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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 tefforts to understand the reading development of
students who are English Language Learners (ElcLReading First schools. By
examining the 2002008 lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS),wtasfound that first and
secondgrade ELLs perforedjust as well as native spkers orsubtess that measure

their decoding skills (Word Analysis). Howevéfi ¢ h i g a stuilens sEorel
significantly lower than native English speakers on vocabulary and reading
comprehension. Gaps between ELL and native English spea&erpartcularly
pronounced in the third gradie. addition toanalyses of reading achievemethie report
provides descriptivenformation abouthe ELL population inMi ¢ h i RFasch6o

for example, thetudents, the communities and schools where theg, larel the kinds of
academisupport they receivk Interviews with literacy coaches and facilitators
provided insights intehallengeshe schools antkacherdaced in trying to improve the
reading achievement of ELL students. We summarize their views ofayethathe RF
programinfluenced the teaching and learning of ELL students in RF schools. Finally,
raise issuethat warrant further research



Introduction and Overview

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 put in place measures to make it possible
understandhe reading achievement 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 whetheEtigdish Language LearnegI(L)

students are making progress in reading and mathematics. The focus on the achievement
of ELL students in 5. elementary schools is timely, given the increased numbers of
students who come to school speaking English as a second language. In atichtimyn

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 efforettodatprove
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 opportinityestigatethe exent

to whichthe st at e 0 sled Bknmprpvernegtsn dasic academic skills for ELLS.
These results can be placed in the contegigsfs ofmodestprogress on the national
level. Results of the federally funded Reading First Implementation studytbhab 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
schoolg(Moss, Fountain, Boulay, Horst, Rodger & Browyons, 2008). Recent filings
from the National Association of Educational Progress indicated ibpahic students in
grade 4 showed significant improvements inrtheading as compared to 20Q%e,

Grigg & Donahue, 2007).

This report contributes tefforts to understand reag instruction for students who were

ELLs in schoolsn the last years of the RF program in Michig&rmprovides descriptive
informationaboutMi c hi gandéds ELL po@noamaysomen i n RF scho
demographic characteristics of thteidents, the commuigs and schools where they

lived, and the kinds odicademicsupport they receixk It outlines challenges described

by the education professionals who prodidepport to their teachers and discusses how

the RF program influenced the teaching and learofriglL students in RF schools.

Finally, we raise issues that need further research.

The report draws on datiaat have been collected to carry out an evaluation of Reading
First in Michigan. This includedescriptive information abotite students in Micgia n 6 s
Reading First schools and the programs that serve ELL studastsell as ELL

s t u d eerfornsarice on the lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) to describe the reading
achievement during 2062008 These data are used to analigté reading

performare, using several different comparisod3 the achievement of ELlas

! All data describing students and their reading achiemémr in the context of
Michigand RF schools. The data do not describe the performance of students outside that
context.



compared to that afative English speakers; 2) the achievement of Spapishking

ELLs as compared to that éfabic-speaking ELLs; and 3) the performance of students
who were reporté 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) servicés.

In addition, the report contextualizes the achievement test resultawingron

interviews with RF facilitators and literacy coachassschools with high concentrations

of ELLsin Michigamd s R F . $he mtereidws provide information about the schools

and communities in which ELLs live, features of the instructionaices\vthey are

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

i nformation about coachesd6 and facilitatorso
has had and raise issues that need to be to addressed to support thelexadipment

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 RFschools 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 Mich

5. What did literacy coaches and Ri&eilitators 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 regdior ELLs in Michigan
schools?

The terms fAbilingualo support and AEngli sh
explained on page 8.

Al so referred to as fAcoaches



Overview of Sources of Information and Methods of Analysis
Quantitative Data and Data Analyses

Theanal ysis of studentsd performance on readi
information These are as follows:

1 The Single Reaw 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 stéace per year (fall and spring). This report
includes SRSD information aboutdte nt sé6 pri mary | anguages,
or Reduced Lunch (F/RL), and the type of Limited English Proficiency services
or special educatioservices they receive.

1 The lowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS), administered in April of every school
year;the r eport includes studentsd perfor manc
Reading Comprehension, Word Analysis, and Listening.

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

combined, eliminating any obvious duplicate casessttidentwas 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 SIRE&D (
special education, LEP) were merged with the ITBS datatbgient 1D, and were

converted into binary variables. We first ran Independetgsis and simple comparisons

of means. This preliminary analysis informed our design for our regression model. To
account for factors that could influence the test scoreh @s 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 overmw and assigtdwith the implementation of the RF program,
typically workedwith about five schools in one or sometimes two districts. Each RF
coachwasan employee of the school whose yoéisto provide instructional support for

the early elementary teachers who are im@eting the RF program. To identify coaches
from schools that serddarge populations of ELLS, we contacted tHe RLL Task

Force, which consistedff facilitators from across the state. Those facilitators identified

19 schools in three areas of the sthied servd 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 parpate. All five of the invited RF facilitators

participated. One week prior to the interviews, we sent each participant a copy of our
guestions via email. We employed a standardized-epded interview format (Patton,

2002). The interview protocol (segpendix A for interview protocols) asked about
features of the schoolsd supportdistructures
teaching ELLs, and their goals in this area. Interviews lasted no more than one hour, were
conducted by phone, and wefgitally recorced



The interview data were reviewed using grounded th&@oybin, 2008) We first

employed an open coding scheme &nigfy 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. Trasereported belovgfterremoving
identifying information about the respondents.

Identification of English Language Learners

The SRSD data adopt the definition of ALI mit
Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation. Theetm LEP is used to describe individuals who

are between the ages 623, 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 amshderstanding English. (For the full definition,

see Appendi x B.) I n place of the SRSDO6s fALE
English Language Learners (ELLS) because this designation is currently more commonly

usedin research.

Individual sools 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 languagproficiency 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 studentso6 dpr irmafrhyoomel éa nogru afignea, t invoeto tlhaenig u a

bilingual students proficient in English wer
primary language. These students were included inthe apalye s-EGEhea; t hey

were not included in the ELL group.

Schoolsado identified studentsd ALEP I nstructior
reporting the type of program they offered each of their ELL students. The SRSD asked
them to choose one of 12 program | abel s, i nc

and ®mew® programs (see Appendix C for full

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 20072008 school year, Réchools in Michigan served 3,462 ELLs in grades“
accounting for 13 percent of the student populatidtile it may be mathematically

* According to 20072008 Single Rsource Student Database (SRSD)



accurate to say that approximately 1 out of every 8 students in Michigan RF schools was
classified as an ELL, thisould be misleadingThis is becausBetroit, Dearborn, and

Grand Rapids, three large urban school districts in Michigan,sdredargest numbers

of ELLs. In fact,72 percent of all ELLs were concentrated in these aFegisrel

illustrates the distrilstion of ELLs in Michigan.

