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Executive Summary 
 

The purpose of this study was to provide a comprehensive program evaluation to assist the 

Arlington Public Schools (APS) School Board, the Superintendent, administrators responsible 

for ESOL-HILT, and others in making future program decisions to ensure services address the 

needs of English language learners (ELLs).  

 

The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education (GW-CEEE) 

examined five questions in regard to student outcomes for ELLs (i.e., time until attainment of 

state exit criteria; time in LEP status; achievement gap closure on math and reading SOLs; 

enrollment and pass rates in advanced coursework; and high school completion rates). In 

addition, evaluators examined how APS’ policies, practices, and procedures support ELLs (a) as 

they develop English language proficiency, and (b) as they exit from the program and move into 

the regular classroom for content instruction. In addition, they assessed the degree to which this 

support is occurring.   

 

Data for student outcomes were compiled by the Offices of Planning and Evaluation and English 

for Speakers of Other Languages/High Intensity Language Training (ESOL/HILT). In addition, 

GW-CEEE evaluators collected and analyzed data for policies, practices, and procedures for 

each of the seven dimensions of the Promoting Excellence Appraisal System (PEAS): 

Instructional Program Design, Instructional Program Implementation, Leadership, Personnel, 

Professional Development, Assessment and Accountability, and Parent and Community 

Outreach. These data were collected across multiple stakeholder groups, including relevant APS 

division offices, school administrators, ESOL/HILT teachers, content teachers, Bilingual Family 

Resource Assistants, HILT Resource Counselors, families, and students. Based on the findings, 

GW-CEEE provides recommendations, including steps for improving the organization, 

management, and processes for providing services for limited English proficient (LEP) students.  

 

Table 1 summarizes strengths and areas for improvement for student outcomes as well as for 

each of the seven PEAS dimensions of practice.   

 

Table 1. Summary of Strengths and Areas for Improvement 
PEAS Dimension Strengths Areas for Improvement 

Student Outcomes  Most ELLs and former ELLs are making 

progress toward closing achievement 

gaps on the reading and math SOLs. 

 Once they attained advanced levels of 

proficiency, ELLs who entered APS in 

secondary grades enrolled in advanced 

coursework at higher rates than students 

with no history of LEP status. 

 Nearly half of middle school students 

have been in LEP status for more than 

six years. 

 Secondary ELLs who were at English 

proficiency Level 3 in 2008 showed 

stagnating growth rates on reading and 

math SOLs. 

 Few ELLs who entered APS in 

elementary school enrolled in advanced 

coursework at the secondary level. 

 Students in APS with no history of LEP 

status are more likely to complete high 

school than students with a history of 

LEP status. 
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PEAS Dimension Strengths Areas for Improvement 

Instructional 

Program Design 
 Approaches to educating ELLs are 

research-based. 

 The Division’s ESOL/HILT department 

has developed high quality curriculum 

guides that integrate language arts and 

content aligned with WIDA standards 

and SOLs. 

 APS is taking steps to reduce dropout 

rates for Hispanic and language minority 

students. 

 

 ESOL/HILT services do not adhere to a 

cohesive design across APS schools or 

grade levels. 

 

Instructional 

Implementation 
 Teachers who serve ELLs received 

moderately high ratings on several 

measures of quality teaching. 

 Teachers who serve ELLs varied in the 

extent to which they made instruction 

comprehensible to these students. 

 English language instruction is not 

sufficiently focused on supporting the 

development of academic language ELLs 

need to meet grade level content 

expectations. 

 Elementary reading instruction does not 

consistently address the needs of ELLs. 

 APS does not have strategies to ensure 

collaborative teaching follows best 

practices for inclusive classrooms. 

Leadership  APS’ vision, mission, and goals are 

inclusive and convey high expectations 

for ELLs. 

 Educators across Division offices share 

responsibility for educating ELLs. 

 Educators, parents, and students describe 

most schools as welcoming of diversity. 

 The work of educating ELLs is not 

always focused, sustained, and 

coordinated within and across schools. 

 

Personnel  In addition to instructional staff, the 

Division has created several key 

positions to support ELLs and their 

families.  

 Schools lack adequate numbers of 

instructional staff to meet the needs of all 

groups of ELLs. 

 Some mainstream teachers who serve 

ELLs do not have the expertise to 

address their needs. 

 Some ESOL/HILT teachers do not have 

expertise in the content areas they teach. 

 

Professional 

Development 
 APS is making progress in preparing all 

educators of ELLs to implement best 

practices for these students. 

 The Division does not have a systematic 

means of ensuring instructional changes 

for ELLs are fully implemented. 

Assessment and 

Accountability 
 APS carries out a system of continuous 

improvement for its ELL programs. 

 The Division lacks an effective system 

that holds school administrators 

accountable for the quality of 

instructional programs for ELLs. 

 The current student data system does not 

have the capacity to monitor ELL 

students’ progress in meaningful ways. 

Parent and 

Community 

Outreach 

 APS has a well-developed parent and 

community outreach program for the 

families of ELLs. 

 Not all parents are aware of and can take 

advantage of opportunities for training 

and support. 
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Recommendations 
 

Based on findings from this evaluation, reforms are needed in regard to four critical issues: (a) 

fostering school-level accountability for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs; (b) 

enhancing program design to ensure the needs of all groups of ELLs are addressed; (c) 

sustaining ongoing, job-embedded professional development for all educators of ELLs; and (d) 

improving the availability of meaningful data that can support instructional and programmatic 

decisions for ELLs. Recommendations are integrated to address the areas of improvement across 

multiple PEAS dimensions. These are summarized below and described in the Recommendations 

section of the report. 

 

Foster school-level accountability for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs. 

(1) Hold school leaders accountable for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs.  

(2) Plan each school’s service delivery tailored to the needs of diverse groups of ELLs. 

(3) Strengthen collaboration among ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and general education teachers. 

 

Enhance program design to ensure the needs of all groups of ELLs are addressed. 

(1) Offer Pre-K designed to support the needs of ELLs. 

(2) Allocate staff responsible for monitoring and supporting ELLs at ELP Level 5. 

(3) Strengthen guidance and expectations of teachers to explicitly teach academic English. 

(4) Revitalize the concept-based reading instructional approach for ELLs. 

(5) Pursue policies and practices that support secondary ELLs to enroll in and succeed in 

advanced coursework. 

 

Support implementation of ELL-responsive instructional practices through ongoing, job-

embedded professional development for all educators of ELLs. 

(1) Ensure professional development for all educators of ELLs is sustained and leads to 

desired improvements. 

(2) Enhance the system for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of professional 

development. 

 

Improve the availability of meaningful data that can support instructional and programmatic 

decisions for ELLs. 

(1) Continue efforts to improve the student data system so it can be used by educators to 

make data-based instructional decisions for ELLs. 

(2) Make demographic, English language proficiency, and achievement data on ELLs readily 

available. 
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Background 
 

The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education (GW-CEEE) 

conducted a comprehensive evaluation to determine the extent to which the Arlington Public 

Schools (APS, the Division) is meeting its goals for English language learners (ELLs), as well as 

to assess the quality of its programs and services for this population.  

