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Abstract 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has put in place measures to make it possible to 

understand how students who are learning English as a second language fare in U.S. 

schools. This report contributes to efforts to understand the reading development of 

students who are English Language Learners (ELLs) in Reading First schools. By 

examining the 2007-2008 Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), it was found that first- and 

second-grade ELLs performed just as well as native speakers on subtests that measure 

their decoding skills (Word Analysis). However, Michiganôs ELL students scored 

significantly lower than native English speakers on vocabulary and reading 

comprehension. Gaps between ELL and native English speakers were particularly 

pronounced in the third grade. In addition to analyses of reading achievement, the report 

provides descriptive information about the ELL population in Michiganôs RF schoolsð

for example, the students, the communities and schools where they lived, and the kinds of 

academic support they received. Interviews with literacy coaches and facilitators 

provided insights into challenges the schools and teachers faced in trying to improve the 

reading achievement of ELL students. We summarize their views of the ways that the RF 

program influenced the teaching and learning of ELL students in RF schools. Finally, we 

raise issues that warrant further research.  
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Introduction and Overview 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 put in place measures to make it possible to 

understand the reading achievement of students who are learning English as a second 

language in U.S. schools.  Schools are required to disaggregate their state achievement 

test results so that it is possible to see whether the English Language Learner (ELL) 

students are making progress in reading and mathematics. The focus on the achievement 

of ELL students in U.S. elementary schools is timely, given the increased numbers of 

students who come to school speaking English as a second language. In addition, through 

the Reading First (RF) program (Title 1, Part B of the NCLB legislation) the federal 

government has established the goal that all children will learn to read by the time they 

complete third grade. The RF program is the most widespread effort to date to improve 

reading achievement outcomes for students in general education classrooms.  

In Michigan, we have kept track of the reading performance of students who are ELL 

from 2003 through 2008; thus, we have an excellent opportunity to investigate the extent 

to which the stateôs RF program led to improvements in basic academic skills for ELLs. 

These results can be placed in the context of signs of modest progress on the national 

level. Results of the federally funded Reading First Implementation study show that a 

significantly greater percent of RF teachers set aside some time to coordinate 

interventions for ELL students with appropriate staff than was the case in other Title 1 

schools (Moss, Fountain, Boulay, Horst, Rodger & Brown-Lyons, 2008). Recent findings 

from the National Association of Educational Progress indicated that Hispanic students in 

grade 4 showed significant improvements in their reading as compared to 2005 (Lee, 

Grigg & Donahue, 2007). 

This report contributes to efforts to understand reading instruction for students who were 

ELLs in schools in the last years of the RF program in Michigan. It provides descriptive 

information about Michiganôs ELL population in RF schoolsðnamely, socio-

demographic characteristics of the students, the communities and schools where they 

lived, and the kinds of academic support they received. It outlines challenges described 

by the education professionals who provided support to their teachers and discusses how 

the RF program influenced the teaching and learning of ELL students in RF schools. 

Finally, we raise issues that need further research. 

The report draws on data that have been collected to carry out an evaluation of Reading 

First in Michigan. This includes descriptive information about the students in Michiganôs 

Reading First schools and the programs that serve ELL students,  1as well as ELL 

studentsô performance on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) to describe the reading 

achievement during 2007-2008.  These data are used to analyze ELL reading 

performance, using several different comparisons: 1) the achievement of ELLs as 

                                                             

1 All data describing students and their reading achievement are in the context of 

Michiganôs RF schools. The data do not describe the performance of students outside that 

context. 
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compared to that of native English speakers; 2) the achievement of Spanish-speaking 

ELLs as compared to that of Arabic-speaking ELLs; and 3) the performance of students 

who were reported as placed in programs that included bilingual support with those who 

were reported as placed in programs that provided support through English as a Second 

Language (ESL) services.2 

In addition, the report contextualizes the achievement test results by drawing on 

interviews with RF facilitators and literacy coaches3 at schools with high concentrations 

of ELLs in Michiganôs RF schools. The interviews provide information about the schools 

and communities in which ELLs live, features of the instructional services they are 

offered, and the challenges their teachers confront. The interviews also provide 

information about coachesô and facilitatorsô perceptions of the impact the RF program 

has had and raise issues that need to be to addressed to support the reading development 

of ELLs in Michigan. 

 

Research Questions 

The report explores the following questions: 

1. Who were the ELLs in RF schools in Michigan? (e.g., How many ELLs 

were in RF schools? Where did they live? What languages did they 

speak?) 

2. How did ELLs in RF schools in Michigan perform on reading 

achievement measures? 

3. What were some of the features of the schools and communities where 

ELLs live in Michigan? 

4. What kinds of program support did Michiganôs RF schools offer ELLs?  

5. What did literacy coaches and RF facilitators identify as the particular 

challenges of teaching reading to ELLs, and what were RF schools doing 

to address those challenges?  

6. What did literacy coaches and RF facilitators report about how RF has 

influenced the teaching and learning of reading for ELLs in Michigan 

schools? 

 

                                                             

2
 The terms ñbilingualò support and ñEnglish as a Second Languageò are more fully 

explained on page 8. 

3
 Also referred to as ñcoachesò 
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Overview of Sources of Information and Methods of Analysis 

Quantitative Data and Data Analyses 

The analysis of studentsô performance on reading made use of two sources of 

information. These are as follows:  

¶ The Single Record Student Database (SRSD) contains information about all 

students who attend schools in Michigan that is collected by schools and school 

districts and submitted to the state twice per year (fall and spring). This report 

includes SRSD information about studentsô primary languages, eligibility for Free 

or Reduced Lunch (F/RL), and the type of Limited English Proficiency services 

or special education services they receive.  

¶ The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS), administered in April of every school 

year; this report includes studentsô performance on subtests of Vocabulary, 

Reading Comprehension, Word Analysis, and Listening.  

For our analyses, fall and spring SRSD data for the 2007-2008 school year were 

combined, eliminating any obvious duplicate cases. If a student was eligible for 

Free/Reduced Lunch (F/RL), special education, or LEP services in either semester, they 

were coded as having received that service. The variables of interest from SRSD (F/RL, 

special education, LEP) were merged with the ITBS data by Student ID, and were 

converted into binary variables. We first ran Independent T-tests and simple comparisons 

of means. This preliminary analysis informed our design for our regression model. To 

account for factors that could influence the test scores (such as F/RL eligibility or 

program type), we conducted multiple linear regression analyses.  

Qualitative Data and Data Analyses  

We conducted interviews with RF facilitators and literacy coaches in the summer of 

2008.  RF facilitators oversaw and assisted with the implementation of the RF program, 

typically worked with about five schools in one or sometimes two districts. Each RF 

coach was an employee of the school whose job was to provide instructional support for 

the early elementary teachers who are implementing the RF program. To identify coaches 

from schools that served large populations of ELLs, we contacted the RF ELL Task 

Force, which consisted of facilitators from across the state. Those facilitators identified 

19 schools in three areas of the state that served the largest numbers of ELLs: Grand 

Rapids, Dearborn, and Detroit. We then sent a letter to the facilitators and coaches at 

schools in those areas, inviting them to participate in interviews. Of the 19 coaches 

invited, eight volunteered to participate. All five of the invited RF facilitators 

participated. One week prior to the interviews, we sent each participant a copy of our 

questions via email. We employed a standardized open-ended interview format (Patton, 

2002). The interview protocol (see Appendix A for interview protocols) asked about 

features of the schoolsô support structures for ELLs, the challenges schools faced in 

teaching ELLs, and their goals in this area. Interviews lasted no more than one hour, were 

conducted by phone, and were digitally recorded.  
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The interview data were reviewed using grounded theory (Corbin, 2008). We first 

employed an open coding scheme to identify major themes that the respondents 

addressed when answering each question. Then portions of the interviews were 

transcribed for further analysis. We identified general trends toward consensus among 

interviewees, as well as points of difference. These are reported below, after removing 

identifying information about the respondents.  

Identification of English Language Learners 

The SRSD data adopt the definition of ñLimited English Proficientò (LEP) from the No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation. The term LEP is used to describe individuals who 

are between the ages of 3-21, enrolled in an elementary or secondary school, come from 

an environment where English was not the primary language spoken, and demonstrate 

difficulties speaking, reading, writing and understanding English. (For the full definition, 

see Appendix B.)  In place of the SRSDôs ñLEPò label, this report describes this group as 

English Language Learners (ELLs) because this designation is currently more commonly 

used in research. 

Individual schools determine student proficiency and ELL designation. Schools assess 

proficiency in a variety of ways, including, but not limited to use of the Michigan English 

Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA), Language Assessment Scales (LASS), 

Woodcock language proficiency battery, as well as teacher input. 

It is also important to note that some bilingual students were not considered ELLs 

because they demonstrated English proficiency. The SRSD survey gathered information 

on studentsô ñprimaryò language, not their ñhomeò or ñnativeò language. As a result, 

bilingual students proficient in English were coded as speaking ñEnglishò as their 

primary language. These students were included in the analyses as ñnon-ELLsò; they 

were not included in the ELL group. 

Schools also identified studentsô ñLEP Instructional Programsò on the SRSD survey, 

reporting the type of program they offered each of their ELL students. The SRSD asked 

them to choose one of 12 program labels, including various types of ñbilingual,ò ñESL,ò 

and ñnewcomerò programs (see Appendix C for full list of program types). 

 

Results from Quantitative Analyses 

Research Question 1: ELLs in RF schools in Michigan  

1.1 How many ELLs were in RF schools in Michigan? Where did they live? 

In the 2007-2008 school year, RF schools in Michigan served 3,462 ELLs in grades 1-3, 4 

accounting for 13 percent of the student population.5 While it may be mathematically 

                                                             

4
 According to 2007-2008 Single Resource Student Database (SRSD) 
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accurate to say that approximately 1 out of every 8 students in Michigan RF schools was 

classified as an ELL, this would be misleading. This is because Detroit, Dearborn, and 

Grand Rapids, three large urban school districts in Michigan, served the largest numbers 

of ELLs. In fact, 72 percent of all ELLs were concentrated in these areas. Figure 1 

illustrates the distribution of ELLs in Michigan. 

Figure 1. Location of ELLs in RF schools in Michigan. 