Figurel. Location of ELLs in RFshools in Michigan

All Other
Areas
28%

Dearborn
31%

Grand
Rapids
12%

29%

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

RF schools from across the state served students who were learning English ad a secon
language. Of the 159 RF schools in Michigan, more than half (98) had at least one ELL
in its populationWe identified mckets of ELLs across the state, including Holland and
Kalamazoo. Some relatively smaller districts sdrigh proportions of ELLs,u&ch as

Pontiac Public Schools (26%) and Wyoming Public Schools (56%tjools in Detroit,
Dearborn, and Grand Rapidladhigh concentrations of ELLs. The proportion of ELLS in
these areas6 scFlgwe?2l s i s il lustrated in

Figure 2.Proportion of ELLS& non-ELLs byarea
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® The SRSD datalentified 3,462 ELLs, but for 471 the district was not identifiag a
result, they were not included figure 1.



Dearborndés ELL population in RF schools out:Ht
it unique in the state of Michigan. Two out of three students in Dearborn classrooms were

ELLs. In Grand Rapids, ELLs comprised nearly 30 percettt@students, and in Detroit

one in six students was an ELL.

1.2 What languages did they speak?

The majority of Mi ackéSpaniahodAsabi€ds theirdirnstladgeagd. s s p
Of the 3,462 students who were eligible for ELL services, more tHawéie Spanish

speakers, and nearly one fourth spoke Arabambined, these two groups of students
accounedfor 82 percent of all ELL students in the state (Seere 3).The remaining

ELLs spkeone of 76 other languages, the most prevalent among bsisg Hmong,

Romanian, Chaldean, Vietnamese, and Croatian

Figure 3.Languages of ELLSs sthoolsMi chi gands RF

Other
17%

Arabic .
26% Spanish
57%

ELLs from these different language growpse concentrated in particular geographic

areas, as illustrated Figure4. Nearly 98 peraet of ELLsSs i n Dear bornods
spoke Arabic as a first language. Grand Rapids, on the other hand, served an ELL

popul ation that was predominantly Spanish sp
most linguistically diverse group witSpanish representj 80% of all ELLs, Arabic

11%, andother languages 9%

® 273 students reported English as their native languageonetheless qualified for
ELL services. The specific reason for this phenomenon is unknown.



Figure 4. Proportion oflanguagespoken by ELLs bydcation.
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1.3 What was the percentage of ELLs who qualified for Free/Reduce Lunch?

A higher proportion of English Language Learners weiglaé for Free/Reduced Lunch
(F/RL) than were native speakers of English Sigerre5) (p <.01). Since F/RL is based

upon

populationwasbetter off financially than ELLs in thisample.
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Figure 5.Comparison opercentage of ELL and neBLL studentswho qualified for
free/reduced lunchatus
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1.4 How many ELLs received special education services?

A smaller percentage of ELLs receivgpecial education services thBnglish sgakers
(seeFigure § (p < .01), but there was no significant differencespecial educatiostatus
accoding to primary language group

Figure 6.Percentage atudentseligible for Special Educatiomservices,comparison of
ELL and norELLs.

[
wn

"
iy

[
(5]

Education services

Proportion of students eligible for Special

BB
O FH N W s 0 N0 WO RN

ELL Mon-ELL
RF Students in Michigan

The statiically significant differences between the growgretaken into account in our
test score comparisons.

1.5 What types of instructional services did
RF schools?

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

received. In an attempt to capture the nuances of different programs, the SRSD survey
requiresschools to assign one of 12 labels to describe their services for each ELL student
(see Appendix C). According to RF fétEtors, therevere not clear definitions of these
program types, and theveas great variation in implementation (discussed further in the
gualitative portion of the report).

We formed two categories for thisvelopedpor t : A b
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 focusyiniagahe

impact of program assignmehtn or der to explore whether pro
first language in the classroom were associated with better or poorer test results, we

combined data for the four program labels that mention bilingual suppo et
ABilingual 06 category. Likewise, we combined
to different variations of AESLO instruction
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Presenting these two types of approaches as a clean distinction is somewhat misleading,
however, as there is a grelgal of variatiorwithin each of these program designations,
as will be discussed in more detail below.

Figure7i | l ustrates t he
schools.

Figure 7. Progranty p e s
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we will addresghe 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 influehtte types of prgrams offered ELL

populations.

Figure8 illustrates the proportion of ELLs schoolsrepath s p | ac e d
Abi |l i ngual OoFiguredbegsrcarmsh e sT htehe t ypes

primary language.

Figure 8.Proportion of ELLprogramsby st u d efirstlasmguage
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The prevalence of natiManguage support in classrooms vddepending onhe

studentso6 first | angua gspeakind&lleandamwst7090 per ce
percent of Spanisbpeaking ELLs were reported to have reedisome 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 receiaeig@d 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 discussionl®BS 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 dhigan RF students in grades 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. Thedwal held constant the following variables: F/RL
eligibility, gender, studentso6é grade | evel,
presents this model with a comparison of the scores onghbtess: Vocabulary,

Comprehension, and Word Analysisgure9 summarizes the findings from the full

regression model presented in Appendix D, Table 1.

Figure 9.Summay of the scoe difference between ELLs and nr&hLs (grades 13
combined). For max scores, see Appendix G.

[Ty
o

Score difference: ELL and non-ELL

O B N W & n O N O O

ITBS Subtest

‘'Since ELLs® scor es -Bllsrthesepasitive pomtosdluesds fr om non
represent how much better n&ihLs scored than did ELLs on these thsebtess.
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Figure9 shows that ELL statuss a factor in studentsdo perfor
even when controlling for SES and other variables, native speakers of English

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

the scores by grade leyélowever, shows that ELL performance in comparison te non

ELLs varies by grade level (s&&gurel0).

Figure 10.Summary of the ITBS score differences on reading subtests from full
regression model (Appendix D, Tablé.2)

[@istgrade
B2nd grade
O3rd grade

Score difference: ELLs & Non-ELLs

o B N W A O N O W

40@

ITBS Subtest

Note In this figure, the ore difference represents how many pointsBbhs 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 Analysik€ difference was nataistically significani.

However, ELLs in the third grade scored significantly lower on both subtests
demonstrating thhigher the grade, the greater the disparity between ELL anéEbbn
achievement. This data 8ebne year of testing resutscannot allow ér 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
longitudinallyd that is, as ELLs progress through the early eleargntears.

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

at the ¥ grade level. They suggested that test protocol differences could explain this
phenomenon: the®grade test was timed and thiéahd 2° grade tsts were not. Thus,

ELLs who failed to complete the test due to
However, according to the ITBS dat4’ grade ELLs actually answered more questions

on the Comprehension and Word Analysis subtests thaithbs (p <.01). On

Vocabulary, both groups answered about the same number of questions

®For this comparison, ELL sEOL Issc@es.es wer e subt
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2.2 Did reading achievement vary among ELLs who spoke different languages?

Figurell compares the scores of Spaniahd Arabiespeaking ELLs in RF in grades3l
combined. Theihear 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 adelshownin Appendix E, Table 3.