 

GW-CEEE developed the Promoting Excellence Appraisal System (PEAS) based on nearly two 

decades of research on best practices for ELLs in K–12 public schools. PEAS emerged as an 

outgrowth of Promoting Excellence: Guiding Principles for Educating English Language 

Learners (2009), a national initiative begun in 1998 to provide educators with comprehensive, 

research-based, guidance on issues critical to providing an optimal learning environment for 

ELLs. The Guiding Principles suggest that an effective program of support for ELLs is enriched, 

academically challenging, long-term, and integrated with programs for native English speakers.  

 

PEAS is comprised of a set of observable standards of practice that can be used to examine the 

extent to which the Guiding Principles are in place and provide guidance to school divisions to 

ensure they are implementing a sound and equitable educational program for ELLs. PEAS is 

designed to provide school divisions with the information they need to make decisions about 

improvements most likely to promote student learning. PEAS examines seven dimensions and 

corresponding sets of standards; these include instructional program design, instructional 

program implementation, leadership, personnel, professional development, assessment and 

accountability, and parent and community outreach. The PEAS Needs Assessment Tool 

(Appendix A) lists constructs and standards of practice for each of the seven dimensions. These 

standards guided the evaluation.   

  

Evaluation Questions 

The purpose of the study was to provide a comprehensive program evaluation to assist the APS 

School Board, the Superintendent, administrators responsible for English for Speakers of Other 

Languages/High Intensity Language Training (ESOL-HILT), and others in making program 

decisions to ensure services address the needs of ELLs.  

 

In response to the Division’s Request for Proposals and the agreed-upon scope of work, GW-

CEEE provided the following evaluation services: 

 

Examination of student outcome data. 

GW-CEEE’s evaluators examined student outcomes for ELLs in relation to five questions. Data 

for ELLs were compared to results for non-ELLs and, as appropriate, were examined 

longitudinally. The questions follow. 

 

(1) How long does it take ELLs to attain the Virginia English-proficient performance 

standard? 

(2) How long have current ELLs been in limited English proficient (LEP) status? 

(3) To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 English language proficiency (ELP) level and 

former ELLs making progress in attaining proficiency on the Virginia Standards of 

Learning in Math and Reading compared to their native English-speaking peers? 
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(4) To what extent are ELLs at each initial ELP level and former ELLs enrolling in and 

passing advanced coursework (e.g., advanced math, gifted, intensified, AP or IB)? 

(5) What are high school completion rates for students with a history of LEP status compared 

with students who have no such history? 

 

Examination of APS’ policies, practices and procedures for ELLs. 

The evaluators examined how APS’ policies, practices, and procedures support ELLs (a) as they 

develop English language proficiency, and (b) as they exit from the program and move into the 

regular classroom for content instruction. In addition, they assessed the degree to which this 

support is occurring.  Data for this component of the study were collected and analyzed for each 

of the seven dimensions of the PEAS (Instructional Program Design/Instructional Program 

Implementation, Leadership, Personnel, Professional Development, Assessment and 

Accountability, and Parent and Community Outreach). These data were collected across multiple 

stakeholder groups, including relevant APS division offices, school administrators, ESOL/HILT 

teachers, content teachers, Bilingual Family Resource Assistants, HILT Resource Counselors, 

families, and students. Based on the findings, GW-CEEE provides recommendations including 

steps for improving the organization, management, and processes for providing services for LEP 

students.  

 

Methodology 
 

GW-CEEE collected and examined both student outcome data and data on policies, practices and 

procedures to assess the extent to which effective systems are in place in APS to support the 

needs of ELLs. During the period from January to June of 2012, GW-CEEE’s evaluation team 

collected qualitative and quantitative data across a variety of sources to address the evaluation 

questions in relation to the PEAS standards of practice. In collaboration with the APS Office of 

Planning and Evaluation, the evaluators examined ELL student outcome data to determine 

whether they were making expected progress in English, closing achievement gaps with their 

native English-speaking peers, and participating in pathways to college and career. In addition, 

the evaluation team reviewed division documents, observed classrooms, and conducted surveys 

and interviews of division and school administrators, general education teachers, ELL teachers, 

Bilingual Family Resource Assistants, HILT Resource Counselors, and parents.  

 

Student outcome data were compiled by the Office of Planning and Evaluation and the 

ESOL/HILT Office and entered into a GW-CEEE-provided analysis tool. ELL students’ time in 

program (Questions 1 and 2) was calculated from their date of entry to APS. Math and reading 

achievement (Question 3) was measured through the change in pass rates over three years on the 

Virginia Standards of Learning (SOLs) for students at each 2008 English placement level. For 

Question 4 (participation in advanced coursework), data consisted of (a) the percentage of 

students who passed Algebra I by 8
th

 Grade and (b) the percentage of students in Grades 6 – 11 

who enrolled in and passed at least one advanced course by 12th grade. For Question 5, the 

percent of students who completed high school by 2011 was calculated for six cohorts of 

students (depending on grade level at entry to APS). For each question, data were examined in 

more than one way (e.g., students who were continuously enrolled in APS versus those who 

moved in and out of the Division; and students enrolled in comprehensive high schools versus 
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alternative programs).  Additional details about the methodology for the analysis of student 

outcomes may be found in Appendix A. 

 

GW-CEEE also examined qualitative and quantitative data about policies, practices, and 

procedures to assess the extent to which they are consistent with evidence-based practices for 

ELLs. To collect these data, evaluators used a variety of methods, including a review of existing 

APS documents and Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) data; interviews with 

Division and school administrators and staff; focus groups with teachers, parents, and students; 

and surveys of school principals, teachers, Bilingual Family Resource Assistants, and HILT 

Resource Counselors. These data were compiled and analyzed to assess the extent to which each 

of the PEAS standards of practice were in place. Additional details about the methodology, 

including sampling, response rates, and analyses, may be found in the appendixes. 

 

Organization of This Report 
 

The next section of this report describes the national, state, and division context for the 

evaluation and an overview of APS’ programs for ELLs. This is followed by a summary of 

findings for student outcomes, findings for each of the PEAS dimensions, conclusions, and 

recommendations. 

 

The appendixes contain additional details regarding data collection and analysis. The PEAS 

Needs Assessment Tool showing the standards of practice for each dimension is found in 

Appendix A. Sampling and response rates for each instrument are detailed in Appendix B. 

Appendixes C–J contain the methodology results of the data analyses. Appendix K includes 

copies of the data collection instruments. Additional technical details regarding data collection 

and analysis are available upon request. 

 

The contents of the appendixes are as follows: 

 

 Appendix A.  PEAS Needs Assessment Rating Tool 

 Appendix B. Overview of Data Collection and Sampling  

 Appendix C. Student Outcomes 

 Appendix D. Summary of Results: Administrator, Bilingual Family Resource 

Assistant/HILT Counselor Survey and Teacher Surveys 

 Appendix E. Crosswalk of PEAS Classroom Observation Protocol with CLASS 

 Appendix F. Summary of Results: Classroom Observations 

 Appendix G. Summary of Results: School Personnel Interviews 

 Appendix H. Summary of Results: Student Focus Groups 

 Appendix I. Summary of Results Family Involvement Interviews 

 Appendix J. Summary of Results: Document Review/Central Office Interviews 

 Appendix K. Data Collection Instruments 
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National, State, and Division Context 

 

National 

Federal policy recognizes the obligation of states and local education agencies to take 

“appropriate action” to help ELLs overcome language barriers to ensure equal educational 

opportunity (Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974). The Office of Civil Rights at the 

U.S. Department of Education utilizes a three-part test, derived from a seminal decision of the 

United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, for evaluating the quality of programs 

designed for ELLs. This test provides that the program (a) is informed by a sound educational 

theory; (b) is “implemented effectively,” with adequate resources and personnel; and (c) is 

evaluated as effective in overcoming language barriers (Castañeda v. Pickard, 1981).   