 

Still, providing appropriate education for ELLs was not an issue unique to urban areas. 

RF schools from across the state served students who were learning English as a second 

language. Of the 159 RF schools in Michigan, more than half (98) had at least one ELL 

in its population. We identified pockets of ELLs across the state, including Holland and 

Kalamazoo. Some relatively smaller districts served high proportions of ELLs, such as 

Pontiac Public Schools (26%) and Wyoming Public Schools (56%). Schools in Detroit, 

Dearborn, and Grand Rapids had high concentrations of ELLs. The proportion of ELLs in 

these areasô schools is illustrated in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2. Proportion of ELLs & non-ELLs by area. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

5
 The SRSD data identified 3,462 ELLs, but for 471 the district was not identified. As a 

result, they were not included in Figure 1. 
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 Dearbornôs ELL population in RF schools outnumbered native English speakers, making 

it unique in the state of Michigan. Two out of three students in Dearborn classrooms were 

ELLs. In Grand Rapids, ELLs comprised nearly 30 percent of the students, and in Detroit 

one in six students was an ELL. 

 

1.2 What languages did they speak? 

The majority of Michiganôs ELL students spoke Spanish or Arabic as their first language. 

Of the 3,462 students who were eligible for ELL services, more than half were Spanish-

speakers, and nearly one fourth spoke Arabic. Combined, these two groups of students 

accounted for 82 percent of all ELL students in the state (see Figure 3). The remaining 

ELLs spoke one of 76 other languages, the most prevalent among those being Hmong, 

Romanian, Chaldean, Vietnamese, and Croatian6. 

 

Figure 3. Languages of ELLs in Michiganôs RF schools. 

 

 
 

ELLs from these different language groups were concentrated in particular geographic 

areas, as illustrated in Figure 4. Nearly 98 percent of ELLs in Dearbornôs RF schools 

spoke Arabic as a first language. Grand Rapids, on the other hand, served an ELL 

population that was predominantly Spanish speaking (94%). Detroitôs ELLs were the 

most linguistically diverse group with Spanish representing 80% of all ELLs, Arabic 

11%, and other languages 9%. 

 

 

 

                                                             

6 273 students reported English as their native language, but nonetheless qualified for 

ELL services. The specific reason for this phenomenon is unknown. 
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Figure 4. Proportion of languages spoken by ELLs by location. 

 

 

1.3 What was the percentage of ELLs who qualified for Free/Reduce Lunch?  

A higher proportion of English Language Learners were eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 

(F/RL) than were native speakers of English (see Figure 5) (p < .01). Since F/RL is based 

upon familiesô incomes, it can serve as a crude proxy for SES. Thus, the non-ELL 

population was better off financially than ELLs in this sample.  

Figure 5. Comparison of percentage of ELL and non-ELL students who qualified for 

free/reduced lunch status. 
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1.4 How many ELLs received special education services? 

A smaller percentage of ELLs received special education services than English speakers 

(see Figure 6) (p < .01), but there was no significant difference in special education status 

according to primary language group. 

Figure 6. Percentage of students eligible for Special Education services, comparison of 

ELL and non-ELLs. 

 

The statistically significant differences between the groups were taken into account in our 

test score comparisons. 

 

1.5 What types of instructional services did schools report ELLs receiving in Michiganôs 

RF schools?  

It is difficult to specify with clarity the kinds of program services ELLs in Michigan 

received. In an attempt to capture the nuances of different programs, the SRSD survey 

requires schools to assign one of 12 labels to describe their services for each ELL student 

(see Appendix C). According to RF facilitators, there were not clear definitions of these 

program types, and there was great variation in implementation (discussed further in the 

qualitative portion of the report).  

We formed two categories for this report: ñbilingualò and ñESLò services. We developed 

these categories by collapsing the labels used in the SRSD survey data. A key issue of 

discussion with our interviewees related to the use of primary language support in 

instruction, and so we decided to use this variable as our main focus in analyzing the 

impact of program assignment. In order to explore whether programs that used ELLsô 

first language in the classroom were associated with better or poorer test results, we 

combined data for the four program labels that mention bilingual support into one 

ñBilingualò category. Likewise, we combined data for the four program labels that refer 

to different variations of ñESLò instruction. 
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Presenting these two types of approaches as a clean distinction is somewhat misleading, 

however, as there is a great deal of variation within each of these program designations, 

as will be discussed in more detail below. 

Figure 7 illustrates the distribution of ñbilingualò and ñESLò programs in Michigan 

schools. 

Figure 7.  Program types for ELLs in Michiganôs RF schools. 

 

According to the SRSD in 2007-2008, the majority of ELLs in the state of Michigan were 

placed in a program providing ñbilingualò support (74%). One of every four ELLs was 

placed in a program that was designated as providing ñESLò support. Later in this report 

we will address the different ways in which bilingual and ESL programs were described 

by the coaches and facilitators. The interview data also indicated that the availability of 

bilingual resources in different languages influenced the types of programs offered ELL 

populations. 

Figure 8 illustrates the proportion of ELLs schools reported as placed in ñESLò and 

ñbilingualò programs. The Figure describes the types of programs offered by studentsô 

primary language. 

Figure 8. Proportion of ELL programs by studentsô first language. 
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The prevalence of native-language support in classrooms varied depending on the 

studentsô first language. More than 90 percent of Arabic-speaking ELLs and almost 70 

percent of Spanish-speaking ELLs were reported to have received some support in their 

first languages. These were significant differences that we took into account when 

designing our regression models that examine ITBS scores. However, as reported below, 

the actual type of bilingual support that students received varied considerably. 

 

Research Question 2: How did ELLs in RF schools in Michigan perform on reading 

achievement measures on the ITBS? 

2.1 How did the reading achievement of ELLs compare with native English speakers? 

Full understanding of the discussion of ITBS test scores requires consideration of the 

distribution of the scores, including the averages and maximum score possible on each 

subtest. Appendix G provides this information for each subtest at each grade level. 

A simple comparison of means for all Michigan RF students in grades 1-3 showed that 

ELLs scored significantly lower than English speakers on all ITBS reading subtests. To 

account for the influence of factors such as lower SES among ELLs, we compared scores 

using a linear regression model. The model held constant the following variables: F/RL 

eligibility, gender, studentsô grade level, and special education eligibility. Appendix D 

presents this model with a comparison of the scores on three subtests: Vocabulary, 

Comprehension, and Word Analysis. Figure 9 summarizes the findings from the full 

regression model presented in Appendix D, Table 1. 

 

Figure 9. Summary of the score difference between ELLs and non-ELLs (grades 1-3 

combined)
7
. For max scores, see Appendix G. 

 

 

                                                             

7 Since ELLsô scores were subtracted from non-ELLs, these positive point values 

represent how much better non-ELLs scored than did ELLs on these three subtests. 
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Figure 9 shows that ELL status is a factor in studentsô performance on tests of reading, as 

even when controlling for SES and other variables, native speakers of English 

significantly outperformed ELLs (p < .01) on all three of these subtests. A closer look at 

the scores by grade level, however, shows that ELL performance in comparison to non-

ELLs varies by grade level (see Figure 10).  
 

Figure 10. Summary of the ITBS score differences on reading subtests from full 

regression model (Appendix D, Table 2)
8
.  

 

 

Note. In this figure, the score difference represents how many points non-ELLs scored 

higher than ELLs. For max scores, see Appendix G. 

 

In fact, ELLs in the first grade scored just as well as native speakers of English on 

Comprehension and Word Analysis (the difference was not statistically significant). 

However, ELLs in the third grade scored significantly lower on both subtests 

demonstrating the higher the grade, the greater the disparity between ELL and non-ELL 

achievement. This data setðone year of testing resultsðcannot allow for claims that 

these gaps grow (or emerge) as the students progress from grades 1 to 3. Nonetheless, 

these findings demonstrate a need for further research that examines achievement scores 

longitudinallyð that is, as ELLs progress through the early elementary years. 

 

In the interviews, some coaches suggested reasons for this pronounced achievement gap 

at the 3
rd
 grade level. They suggested that test protocol differences could explain this 

phenomenon: the 3
rd
 grade test was timed and the 1

st
 and 2

nd
 grade tests were not. Thus, 

ELLs who failed to complete the test due to time might lower the ELL groupôs scores. 

However, according to the ITBS data, 3
rd
 grade ELLs actually answered more questions 

on the Comprehension and Word Analysis subtests than non-ELLs (p < .01). On 

Vocabulary, both groups answered about the same number of questions. 

                                                             

8 For this comparison, ELLsô scores were subtracted from non-ELLsô scores. 
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2.2 Did reading achievement vary among ELLs who spoke different languages? 

Figure 11 compares the scores of Spanish- and Arabic-speaking ELLs in RF in grades 1-3 

combined. The linear regression model held the following variables constant: F/RL, 

gender, grade, special education, and language spoken. Appendix E presents the full 

regression model. 

Figure 11. Summary of regression model shown in Appendix E, Table 3. 

 

 
 

The figure presents the score differences between Arabic- and Spanish-speaking ELLs, 

while holding other factors (e.g., F/RL, special education, etc.) constant. The positive 

numbers indicate that Arabic-speakers performed better, while the negative number 

(Listening) indicates that Spanish-speakers scored higher. Overall, Arabic-speaking ELLs 

in RF scored significantly higher than Spanish-speaking ELLs on measures of 

Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, and Word Analysis (p < .10). Spanish speakers 

scored higher on the Listening subtest (p < .01). However, closer examination of the 

scores at each grade level paints a more nuanced picture. Figure 12 reports test score 

comparisons by grade and primary language. 

 

Figure 12. Summary of linear regression of ITBS subtest scores for Arabic- and Spanish-

speaking ELLs. 
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This figure demonstrates the point differential on the subtests in which Arabic-speaking 

ELLs scored higher than Spanish-speaking ELLs. (For the full regression model, see 

Appendix E, Table 4.) For maximum scores, see Appendix G. In 1
st
 and 2

nd
 grade, 

Arabic-speaking ELLs in RF scored significantly better than Spanish-speaking ELLs on 

Vocabulary, Comprehension and Word Analysis (p < .01). However, the 3
rd
 grade groups 

showed no statistically significant differences on those tests. (As in the previous 

comparison, we cannot show changes over time because this is an analysis of students in 

different grade levels, not a longitudinal analysis that follows the same students over the 

early elementary years.)  