B

N e
NES e & pe? N
C e Wo

Score differences betweem Arabic- and Spanish-
speaking ELLs (Arabic-Spanish)
[T U N = R IR ST}

ITBS Subtest

The figure pesents the score differences between Arabid Spanisispeaking ELLS,
while holding other factors (e.g., F/RL, special education, etc.) constant. The positive
numbers indicate that Arabgpeakers performed better, while the negative number
(Listening) ndicates that Spanisspeakers scored high@verall, Arabiespeaking ELLS
in RF scored significantly higher than Sparsgieaking ELLs on measures of
Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, and Word Analysis.(0). Spanish speakers
scored higher on the $tieningsubtest(p < .01). However, closer examination of the
scores at each grade level paints a more nuanced pi€igues 12 reports test score
comparisons by grade and primary language.

Figure 12.Summary ofinear regression of ITBSubtestscoresfor Arabic- and Spanish
speaking ELLs

5
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=
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Vocabulary Comprehension Waord Analysis

ITBS Subtest
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This figure demonstrates the point differential on the subtests in which Asjadaking

ELLs scored higher than Spanispeaking ELLs(For the full regression model, see
Appendix E, Table 4.For maxmum scores, se Appendix GIn 1*and 29 grade,
Arabic-speaking ELLs in RF scored significantly better than Spaspelaking ELLs on
Vocabulary, Comprehension and Word Analysis:(01). However, the3grade groups
showed no statistically significant differencestbose testgAs in the previous

comparison, we cannot shalanges over timeecausehis 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 Aabicspeaking ELLs outperformed Spanispeakers in the*Igrade is

worth noting, as some of our interviewees expressed the hypothesis that Arabic speakers
might have a harder time learning to read English than Spapeskershbecause athe
differencein alphabet and directionality of print. The findings, however, do not support
this hypothesis.

Spanishspeaking ELLs did fare better on the Listening subtagtire13 illustrates the
score differences on this subtest.

Figure 13.Summary of linearegression of ITBSlistening subtest scofer Arabic and
Spanishspeaking ELLs
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ITBS Subtest

This figure demonstrates the point differential on the subtests in which Syspeiskers
scored higher than Arabgpeaking ELLs. For the full regression model, see Appendix E,
Table 4.(For maxmumscores, see Appendix GSpanishspeaking ELLs scored
significantly higher on the Listeningubtesin the first and third grades.

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

To ansver 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
(Abilingual programso) with students who
pr ogr amssi gompariséndookid at the reading achievement scores of these two
groups with the scores from all three grade8)tombined. In addition to Vocabulary,

r

e C
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Reading Comprehension, and Word Analysis, we report the findings for Listening. We
include thissubtestbecauseét demonstrated a statistical significapaed it contrasted

with the findings for the othesubtess. The linear regression model held constant the
following variables: language spoken, F/Rbpgcial educatigrprogram type and grade
level. Figure14 summarizes these scores (see Appendix E for full model).

Figure 14.Summary of regressioromparingscore differences otsdentsreportedo be

in ABilingueegramsand AESLO p
P
}%2.5 —1
LI _
BEais _
g5
§§°-5 ]
a & e <\°Q
& =< < &
* (,,"-’é‘Q< Q\ébv
ITBS Subtest
In this figure, the point values represent how many pointsilse nt s i n dAbi l
programs scored higher than students

regression model, see Appendix E, TabléFdr maximum scores, see Appendix G.)
When combining all scores from grade8,1students who received some soft in their
first |l anguage (Abilingual d program) s
programs on the four variables of interest.

When we examingthe scores at each grade level, the findings are less condtsgeme
15 summarizes the scoremparisons from the regression model. For the full regression
model, see Appendix E, Table 5. See Appendix G for max scores.

Figure 15: of Mo del

Programs.

Summary Regressi on

Score difference:
“Bilingual” & "ESL"

o
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ITBS Subtest
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The figure reports ITBS test score differercef or st udents rep
and AESLO progr ams. I n this chart, p
Abilingual 6 support outscored studen
demonstrate wherersamsdecibos eidn hilgsleo
At the F'and 3 grade level, ELLs in bilingual programs did not score higher than
students in ESL programs in Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, or Word Analysis.
Yet the 29 grade students in bilingual pyrams scored significantly higher on those
same subtests. The difference in scores with all three grades combined can thus be
attributed to the ¥ grade esults. Thus, the results suggstt students who received
some instruction in their native langwadid not consistently outperform students who
received aHEnglish instruction. However, it is important to point out again that these

| abel s (Abi |l iweg definkdandamptmeitEdiffargnih different
schools.
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Summary
Results of our gantitative analysis highlight the following:

Describing the ELL population:

1 ELLswere highly concentrated in certain regional areas, although &etes
found in most RF schools across the state

1 Spanishwas t he domi nant | anguagaeathaghoken by
significant concentrations of Arabic speakers are also found in Dearborn and
Detroit.

1 ELLs were statistically overepresented in the group of students who were

eligible for Free/Reduced lunch

ELLs were significantly underepresented in spedieducation programs

The majority of ELLs in Michiganvere in programs that claim to provide

some kind of #@Abilingual d support

= =

Comparing ELL and No#ELL Test Results
1 Language matters. ELLs scdrlewer than norELLS on measures of reading
achievementwen when holding constant other factors

0 On VocabularyELLs scoré lower than norELLSs at all three
grade levels.

0 On Reading Comprehensidal.Ls in the first grade scored as well
as nonELLs, butsecond and third grade ELLs scoreghdicantly
lower thannonELLS.

o OnWord Analysis, nofELLSs scored significantly higher than
ELLs in the & grade, but there were no differences for tfarid
2%gradersod6 scores.

9 Third grade ELLs shoedthe lowest overall scores in comparison with-non
ELLs.

3-329.)'_"
m MmMm—0
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Comparing Spash and Arabiespeaking ELLs Test Results:

1 Arabic-speaking ELLs in the®igrade scored significantly higher that 1
grade SpanisBpeaking ELLs on measures of Vocabulary, Reading
Comprehension, and Word Analysis; such differences were not evident in the
3" grade scores.

1 Spaniskspeaking ELLs scored higher on the Listening subtest at some grade
levels.

Comparing Test Results by Type of Program:

1 Reported [acement in different types of programs for ELLS, as defined for
thisstud " ESL 0 a n d,ddedriotlappeag to sighificantly affect
reading achievement

In the following section, we providenformation from our interviesto illuminate these
and other issues.

Findings: Interview Data

The ITBS scores detailed in the previous section prowdessense of how ELLs

achieved on standardized reading measures, yet they pditlilgeinformation about the
classroom experiences of these students. In the following section, we cite interview data
to provide additional information about ELLs in RFsdeooms. 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 addigon, th
resultsoffer insight into what schools were doitggmeet those challeegand how the

RF programinfluencedr eadi ng i nstructional practices an
ELL students. We interviewed RF facilitators and coaches in the areas with the highest
concentrations of ELLs: Detroit, Dearboemd Grand Rapids. The following questions
guided the analysis of the interview data:

1 Whatwere the features of the schools and communities where ELLS live
in Michigan?

1 What kinds of program supporiddMi c hi gandés RF school s of

1 What dd literacycoaches and RF facilitators identify as gagticular
challenges of teaching reading to ELLs, and wiexre RF schools doing
to address those challenges?