 

Research suggests that effective programs for ELLs are those that provide a cohesive and 

sustained system of support that helps eliminate gaps in achievement (Thomas & Collier, 2009). 

Because these students typically perform behind their native English-speaking counterparts when 

they enter U.S. schools, ELLs must make more than one year’s progress each and every school 

year in order to close achievement gaps and attain grade-level benchmarks. Research indicates 

that ELLs who are provided effective support take at least five to six years to attain grade level 

achievement as measured by standardized tests in English (Collier, 2009; Garcia, 2000; Hakuta, 

Butler & Witt, 2000). However, ELLs who are enrolled in ineffective programs are expected to 

take much longer to attain grade-level benchmarks; in fact, many of them fall farther behind their 

English speaking peers as they proceed from grade to grade. These students are among those 

most at risk of not completing high school. From a civil rights perspective, it is imperative for 

school divisions to provide effective support throughout ELLs’ schooling, and to have in place 

an effective means of monitoring student outcomes to ensure programs are meeting their goals 

for ELLs. 

 

Currently, research indicates continuing achievement gaps for ELLs across the nation. Recent 

results from the 2011 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) show the following: 

 

 In 4th-grade reading, 70 percent of ELLs scored below basic and 7 percent performed at 

or above proficient.  

 In 4th-grade math, 42 percent of ELLs scored below basic while 14 percent performed at 

or above proficient.  

 In 8th-grade reading, 71 percent of ELLs scored below basic and only 3 percent 

performed at or above proficient.  

 In 8th-grade math, 72 percent of ELLs scored below basic and 5 percent performed at or 

above proficient. 

 

ELLs’ performance for each of these measures represents negligible or no change since 2009 

(National Center for Educational Statistics [NCES], 2012a; NCES, 2012b). 

 

National efforts are underway to ensure effective implementation of new, rigorous standards for 

all students. Forty-five states have adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) (Common 

Core State Standards Initiative, 2012) and the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) 

(Achieve, 2012). The remaining states, including Virginia, have worked to increase the rigor of 
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their state content standards to meet or exceed the rigor of the CCSS. The higher standards and 

aligned assessments are anticipated to pose new cognitive and academic language demands for 

all learners, and ELLs in particular (Santos, Darling-Hammond, & Cheuk, 2012; van Lier & 

Walqui, 2012).  

 

State 

Similar to other states, achievement gaps for ELLs in Virginia have increased over time as 

benchmarks increased. For example, on the Reading Standards of Learning (SOL) the gap in 

pass rates between all students and LEP students grew from 6 percentage points in 2009-2010 to 

9 percentage points in 2010-2011 (Virginia Department of Education, 2012).  Virginia met 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) objectives for LEP students in 2009-2010 in both reading and 

math, but failed to meet AYP objectives for both subject areas in 2010-2011 (VDOE, 2012). As 

part of a 2012 waiver agreement with the U.S. Department of Education, Virginia school 

divisions and schools will continue to report student performance on SOLs, but will no longer 

receive AYP ratings. Instead, VDOE will identify priority schools and focus schools based on 

three “proficiency gap groups,” one of which includes ELLs. As before, both priority schools 

and focus schools will be subject to school improvement interventions and state monitoring (Pyle 

& Grimes, 2012).   

 

To capture more schools in the accountability system, Virginia lowered the minimum number of 

students to be considered for individual subgroup performance (known as "n-size") from 50 to 

30. Under Virginia's new accountability system, 99 percent of Title 1 schools will be held 

accountable for ELLs, students with disabilities, and economically disadvantaged students using 

the new combined subgroup. All schools will continue to receive annual school accreditation 

ratings based on overall achievement in the content areas and high school graduation and 

completion. Virginia schools in improvement will not be subject to some of the previous types of 

sanctions, such as providing public school choice or private tutoring. However, schools in which 

student subgroups do not meet annual benchmarks (regardless of whether they receive Title I 

funding) will also be required to develop and carry out improvement plans for these students. In 

addition, divisions must implement teacher and principal performance evaluation standards, 40% 

of which must be based on student progress. 

 

Division 

With an area of 26 square miles, APS is the 15
th

 largest among Virginia’s 132 school divisions 

(APS Quick Facts, 2012). Arlington’s student population represents a rich diversity of racial, 

ethnic, and socio-economic groups, including ELLs. APS enrolled 22,233 PreK-12 students as of 

September 2011. Of this population, 11% were African-American, 28% Hispanic, 46% White, 

and 10% Asian/Pacific Islanders (APS Quick Facts, 2012).  ELLs
1
 comprise 31% (6,943) of the 

APS preK-12 student population. These students represent 123 native countries and 97 native 

languages.  

 

Prior to 2011-2012, APS struggled to make AYP for students in the limited English proficient 

(LEP) subgroup. From 2008-2011, the Division did not meet state targets for LEP student 

achievement in math and reading, with the exception of the 2008-09 reading SOL, for which 

APS met AYP for LEP students under the “safe harbor” provision. However, the Division did 

                                                 
1
 Students designated as limited English proficient (LEP) at WIDA English language proficiency Levels 1 – 6. 
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not experience a substantial decline in its LEP student performance, as the LEP student pass rate 

changed marginally or remained stagnant during these years. For reading, 80% of LEP students 

passed the state content assessment in both 2008-09 and 2009-10, and 79% passed in 2010-2011. 

APS’ LEP pass rates in math increased slightly over the past three years, with 75% of LEP 

students passing the state content assessment in 2008-09, 77% passing in 2009-2010, and 78% 

passing in 2010-2011.  

 

With the 2012 federal approval of a statewide waiver from some requirements of No Child Left 

Behind, APS no longer needs to meet AYP benchmarks, but instead must demonstrate a 

reduction of students’ failure rate in math and reading. According to these new accountability 

measures, APS surpassed state targets for LEP students’ pass rates in both reading and math 

(Tables 1 and 2). In 2011-2012, 78% percent of APS LEP students passed the reading content 

assessment, compared to a state target of 76%, and 66% of LEP students passed the math state 

assessment, compared to a state target of 39% (APS ESOL/HILT Office, 2012). The decline in 

math LEP pass rates from 78% in 2011 to 66% in 2012 mirrored a similar decline for all students 

after introduction of a new state math assessment aligned to more rigorous standards than in the 

past.  

 

Table 1. Reading LEP Pass Rates 

Source: ESOL/HILT Office 

 

Table 2. Math LEP Pass Rates 
School Year for AYP Year Tested    Math SOL Pass Rate    Made AYP? 