The fact that Arabic-speaking ELLs outperformed Spanish-speakers in the 1
st
 grade is 

worth noting, as some of our interviewees expressed the hypothesis that Arabic speakers 

might have a harder time learning to read English than Spanish-speakers, because of the 

difference in alphabet and directionality of print. The findings, however, do not support 

this hypothesis. 

Spanish-speaking ELLs did fare better on the Listening subtest. Figure 13 illustrates the 

score differences on this subtest. 

Figure 13. Summary of linear regression of ITBS listening subtest score for Arabic- and 

Spanish-speaking ELLs. 

 

This figure demonstrates the point differential on the subtests in which Spanish-speakers 

scored higher than Arabic-speaking ELLs. For the full regression model, see Appendix E, 

Table 4. (For maximum scores, see Appendix G.)  Spanish-speaking ELLs scored 

significantly higher on the Listening subtest in the first and third grades. 

 

2.3 Was reported placement in bilingual vs. ESL programs related to ELL reading 

achievement? 

To answer this question, we compared the ITBS reading scores for students who were 

reported as placed in programs that provided some support in their first language 

(ñbilingual programsò) with students who received extra support in English (ñESL 

programsò). The first comparison looked at the reading achievement scores of these two 

groups with the scores from all three grades (1-3) combined. In addition to Vocabulary, 
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Reading Comprehension, and Word Analysis, we report the findings for Listening. We 

include this subtest because it demonstrated a statistical significance, and it contrasted 

with the findings for the other subtests. The linear regression model held constant the 

following variables: language spoken, F/RL, special education, program type and grade 

level. Figure 14 summarizes these scores (see Appendix E for full model). 

Figure 14. Summary of regression comparing score differences of students reported to be 

in ñBilingualò and ñESLò programs.  

 

 

In this figure, the point values represent how many points students in ñbilingualò 

programs scored higher than students reported to be in ñESLò programs. For full 

regression model, see Appendix E, Table 3. (For maximum scores, see Appendix G.) 

When combining all scores from grades 1-3, students who received some support in their 

first language (ñbilingualò program) significantly outperformed students in ñESLò 

programs on the four variables of interest.  

When we examined the scores at each grade level, the findings are less consistent. Figure 

15 summarizes the score comparisons from the regression model. For the full regression 

model, see Appendix E, Table 5. See Appendix G for max scores. 

Figure 15: Summary of Regression Model Comparing ñBilingualò and ñESLò 

Programs.  
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The figure reports ITBS test score differences for students reported to be in ñbilingualò 

and ñESLò programs. In this chart, point values represent where students who received 

ñbilingualò support outscored students in ñESLò settings. Negative point differences 

demonstrate where students in ñESLò programs scored higher than the ñbilingualò group. 

At the 1
st
 and 3

rd
 grade level, ELLs in bilingual programs did not score higher than 

students in ESL programs in Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, or Word Analysis. 

Yet the 2
nd

 grade students in bilingual programs scored significantly higher on those 

same subtests. The difference in scores with all three grades combined can thus be 

attributed to the 2
nd

 grade results. Thus, the results suggest that students who received 

some instruction in their native language did not consistently outperform students who 

received all-English instruction. However, it is important to point out again that these 

labels (ñbilingualò and ñESLò) were defined and implemented differently in different 

schools. 

 

Summary 

 

Results of our quantitative analysis highlight the following: 

 

 Describing the ELL population: 

¶ ELLs were highly concentrated in certain regional areas, although ELLs were 

found in most RF schools across the state. 

¶ Spanish was the dominant language spoken by Michiganôs ELLs, although 

significant concentrations of Arabic speakers are also found in Dearborn and 

Detroit. 

¶ ELLs were statistically over-represented in the group of students who were 

eligible for Free/Reduced lunch. 

¶ ELLs were significantly under-represented in special education programs.  

¶ The majority of ELLs in Michigan were in programs that claim to provide 

some kind of ñbilingualò support. 

 

Comparing ELL and Non-ELL Test Results: 

¶ Language matters. ELLs scored lower than non-ELLs on measures of reading 

achievement even when holding constant other factors. 

o On Vocabulary, ELLs scored lower than non-ELLs at all three 

grade levels. 

o On Reading Comprehension, ELLs in the first grade scored as well 

as non-ELLs, but second and third grade ELLs scored significantly 

lower than non-ELLs. 

o On Word Analysis, non-ELLs scored significantly higher than 

ELLs in the 3
rd
 grade, but there were no differences for the 1

st
 and 

2
nd

 gradersô scores. 

¶ Third grade ELLs showed the lowest overall scores in comparison with non-

ELLs. 
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Comparing Spanish- and Arabic-speaking ELLs Test Results: 

¶ Arabic-speaking ELLs in the 1
st
 grade scored significantly higher than 1

st
 

grade Spanish-speaking ELLs on measures of Vocabulary, Reading 

Comprehension, and Word Analysis; such differences were not evident in the 

3
rd
 grade scores. 

¶ Spanish-speaking ELLs scored higher on the Listening subtest at some grade 

levels. 

 

Comparing Test Results by Type of Program: 

¶ Reported placement in different types of programs for ELLs, as defined for 

this study (ñESLò and ñbilingualò), does not appear to significantly affect 

reading achievement. 

 

In the following section, we provided information from our interviews to illuminate these 

and other issues. 

 

Findings: Interview Data 

 

The ITBS scores detailed in the previous section provide some sense of how ELLs 

achieved on standardized reading measures, yet they provided little information about the 

classroom experiences of these students. In the following section, we cite interview data 

to provide additional information about ELLs in RF classrooms. The purpose of this 

section is to identify some challenges unique to teaching ELLs to read from the point of 

view of the coaches and facilitators who work with classroom teachers. In addition, the 

results offer insight into what schools were doing to meet those challenges and how the 

RF program influenced reading instructional practices and teachersô ability to work with 

ELL students. We interviewed RF facilitators and coaches in the areas with the highest 

concentrations of ELLs: Detroit, Dearborn, and Grand Rapids. The following questions 

guided the analysis of the interview data: 

 

¶ What were the features of the schools and communities where ELLs live 

in Michigan? 

¶ What kinds of program support did Michiganôs RF schools offer ELLs?  

¶ What did literacy coaches and RF facilitators identify as the particular 

challenges of teaching reading to ELLs, and what were RF schools doing 

to address those challenges?  

¶ What did literacy coaches and RF facilitators report about how RF has 

influenced the teaching and learning of reading for ELLs in Michigan 

schools? 
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Research Question 3: What were some of the features of the schools and 

communities where ELLs live in Michigan? 

It can be problematic to group ELLs together by language spoken or even by geographic 

region, for there is a great deal of diversity within these groups. Likewise, the 

comparisons can imply differences across groups where there may be similarities. The 

demographic information presented above might not capture these nuances, but our 

interview data provide a detailed description of the communities in which ELLs live and 

the schools they attend. This section explores: ELLsô communities and schools, the 

diversity within and across language groups, the language goals of their schools, and the 

different ways schools supported the learning of ELLs. 

3.1 How were ELLsô communities and school cultures similar and different? 

Emily Andrews9, a RF facilitator in Grand Rapids, pointed out the differences between 

some of her schools with similar percentages of Spanish-speaking students. Andrews 

described the character of the schools and neighborhoods, pointing out that the 

neighborhood with more recent immigrants retained a Spanish-speaking culture both at 

home and school. She talked about Magnolia Elementary, where two-thirds of its students 

were ELLs: 

Immigrants tend to go to [this neighborhood] first, and then 

they tend to move out é Itôs a neighborhood where people 

speak Spanish at home, at the grocery store, and the 

principal is Hispanic, so she is very tuned in to the needs of 

the people. 

In and out of school, students spoke Spanish. However, since Magnolia Elementary was 

considered a ñlanding pointò for recent immigrants, the student population was more 

migratory than others elementary schools in the district. ñThey do go back to Mexico for 

long periods of time,ò Andrews said. ñA lot of [the traveling] is that they take the money 

back that theyôve earned. Sometimes, they go down to work, almost like migrant 

workers.ò At Evergreen, the elementary school across town that serves 53 percent 

Spanish-speakers, the story is different. ñThe secretary does not speak Spanish, and they 

have a [bilingual] aid to help with enrollment,ò Andrews said. ñThe principal does not 

speak Spanish, so right away they come into that building they know theyôre in a more 

English-speaking environment.ò This illustrates that while students whose first language 

is Spanish attend schools with similar demographic information, their school experiences 

could be quite different. 

Considering the concentration of Arabic-speaking students in Dearborn, one might expect 

homogeneity across the schools. This was not the case. Like Magnolia Elementary in 

                                                             

9
 The names of interviewees and their schools have been changed. Most participants 

chose pseudonyms for themselves and for their schools. For those who did not, new 

names were assigned to them.  
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Grand Rapids, the neighborhood around Wheelock Elementary served as a ñlanding 

pointò for the cityôs most recent immigrants. This was nothing new. Emily James, the 

schoolôs coach, commented on the neighborhoodôs history:  

This area has always been the arrival point for immigrants 

in the past. The Ford Motor Company, with all of the jobs 

that they provide, was a huge draw, so we mightôve had 

Italian, Greek, Romanian, but it was always a mix. There 

has been an Arabic population here for as long as I can 

remember. And over the years, itôs been more of a Middle 

Eastern population. Itôs maybe 99 percent now. 

Many of the schoolôs students were recent immigrants from Yemen. ñMany come from 

3
rd
 world villages, so they face huge cultural changes,ò James said. As a result, the school 

offered a ñNewcomerò program for students in grades K-3 who had recently arrived and 

knew little English. For some of them, James said, it might have been their first 

experience with formal schooling. She estimated that 20-30 students fitting this profile 

enrolled at Wheelock every year. 

At schools in other Dearborn neighborhoods, student populations were more stable. 

Gerber Elementary, for example, served many students with a Lebanese background. 

According to Coach Anna Allen, the schoolôs population had become more stable over 

the years. 