1 What dd literacy coaches and RF facilitators report about how RF has
influenced the teaching angdrning of reading for ELLs in Michigan
schools?
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Research Questior8: 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, br there is a great deal of diversity within these groups. Likewise, the

comparisons can imply differences across groups where there may be similarities. The
demographienformationpresented above might not capture these nuances, but our

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

the schools they atteni.bhi s section explores: ELLs® commu
diversity within and across language groups, the language goals of their schools, and the
different wegys schools supported the learning of ELLSs.

3JHow were ELLSsO® communities and school cul t

Emily Andrews, a RF facilitator in Grand Rapidsointed out the differences between
some of her schools with similar percentages of Spaspishking students. Andrews
described the character of the schools and neighborhoods, pointing out that the
neighborhood with more recent immigrants retdia Spanistspeaking culture both at
home and school. She talked about Magnolia Elementary, wherthings of its students
wereELLs:

Immigrants tend to go to [this neighborhood] firstd @hen

they tend tid 6mowvwe neutghdor hood where pe
speak Spanish at home, at the grocery store, and the

principal is Hispanic, so she is very tuned inhe heeds of

the people.

In and out of school, studentsoe Spanish. However, sinddagnolia Elementarywas
considered a Alanding pointo f wasmareecent i mmi
migratory than otherslementary schooisn t h e d ide gorbackto MexiéoToh e y

|l ong periods of time, 0 Andrews said. AA | ot
back that theyobébve earned. Sometimes, they go
workers. o At Evergreen, tdservesb®pereentt ary schoo
Spanishks peakers, the story is different. AThe s
have a [bilingual] aid to help with enroll me
speak Spanish, so right away they come into that buidlhge y know t heydr e i n
Englishs peaking environment. o6 This il lustrates

is Spanish attend schoaldth similar demographic information, their school experiences
couldbe quite different.

Considering the conceiation of Arabiespeaking students in Dearborn, one might expect
homogeneity across the schools. Th& not the case. Like Magnolia Elementary in

’ The names of interviewees and their schools have been changed. Most participants
chose pseudonyms for themselves and for their schools. For those who didwot, ne
names werassigned to them.
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Grand Rapids, the neighborhood around Wheelock Elementarysesa@ | andi ng
pointo for tehtemmgiantsy Thisvas noohsg new. Engily James, the
school 6s coach, commented on the neighborhoo

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, wasainge dr aw, so we might ove hact
Italian, Greek, Romanian, but it was always a mix. There

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

remember. And over the year s, itbds bee
Eastern populaton | 't 6 s maybe 99 percent now.

Manyofte schoolwesestadent si mmigrants from Yeme
3%world villages, so they face huge cultural
offereda A Newcomer 0 pr ogr am3whoharesentlydivedtasd i n gr ac
knew little English. For some of them, James said,ighthavebeentheir first

experience with formal schooling. She estimated theB@6tudents fitting this profile

enrolledat Wheelock every year.

At schools in other Dearborn neighborhoods, student popudat/ere more stable.

Gerber Elementary, for example, safwveany students with a Lebanese background.
According to Coach Anna Abetomemoresstabe overc hool 6 s
the years.

In the last seven or eight years, | have seen a hugeehang
in turnover. At one time our bilingual classrooms only had
students who were really and truly bilingédalihich would
break down to an ELPA 5 of%In the last few years, we
did not have many students to exethptve have had a

huge turnover in the lastvieyears 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 i
Lebanon.

Some of their students, she saidye 3% or 4" generation immigrants. She said that all of
these factors made studentsdé first | anguage

YSchools administered the ELPA test to measu
assigns students levels of proficiency on a-fsaént scale (1 being lowest proficiency
and 5 being the highest).

1 Some ELLswvereexempt from takig the ITBS if theyattended 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 Dearborigitt seem similar on paper when comparing

socio-economic status, student first language, and even test scoresyélebfferences

I n neighborhoods and schools not captured by
dialogue provides insight to the changes that haggbeithin schools in response to

global events.

Research Question 4: What kinds of program s
offer ELLS?

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

RF schools shadsa common goal for ELLs: to gstudents reading and writing in
English at grade level. This unified goal, articulated by all of the interviewass0

coincidence, according to Facilitator Janet
proficiency in English is expected atthe endhef3°g r ade, 6 she said. As J
(Wheel ock, Dearborn) articulated this goal,

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

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

give them everything we can. o0 Tina Vidal, th
noted English proficiency as the primary goal, but she also cited biliteracy as a goal at her

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

toward the goal of English proficiéncy. AThe
for them to be successful i n English, and th
At Clark, Vidal explaind t hat A A | ot of our teachers are
want the kids to be biliterate, not just bil
underpinning the school s bilingual transit.
literacy should be develep not onlyto support the learning of English, kalsofor
other social reasons as well. She said:
It 611 be so much easier for them to ge
biliterate. ltés a huge asset. Plus, vy

having a hard time communicating witheir parents

because the child is proficient in English and the parent

doesndét speak any English. Thatoés crin
concerned. For them to lose their language is a huge loss.

But transition programs like the one at Claré&re the exceptionin all of the Dearborn

elementary schools, for example, where students were identified as being placed in
Abilingual 6 progr ams, English was the primar
used by aides or classroom teachers only as suppegrborn shoolsprovided some

instruction in Arabic, but those programsre separate from their 9@inute 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
principlesthat guide the development of services for ELLs. While the RF facilitators and

coaches Hithe same godl for students to read and write English at grade é&velw to
achieve that goaldepesdl ar gel y upon the philosophy of a
Rapids, Facilitator Andrews said the program
principal and school believe. 0 At buildings
learners themselves, they prefer to teach with the ERglish y appr oach. 0o

FrancineMarano, a RF facilitator and former ELL herself, suggested a practical reason

why instruction in Englishonlwas of f ered at some sites. @0We d
resources [for biliteracy programs]. So, |et
Englishtat wi Il take them t hr abagiersischool . 06 Some
implementing the types of programs they woltddveliked to provide their students.

These barriers are described below in the 0nC
4. 2 I n what nwayd oampe ofgbialms i mpl ement ed i n Mi

As outlined in the previous section, more than tHoeeths of the RF schools in

Michigan reported thattheyplat&E LLs i n some variation of a it
Yet t hese fibiweiemglensehted inperyaifereatmaysor example,

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

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

this program. Coach Vidal tlined the program: In kindergarten, the studentsi ase

Spanish version of Open Courtds rweedi ng prog
taught in Spanish for the majority of the day, and also redsiveport for learning

AAcademi c ErnygrbgressidthraughAhe gradbsestudents leatmore

content in English. Spanistpeaking students with higher proficiency in English reakive

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

in Grand Rapids aigdto promote biliteracy with a transition program for Spanish

speaking students.