2012-13 2011-12 66% Yes (Target 39%) 

2011-12 2010-11 78% No (Target 85%) 

2010-11 2009-10 77% No (Target 79%) 

2009-10 2008-09 75% No (Target 79%) 

Source: ESOL/HILT Office 

 

An examination of APS’ graduation indicators on the 2012 Virginia Department of Education 

Report Card shows that students in the LEP subgroup earned standard or advanced diplomas at 

lower rates than the state average. In 2010-11, only 48% of ELLs who were enrolled in 9th grade 

in APS in 2007-08 received a standard or advanced diploma in four years, according to Federal 

Graduation Indicator (FGI) calculations for “on-time graduation,” compared to 76% of all APS 

students in this cohort.  Given additional years to complete high school, a somewhat higher 

percentage of ELLs graduated from the Division’s schools, with 54% of ELLs who were 

enrolled in the 2006-07 9th grade cohort graduating in five years, and 53% of ELLs in the 2005-

06 9th grade cohort graduating in six years. In comparison, 77% of all APS students graduated in 

five years, and 75% graduated in six years. The four-year graduation rate for LEP students in 

APS falls 12 percentage points below the state average and the six-year graduation rate falls 10 

percentage points below the state average for this subgroup.   

School Year for AYP Year Tested   Reading SOL Pass Rate   Made AYP? 

2012-13 2011-12 78% Yes (Target 76%) 

2011-12 2010-11 79% No (Target 86%) 

2010-11 2009-10 80% No (Target 81%) 

2009-10 2008-09 80% Yes (Safe Harbor) 
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Overview of APS ELL Programs 
 

APS serves ELLs through its ESOL/HILT program. The mission of the ESOL/HILT program is 

to ensure that ELLs “achieve their fullest linguistic, academic, cognitive and social potential” 

(APS ESOL/HILT Web page).   To achieve this mission, the ESOL/HILT Office “guides, 

supports, and monitors instruction that develops academic language and content knowledge.”  

 

ELLs are expected to meet the same academic content standards as those for all students, as 

reflected in APS’ curricula and the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOLs). Instructional 

programs must also prepare ELLs to meet the World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment 

(WIDA) English Language Proficiency Standards in the four language domains of listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing.  

 

ELLs enrolled in Grades K-12 are placed in one of six English language proficiency levels 

corresponding to the state-adopted WIDA. APS students at Levels 1-4 receive direct 

ESOL/HILT services unless they have opted out. Students who score at high levels of ELP but 

have not yet met criteria for Level 6 are placed at Level 5 and are exited from direct ESOL/HILT 

services. Once students attain the Virginia English language proficiency standard, they are 

placed in Level 6, after which they are monitored for 2 more years. Table 3 shows the numbers 

and percentages of APS’ ELLs at each ELP level in 2011-12 (Survey of Limited English 

Proficient Students, 2011-12).  

 

Table 3.  English Language Proficiency Levels of APS ELL Population 2011-12 
ESL Service 

Codes
1 WIDA Level Description Number Percent 

1 

1 – Entering LEP receiving direct ESOL/HILT services 

3,689 58% 
2- Beginning 

3- Developing 

4 – Expanding 

5 – Bridging 

Students who have exited direct ESOL/HILT 

services but who have not yet met criteria for 

Level 6 

928 15% 

2 
1-Entering through 

4-Expanding 

Students in Levels 1-4 not receiving direct 

services
2 83 0% 

 Total LEP  4,700 74% 

3 6 – Reaching 

Students in monitoring status who have exited 

direct ESOL/HILT services and who have met 

the Virginia English language proficiency 

standard
3
 within the past 2 years 

1,628 26% 

 Total LEP + Reaching  6,328  
1  

ESL
 
Service Codes are 1: Students identified as LEP: both those receiving direct ESOL/HILT services and 

Bridging; 2: Students identified as LEP: not receiving services or opted out; 3: Students identified as LEP within 

the last 2 years. 
2 

Student or his/her parents have opted out of services. 
3  

Student has obtained composite and literacy scores of 5.0 or above on the W-APT, the WIDA MODEL, or the 

WIDA ACCESS for ELLs. On the WIDA ACCESS for ELLS, students in Grades 1 – 12 must obtain composite 

and literacy scores of 5.0 or above on Tier C of the test. 

Source: Survey of Limited English Proficient Students, 2011-12 
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The amount of time and support ELLs receive in ESOL/HILT classes is generally determined by 

their ELP level. Staffing is determined by planning factors, which allocate ESOL/HILT teachers 

according to the numbers of ELLs at ELP Levels 1-4 at each school.  Schools with at least 100 

ELLs are allocated an additional data coordination position based on the number of ELLs at ELP 

Levels 1-6.   Schools typically use this allocation to fund an ESOL/HILT lead teacher. A 

description of APS program designs for ELLs is provided in the Instructional Program Design 

section of this report, while findings related to implementation are reported in the Instructional 

Program Implementation dimension of the Findings section. The following sections describe the 

overall ESOL/HILT program guidelines. 

 

Elementary Level  

Elementary schools use one of five instructional delivery models for ESOL/HILT: (a) ESL 

classroom; (b) inclusion; (c) pull-out; (d) regrouping; and (e) first language support (FLS).  

Descriptions of these delivery models as they appear on APS’ Web site, 

http://apsva.us/Page/17854 follow. 

  

(1) Classroom:  The classroom teacher has ESL certification and provides instruction for 

ESOL/HILT students who remain in the classroom with their grade level peers.  The 

class may consist of only ESOL/HILT students or there may be a combination of 

ESOL/HILT and non-ESOL/HILT students. 

(2) Inclusion: ESOL/HILT students remain in the mainstream classroom where they receive 

extra instructional support as needed from the ESOL/HILT teacher or assistant.  The 

ESOL/HILT teacher or assistant may plan for and/or direct lessons for individual groups 

within the classroom, co-teach with the classroom teacher, or work with individual 

students. 

(3) Pull-Out: ESOL/HILT students are pulled from the mainstream classroom and receive 

instruction from the ESOL/HILT teacher. Students may be pulled based on grade level, 

English language proficiency (ELP) level or reading/writing level.  The instruction may 

be targeted to meet specific language arts needs or it may be an integrated approach. 

(4) Regrouping:  All students in the class or at the grade level are regrouped homogeneously 

into small groups (5-10 students) on a consistent basis for a short amount of time for 

language arts instruction based on proficiency levels.  Instruction may take place inside 

or outside the classroom from an ESOL/HILT or non-ESOL/HILT teacher.  The 

ESOL/HILT teacher works as part of a grade-level or classroom team and may instruct 

ESOL/HILT or non-ESOL/HILT students.  Rotations are one example of regrouping. 

(5) First Language Support: The FLS teacher provides native language instruction in social 

studies and science for ESOL/HILT, Bridging, or exited students whose first language 

is Spanish.  

 

Guidance for elementary ESOL/HILT programs (Table 4) indicates that ELLs in grades K-5 at 

ELP Levels 1-4 are to receive direct instruction and/or support from ESOL/HILT teachers. ELLs 

may also receive support from other specialists such as reading teachers, Title I teachers, or, in 

the case of dually identified students, from special education teachers. According to the 

Elementary Program of Studies, beginning and intermediate ELLs (Levels 1-3) are placed in 

HILT classes, while advanced ELLs (Level 4) are placed in ESOL classes.  Most ELLs at Level 

http://apsva.us/Page/17854
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5 are exited from direct ESOL/HILT services, but schools are expected to monitor their 

academic progress and provide interventions as needed.  Students at Level 6 are monitored for 

two years.  Depending on the circumstances, some Level 5 and 6 students may be placed in 

classes with a teacher who is dually endorsed in ESL and general education or receive support 

from an ESOL/HILT teacher through push-in, regrouping, or pull-out. Generally, all ELLs at the 

elementary level are flexibly grouped and re-grouped throughout the year so they can receive 

instruction targeted to their needs. 