In the last seven or eight years, I have seen a huge change 

in turnover. At one time our bilingual classrooms only had 

students who were really and truly bilingualðwhich would 

break down to an ELPA 5 or 410. In the last few years, we 

did not have many students to exempt11. We have had a 

huge turnover in the last few years of our population. Our 

students are still Lebanese, but fewer and fewer newcomers 

are coming. Now, of course, when the war broke out two 

years ago, we had a huge influx, but by October, many of 

the children had left because things had calmed down in 

Lebanon. 

Some of their students, she said, were 3
rd
 or 4

th
 generation immigrants. She said that all of 

these factors made studentsô first language a less salient issue.  

                                                             

10
 Schools administered the ELPA test to measure studentsô English proficiency. The test 

assigns students levels of proficiency on a five-point scale (1 being lowest proficiency 

and 5 being the highest). 

11
 Some ELLs were exempt from taking the ITBS if they attended school in the use of 

lived in the United States for less than one year.  
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So while the RF schools in Dearborn might seem similar on paper when comparing 

socio-economic status, student first language, and even test scores, there were differences 

in neighborhoods and schools not captured by those statistics. Furthermore, Allenôs 

dialogue provides insight to the changes that happened within schools in response to 

global events. 

 

Research Question 4: What kinds of program support did Michiganôs RF schools 

offer ELLs?  

4.1 What did coaches and facilitators identify as the primary goal(s) of services provided 

for ELLs? 

 

RF schools shared a common goal for ELLs: to get students reading and writing in 

English at grade level. This unified goal, articulated by all of the interviewees, was no 

coincidence, according to Facilitator Janet Morrison. ñThe legislation is very clear: 

proficiency in English is expected at the end of the 3
rd
 grade,ò she said. As James 

(Wheelock, Dearborn) articulated this goal, ñWe want the students to be successful at the 

appropriate grade level. We want them to acquire the conversational and academic 

language of English as quickly and effectively as possible. In other words, we want to 

give them everything we can.ò Tina Vidal, the Coach at Clark Elementary in Detroit, 

noted English proficiency as the primary goal, but she also cited biliteracy as a goal at her 

school. Rather than seen as two separate, isolated goals, she said biliteracy was a means 

toward the goal of English proficiency. ñThe goal is really for students to get Englishð

for them to be successful in English, and the first language supports that goal,ò she said.  

 

At Clark, Vidal explained that ñA lot of our teachers are Latinos themselves and they 

want the kids to be biliterate, not just bilingual.ò She explained the philosophy 

underpinning the schoolôs bilingual transition program: that studentsô first language 

literacy should be developed not only to support the learning of English, but also for 

other social reasons as well. She said: 

 

Itôll be so much easier for them to get a job if theyôre 

biliterate. Itôs a huge asset. Plus, you hate to see kids 

having a hard time communicating with their parents 

because the child is proficient in English and the parent 

doesnôt speak any English. Thatôs criminal as far as weôre 

concerned. For them to lose their language is a huge loss. 

 

But transition programs like the one at Clark were the exception. In all of the Dearborn 

elementary schools, for example, where students were identified as being placed in 

ñbilingualò programs, English was the primary language of instruction, and Arabic was 

used by aides or classroom teachers only as support.  Dearborn schools provided some 

instruction in Arabic, but those programs were separate from their 90-minute literacy 

block, as will be discussed later in this report. 
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This comment underscores another key finding of this research: the local nature of the 

principles that guide the development of services for ELLs. While the RF facilitators and 

coaches had the same goalðfor students to read and write English at grade levelðhow to 

achieve that goal depended largely upon the philosophy of a schoolôs personnel. In Grand 

Rapids, Facilitator Andrews said the programs were often determined by ñwhat the 

principal and school believe.ò At buildings where ñthe principals are not second language 

learners themselves, they prefer to teach with the English-only approach.ò  

 

Francine Marano, a RF facilitator and former ELL herself, suggested a practical reason 

why instruction in English only was offered at some sites. ñWe donôt have enough 

resources [for biliteracy programs]. So, letôs make sure that they do well in academic 

English that will take them through school.ò Some schools faced barriers in 

implementing the types of programs they would have liked to provide their students. 

These barriers are described below in the ñChallengesò section of this report. 

 

 

4.2 In what ways are ñbilingualò programs implemented in Michiganôs RF schools? 

 

As outlined in the previous section, more than three-fourths of the RF schools in 

Michigan reported that they placed ELLs in some variation of a ñbilingualò classroom. 

Yet these ñbilingualò programs were implemented in very different ways. For example, 

Clark Elementary (Detroit) offered a dual language immersion program for students with 

the lowest proficiency in English. About 50 percent of their kindergartners enrolled in 

this program. Coach Vidal outlined the program: In kindergarten, the students used a 

Spanish version of Open Courtôs reading program. During that first year, students were 

taught in Spanish for the majority of the day, and also received support for learning 

ñAcademic English.ò As they progressed through the grades, students learned more 

content in English. Spanish-speaking students with higher proficiency in English received 

instruction in English from the time they started school. Likewise, Magnolia Elementary 

in Grand Rapids aimed to promote biliteracy with a transition program for Spanish-

speaking students. 

  

Bilingual programs in other schools looked quite different. In Dearborn, most students in 

RF schools were identified in the SRSD as receiving ñbilingualò support, but the 

instructional approaches used to provide that support vary across schools. Hope 

Elementary employed ñmixed groupingò in all classroomsðstudents were not grouped 

by English language ability. One could find students of all language abilities in every 

class. A bilingual para-professional typically worked with ñnewcomersòðstudents who 

had arrived to the United States recently with little or no knowledge of English.  

 

However, at Wheelock Elementary, which typically received 20-30 ñnewcomersò every 

year, such an approach was not feasible, according to Coach James. As mentioned in the 

previous section, many of the schoolôs newcomers immigrated to Dearborn from Yemen, 

where the students might not have had any formal schooling in their villages. To serve 

those students, Wheelock offered two ñnewcomerò classes. Johnson described the 

program: ñThere are 12 students with one teacher and one (para-professional). Typically, 
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they stay [in the program] for one year, but it varies. As soon as they become proficient, 

we get them back to their main classroom as fast as possible.ò  

 

James commented on the different meanings of ñbilingual programò by recounting a visit 

to Gerber Elementary (Dearborn). ñWhen we were visiting a óbilingual classroom,ô these 

kids were so fluent in English, the teacher needed to use so little Arabic, we thought, 

óWow, these are the bilingual students? This is how our mainstream kids look!ô  Thus, 

even schools that might appear to have served similar populations and reported providing 

the same kind of program actually served students with very different backgrounds and 

provided different kinds of instructional support. In addition, the services provided were 

seldom the type of bilingual program that the words ñbilingual classroomò typically bring 

to mind. 

 

Take Hope Elementary in Dearborn, for example. According to Coach Sarah Rose, many 

of the schoolôs teachers spoke Arabic and held a bilingual endorsement. Even so, English 

was the primary language of instruction in all classrooms. Arabic was used as a 

supportðto clarify instructions or content that students had trouble understanding in 

English. Such was the case for all of the Dearborn schools that participated in this study, 

but that does not mean the school communities did not value or support biliteracy. Some 

schools in Dearborn, including Hope, received a federal grant that allowed students to 

receive four lessons in Arabic per week. The program developed Arabic literacy skills 

and also reinforced and repeated content-area lessons students had learned in English. 

 

They were not taught to read or write in Arabic during the school day. All of the schools 

from Dearborn that participated in the study reported that English was the primary 

language of instruction with Arabic used as a support.  

 

 

4.3 In what ways were ñESLò programs implemented in Michiganôs RF schools? 

 

Since the majority of schools whose facilitators and coaches who were interviewed have 

programs that they considered to be ñbilingualò in some way, ESL instruction was not 

clearly defined by our interviewees. They referred to it generally as instruction in 

English, and were unable to describe the nature of ESL programs in Michiganôs RF 

schools.  We did not learn about any specific ways that support for learning English was 

provided to Michigan ELLs. Although we were aware of some schools in the state that 

offered pull-out ESL instruction, this was not a feature of the schools with the highest 

concentrations of ELLs. We address this issue further in the ñFurther Researchò section 

of the paper. 

 

 

Research Question 5: What did literacy coaches and RF facilitators identify as the 

particular challenges of teaching reading to ELLs, and what were RF schools doing 

to address those challenges?  

5.1 What did literacy coaches and RF facilitators identify as the particular challenges of 

teaching reading to ELLs? 
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Going Beyond ñWord-Callingò: Difficulty Fostering Comprehension 

 

Every facilitator and coach interviewed reported that teaching ELLs to comprehend what 

they read remained a significant obstacle, even though the RF program had a positive 

impact on studentsô decoding skills.  

 

Coach Rachael Schmidtôs (Elmwood, Dearborn) comments were typical: ñReally, [our 

studentsô] phonics and phonemic awareness have gotten a lot better. Theyôre much more 

able to decode and read words.ò But she and others pointed out that the decoding ability 

did not ensure understanding. ñOur students can read at 134 words per minute,ò said Lori 

Ricardo, Eagle Elementaryôs (Detroit) coach. ñBut they donôt understand what theyôre 

reading!ò James reported a similar trend at Wheelock in Dearborn: ñWeôll say, óOk, 

great! Great!ô But you ask them to tell you about the story, and they have nothing to say.ò  

 

Some interviewees claimed that some of the reading programs endorsed by RF placed a 

great deal of emphasis on decoding skills. Coach Vidal (Clark Elementary, Detroit) said: 

ñThe big focus in Reading First has been decoding, decoding, decoding, but when weôre 

focusing so much time getting these kids to decode, itôs the comprehension part and 

vocabulary part and gaining more knowledge about the language itself that is not being 

addressed as much as it needs to be.ò 

 

It is important to note that RF did not officially emphasize decoding skills over 

comprehension. The programôs ultimate goal was to ensure that by the third grade, all 

students were reading at grade level. Facilitator Marano theorized about why some 

educators perceived the RF program as having a decoding-oriented focus. She suggested 

that the assessments used to measure student progress may have played a part. She said: 

 

To be sure, administering the DIBELS assessment three 

times a year may have had the unintended consequence of 

an over-emphasis on decoding instruction as it became the 

more immediate and visible measure of progress. While the 

ITBS determined overall progress, and it did include 

vocabulary and comprehension measures (as well as RF 

Annual Yearly Progress), the data from it did not get quite 

the attention that DIBELS did during the school year. 