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

RF schools were identified in the SRSD as re
instructional approaches used to provide that support vary across schools. Hope

Elementary emplogdi mi x ed gr oupi n @ Gtudemsveese Indt grauped s sr o o ms
by English language ability. Oneuwld find students of all language abilities in every

class. A biingual paraprofessional typically workdw i t h A n edwstudemewhs 0

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

However, at Wheelock Elementary, which typically recdi26-3 0 finewcomer so eve
year, such an appachwas not feasible, according to Coach James. As mentioned in the

previous section, many of the school s newco
where the studentsight not have had any formal schooling in their villages. To serve
those student§Vheelock offeedt wo fAnewcomer 0 classes. Johnso

progr am: AThere are 12 st upradessiosal). Wypitaly, one t e a
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they stay [in the program] for one year, but it varies. As soon as they become proficient,
we getthemdck to their main classroom as fast as

James commented on the different meanings of

to Gerber Elementary (Dearborn). AWhen we we
kids were so fluent in Englistthe teacher needed to use so little Arabic, we thought,
OWow, these are the bilingual students? This

even schools thatight appear tdhaveserval similar populations and reped providing

the same kind of prognaactuallyservel students with very different backgrounds and

providel different kinds of instructional support. In addition, the services prowickee

seldom the type of bilingual program that th
to mind.

Take Hope Elementary in Dearboifor example. According to Coach Sarah Rose, many
of t he s c hookdAlsic ahddeld a Wiliaguad endogsement. Even so, English
was the primary language of instruction in all classrooms. Arabgcused as a

suppotd to clarify instructions or content that studentd trauble understanding in
English. Suctwas the case for all of the Dearborn schools that participated in this study,
but that does not mean the school communitiésot value or support biliteracyoge
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 contert lessons students had learnednigligh.

Theywere not taught to read or write in Arabic during the school day. All of the schools
from Dearborn that participated in the study repdthat Englishwas the primary
language of instruction with Arabic used as a support.

43 Inwhatwaysver e AESLO programs i mplemented i n Mi

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

programs that they considelt o be f#Abilingual 6 in some way, l
clearly defined by oumterviewees. They referred to it generally as instruction in
English, and were unable to describe the nat

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

provided to Michigan ELLsAlthough wewere 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 issu
of the paper.

Resarch 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 agp#récular challenges of
teaching reading to ELI%
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Going Bey<€ad!|l iwgod Difficulty Fostering Comg

Every facilitator and coach interviewed reported that teaching ELLs to comprehend what
they read remagda significant obstacle, eveéhoughthe RF program had a positive
| mpact on studentso6 decoding skills.

Coach Rachael Schmidt 6s wElemwypd, cabDearniReman) )
student sé] phonics and phonemic awareness ha
abletodecodered r ead words. 0 But she and ot hers po
ddnot ensure understanding. AOur students ca

Ricar do, Eagle El ementaryds (Detroit) coach.
readdagqee reported a similar trend at Wheel o
great! Great! o6 But you ask them to tell you

Some intervieweeslaimed that some of threading prograsiendorsed by Rplaceda

gred deal of emphasisn decoding skills. Coach Vidal (Clark Elementary, Detroit) said:

AThe big focus in Reading First has been dec
focusing so much time getting these kids to
vocabulary part and gaining more knowledge about the language itself that is not being
addressed as much as it needs to be. o

It is important to note that RF did not officially emphasize decoding skills over
comprehension. The pr enrpurethattbytheuHird gracegdlle goal w
students were reading at grade level. Facilitator Marano theorized about why some

educators perceived the RF program as having a decodewjed focus. She suggested

that the assessments used to measure studentgzogag 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 overemphasis on decoding instruction as it became the
more immediate and visible measure of progresslé/tne
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 reasormr 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 regtoradopt a reading
program approved by the state. Grand Rapids and Dearborrabgtiitheir required 90
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minute reading block with a comprehensive program published by Houlyhtfbin.
Detroit adopted the Open Court program. Some schools in Detroitrandl apids
adoptedAvenuesa reading program published for Sparsgleaking English Language
Learners (by the publisher HamptBnown). Avenuess not an approved reading
program,because it did not cover all five of the core components of readingatstru
So itwas used as a supplement to the primary reading program in some schools.

Facilitators and coaches commented on the limitations of the adopted reading programs
theywere using. In regard to the Open Court materials, for example, Vidal saithdy
provided some support for teaching ELLs, but that the suggestwers rather generic.

She said:

The program itself is very general. It do
specific needs with different populations. For example, it might

say something i ke 6 Y o ur ma&halke poblems veith t s

this, so do this. I'tds a hit and miss Kkin
hit on some things.

Vidal went on to say that thevenuegprogram, designed specifically for Spanish
speaking ELLs, providian organizedwell-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 supplementarggram: it providd pictures, stories, and musical

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

Aphoni cs ar eAva nlukedaitodhusy €odiland bther coaches said they

At weda kt he pr o g retahaseeds of thbiresseidentan®merset Hill, a

facilitator in Detroit, said that at time&yenuesvas too heavily relied upon, which could

havehurt student sd dev Averugasagprogramithat emghasizdsong r ur
language development anddissigned to support the ELL, but there are many things that

it does not provide: the rigor needed to hel

In schools with predominantly Arabgpeaking populations, use of bilingual materials

was not an optionDearborn Facilitator Nicole Rogers addressed the availability of texts

i n Arabic: AThere just arendt any publishers
anything available. o0 Coach Rose (Hope EI emen
progams only suppoed students with some English background. She said:

HoughtonMifflin 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 theyBrmegl had. ndoheydére unable to do
the activities. Luckily, we have a highly trained staff that

adjusts to their needs.
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Staffing Issues: Teachers and Administration

Schools hd difficulty finding and retaining trained teachdrsvhether bilingual, ESL

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

the 20072008 school year, one of her schools could not provide struggling ELLs in the
second grade with a bilingual tebBadher. ATher
before, 0 she said. AThey can read it in Engl
teachers areno6t fluent ewsoan gduethabschobaslinp t hem w
Detroit and Dearborn struggled with as well. Eagle Elementary in Detasibne

example. The school was formed when the district closed other schools. In theGew K

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

in the early grade levels, according to Coach Chalmers. At EImwood Elnyent

(Dearborn), the administration strovéo find more bilingual teachers, but still struggjle

In 20072008, she said the school had bilingual teacbelgat the firstgrade level. For

schools with diverse populations of ELLSs, finding bilingual teash&seven more

difficult. Both Arabic and Spanistspeaking ELLs atteradl Frazier School in Detroit.

Coach Mary Smith said Spanispeakersdnot get enough support. a
Arabic-speaking bilingual teacher that services all of the bilingual stad&herefore,

ourSpanisse peaking population has no one to trans

Some schools, such as Clark (Detroit) and Hope Elementary (Dearborn)eddépaetr
problems finding qualified personnel. Abpe eight of nine teachsrspke Arabic, in

addition to six bilingual pararofessionals that assestin the classrooms. Likewise,

Clark Elementary beneéitifrom a long tradition of teaching Spanispeaking students

and having bd«init aofmmenmyttiohti dal said.