 

Table 4.  Guidance for ESOL/HILT Grades K-5 
Grade ELP Program Instructional Focus Description 

K 

K 

1-3 

4 

HILT 

ESOL 
 Oral language 

development 

 Vocabulary development 

of Tier 1 basic words and 

Tier 3 content words 

Teacher/Time/Model: Group HILT students with 

ESOL/HILT teacher during language arts 

rotations. Group ESOL students with 

ESOL/HILT teacher, ESOL/HILT assistant, or 

other specialist at available time 

1 

2 

3-5 

1-3 

1-3 

1-2 

HILT 

HILT 

HILT A 

 Concept development 

 Oral language 

development of social and 

academic language 

 Vocabulary development 

of Tier 1 basic words and 

Tier 3 content words 

 Reading and writing 

instruction at student’s 

developmental level  

Teacher: Direct, explicit instruction by 

ESOL/HILT teacher or other specialist 

Time: 90 minutes during language arts block 

Model: Pull-out model allows for use of best 

practices in the area of building background 

Curriculum: Integration of oral language, 

reading, and writing with comprehensible 

academic content and ELL instructional 

strategies 

3-5 3 HILT B  Concept development 

 Continued oral language 

development 

 Vocabulary development 

of Tier 3 content words 

 Reading and writing 

instruction at student’s 

developmental level 

Teacher: Direct, explicit instruction by 

ESOL/HILT teacher or other specialist 

Time: 60-90 minutes during language arts block 

Model: Small group in any model allows for use 

of best practices 

Curriculum: Integration of oral language, 

reading and writing with comprehensible 

academic content and ELL instructional 

strategies 

1 

2 

3-5 

4 

4 

4 

ESOL 

ESOL 

ESOL 

 Oral language and Tier 3 

content vocabulary 

development 

 Reading and writing 

instruction that explicitly 

addresses development 

and refinement of skills 

Teacher: In small groups with ESOL/HILT 

teacher’s instruction, direction, support or with 

other specialist using appropriate strategies  

Curriculum: Connect language arts lessons to 

academic content concepts/vocabulary and ELL 

instructional strategies 

Source: Adapted from Making Connections: A Language Arts Guide for Teaching ELLs (2008), pages 3-13 using 

updated WIDA levels. 

 

Regardless of the model implemented, the ESOL/HILT Web site indicates that ESOL/HILT 

teachers are expected to use “all APS adopted and supplementary texts in language arts, 

mathematics, science, and social studies for each grade.” For example, for language arts, 

ESOL/HILT teachers generally use the same core StoryTown reading series and Word Study 

program used by general education teachers, as well as texts and materials specific to the needs 

of ELLs, such as Moving Into English and the English Explorers series by Benchmark. The 

ESOL/HILT, English Language Arts, Title I, Early Childhood, and Special Education Offices 
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collaborated in the development of a language arts guide for use with ELLs, entitled Making 

Connections: A Language Arts Guide for Teaching English Language Learners (2008).   The 

offices also collaborated in the development of grade-level StoryTown “At a Glance” Theme 

Cards.  

In addition to ESOL/HILT and FLS instruction, some ELLs and former ELLs are enrolled in the 

dual immersion programs at Key and Claremont Immersion Elementary Schools, a program 

offered by the Office of World Languages. Students in immersion programs include both ELLs 

and native English speakers, and offer math and science through Spanish-medium instruction. 

 

Secondary Level 

Middle and high school ESOL/HILT programs are described in the secondary program guide, 

Teaching ELLs in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program: A Guide to Essential Knowledge in 

Instructional Practices (August 2011) as well as on the ESOL/HILT Division Web site. Table 5 

summarizes this guidance. As at the elementary level, secondary students’ ELP levels help 

determine the amount and types of ESOL/HILT support they receive. Accelerated literacy 

students and ELLs at Levels 1 and 2 are served through HILT A and B classes, respectively. 

Accelerated literacy students are defined as secondary students who are at 3
rd

 grade or below in 

reported previous education and/or 3
rd

 grade or below in achievement in reading and writing in 

their native language. In general, students at these levels are to receive at least four periods of 

daily ESOL/HILT instruction, which consists of English, reading, social studies, and science. 

ELLs at Levels 3 and 4 are served through the Division’s HILTEX A and B classes. These 

students generally receive, at minimum, a double block of English and reading provided by a 

HILTEX teacher. In some cases, ELLs at Levels 3 and 4 may also take a HILTEX science or 

social studies class, but most participate in general education content courses. In addition, ELLs 

at Levels 1-2 whose math skills are three years or more below grade level are eligible for HILT 

math, which is to be taught by a math content teacher with training or endorsement in ESL. 

Aside from their HILT courses, ELLs participate in electives and physical education classes 

along with their native English-speaking peers.  

 

Most students at Levels 5 and 6 do not receive direct ESOL/HILT services, but HILT lead 

teachers are expected to work with the ESOL/HILT office to monitor these students’ academic 

progress and provide interventions as needed. Occasionally, students at Levels 5 and 6 are placed 

in a language support course with an ESOL/HILT teacher or receive instruction in a class co-

taught by a content and ESOL/HILT teacher. In addition to ESOL/HILT instruction, some ELLs 

and former ELLs are enrolled in the dual immersion program at Gunston Middle School. Grades 

7-12, Spanish-speaking ELLs and former ELLs can enroll in Spanish for Fluent Speakers at any 

of the APS middle or high schools. 

  

According to the ESOL/HILT Web site, middle and high school HILT and HILTEX English 

language arts courses are taught by an ESL endorsed teacher. Depending on the school, either 

content or HILT teachers provide instruction in the HILT social studies, science, and math 

courses. To the extent possible, the Division seeks to ensure that content teachers who teach 

HILT/HILTEX courses are either dually endorsed in ESL, trained in HILT, or co-teach with an 

ESOL/HILT teacher. See Table 5. The Department of Instruction also employs a HILT Math 

Specialist and a HILT Science Specialist who provide support for general education teachers 

who work with ELLs in their respective subject areas. 
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As with the elementary level, curriculum and instruction for secondary ELLs are aligned with the 

Virginia SOLs and the WIDA English Language Proficiency Standards, according to the 

secondary program guide. The guide also provides detailed information for secondary 

ESOL/HILT teachers about recommended instructional practices and the research and theory 

that underlie these recommendations.  

 

Table 5. Guidance for Secondary HILT/HILTEX Program  
HILT Program ELP Label Description 

HILT A 1 Accelerated 

Literacy 

Students receive 4-5 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts and content instruction.  

HILT A 1 Entering Students receive 4-5 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts and content instruction. Students may be 

enrolled in mainstream math. 

HILT B 2 Emerging Students receive 4-5 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts and content instruction. Students may be 

enrolled in mainstream math. 

HILTEX A 3 Developing Students receive 2 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts, and enroll in required social studies, 

science, and math classes. 

HILTEX B 4 Expanding Students receive 2 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts, and enroll in required social studies, 

science, and math classes. 

Mainstream 5 Bridging Students exit direct ESOL/HILT classes and enroll in 

non-sheltered English classes. 

Mainstream 6 Reaching Students are monitored for two years after they have 

attained the state English language proficiency 

benchmarks. 