 

Regardless of the reason for the perception that decoding was the primary focus, 

interview data (and the test score data) called for additional support for comprehension 

instruction. 

 

Limitations of Reading Programs 

 

All schools that received funds from the RF program were required to adopt a reading 

program approved by the state. Grand Rapids and Dearborn both taught their required 90-
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minute reading block with a comprehensive program published by Houghton-Mifflin. 

Detroit adopted the Open Court program. Some schools in Detroit and Grand Rapids 

adopted Avenues, a reading program published for Spanish-speaking English Language 

Learners (by the publisher Hampton-Brown). Avenues is not an approved reading 

program, because it did not cover all five of the core components of reading instruction, 

so it was used as a supplement to the primary reading program in some schools.  

 

Facilitators and coaches commented on the limitations of the adopted reading programs 

they were using. In regard to the Open Court materials, for example, Vidal said that they 

provided some support for teaching ELLs, but that the suggestions were rather generic.  

She said: 

 

The program itself is very general. It doesnôt really totally address 

specific needs with different populations. For example, it might 

say something like óYour ELL students may have problems with 

this, so do this. Itôs a hit and miss kind of thing. They just barely  

hit on some things. 

 

Vidal went on to say that the Avenues program, designed specifically for Spanish-

speaking ELLs, provided an organized, well-paced approach to developing vocabulary.  

 

However, there was disagreement as to the effectiveness of this resource. Salam Tobi, the 

coach at Spring Garden Elementary in Detroit, outlined some of the strengths and 

weaknesses of this supplementary program: it provided pictures, stories, and musical 

stories that were accessible to students with little knowledge of English. But, the 

ñphonics are a little weak in Avenues,ò she said. Thus, Tobi and other coaches said they 

ñtweakedò the programs to best meet the needs of their students. Somerset Hill, a 

facilitator in Detroit, said that at times, Avenues was too heavily relied upon, which could 

have hurt studentsô development in the long run. ñAvenues is a program that emphasizes 

language development and is designed to support the ELL, but there are many things that 

it does not provide: the rigor needed to help students learn to read in a timely manner.ò 

  

In schools with predominantly Arabic-speaking populations, use of bilingual materials 

was not an option. Dearborn Facilitator Nicole Rogers addressed the availability of texts 

in Arabic: ñThere just arenôt any publishers who create curricula for [Arabic]. Thereôs not 

anything available.ò Coach Rose (Hope Elementary, Dearborn) reported that the adopted 

programs only supported students with some English background.  She said: 

 

Houghton-Mifflin does provide a lot of extra resources in 

adjusted activities for ELL students. The weaknesses are 

for our very brand new newcomers. Those kids come in 

and theyôve had no English. Theyôre unable to do any of 

the activities. Luckily, we have a highly trained staff that 

adjusts to their needs. 

 

 



  25 

Staffing Issues: Teachers and Administration 

 

Schools had difficulty finding and retaining trained teachersðwhether bilingual, ESL-

trained, or simply competent teachers. Facilitator Andrews (Grand Rapids) noted that in 

the 2007-2008 school year, one of her schools could not provide struggling ELLs in the 

second grade with a bilingual teacher. ñThere just isnôt the support that theyôve had 

before,ò she said. ñThey can read it in English, but they donôt get the concepts and the 

teachers arenôt fluent enough to help them with that.ò This was an issue that schools in 

Detroit and Dearborn struggled with as well. Eagle Elementary in Detroit was one 

example. The school was formed when the district closed other schools. In the new K-8 

school, the elementary grades did not have anyone trained specifically to work with ELLs 

in the early grade levels, according to Coach Chalmers. At Elmwood Elementary 

(Dearborn), the administration strived to find more bilingual teachers, but still struggled. 

In 2007-2008, she said the school had bilingual teachers only at the first-grade level. For 

schools with diverse populations of ELLs, finding bilingual teachers was even more 

difficult. Both Arabic- and Spanish-speaking ELLs attended Frazier School in Detroit. 

Coach Mary Smith said Spanish-speakers did not get enough support. ñWe have an 

Arabic-speaking bilingual teacher that services all of the bilingual students. Therefore, 

our Spanish-speaking population has no one to translate in their own native language.ò 

 

Some schools, such as Clark (Detroit) and Hope Elementary (Dearborn), reported fewer 

problems finding qualified personnel. At Hope, eight of nine teachers spoke Arabic, in 

addition to six bilingual para-professionals that assisted in the classrooms. Likewise, 

Clark Elementary benefited from a long tradition of teaching Spanish-speaking students 

and having built a ñvery tight-knit community,ò Vidal said. 

 

Hiring and retaining administrators that reflected schoolsô ethnic and linguistic 

populations was regarded as beneficial to schools and their communities. Andrews cited 

one principal in Grand Rapids: ñShe is very in tune with the needs of the people. She is 

really drawing the parents in and making them feel welcome, making it kind of a 

community center.ò But findingðand retainingðsuch administrators was a challenge for 

schools across the state. Detroit Facilitator Marano said the shrinking district made it 

difficult to keep less experienced administrators with strong leadership skills. Marano 

said: 

 

Last year, [Detroit] closed schools. The principal in Poplar 

Elementary was a great principal, but because it was his 

first year in Detroit, they couldnôt keep him. Plus, there are 

a couple of other administrators who just left the district. 

Iôm not sure they left because of challenges and that they 

would rather not be in Detroit. I know one left because her 

husband changed jobs and they had to move to another 

state. I think the other one accepted a position outside the 

district. 
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Student Migration/Attendance 

 

Some ELLs traveled to other countries during the school yearðwhich also proved to be a 

significant obstacle to promoting continuous gains in reading achievement. But the 

migration patterns of ELLs were far from uniform. Coach Tobi (Spring Garden 

Elementary, Detroit) said changes in student migration sometimes corresponded with 

political changes abroad. She said: 

 

The other obstacle is when we had the invasion on Iraq a 

few years ago. Now that the road is open for them, they 

start going back and forth, and our population became 

migrant. Right in the middle of the year, they take kids for 

two to three months. We provide them with materials [to 

take with them], even if they donôt go to school, but how 

can you monitor [progress]? 

 

James experienced similar trends at Wheelock (Dearborn), where many of her students 

emigrated from Yemen. She said that some students attended her school for first grade, 

traveled overseas in second grade, and then came back the following year. ñTypically, 

while theyôre [overseas], theyôre not in school. If theyôre going back to their village in 

Yemen, theyôre not going to school.ò 

 

As outlined in the ñCommunitiesò section, Andrews described the migration patterns of 

Grand Rapidsô Spanish-speaking students. Some left Michigan for the winter to pursue 

work in warmer climates or to visit family in Mexico, she said.  

 

The ñBilingual Educationò Debate 

 

Some of the interviewees suggested that the debate about whether studentsô first 

languages should be used in instruction has been a challenge to providing effective 

instruction to ELLs. They reported that meetings can be side-tracked by discussion about 

this issue. Given the very different ways ñbilingualò education was enacted in the schools 

we studied, it is clear that the debaters may also not be talking the same language in 

focusing on bilingual education. Facilitator Morrison suggested that they need to move 

away from that debate: ñThat dialogue could go on forever. Itôs the national debate. I 

think Iôve heard this for 25 years; itôs still the same discussion.ò She believed that the RF 

program has helped schools move away from that discussion and focus on improving 

instructionðregardless of which language is used. Research supports the use of studentsô 

first languages in their development of literacy, but in Michigan, as elsewhere in the 

nation, the nature of what bilingual education consists of and how it is to be implemented 

remains a difficult topic of discussion.  
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5.2 What have RF schools done to address those challenges?  

Many efforts have been developed by Michigan RF schools to help their ELLs achieve 

success in reading English. Following are descriptions of some of efforts that the coaches 

described in the most detail. 

Targeted Reading Interventions 

Several of the coaches outlined school-wide interventions that tracked student progress in 

reading and targeted specific skills. At Hope Elementary (Dearborn), students were 

placed in small groups (3-4 students) to work on specific reading skills that were 

identified by assessments given by the teacher. The school also developed an intervention 

form that tracked each studentôs progress. The teachers, resource teachers, and other 

school personnel then held regular intervention team meetings to ensure student progress. 

Implementing the program was not easy, Coach Rose stated. ñAt first it was a tough 

process, some teachers were fighting it, but now the teachers see that it has been a helpful 

tool. Itôs becoming a routine part of their teaching.ò 

Other schools, such as Clark and Wheelock, had implemented similar targeted 

interventions. Vidal (Clark, Detroit) said that 30 minutes per day were devoted to 

targeting specific skills in small group settings. Every two weeks, they ed studentsô 

progress and placed students in different targeted areas where they needed extra support. 

Wheelock Elementary (Dearborn) implemented a similar approach that included a ñone-

on-one enrichment programò in which teachers and para-professionals worked with 

students until they demonstrated 80 percent mastery of specific skills. 

After-School Tutoring, Summer Programs 

Many schools offered tutoring programs after school and during the summer. Among 

them, some schools in Dearborn received grants to teach Arabic literacy to students after 

school four days a week. The U.S. Department of Defense grant provided nearly 

$900,000 to schools in Dearborn in a three-year period. 

All-Day Kindergarten 

As a means to better prepare students entering first grade, several schools serving high 

proportions of ELLs offered all-day kindergarten. Rose saw a difference in Hope 

Elementaryôs (Dearborn) first graders: ñAll-day kindergarten really helped. By the time 

theyôre going to first grade, theyôre more prepared for reading. We give them specific 

strategies.ò 

Parent Education, Outreach 

Many of the schools that participated in this study had developed outreach and 

educational programs for parents of ELLs. Wheelock Elementary (Dearborn), made a 

systematic effort to educate parents and get them involved in their childrenôs education. 

