because of this, there should be an incentive to
exit students in the 5 year time frame for the weighted model. Not so for the unweighted model.
Figure 1 displays the percent of students attaining a WIDA Composite proficiency level score of 5.0 or greater by
time in educational program for two states (State A & State B). State names have been suppressed for this analysis.
The most noticeable finding is that as time in program increases the likelihood that students will score a 5.0 or
th
grater also increases. The only exception to this is State B’s 5 year where there is a slight decrease in the
proportion attaining a 5.0. Based solely upon this figure, it seems that providing a weighting model based on year
in program may be a productive alternative to calculating AMAO 2.
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Figure 1: Percent of Students Meeting Exit Criterion by State

Table A: State A (Moderate Size State) AMAO 2 Simulation Given a WIDA Exit Level of 5.0
Unweighted AMAO 2 Model
Weighted AMAO 2 Model
District Information

Met AMAO 2

Did Not Meet
AMAO 2

Number of Identified
Districts

145

37

143

39

Average Number of
ELLs

149.6

63.4

153.3

54.2

1.6

1.4

1.8

0.8

Percent of
Elementary (K-5) ELLs

70.8%

74.4%

71.1%

73.2%

Percent of Low Level
(<3.0) ELLs

25.5%

34.0%

25.7%

32.9%

Average Time in
Program

Met AMAO 2

Did Not Meet
AMAO 2
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Table B: State B (Small Size State) AMAO 2 Simulation Given a WIDA Exit Level of 5.0
Unweighted AMAO 2 Model
Weighted AMAO 2 Model
District Information

Met AMAO 2

Did Not Meet
AMAO 2

Met AMAO 2

Did Not Meet
AMAO 2

Number of Identified
Districts

23

5

22

6

Average Number of
ELLs

266.0

94.0

286.8

46.5

2.5

1.4

2.6

1.1

Percent of
Elementary (K-5) ELLs

59.8%

68.3%

56.1%

80.6%

Percent of Low Level
(<3.0) ELLs

21.3%

29.6%

21.0%

29.3%

Average Time in
Program

The goal of this research is to examine the characteristics of districts that are or are not identified by each AMAO 2
model. Two states are used. State A has a moderate sized ELL population, and State B has a relatively small ELL
population. Districts used for the analyses displayed above have at least 10 ELL students. Districts with fewer than
10 ELL students were omitted.
The procedure used to establish whether districts are or are not identified is that mentioned in Linquanti & George
i
ii
(2007) and Cook, et al. (2008) . AMAO 2 values for both models were calculated for districts for each state.
th
Districts were then ranked. Districts at or below the 20 percentile were considered to not meet AMAO 2 criteria.
Districts above that value were considered to meet AMAO 2 criteria. Following this procedure, comparisons are
made based on several district characteristics: average number of ELLs, average district size, average time in
program, average proportion of elementary ELL students, and the average proportion of low level ELLs.
When comparing the unweighted and weighted models, we see that for both State A and State B have slightly
more districts identified by the weighted model. This is merely an artifact of the weighting procedure and how
percentiles are calculated and should be disregarded. In both states, districts identified as not meeting AMAO 2
have smaller numbers of ELLs for both the weighted and unweighted models. Districts identified as not meeting
AMAO 2 in both the weighted and unweighted models have shorter average time in program. This finding is
consistent with the graph shown in Figure 1, i.e., students having a higher likelihood of exiting. Interestingly, the
average district time in program for the weighted model, in both states, is less than the unweighted model. In
State A, it is noticeably lower. When looking at the percent of K-5 students in districts, both models in both states
show that districts identified as not meeting AMAO 2 have higher proportions of K-5 students, and this is
noticeably so in State B, especially for the weighted model. Finally both states and in both models, districts
identified as not meeting AMAO 2 have higher proportions of lower proficiency ELLs, and the differences between
the weighted and unweighted models are small to practically trivial.
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Looking across both states and both weighted and unweighted models, three salient differences are immediately
observed: the average number of ELLs, average time in program, and the percent of K-5 students (specifically in
the smaller WIDA state). Districts identified as not meeting AMAO 2 for the weighted model have smaller average
numbers of ELLs compared to districts identified as not meeting AMAO 2 for the unweighted model. The average
time in program for districts not meeting AMAO 2 for the weighted model is less than that for districts not meeting
AMAOA 2 for the unweighted model. This could be merely a reflection of the variability in students’ time in
program for identified districts in the weighted model. This requires further investigation. Finally, the average
percent of K-5 students in districts not meeting AMAO 2 for the weighted model in the smaller state is much larger
than that in districts not meeting AMAO 2 in the unweighted model.
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