Source: Adapted from Teaching ELLs in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program: A Guide to Essential Knowledge in 

Instructional Practices (2011).  

 

Findings for Student Outcomes 
 

This section contains four findings based on the results of five evaluation questions pertaining to 

student outcomes. Three findings address achievement gap closure on math and reading SOLs; 

time in LEP status; enrollment and pass rates in advanced coursework, and high school 

completion rates. Table 6 shows a summary of strengths and areas for improvement. Each 

finding is then described in detail. 

 

Table 6. Summary of Findings: Student Outcomes  
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 Most ELLs and former ELLs made progress toward 

closing achievement gaps on the reading and math 

SOLs. 

 Once they attained advanced levels of proficiency, 

ELLs who entered APS in secondary grades 

enrolled in advanced coursework at higher rates 

 Nearly half of middle school students have been in 

LEP status for more than six years. 

 Few ELLs who entered APS in elementary school 

enrolled in advanced coursework at the secondary 

level. 

 Students in APS with no history of LEP status are 
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than students with no history of LEP status. more likely to complete high school than students 

with a history of LEP status. 

 

Most ELLs and former ELLs made progress toward closing achievement gaps on 

the reading and math SOLs. 

The evaluators worked with the APS Offices of Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT to 

conduct two longitudinal cohort analyses (i.e., following the same students over time for three 

years). The elementary cohort consisted of students who were enrolled in Grade 5 in 2010-11. 

The middle school cohort consisted of students who were enrolled in Grade 8 in 2010-11. For 

each cohort, ELLs were classified by their ELP level in the fall of 2008. Pass rates on the reading 

and math SOLs for each cohort were tracked from spring of 2009 to spring of 2011. 

 

Overall, most ELLs and former ELLs made progress over time in closing achievement gaps on 

the reading and math SOLs. The evaluators examined each cohort of students (elementary and 

middle school) over a three-year period for each subject area. For reading (Figures 1 and 2), all 

groups of students in both cohorts, including LEP students, former LEP students and students 

with no history of LEP status, increased their performance over the three-year period of this 

study as measured by SOL pass rates. Former LEP students who were in monitoring status (ELP 

Level 6) in 2009 outperformed their non-LEP peers by 2011 or before. For LEP students, those 

at the elementary level and those at lower ELP levels made faster progress than those at upper 

grade levels. This is generally consistent with national trends (Cook, Boals & Lundberg, 2011).  

 

An examination of reading performance broken down by students’ fall 2008 ELP levels showed 

that all but one group of students demonstrated adequate progress toward gap closure. Thirty-

three students in the middle school cohort who began 5
th

 grade at ELP Level 3 (Figure 2) 

appeared to be stalled in their reading performance after three years. The reading pass rate for 

this group rose from 52% in 2009 to 61% in 2011, still 18 percentage points below the 2011 

Virginia target of 79%. 
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Figure 1. Elementary cohort: Percent of students who passed reading SOLS by fall 

2008 ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

Figure 2. Middle school cohort:  Percent of students who passed reading SOLs by 

fall 2008 ELP level. 

   
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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For math, all groups of students increased their performance over the three-year period of this 

study. For the elementary cohort (Figure 3), former LEP students and students who began 3
rd

 

Grade at ELP Level 4 closed achievement gaps in relation to state benchmarks as well as in 

relation to non-LEP students, and those who began 3
rd

 grade at Level 5 met or surpassed the 

performance of their non-LEP peers across all three years. Students who began 3
rd

 grade at ELP 

Levels 1–3 were making sufficient progress to close the gap by 7
th

 or 8
th

 grade if they continue at 

the same rate.  

 

For the middle school cohort (Figure 4), LEP students and former LEP students began with 

lower math performance and were also less likely than non-LEP students to have enrolled in 

accelerated math courses (Table 7). Students who were in monitoring status in 5
th

 grade closed 

achievement gaps in math by 8
th

 grade, both in relation to state benchmarks and to non-LEP 

students. Students who began 5
th

 grade at ELP Levels 1–5 made progress over the three-year 

period, but significant gaps remained by the end of 8
th

 grade. It will take these students another 

one to three years, depending on their ELP level, to catch up with their native English-speaking 

peers if they continue at the same rate of progress. This presents a challenge as these students 

prepare to enter high school. 

 

Because the ceilings on the SOL assessments were set relatively low in comparison with new, 

more rigorous college and career-ready standards for Virginia (VDOE, 2012), the achievement 

gap for ELLs on this measure may be underestimated. Student outcomes on the SOLs should be 

considered a minimal but not necessarily an ideal level of achievement. The longitudinal analysis 

of SOL pass rates shows that all but one group of ELLs are making acceptable progress in 

reading. For math, most elementary ELLs showed acceptable progress, and former ELLs met or 

surpassed the performance of their non-ELL peers. However, secondary ELLs who started in 

2008 at beginning levels of ELP were less likely than non-ELLs to participate in accelerated 

math courses. In addition, students who entered APS in elementary school and who have not yet 

closed achievement gaps by the time they enter middle school may be at risk for becoming 

struggling long-term ELLs.  Detailed results for this finding may be found in Appendix C 

Question 3. 
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Figure 3. Elementary school cohort:  Percent of students who passed math SOLs by 

fall 2008 ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

Figure 4. Middle school cohort:  Percent of students who passed math SOLs by fall 

2008 ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Table 7. Middle School Cohort Enrollment in Accelerated Math by Fall 2008 ELP 

Level 

  Enrolled in accelerated math 

2008 ELP Level Total in cohort 
Number % 

1-2 56 12 21 

3 32 1 3 

4 51 11 22 

5 150 64 43 

Total LEP 289 88 30 

    

Former LEP 22 10 45 

Non-LEP 842 566 67 

Total 1153 664 58 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

Half of middle school students have been in LEP status for more than six years. 

GW-CEEE examined data provided by the Office of Planning and Evaluation to assess how 

many years current ELLs have been in LEP status. To identify students who are long-term ELLs, 

the evaluators looked at students who were enrolled in Grades 6 – 12 and had been in LEP status 

for more than six years
2
. In addition, the evaluators examined data for students who met the state 

exit criteria in 2010-11 to assess how many years it took students to attain the state English 

language proficiency standard, calculated from year of enrollment in APS.  

 

Results indicated that 49% of middle school students had been in LEP status for more than six 

years (Table 8 and Figure 5), and 42% had been enrolled since Kindergarten (Table 9 and Figure 

6). Fifty-seven percent of students who exited LEP status in Grades 6–8 in 2010-11 took more 

than six years to attain state English language proficiency criteria (Table 10 and Figure 7). This 

finding shows little progress has been made since a 2007 APS evaluation of the elementary 

ESOL/HILT program, which found that more than half of 5
th

 grade ELLs had been enrolled in 

the ESOL/HILT program since kindergarten. Possible reasons for this issue are examined in the 

Instructional Program Design dimension under Findings for the PEAS Dimensions of Practice. 

See Questions 1 and 2 in Appendix C for detailed analyses. 