They started a motherôs group that met for two hours every Friday afternoon for six 

weeks. During the sessions, they held English language classes, taught computer skills, 

and parenting skills.  
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Professional Development 

In addition to individual school-wide professional development, the English Learner Task 

Force (comprised of RF facilitators that served high proportions of ELLs) organized 

training for coaches and teachers designed to improve reading comprehension among 

ELLs. More specifically, they provided training in functional grammar approaches that 

helped students connect the language features of a text to a storyôs meaning. Some 

coaches and facilitators mentioned using Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocols 

(SIOP), a program designed specifically for teaching ESL to low-proficiency students.  

 

Research Question 6: What do literacy coaches and RF facilitators report about 

how RF has influenced the teaching and learning of reading for ELLs in Michigan 

schools? 

The interview protocol asked facilitators and coaches if there were any other ideas that 

they would like to share about educating ELLs in Michiganôs RF schools. Several people 

commented upon how RF has changed teacher practice, particularly in the teaching of 

reading. The following illustrate the ideas that were raised. 

Teachers Were Collaborating 

Coaches and facilitators both attested to the increased collaboration among teachers since 

the start of the RF program. Detroit Facilitator Marano said: ñThe teachers are constantly 

collaborating.ò Whether it was in Professional Learning Community (PLC) groups, 

grade-level team meetings, or in intervention meetings, RF developed and reinforced a 

collaborative culture in schools. 

Teachers Used Data to Inform Instruction 

As mentioned previously, teachers and administrators used data to inform instruction and 

intervention. For example, Coach Schmidt described an all-school effort to help those 

students scoring in the bottom 25
th
 percentile at Elmwood Elementary (Dearborn). By 

focusing on specific skills that those students struggled with, they were able to improve 

scores. Now, they plan to focus on moving those students above the 50
th
 percentile: ñWe 

need to get them over the hump,ò she said. 

Instruction was Systematic and Explicit 

The RF program required that schools devote 90 minutes per day for their literacy block. 

ñRF has put the focus on literacy instruction,ò said Marano. In addition to putting the 

focus on literacy instruction, it brought focus to literacy instruction. Allen, the coach at 

Gerber (Dearborn), said: ñHoughton-Mifflin brought the systematic and explicit piece to 

instruction. We used leveled readers before, so youôd just go grab a book. It wasnôt a 

sequence of skills being taught.ò Many of the coaches reported that the teachers 

appreciated the structure of the programs. ñRF has helped,ò Coach Rose said. ñAll of my 

teachers are on boardðthey believe in the research, they have a more structured 

organized program, and a way to address certain skills.ò She reported a change in her 
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own teaching as well: ñI used to think I was a great teacher, but I would hit certain skills, 

and I wasnôt being consistent. RF has given us a consistency across the board.ò 

 

Summary 

 

A number of key issues were raised in the interviews with coaches.  Perhaps the most 

important issues are the following: 

 

Communities with similar ethnic and language compositions varied considerably in many 

ways. Thus, schools in what seemed to be similar communities nonetheless faced very 

different challenges.  More often than not, there were many challenges that need to be 

addressed to assure that the students had the best possible opportunities to learn. Schools 

faced obstacles such as student migration, limited resources designed for ELLs, and 

difficulty finding and retaining trained staff. 

 

Despite the great variation across these schools, the coaches and facilitators shared a 

common goal for the education of ELLs: to read and write English at grade level. In order 

to achieve that goal, schools offered a wide variety of support. With regard to classroom 

instruction, most ELLs received some support in their native language (ñbilingualò 

programs) and some students receive ñESLò support. Schools chose these programs 

based on their philosophies and available resources. It is important to note, however, that 

the ways in which these support services for ELLs (such as ñbilingualò and ñESLò 

instruction) were defined and implemented varied considerably across schools.  

 

Likewise, schools addressed these challenges outside of the classroom. Many of the 

schools offered additional learning opportunities for ELLs after school and during the 

summer. In addition, many schools made an effort to connect with and educate parents by 

providing evening classes on computer skills, parenting, and literacy.  

 

Coaches and facilitators also reported that RF supported their effort to teach ELLs to 

read. Specifically, RF changed teachersô practices: they collaborated more than in the 

past and used test scores to inform instruction, often using the test results to determine 

studentsô need for targeted reading interventions. Perhaps because of these changes, 

teachers described their teaching as more systematic and explicit. 

 

 

Discussion 

 

Paying Attention to Michiganôs English Language Learners 

 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 put in place measures to make it possible to 

understand how English Language Learners fare in U.S. schools. As a result, schools 

were required to report their state achievement test results so that it was possible to see 

whether ELLs were making progress in reading and mathematics. Such provisions sent 

an important message: all students, regardless of native language, were expected to 
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succeed in school. Likewise, such disaggregated data made studies such as this possible. 

We originally set out to learn about Michiganôs ELL population in RF schools in general, 

but also to see how well they read in comparison to their native English-speaking peers. 

This is what we found: 

 

In the years of this study, the majority (72 percent) of English Language Learners in 

Michigan were concentrated in three major areas: Detroit, Dearborn, and Grand Rapids. 

However, the education of ELLs was and continues to be a concern for the majority of 

the stateôs RF schools; more than two-thirds of schools served at least one ELLðand 

these students spoke 70 languages other than English. The majority of ELLs in Michigan 

spoke Spanishðand attended school in Detroit or Grand Rapids. Dearborn served 

predominantly Arabic-speaking ELLs, the second largest group of ELLs. Our interview 

data informed (and complicate) the above facts, describing the differences within this 

group as well as the shared experiences. The ITBS test score data helped to identify areas 

where ELLs in RF were successful as well as specific areas that still constitute 

opportunities for improving reading instruction for them. The interview data 

contextualized the test scores, giving voice to educators who described the ways in which 

RF changed reading instruction in their schools and who indentified the challenges that 

remains in improving ELL reading outcomes. 

 

Supporting ELLsô Reading Instruction and Achievement 

 

RF set out to teach all students to read by the end of the third grade. As outlined in this 

report, the educators we interviewed shared this commendable goal, working to bring all 

of their ELLsô reading scores to grade level and above. One facilitator captured this 

sentiment well: ñIn other words, we want to give them everything we can.ò The ITBS test 

score data showed that their students benefited from their efforts. In particular, many 

ELLs were decoding words just as well as their native English-speaking peers. On the 

Word Analysis subtest, ELLs in the first and second-grade scored just as well as non-

ELLs. Likewise, first-grade ELLs comprehended just as well as native English speakers.  

 

But the test scores only tell part of the story.  Coaches and facilitators also reported ways 

in which RF made qualitative changes to the ways in which they taught reading to their 

students. They claimed that RF has positively altered teachersô behavior and studentsô 

learning. Teachers were collaborating moreðfor example, working in Professional 

Learning Communities (PLCs) to examine data and inform their instruction. Such efforts 

resulted in a more ñsystematicò and ñexplicitò manner of teaching reading, rather than 

ñhitting certain skillsò in an inconsistent manner, as one coach described her own 

teaching. Several schools also adopted school-wide interventions to help students develop 

specific skills.  

 

RF also provided additional opportunities for professional development for literacy 

coaches and classroom teachers. While many of these efforts were at the school level, a 

group of RF Facilitators made teaching ELLs to read a priority at the state level as well. 

They formed the ñEnglish Language Learner Task Force,ò which organized professional 

development that sought to improve instruction for ELLs. Among those efforts, they 
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provided opportunities for coaches and teachers to learn more about using functional 

grammar to foster deeper comprehension among their students. 

 

Identifying Areas for Improvement 

 

While it is important to recognize the successes of ELLs in Michiganôs RF schools, these 

students still need more support to achieve at the levels envisioned in the NCLB 

legislation. While ELLs in RF programs appeared to fare well on decoding and word 

analysis skills in early grades, their achievement on measures of vocabulary and reading 

comprehension still lagged far behind grade-level expectations by the end of this study. 

Their test scores and information from interviews with the professionals who provided 

support to their teachers suggested that reading comprehension and vocabulary were key 

areas for continued focus. ELLs in second and third-grade scored significantly lower than 

native English speakers in these areas, and the achievement gap was greatest at the third-

grade, where coaches and facilitators reported that the comprehension demands in the 

classroom and on standardized tests become much more challenging.  

 

The interview data suggest that literacy coaches and teachers were already diligently 

working to build their studentsô vocabulary in a systematic manner, with many stressing 

the importance of building studentsô background knowledge, which they said was closely 

tied to vocabulary acquisition. But when it came to discussing ELLsô reading 

comprehension, coaches and facilitators reported having fewer options and strategies.  

For this reason, our interviewees called for greater instructional emphasis to be placed on 

comprehension. However, actually defining and designing effective comprehension 

instruction is challenging. Reading comprehension is a complex process that requires 

more than simply knowing wordsðor relating texts to real-life experiences. The coaches 

and facilitators alike called for a ñsystematicò and ñexplicitò way of talking about textsð

and how language is used to construct meaning: from understanding different genres and 

text features of those genres, to understanding how sentence structure informs meaning. 

In addition, some coaches mentioned that more focus on comprehension should be 

incorporated into reading instruction in the early grades so as to prepare students for the 

more challenging tasks and assessments of the late elementary grades and beyond. 

 

Language Matters 

 

ELLs face many of the same obstacles that disadvantaged English-speaking students face, 

namely poverty and all of its associated ills. At all grade-levels, Free/Reduced Lunch 

status (a proxy for socio-economic status) is associated with lower reading scores for all 

of Michiganôs RF students. But ELLs face additional challenges unique to their 

population as well. They often spend a few months or even years away from school so 

their parents can visit family or pursue workðonly to return to school during the week of 

end-of-year standardized testing. Or, being new to the U.S. and the English language, 

they have limited experiences or cultural knowledge that their successful non-ELL peers 

do. And, as we found in this study,  to make the situation more challenging for educators, 

the particular problems that needed to be addressed (e.g., student mobility) were not the 

same from school to school, even when the communitiesô language affinity and average 
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incomes were similar. Nor were these challenges staticðthey changed as fast as the 

world turns. 