Hiring and retaining administrators that refleds c hool s 6 et hni ¢ and 1|1 ing
populations was regarded as beneficial to schools and their communities. Andrews cited
one princiopal in Grand Rapi ds: AShe 1 s very

really drawing the parents in and making them feel welcome, making it kind of a
community cendandretaning such afiminstdatomasa challenge for
schools across the state. Detroit Facilitator Marano said the shrinking distiiett ma
difficult to keep less experienced administrators with strong leadership Bkdliano
said:

Last year, [Detroit] closed schools. The principal in Poplar
Elementary was a great principal, but because it was his

first year in Detm#®lusttheremrbey coul dndt Kk
a couple of other administrators who just left the district.
|l 6m not sure they | eft because of chal

would rather not be in Detroit. | know one left because her
husband changed jobs and they had to move to another
stake. | think the other one accepted a position outside the
district.
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Student Migration/Attendance

Some ELLs traveddto other countries during the school y@avhich also proveto be a
significant obstacle to promoting continuous gains in reading achieweB the
migration patterns of ELL&ere far from uniform. Coach Tobi (Spring Garden
Elementary, Detroit) said changes in student migration sometimes corredpatid
political changes abroa®he said:

The other obstacle is when we had the invasioiraq 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 withthem],eve i f t hey donlow go to school
can you monitor [progress]?

James experienced similar trends at Wheelock (Degrbohere many of her students
emigrated from Yemen. She said that some students agether school foffirst grade,

travebdoverseasn second gradeand thename back t he foI l owing yea
while theyodére [overseas] t heyor not in sch
Yemen, theyodore not going to scho I.c‘>

As outlined in the niCommu he migraiengatteresoft i on, An

Gr and Ra p i-spealing Sytdents.iSenidt IMichigan for the winter to pursue
work in warmer climates or to visit family in Mexico, she said.

The ABilingual Educationo Debate

Some of the interviewees suggested thatitteb at e about whet her stude
languages should be used in instruction has been a challenge to providing effective

instruction to ELLs. They reported that meetings can betsib&ed by discussion about

this issue. Given i mhgua&lko wasdnadiefl in thesshoolsway s A b
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 t hat dedwltd:gd Thratf adrieaMerg.uel t s t h
think | 6ve heard this for 25 yeddhatsheRF t 6s st i
program has helped schools move away from that discussion and focus on improving

instructiord regardless ofwhich anguage i s used. Research sup,|
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 difficultopic of discussion.
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5.2What 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 dffatthe coaclse
described in the most detail.

Targeted Reading Interventions

Several of the coaches outlined scha@le interventions that tracked student progress in
reading and targeted specific skills. At Hope Elementary (Dearborn), students were

placed in small gnaps (34 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 studentds progress. T
school personnehen held regular intervention team meetings to ensure student progress.
Implementing the programvasnot easy, Coach Roseated A At first it was a

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

too.l t 6s becoming a routine part of their teac

Other schools, such as Clark and Wheelbeldimplemented similar targeted

interventions. Vidal (Clark, Detroit) said that 30 minutes perwiesedevoted to

targeting specific skills in small group settindevery two weeks, thesds t udent s 6

progress and pladestudents in different targeted areas where theyatsedra support.

Wheel ock El ementary (Dearborn) i mplemented a
onone enrichment pr oandpampoofessionalswhorkediwitht e ac her s
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 Dearbaeceived 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 thyear period.

All-Day Kindergarten

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

proportions of ELLs offered atlay kindergarten. Rose saw a difference in Hope

El ement aryds ( De ar-dapkinde)garten realyy helpgdr By thetms : i Al |
t heydre goi ng tmorepreparedtfor rgadiragdVée,givetthera spécifice
strategies. o

Parent Education, Outreach

Many of the schools that participated in this sthegdeveloped outreach and

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

systemai ¢ effort to educate parents and get t he
They started a motherds group that met for t
weeks. During the sessions, theld English language classdaughtcomputer skills,

and parenting skills.
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Professional Development

In addition to individual schoekide professional development, the English Learner Task

Force (comprised of RF facilitators that sergh proportions of ELLS) organized

training for coaches and teachersigeed to improve reading comprehension among

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

helppdst udent s connect the | anguage features of
coaches and facilitators mentioned ussfeeltered Instruction Observation Protocols

(SIOP), a program designed specifically for teaching ESL tedonficiency students.

Research Question 6: What do literacy coaches and RF facilitators report about
how RF has influenced the teaching and learng of reading for ELLs in Michigan
schools?

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

they would |ike to share about educating ELL
commented upon how RF has changexther practice, particularly in the teaching of

reading. The following illustrate the ideas that were raised.

Teachers Were Collaborating

Coaches and facilitators both ateghio the increased collaboration among teachers since

the start of the RF progma. Detroit Facilitator Marano said
col |l abor at i wagin Rofe¥glomallLbaening Gommunity (PLC) groups,

gradelevel team meetings, or in intervention meetings, RF developed and reinforced a
collaborative culture igchools.

Teachers Used Data to Inform Instruction

As mentioned previously, teachers and administrators used data to inform instruction and
intervention. For example, Coach Schmidt described asththol effort to help those

students scoring in the bottd2d" 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'thees® c e nt i | e : i We
need to getthemovertheu mp, 0 s he sai d.

Instruction was $stematic andexplicit

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

ARF has put the focus on |iteracy instructio
focuson literacy ingruction, it brought focuso literacy instruction. Allen, the coach at

Ger ber ( Dear b o r-Kilflin braught the systéntatic angl explicitrpiece to

instruction. We used | eveled readers before,
sequence f skills being taught. o Many of the coa
appreciated the structure of the programs. f

teachers are on bod@rdhey believe in the research, they have a more structured
organized progma, and a way to address certain skild
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own teaching as well : #l used to think | was
and I wasnot being consistent. RF has given
Summary

A number of ley issuesvereraised n the interviews with coaches. Perhaps the most
important issues are the following:

Communities with similar ethnic andnguage compositiongaried considerablyn many
ways. Thus, schools in what seemed to be sirodaxmunitiesnonetheless facegery
different challenges More often than not, there were many challenges that need to be
addressed to assure that the students had the best possible opportunitiesSoHeats
faced obstaclesuch as student migratiolimited resources designed for ELland
difficulty finding and retaining trained staff.

Despite the great variation across these schools, the coaches and facilitatora shared

common goal for the education of ELLs: to read and write English at gradelfeseder

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

i nstruction, most ELLsSs received some suppo
programs) and some st uSthoolstclsosthesgmagiamase A ESL O
based on their philosophies amdhilable resource# is important to note, however, that

the ways inwhichtheseisp port services for ELLs (such as
instruction)weredefined and implementedried considerably across sckso

rt
S u

Likewise, €hools addressdtiesechallenge®utside of the classroom. Many of the
schools offere@dditional learning opportunities for ELLs after school and during the
summer. In addition, many schools made an effort to connect with and edueartis pgr
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, REhanged teachgrpractices. they collaboraté morethan in the

pastand usd test sores to inform instruction, often using the test results to determine
studentsé need for targeted reading interven
teacherslescribé their teaching as more systematic and explicit.

Discussion
Paying Attention to Michigands English Langu

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 theitase 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. Likewissuch disaggregated data made studies such as this possible.

We originally set out to |l earn about Michiga
but also to see how well they read in comparison to their native Exsplestking peers.