 

 

                                                 
2
 This analysis uses Olsen’s (2010) definition of long-term ELLs as students “in United States schools for more than 

six years without reaching sufficient English proficiency to be reclassified.” Students in Grades K – 5 are not 

included in the analysis because they have not been in the division long enough to meet this criterion. 
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Table 8. and Figure 5. Students in LEP Status More than Six Years 
 

  > 6 Years 

2010-11 Grade N Count % 

6-8 702 341 49 

 9-12 734 82 11 

Total 1839 449 24 
 

  

 

 

Table 9. and Figure 6. LEP Students Enrolled Since PK/K 
 

2010-11 Grade N % 

 6-8 295 42 

 9-12 10 1 

Total 464 25 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Table 10 and Figure 7. Years to Attainment of State Exit Criteria 

 

 

2010-11 

Grade level 

at exit 

1-3 

Years 

% 

4-6 

Years 

% 

> 6 

Years 

% 

K-5 48 51 2 

6-8 26 17 57 

9-12 44 30 27 

Total 44 41 16 

 

  

 

Source: APS Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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The percentage of ELLs in Grades 6-12 who enrolled in and passed advanced 

coursework varied by time in APS and by English language proficiency (ELP) level.  

Evaluators collaborated with the APS Offices of Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT to 

examine the extent to which LEP students at each 2008 ELP level were enrolling in and/or 

passing advanced coursework. As defined in the APS Strategic Plan (2011), advanced courses 

are rigorous and include Advanced Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate (IB) courses 

along with all courses identified as intensified. In addition, Algebra I and Geometry I are 

considered advanced when taken by students in middle school.  

 

Students with a history of LEP status were less likely than non-LEP students to pass Algebra I by 

8
th

 grade (Table 11 and Figure 8), even after they attained advanced levels of English proficiency 

and exited from LEP status. By the end of 8
th

 grade, only 27% of current LEP students and 45% 

of former LEP students passed this course, compared to 61% of non-LEP students. These data 

were calculated based on the total number of students in each group who were enrolled in 8
th

 

grade in 2010-11; no data were available in relation to how many students enrolled in Algebra 

and did not pass. 

 

Table 11 and Figure 8. Percent of Students Who Passed Algebra I by Grade 8 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Passed 

%  

Gap 

Level 1 33 18 43 

Level 2 36 14 48 

Level 3 35 3 59 

Level 4 51 20 42 

Level 5 150 40 21 

Total LEP 305 27 25 

Former LEP 22 45 16 

Non-LEP 862 61 N/A 

Total 1189 52   

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

Evaluators also examined data on enrollment and passing rates in other types of advanced 

coursework. The sample consisted of students who were enrolled in Grades 6-12 in 2010-11. 

These data were broken down by three cohorts according to students’ grade level at entry.  

Cohort 1 consists of 8,732 students who entered APS in elementary school (Grades PK-5), 

Cohort 2 consists of 792 students who entered APS in middle school (Grades 6-8), and Cohort 3 

consists of 585 students who entered APS in high school (Grades 9-12). Results were 

disaggregated by students’ 2008 ELP levels. 

 

These data showed that overall, the percentage of students in Grades 6–12 who enrolled in 

advanced coursework  varied by both time in APS and by 2008 ELP level. Students who entered 

APS as LEP in elementary school (Table 12 and Figure 9) had some of the lowest enrollment 

rates in advanced courses, at 19% for students who were LEP students and 47% for former LEP 

students, compared to 59% of their non-LEP peers.  
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Table 12 and Figure 9. Cohort 1 (Entered APS in Elementary School): Percent Who Enrolled in 

Advanced Coursework 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Enrolled 

%  

Gap 

LEP 

   Level 1 86 6 53 

Level 2 180 2 57 

Level 3 259 5 54 

Level 4 309 12 47 

Level 5 594 36 23 

Total LEP 1428 19 26 

Former LEP 379 47 12 

Non-LEP 5497 59 N/A 

Total 8732 45   

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation.  

 

For students who entered APS at the middle (Table 13 and Figure 10) and high school (Table 14 

and Figure 11) levels, differences were apparent among students by 2008 ELP level. For these 

two cohorts, LEP students who were at ELP Levels 1–4 in 2008 were much less likely to enroll 

in advanced coursework than their peers with no history of LEP status. However, LEP students 

who were at ELP Level 5 and former LEP students participated in advanced courses at higher 

rates (73–76%) than their non-LEP peers (62–67%). (Because 2008 ELP levels were used, it is 

probable that most Level 5 students had exited LEP status during the period of this study and 

could be considered former LEP.) Once students enrolled in advanced courses, nearly all of them 

passed.  

 

The higher enrollment rates of LEP students who entered APS in later grades suggest that many 

in this group may have attended school in their home countries where they received grade level 

instruction in the academic content areas. Such students tend to be well prepared to participate 

successfully in challenging coursework once they are given opportunities to do so. In contrast, 

students who entered the division as LEP in elementary school were less likely than non-ELLs to 

enroll in advanced coursework. See Question 4 in Appendix C for additional details. 
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Table 13 and Figure 10. Cohort 2 (Entered APS in Middle School): Percent Who Enrolled in 

Advanced Coursework 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Enrolled % Gap 

LEP 

   Level 1 78 12 51 

Level 2 38 45 18 

Level 3 40 23 40 

Level 4 30 37 26 

Level 5 55 75 -12 

Total LEP 241 36 11 

Former LEP 17 76 -14 

Non-LEP 293 62 N/A 

Total 792 47   

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation.  

 

 

Table 14 and Figure 11. Cohort 3 (Entered APS in High School):  Percent Who Enrolled in 

Advanced Coursework 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Enrolled % Gap 

LEP 

   Level 1 98 4 63 

Level 2 53 23 44 

Level 3 44 39 28 

Level 4 13 38 28 

Level 5 15 73 -7 

Total LEP 223 22 11 

Former LEP * 

  Non-LEP 138 67% N/A 

Total 585 32%   

* Cell size was below minimum for reporting purposes. 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
 

 

 

 

Students in APS with no history of LEP status are more likely to complete high 

school than students with a history of LEP status. 

The final set of outcome analyses examined high school completion rates for students with a 

history of LEP status compared with their native English-speaking peers. Because ELLs tend to 

need more time to complete high school, data were examined for a study period of seven years 

after 9
th

 grade; thus, the sample included students who enrolled in high school at any grade level 

beginning in 2004-05. Students were counted as having completed high school if they attained a 

high school diploma, GED, or certificate of completion by the spring of 2011. Years to 

completion was calculated from the time students would have been enrolled in 9
th

 grade. High 

school completion rates for this analysis were calculated quite differently from those used for 
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state accountability purposes or for APS’ strategic plan; thus, these results should not be 

considered comparable. 

 

Results showed that students in APS with no history of LEP status were more likely to complete 

high school than students with a history of LEP status, even for those who had attended school in 

the Division since Pre-K or K. However, students who entered APS as LEP prior to 9
th

 grade 

were more likely to complete high school than those who entered APS as LEP in high school.  

 

Table 15 and Figures 12 and 13 show four- and five-year high school completion rates for 

cohorts of students who attended a comprehensive high school or an alternative program. 

Overall, 79% of students who attended a comprehensive high school attained a diploma of some 

kind (i.e., high school diploma, certificate of completion, or GED) within four years.  Of these, 

60% of students with a history of LEP status completed high school within four years, compared 

with 88% of students with no history of LEP status.  