 

These factors are important. Schools have not ignored the challenges. They have made an 

effort to address such problems as poor home-school communication by instituting 

special programs that reach out into the community. But, still,  the data indicate that a 

studentsô ELL status does matter. That is to say that regardless of economic status, 

regardless of which language ELLs speak, and regardless of the language of the 

instruction they receive, status as a second language learner of English was found to be 

negatively associated with reading achievement. This notion may seem discouraging, but 

in fact, these results suggest ways to improve studentsô reading achievement.  Eliminating 

poverty is perhaps beyond the scope of our resources as educators, but we can teach 

language. And language does indeed matter. Preparing teachers to work more effectively 

with ELLs is an important, ongoing goal, and further research is needed to develop better 

understanding of the kinds of knowledge and pedagogical strategies that can effectively 

support the teaching and learning of this growing group of students in our schools.  

 

 

Further Research 

 

This report points to several areas that need further study. One of the shortcomings of this 

report is its inability to track studentsô progress over time. Our data from 2007-2008 

indicated that ELLs in the 1
st
 grade had comparable scores to their non-ELL peers. But 

the third-grade ELLs scored much lower than native English speakers. It would be 

worthwhile to track ELLs in Michiganôs RF schools to determine if this is truly a trend: 

When and why do ELLs fall behind their non-ELL classmates as they progress through 

the early elementary grades? Addressing this question with longitudinal data could 

further illuminate this issue. Likewise, if this trend does exist, research should examine 

the extent to which ELLs struggle in the later elementary grades. Do ELL students in 

some classrooms and some schools ñbeat the oddsò by making steady gains in reading 

achievement through the early elementary years? 

Likewise, a longitudinal design could be used to identify particular kinds of reading 

programs and instructional practices that help ELLs make greater strides than average. 

Our examination of the ñbilingualò and ñESLò programs did not offer any conclusive 

findings, but perhaps longitudinal data could offer insight. 

Our interview data provided rich descriptions of ñbilingualò services offered by schools, 

but very little information about ñESLò services. The interview protocol did not 

specifically mention either of these programs, but respondentsô answers about support for 

ELLs naturally gravitated toward describing ñbilingualò services. With so many students 

receiving ñESLò support (approximately 25 percent in Michiganôs RF schools), it would 

be worthwhile to explore the different ways ñESLò programs were implemented. In these 

data, such programs were virtually invisible. 

The interview data and test scores both point to one particular area for future research: 

reading comprehension. Coaches and facilitators repeatedly noted that ELLs were doing 
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well when it came to decoding, but nonetheless struggled to understand what they were 

reading. The test score data reiterated this notion, with ELLs faring better on the Word 

Analysis subtest than on the Comprehension subtest (see Figure 11). Research must 

examine why this seems to be the case. Likewise, further research should seek to uncover 

instructional strategies that bolster reading comprehension for all students, particularly 

ELLs.    

Michiganôs RF ELL population is not yet achieving at levels that their teachers and the 

wider society expect. As the ELL population grows across the state, more will need to be 

done to support their reading development. The issues discussed in this report are ones 

faced by school districts across the country. As Facilitator Morrison said, ñI have a new 

answer for districts that say óWe donôt have ELL kids.ô My new answer is óNot yet.ô 

Teachers need new strategies for working with children who are learning English at the 

same time they are learning to read. More research is needed to develop tried and true 

ways of providing teachers with approaches to support reading development.  
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Appendix A: Interview protocols 

Reading First Facilitators (ELL Task Force)  

**INTERVIEWER VERSION**  

Name __________________________________________  Date _________________ 

Follow-up/guiding questions indented. 

Introduction (read by interviewer): Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of this 

interview is to learn more about the English Language Learners (ELLs) who are served by 
Reading First in the state of Michigan. This report will be a part of the Reading First Evaluation 

Report conducted by the University of Michigan. As the Reading First Facilitator, you are a 

valuable resource of information, for you are familiar with several schools attended by relatively 
large numbers of ELLs.  You can choose not to answer any of the questions, and some might not 

be relevant for your schools as well. This interview will take no more than one hour. I also want 

to remind you that I will be tape-recording the interview so that I can keep track of everything 

you have to tell me.  

1. Please describe your job as a RF facilitator. 

2. Please explain your role as a member of the English Language Learner Task Force. 

 What is the goal of the ELL Task Force? 

 What has the Task Force done to work toward that goal? 

3. What schools do you serve as an ELL task force member? 

4. Please describe the schools you serve and their ELL populations.  

In what ways are the schools similar? 

In what ways are the schools different? 

Were the ELL students born in the U.S. or did they immigrate recently? 

Do they migrate much during the school year? 

What languages are spoken at home? 

6. Please describe the communities these schools serve. 

 From where did the parents immigrate? 

 How long have they resided in the area? 

 Are the parents involved in the school? 

 Are the parents educated? Literate? 

7. Does the school district have a policy or position statement regarding the education of its ELL 

students? 
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 If so, what is it? 

 If not, do the schools have policies regarding ELL students? What are they? 

Does the district have a common procedure for identifying ELL students? 

8. What do you see as the primary challenges that your schools (and teachers) face in educating 

their ELL populations? 

9. In general, what do you think your schools do well in order to meet the needs of their ELL 

students?  What evidence do you have of their success? 

10. In what areas do the educational services for ELLs need improvement? Is there evidence to 

support this need? 

11. What other comments would you like to make? Is there anything we havenôt discussed, but 

you believe is important to know? 

12. Follow-up questions by interviewer (to be listed below during interview): 
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Literacy Coach Protocol 

Name _____________________________ Date __6.24.08_________________ 

Follow-up/guiding questions indented. 

Introduction (read by interviewer): Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of this 

interview is to learn more about the English Language Learners (ELLs) who are served by 

Reading First in the state of Michigan. This report will be a part of the Reading First Evaluation 
Report conducted by the University of Michigan. As the literacy coach in a Reading First school, 

you are a valuable resource of information, for you are very familiar with a school attended by 

relatively large numbers of ELLs.  You can choose not to answer any of the questions, and some 
might not be relevant for your school as well. This interview will take no more than one hour. I 

also want to remind you that I will be tape-recording the interview so that I can keep track of 

everything you have to tell me.  

1. Would you please briefly give an overview of your background in education? 

2. Please describe your job as a Literacy/Reading Coach. 

3. Please tell me a little about your school and its staff. 

4. Does the school district have a policy or position statement regarding the education of its ELL 

students? 

 If so, what is it? 

5. What reading program does your school use for the non-ELL students? 

 Does your school use a separate reading program for ELL students? 

 What are the strengths and weaknesses of this program (as it relates to educating  

ELL students)? 

6. What are the primary goals of the services your school provides ELL students? 

7. How are your ELL students identified? 

 Is this process a district-wide procedure or a school-based procedure? 

8. Please describe the in-class services your school provides for ELLs. 

 What structures are in place to support ELL students? Please describe them. 

 What is done when a student continues to struggle? 

Are students taught in their first language?  

To what degree and for what purpose?  

For instruction in certain subjects?  

To clarify instructions?  

To translate during a lesson? 
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What structures are in place for students newcomers who speak very little 

English? 

Are para-professionals working in the classrooms? How so? Describe their role. 

9. What do you see as the primary challenges to educating your ELL students? 

10. In what ways do you think your school has been successful in helping ELL students learn to 

read and write? 

11. What areas of reading and writing have been identified as areas for improvement? 

 What is your school doing to address these needs? 

12. What other supports or services does your school provide for ELL students? 

 After-school programs? 

 Other programs? 

13. In general, have the parents of those ELL students immigrated recently or have they resided in 
the U.S. for some time? 

 From where did the parents immigrate? 

 Why did they immigrate to this particular area? 

 Are the parents literate in their first language?  

In English? 

14. Does your school encourage parental involvement? 

15. Is there anything else that you would like to share? 

 Questions for me? 
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Appendix B: Definition of English Language Learner 

Structure for Limited English Proficient Students  

No Child Left Behind legislation requires the tracking of Limited English Proficient Students, 

whether or not these students are receiving services funded by Title III (federal) or Section 41 

(state) funds.   

DEFINITION OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (According  to No Child Left 

Behind)  

http://www.ed.gov/legislation/ESEA02/  

Title IX General Provisions, Part A Definitions.  

Section 9101 (25) Limited English Proficient.  The term "limited English proficient," when 

used with respect to an individual, means an individual:  

A.  who is aged 3 through 21  
B.  who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary school or secondary 

school;  

C.  

a. who was not born in the United States or whose native language is a language other than 
English;  

b.  

i.  who is a Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the outlying areas; 
and  

ii.  who comes from an environment where a language other than English has had a 

significant impact on the individual's level of English language proficiency; or  

c. who is migratory, whose native language is a language other than English, and who comes 
from an environment where a language other than English is dominant; and  

 

D. whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English 
language may be sufficient to deny the individual:  

a. the ability to meet the state's proficient level of achievement on state assessments;  

b. the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of instruction is English; 
or  

c. the opportunity to participate fully in society.  

 

Also see http://www.michigan.gov/documents/Revised_State_Manual_2003_64173_7.pdf.This 

manual is for the Fall 2007 Submission only. Page 155 of 260



  41 

Appendix C: List of program types  

MEIS/Single Record Student Database (SRSD)/Data Field Descriptions  

Field 71: LEP Instructional Program  

Submission cycle:  Fall, spring and end of year  

Field use:  NCLB, 20 USC 6913; 20 USC 6894  

State of Office contact:  MDE/Field Services/Limited English Proficient Students, Mazin Heiderson, 

517-373-4590 or HeidersonM@michigan.gov  

Field specification:  Two-character, leading zero.  

Record position/type:  566 - 567, integer  

Code/format:  The primary type of English language acquisition program 
in which the student is currently enrolled (N).  

05 Bilingual Dual-Language Instruction 06 Bilingual Two-

Way Immersion  07 Transitional Bilingual Instruction 08 

Bilingual Heritage Language Instruction 09 English As a 
Second Language (ESL) Instruction  10 Sheltered ESL 

Instruction 11 Structured English Immersion  12 Content-

based English as a Second Language 13 Newcomer 
Program 14 Other Program 15 Refused Services 16 No 

Services Offered  

Dependencies With other fields:  Field 29: Program Participation  

Programming edits: Ensure that Limited English Proficient (sixth position) is indicated position 

in Field  
29: Program Eligibility/Participation I. Error check to ensure a valid code is in this field and 

not out of range.  