This is what wedund:

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 thiéynadjo

the stateds RF sturdsofedheols served mtdeast dneafland w o
these students spoke 70 languages other than English. The majority of ELLs in Michigan
spoke Spanigh and attended school in Detroit or Grand Rapids. Dearborn served
predominantly Arabispeaking 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 tcaiaify
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.

Suppot i ng ELLs 6 ReandAchhegeménn st ructi on

RF set out to teach all students to read by the end of the third gsadetl#fed in this

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

of their ELLsSsO® r eadiaboge Onefarilitatos captuvedipis ade | ev el
senti ment well: Al n ot her guvowelscamwedo whme It DB
score data shosdthat their students benefited from their efforts. In particular, many

ELLs were decoding words just as well as their native Enggigdaking peers. On the

Word Analysissubtest ELLs in the first and secorgtadescored just as well as non

ELLs. Likewise, firstgrade ELLs comprehended just as well as native English speakers.

But the test scores only tell part of the sto@paches and facilitators also reported ways

in which RF made qualitative changes to the/svia which theytaughtreading to their

students. They claimed that RF has positively altered teaderavior and studesntd

learning. Teachenserecollaboraing mored for exampleworking in Professional

Learning Communities (PLCs) to examine data iafm their instruction. Such efforts
resulted in a more fAsystematico and fAexplici
Ahitting certain skillso in an inconsistent
teaching. Several schools also adopted sewie 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 Facilitatis made teaching ELLs to read a priority at the state level as well.

They formed the AEnglish Language Learner Ta
development that sought to improve instruction for ELLs. Among those efforts, they
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provided opportunités 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 succe
students still need more support to achieve at the levels envisioned in the NCLB
legislation. While ELLs in RF programs appeato fare well on decoding and word

analysis skills in early grades, their achievement on measures of vocabulary and reading
comprehenion still laggedfar behind graddevel expectationby the end of this study

Their test scores and information from interviews with the professionals who ptovide
support to their teachers suggehthat reading comprehension and vocabweeyekey

areas for continued focu&€LLs in secondand thrd-gradescored significantly lower than

native English speakers in these areas, and the achievement gap was greatest at the third
grade, where coaches and facilitators regutttiat the comprehension demanadshe

classroom and on standardized tests become much more challenging.

The interview data suggest that literacy coaches and teavheralready diligently

working to build their student sostressingabul ary
theimpo t ance of building student s oOowaschsliitgr ound
tied to vocabulary acquisition. But when it

comprehension, coaches and facilitators reported having fewer options and strategies.
For this reagn, 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 snply knowing word8 or relating texts to redife experiences. The coaches
and facilitators alike called for ad iisyst ema
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 Esygiaking students face,
namely poverty and all of its associated ils.all gradelevels,Free/Reduced Lunch
status & proxy for socb-economic statyds associated with lower reading scores for all
of Mi chi gan ®@¢ELRHace additidnalrchallenges unique to their
population as well. Thegftenspend a few months or even years afagn school so

their parents can visit family or pursue wérknly to return to schoaluring theweek of
endof-year standardized testing. Or, being new to the U.S. and the English language,
they havdimited experiences or cultural knowledge that theccessful nofELL peers

do. And as we found in this studyp makethe situatiormore challengindor educators,
the particular problems that needed to be addressed (e.g., student moliigyhotthe
same from school to schoelvenwhenthe communié# s 6 | anguage affinity
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incomesweresimilar. Norwerethese challenges statichey change as fast as the
world turns.

These factors are importafchools have not ignored tleballenges. They have made an

effort to address such problems aspleomeschool communication bipstituting

specialprograms that reach out into the community.,Bititl, the data indicate that a
studentsod6 ELL status does matter. That 1is to
regardless oivhichlanguage ELLs s, and regardless of the language of the

instruction they receivestatus ag second language learner of Engiigs found to be
negativelyassociated witiheading achievementhis notion may seem discouraging, but

in fact,these resultsuggest waysto mpr ove st udent s OElmimatmgli ng ach
poverty is perhaps beyond the scope ofresourcess educators, but weanteach

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

with ELLs is an important, ongog goal, and further research is needed to develop better
understanding of the kinds of knowledge and pedagogical strategiesan effectively

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

Further Research

This report points to several arelstneed furthestudy One of the shortcomings of this

report is its i nabi lovertinge. Quodatha from 2002088t udent sd p
indicated that ELLs in the T gradehad comparable scorestteir norELL peers.But

thethird-grade ELLs scokemuch lower than native English speakers. It would be
worthwhile to track ELLs in Michigands RF sc
When and why dé&LLs fall behind their notELL classmates as they progress thitoug

theearly elementargrades? Addressing this question with longitudinal data could

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

the extent to whiclELLs struggle in the lateglementarygradesDo ELL studers in

some classrooms and some schools fAbeat the o
achievement through the early elementary years?

Likewise,a longitudinal design coulde used to identifparticular kinds of reading

programsand instructional practés that help ELLsnake greater stridéban average

Our examination of the Abilingual 6 and AESLDO
findings, but perhaps longitudinal data could offer insight.

Our interview data proviodesde rrviicche sd eosfcfreirpetd obn
but very little information about AESLO serv
specifically mention either of these progran
ELLs naturally gravitabedetowaed. d&sthi bonna
receiving AESL

e

E 0O support (approximately 25 pe
be worthwhil to expl or e weteienplamerftefl.énrtheset way s

data, such programeerevirtually invisible.

Theinterview data and test scores both point to one particular area for future research:
reading comprehension. Coaches and facilitators repeatedly noted thav&ilddoing
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well when it @meto decoding, but nonetheless struggle understand what theyere
reading. The test score data reiterated this notion, with ELLs faring better on the Word
Analysissubtesthan on the Comprehensisnbtes{seeFigurell). Research must
examine why this seems to be the case. Likewise, further research should seeké¢o un
instructional strategies that bolster reading comprehension for all students, particularly
ELLs.

Mi chigandéds RF ELL population is not yet achi
wider society expect. As the ELL population grows acrossttte,amore will need to be

done to support their reading developmditte issues discussed in this report are ones

faced by school districts across the country
answer for districts dshad Myaynedwea mdsowmedrt ihsa vée
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 deedland true

ways of providing teachers with approaches tqsupeading development.
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Appendix A: Interview protocols
Reading First Facilitators (ELL Task Force)
*INTERVIEWER VERSION**

Name Date

Follow-up/guiding questions indented.

Introductian (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 Re&dist 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 nairiewer any of the questions, and some might not
be relevant for your schools as well. This interview will take no more than one hour. | also want
to remind you that | will be tapeecording the interview so that | can keep track of everything

you have todll 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 schoolsayou 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 re&entl
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 sai®
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 thdistrict 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 meeetus 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 anythilgave e n 6t di scussed,
you believe is important to know?

12. Followup questions by interviewer (to be listed below during interview):
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Literacy Coach Protocol

Name Date  6.24.08

Follow-up/guiding questiagindented.

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 ila 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 numérs 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. |
also want to remind you that | will be tapecording the interview so that | can peteack 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 schodistrict 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 théehbnstudents?
Does your school use a separate reading program for ELL students?
Whatare 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 distrigtide procedue or a schoebased procedure?
8. Please describe thedfass 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 imeir 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 paraprofessbnals 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. Ingeneral, 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 Il (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 arviddal:

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 NativeAmerican or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the outlying areas;
and

. 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 migratry, 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 suffigieto 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 participatalfy in society.