Fatal errors occur when an invalid value is in the field, or the field is blank and a valid value is in 

the sixth position of Field 29: Program Eligibility/Participation I.  

Warning (none)  

Definition: The primary type of English language acquisition program in which the student is 

currently enrolled.  

05 Bilingual Dual-Language Instruction.  Also known as two-way or 
developmental, the goal of these bilingual programs is for students to develop 

language proficiency in two languages by receiving instruction in English and 

another language in a classroom that is usually composed of half native English 
speakers and half native speakers of the other language.  
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06 Bilingual Two-Way Immersion. Bilingual two-way immersion is a program in which 

a second language (English) is used along with the student's first language for 

curriculum instruction during some part of elementary or secondary schooling. The 

goal of two-way immersion programs is functional competence in both languages.  

07 Transitional Bilingual Instruction. This program, also known as early-exit bilingual education, 

utilizes a student's primary language instruction. The program maintains and develops skills 
in the primary language and culture while introducing, maintaining, and developing skills in 

English. The primary purpose of a TBI program is to facilitate the English language learner 

(ELL) student's transition to an all-English instructional program while receiving academic 
subject instruction in the native language to the extent necessary.  

08 Bilingual Heritage Language Instruction. An instructional program that aims to develop fully 

bilingual and bi-literate students by conducting core curriculum classes in English and in 

the student's home language.  

09 English as a Second Language (ESL) Instruction.  A program of techniques, methodology, and 

special curriculum designed to teach English language learner (ELL) students English 

language skills, which may include listening, speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content 
vocabulary, and cultural orientation. ESL instruction is usually in English with little use of 

the native language.     

10 Sheltered ESL Instruction. An instructional approach used to make academic instruction in 

English understandable to English language learner (ELL) students. In the sheltered 
classroom, teachers use physical activities, visual aids, and the environment to teach 

vocabulary for concept development in mathematics, science, social studies, and other 

subjects.  

11 Structured English Immersion. The goal of this program is acquisition of English 

language skills so that the English language learner (ELL) student can succeed in an 

English-only mainstream classroom.  

12 Content-based English as a second language. This approach makes use of instructional 

materials, learning tasks, and classroom techniques from academic content areas as the 

vehicle for developing language, content, cognitive and study skills. English is used as the 

medium of instruction.  

13 Newcomer Program. Newcomer programs are separate, relatively self-contained educational 

interventions designed to meet the academic and transitional needs of newly arrived 

immigrants. Typically, students attend these programs before they enter more traditional 
interventions (e.g., English language development programs, or mainstream classrooms with 

supplemental ESL instruction).   

14 Other Program. Student participates in an LEP program other than one described above.   

15 The student is determined to be eligible for LEP services and services have been refused.  

16 No LEP Services are offered by the district.  NOTE: Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964, which prohibits discrimination based on race, color, or national origin, a school 

district is required by law to take steps to help LEP/ELL students overcome language 
barriers and to ensure that they can participate meaningfully in the districts' educational 
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programs. A complete discussion of the law and guidance is available at:   

http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/ell/index.html.    

For more information, please contact the "State of Michigan office contact" listed in this 

field.  
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Appendix D: Regression tables for comparison of ELLsô and  non-ELLsô ITBS 

scores 

 

Table 1: 

Linear Regression Analysis: ITBS Scores of ELLs & Non-ELLs (Grades 1-3 Combined) 

 Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis 

     B               SE B B SE B B SE B 

(Constant) 

 

152.5  159.5  157  

ELL -6.04
***

 .358 -3.7
***

 .34 -2.5
***

 .43 

Special 

Education 

-9.3
***

 .378 -9.3
***

 .37 -13
***

 .46 

Female 1.5
***

 .237 2.3
***

 .23 2.4
***

 .29 

F/R L -12
***

 .284 -11
***

 .27 -11
***

 .34 

Grade 2 20.5
***

 .286 19
***

 .28 18
***

 .34 

Grade 3 

 

38
***

 .289 29
***

 .28 30
***

 .35 

R
2
 .47  .39    

Constant: Non-ELLs, 1st Grade, Male, No Special Education status, No F/R L status. 

*p < .10   **p < .05   ***p < .01 

See Appendix G for max scores. 

Note: ELL: English Language Learner; F/R L: eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 

 
Table 2:  

Linear Regression Analysis: ITBS Scores of  ELLs & Non-ELLs (Grades 1-3 Reported 

Separately) 

  Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis 

First Grade B SE B B SE B B SE B 

 Non-ELL 150  155  155  

 ELL -2.9
***

 .554 -.34 .437 .375 .575 

Second Grade       

 Non-ELL 174  179  175  

 ELL -7.1
***

 .627 -4.5
***

 .598 -1.01 .696 

Third Grade       

 Non-ELL 192  191  191  

 ELL -8
***

 .675 -6.1
***

 .725 -7.2
***

 .939 

        

Constant: Non-ELLs, 1st Grade, Male, No Special Education status, No F/R L status. 

*p < .10   **p < .05   ***p <  .01 

See Appendix G for max scores. 
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Appendix E: Regression tables for comparisons of ITBS scores by first language 

and type of program (ñBilingualò & ñESLò) 
 

Table 3: 

Linear Regression Analysis: ITBS Scores of Spanish & Arabic Speaking ELLS (Grades 1-

3 combined) (n=3,462) 

 Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis Listening 

    B             SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

(Constant) 

 

142  153  154  145  

Spanish -2.3
***

 .71 -1.1
*
 .67 -3.7

***
 .95 2.4

***
 .70 

Other Lang. -1.3 .89 2.4
***

 .84 1.03 1.19 3.1
***

 .87 

Bilingual 

Program 

2.8
***

 .71 1.4
**

 .67 1.9
**

 .95 1.2
*
 .69 

F/R L -5.4
***

 1.09 -5.2
***

 1.03 -5.5
***

 1.45 -7.9
***

 1.06 

Special Ed. -6.9
***

 1.02 -6.9
***

 .96 -10.7
***

 1.36 -5.9
***

 1.00 

Female .52 .58 1.6
***

 .55 1.8
**

 .78 .21 .57 

Grade 2 16
***

 .68 14
***

 .65 16
***

 .91 20
***

 .67 

Grade 3 34
***

 .74 23 .70 22
***

 .98 26
***

 .72 

R
2
 .44  .32  .20  .36  

Constant: Arabic, ESL program, No F/R L status, No Special Education status, Male, 1st Grade. 

*p < .10   **p < .05   ***p <  .01 

See Appendix G for all max scores. 

ELL: English Language Learner; F/R L: eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 

 

Table 4:  

Linear regression: ITBS Scores of Spanish- and Arabic-speakers (Grades 1-3 Reported 

Separately) 

  Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis Listening 

First Grade B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

 Arabic 144  156  159  143  

 Spanish -3.5
***

 1.15 -2.6
***

 .91 -4.3
***

 1.37 2.9
***

 1.03 

 
 

        

Second Grade         

 Arabic 156  164  166  166  

 Spanish -2.9
***

 1.22 -.86 1.17 -3.6
**

 1.53 .97 1.15 

          

Third Grade         

 Arabic 176  177  175  171  

 Spanish -.005 1.34 .428 1.4 -3.7
**

 2.07 3.6
**

 1.46 

Constant: Arabic, ESL program, Not eligible for F/R L, Not eligible for special education services, Male, 

1st Grade. 

Predictors held constant: Primary language, Special Education status, Gender, eligible for Free/Reduced 

Lunch 

*p < .10   **p < .05   ***p <  .01  See Appendix G for all max scores. 
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Table 5:  

Linear regression: ITBS Scores of Students in Bilingual & ESL programs, Grades 1-3 

Reported Separately (n=3,462) 

  Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis Listening 

First Grade B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

 ESL 144  155  159  143  

 Bilingual 1.9 1.17 -.248 .93 -1.16 1.40 2.4
**  

1.06 

 
 

        

Second Grade         

 ESL 156  164  166  166  

 Bilingual 5.4
** *

 1.24 4.4
***

 1.20 5.9
***

 1.56 1.9 1.17 

          

Third Grade         

 ESL 176  178  175  171  

 Bilingual 0.9 1.25 -.28 1.30 .81 1.93 -.54 1.37 

          

Constant: Arabic, ESL program, No F/R L status, No Special Education status, Male, 1st Grade. 

Predictors held constant: Primary language, special education eligibility, Gender, Free/Reduced Lunch 

eligibility 

*p < .10   **p < .05   ***p <  .01 

See Appendix G for all max scores. 
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Appendix F: Schools invited to participate in interview portion of study 

Literacy coaches and RF facilitators from the following schools were invited to participate in 

interviews for this report: 

Grand Rapids: 

Brookside Elementary 

Congress Elementary School 

Hall Elementary School 

Harrison Park Elementary School 

Jefferson Elementary School 

Stocking Elementary School 

Detroit:  

Carver Elementary School 

Gardner Elementary School 

Maybury Elementary School 

Munger Elementary School 

Phoenix Multicultural Academy 

Priest Elementary School 

Roberto Clemente Learning Academy 

Webster Elementary School 

Dearborn: 

Iris Becker Elementary School 

Lowrey Elementary School 

Miller Elementary School 

Oakman Elementary School 

Salina Elementary School 

William Ford Elementary School 
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Appendix G: ITBS Test Information  

 
Grade level ITBS Subtest N Max score Mean Standard 

deviation 

1
st
 grade Vocabulary 7,964 200 142.12 16.23 

2
nd

 grade Vocabulary 7,936 227 162.32 20.25 

3
rd
 grade Vocabulary 7,699 240 179.75 19.47 

1
st
 grade Comprehension 7,914 196 150.76 12.68 

2
nd

 grade Comprehension 7,884 224 169.23 19.09 

3
rd
 grade Comprehension 7,679 260 179.93 20.83 

1
st
 grade Word Analysis 7,956 202 148.99 16.59 

2
nd

 grade Word Analysis 7,937 233 166.67 21.83 

3
rd
 grade Word Analysis 7,656 256 178.31 26.67 

1
st
 grade Listening 7,946 200 145.34 14.30 

2
nd

 grade Listening 7,918 222 166.55 16.78 

3
rd
 grade Listening 7,619 245 173.91 18.38 

 

 

 

 

 