Also see http://www.michigan.gov/documents/Revised_State_Manual_2003 64173 higdf.
manual is for the Fall 2007 Submission only. Page 155 of 260
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Appendix C: List of program types

MEIS/Single Record Student Database (SRSD)/Data Fie&tiiptions

Field 71: LEP Instructional Program
Submission cycle: Fall, spring and end of year

Field use: NCLB, 20 USC 6913; 20 USC 6894

Office contact: MDE/Field Services/Limited English Proficient Students, Mazin Heiderson,
517-373-4590 orHeidersonM@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 DualLanguage 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 Immersid2 Content
based English as a Second Language 13 Newcomer
Program 14 Other Program 15 Refused Services 16 No
Services Offered

With other fields: Field 29: Program Participation

Programming edits: Ensure that Limited English Proficient (dixposition) is indicated position
in Field

29: Program Eligibility/Participation |. 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 vakds/aiu
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 DualLanguage Instruction. Also kmwn as tweway 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 TwoWay Immersion. Bilingual twavay immersion is a program in which
a second language (English) is used along with the student's first language for
curriculum instruction during some paf elementary or secondary schooling. The
goal of tweway immersion programs is functional competence in both languages.

07 Transitional Bilingual Instruction. This program, also known as @itybilingual education,
utilizes a student's primary lgnage 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) stucent's transition to an alinglish 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 biliterate 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 laggulearner (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 Steltered 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 environmech to tea
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) studenticeges in an
Englishonly mainstream classroom.

12 Contentbased 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 languagepntent, cognitive and study skills. English is used as the
medium of instruction.

13 Newcomer Program. Newcomer programs are separate, relativetpmstalined educational
interventions designed to meet the academic and transitional needs of nexely arri
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 participatesin 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 pohibits 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: Regressiontable s f or compari somBELbEOELLCBS and
scores

Table 1:

Linear Regression Analysis: ITBS Scores of ELLs & Bbhs (Grades 43 Combined)
Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis

B SEB B SEB B SEB

(Constant) 152.5 159.5 157

ELL -6.04” .358 3.7 34 -2.57 43

Special -9.3" .378 93" .37 -13” 46

Education

Female 1.57 237 2.37 .23 2.4" .29

F/R L -127 .284 211 27 117 .34

Grade 2 20.5” .286 19™ .28 18™ 34

Grade 3 38" .289 29™ .28 30™ .35

R? A7 .39

Constant: NorELLs, 1* 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/Rdligible for Free/Reduced Lunch

Tabk 2:
Linear Regression Analysis: ITBS Scores of ELLs & Bbhs (Grades 43 Reported
Separately)

Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis

First Grade B SEB B SEB B SEB

Non-ELL 150 155 155

ELL -2.97 554 -.34 437 .375 575
Second Grade

Non-ELL 174 179 175

ELL 717 627 45" .598 -1.01 .696
Third Grade

Non-ELL 192 191 191

ELL -8 675 6.1" 725 -7.27 .939

Constant: NorELLs, T Grade, Male, No Special Education status, No F/R L status.
*p<.10 *p<.05 ***p< .01
See Appendix G for max scores.



45

Appendix E: Regressiontables for comparisons of ITBSscores by first language

and type of program (ABilingualo & AESLO)

Table 3:
Linear Regression Analysis: ITBS Scores of Spanish & ArabidkBygeBLLS (Grades-1
3 combined) (n=3,462)

Vocabulary Comprehension  Word Analysis Listening

B SEB B SEB B SEB B SEB
(Constant) 142 153 154 145
Spanish -2.37 71 1.1 67 3.77 95 24" .70
Other Lang. -1.3 89 247 .84 1.03 1.19 3.17 .87
Bilingual 2.8 71 14 67 1.9 .95 1.2 .69
Program
F/IRL 547 109 -527 1.03 55" 1.45 -7.97 1.06
Special Ed.  -6.97 1.02 -6.97 96 -10.77 136 -597 1.00
Female 52 58 167 .55 1.8" .78 21 57
Grack 2 16" 68 147 .65 16~ 91 207 67
Grade 3 34" 74 23 .70 22" 98 26" 72
R? 44 32 .20 .36

Constant: Arabic, ESL program, No F/R L status, No Special Education status, Marede.
*n<.10 *p<.05 *p< 01

See AppendixG for all max scores.

ELL: English Language Learner; F/R ¢ligible for Free/Reduced Lunch

Table 4:
Linear regression: ITBS Scores of Spaneshd Arabiecspeakers (Grades-3 Reported
Separately)

Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis Listening
First Grade B SEB B SEB B SEB B SE B
Arabic 144 156 159 143
Spanish  -3.5° 115 -2.6" 91 437 137 297 1.03

Second Grade
Arabic 156 164 166 166

Kok xk

Spanish -2.9 122 -86 1.17 -3.6 1.53 97 1.15

Third Grade
Arabic 176 177 175 171
Spanish -005 1.34 .428 1.4 377 207 36 1.46

Constant: Arabic, ESL program, Not eligible for F/R L, Not eligible for special education services, Male,
1% Grade.

Predictors held constant: Primary laage, Special Education status, Gendigible for Free/Reduced
Lunch

*n<.10 *p<.05 ***p< .01See Appendix G for all max scores.
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Linear regression: ITBS Scores of Students in Bilingual & ESL programs, Grades 1

Reportedseparately(n=3,462)

Vocabulary Comprehension Word Analysis Listening

First Grade B SEB B SEB B SEB B SEB

ESL 144 155 159 143

Bilingual 19 1.17 -.248 .93 -1.16 1.40 2.4 1.06
Second Grade

ESL 156 164 166 166

Bilingual 5.4 1.24 44" 1.20 597 156 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, Marede.
Predictors held constant: Primary language, special education eligibility, Gender, Free/Reduced Lunch

eligibility
*<.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 Elem@ary 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 Elementg School
Dearborn:

Iris Becker Elementary School
Lowrey Elementary School
Miller Elementary School
Oakman Elementary School
Salina Elementary School

William Ford Elementary School



Appendix G: ITBS Test Information

Grade level ITBS Subtest N Max score | Mean Standard
deviation

1% grade Vocabulary 7,964 200 142.12 16.23

2"%grade Vocabulary 7,936 227 162.32 20.25

3% grade Vocabulary 7,699 240 179.75 |19.47

1% grade Comprehension | 7,914 196 150.76 | 12.68

2"%grade Comprehension | 7,884 224 169.23 | 19.09

3% grade Comprehension | 7,679 260 179.93 | 20.83

1* grade Word Analysis | 7,956 202 148.99 | 16.59

2"%grade Word Analysis | 7,937 233 166.67 |21.83

3% grade Word Analysis | 7,656 256 178.31 | 26.67

1* grade Listening 7,946 200 145.34 | 14.30

2" grade Listening 7,918 222 166.55 | 16.78

3 grade Listening 7,619 245 173.91 |18.38
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