 

Table 15. 4- and 5-Year High School Completion Rates by Type of High School 
  Comprehensive High Schools Alternative Programs 

LEP status/ 

APS Entry School Level N 

Within 4 

Years % 

Within 5 

Years % N 

Within 4 

Years % 

Within 5 

Years % 

LEP        

PK or K 105 73 92 25 52 72 

Elementary 67 75 93 7 43 57 

Middle 42 67 83 6 33 67 

High school (9 or 10) 84 31 48 104 9 12 

High school (11 or 12) 13 46 100 30 10 30 

Total LEP 311 60 79 172 17 27 

Non-LEP 632 88 95 60 65 80 

All students 943 79 90 232 30 41 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation 
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Figures 12 and 13. 4- and 5-year completion rates by APS school entry level. 

 

Comprehensive high schools 

 

Alternative programs 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation 

 

 

Of students who entered APS as LEP, the groups with the lowest four-year completion rates (9–

46%) were students who arrived in APS in high school. Extending the time for high school 

completion by at least one more year increased rates for all students, but particularly for those 

with a history of LEP status. For students who entered APS as LEP in Grades PK-5 and who 

later attended a comprehensive high school, just one additional year effectively allowed them to 

close the gap in high school completion rates in relation to non-LEP students. The five-year 

completion rate for students with a history of LEP in this group was 92-93% compared with 95% 

for non-LEP students. For newcomer students who arrived in high school as LEP, considerable 

gaps remained, but adding just one more year contributed to substantial increases in high school 

completion (from 31% to 48% for those who arrived in 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade, and from 46% to 100% 

for 13 students who arrived as LEP in 11
th

 or 12
th

 grade. The seven-year completion rate (not 

shown) for 9
th

 and 10
th

 grade arrivals nearly doubled to 60% in relation to the four-year rate (see 

Appendix C Question 5). 

 

Because students who attend an alternative program tend to have different characteristics from 

those who attend a traditional high school, evaluators looked at completion rates for each of 

these groups separately. Students who attended an alternative program (i.e., Arlington Mill, 

Langston, Career Center [limited to full-time students], New Directions, Parenting Teens, or the 

HILT program at H-B Woodlawn) were more likely to have a history of LEP status and more 

likely to have arrived in APS in later grades than students who attended a comprehensive high 

school (i.e., Wakefield, Washington-Lee, Yorktown or H-B Woodlawn). In addition, qualitative 

data indicated that LEP students who attended alternative programs were more likely to have had 

interrupted or limited formal schooling, to be over-age, and to have lower levels of English 
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proficiency. Many of these students also hold jobs and are responsible for supporting themselves 

and their families.  

 

Students who attended an alternative program completed high school at much lower rates than 

those who attended a comprehensive high school, but this may have been due to differences prior 

to enrolling in high school and does not necessarily reflect the quality of these programs. Only 

30% completed high school within four years, including 17% of students with a history of LEP 

status and 65% of those with no such history. For those who entered APS in the early grades and 

then attended an alternative program, five-year completion rates rose to as high as 72% and 

seven-year completion rates (not shown) rose to as high as 76%, compared with a five-year 

completion rate of 83% for non-LEP students. Detailed analyses for this finding may be found in 

Appendix C Question 5. 

 

Findings for the PEAS Dimensions of Practice 
 

This section presents findings for each of the seven dimensions of PEAS. Data to support these 

findings were collected and compiled across multiple sources using a variety of instruments 

described in the Methodology section and Appendix A. Evidence from across all sources was 

analyzed in relation to the dimensions, constructs, and standards of practice that make up PEAS 

(Appendix B). Detailed descriptions of results for each data source are provided in Appendixes 

C–J and copies of data collection instruments are provided in Appendix K.  

 

Instructional Program Design 

Standards of practice for ELL programs address constructs of effective design, access to grade-

level content, language development, equity, and appropriate counseling services for ELLs. 

These standards indicate that the design of programs for ELLs must be consistent with current 

theory and research about effective instructional models, aligned with the Division’s educational 

vision and with the needs of its ELL population. Divisions that are successful with ELLs ensure 

that these students have access to the highest quality grade-level academic content offered in the 

Division as well as explicit instruction in the academic language ELLs need to succeed in school.  

They ensure ELLs are integrated with their native English-speaking peers, and have the same 

opportunities as other students to participate in advanced coursework (e.g., gifted and talented, 

honors, advanced placement), and extracurricular activities. Finally, schools provide academic 

guidance and counseling for ELLs and their families to ensure that students are on pathways to 

college and career.  

 

Data related to this dimension were collected through a review of Division documents, 

interviews with ESOL/HILT staff and school administrators, teacher focus groups, and the 

principal and teacher surveys.  Table 16 summarizes strengths and areas for improvement. A 

description of evidence for each finding follows. 
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Table 16. Summary of Findings: Instructional Program Design  
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 Approaches to educating ELLs are research-

based. 

 The Division’s ESOL/HILT department has 

developed high quality curriculum guides 

that integrate language arts and content 

aligned with WIDA standards and SOLs. 

 APS is taking steps to reduce dropout rates 

for Hispanic and language minority students. 

 

 ESOL/HILT services do not adhere to a cohesive design 

across APS schools or grade levels. 

 

 

Approaches to educating ELLs are research-based.  

APS articulates a sound theoretical model for ELL education based on Collier’s (1994) Prism 

Model, which emphasizes the interdependent relationships among four dimensions important to 

language acquisition: socio-cultural, academic, cognitive, and linguistic development across 

students’ two languages. As described in the Overview of APS ELL Programs, the predominant 

approach used in most schools addresses these dimensions through English only, while smaller 

programs in some schools address the four dimensions through Spanish and English. 

 

The Division offers several research-based instructional approaches for ELLs that are consistent 

with Collier’s (1994) theory. These are the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), 

dual language immersion, and First Language Support (FLS). Each of these approaches aims to 

ensure ELLs have access to grade-level instruction in the academic content areas. The SIOP 

model, developed by Echevarria, Vogt and Short (2000), has been selected as the prevailing 

Division-wide approach for use in teaching content to ELLs. This approach is supported by 

research (Guarino, Echevarria, Short, Schick, Forbes, & Rueda, 2001; Short, & Bauder, 2006) 

indicating it supports high quality instruction for ELLs in core content areas, and that it has 

supported moderate increases in ELL achievement (Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006).  

 

Dual language programs, offered in two APS elementary schools, one middle and one high 

school, are among the few instructional programs that have demonstrated full achievement gap 

closure for ELLs (Cazabon, Nicoladis, & Lambert, 1998; Christian, Montone, Lindholm, & 

Carranza, 1997; Collier & Thomas, 2009, 2011; Cummins, 2000; Lindholm, 1999). FLS, which 

is a less intensive form of dual language instruction, is offered in four elementary schools. Some 

ELLs also participate in Foreign Language in the Elementary Schools (FLES), a program offered 

by the Office of World Languages in eleven schools. The aim of FLES is to develop Spanish 

language proficiency. Three schools have explored ways to combine FLS and FLES to better 

meet the linguistic and academic needs of heritage Spanish speakers. This evaluation did not 

systematically examine data to assess the quality of implementation of dual language and FLS or 

FLES programs. However, from a program design perspective, the use of students’ native 

languages for academic instruction as conceived in the dual language, FLS, and combined 

FLS/FLES programs, is considered a research-based practice (August & Hakuta, 1997; Francis, 

Lesaux & August, 2006; Slavin, Madden, Calderón, Chamberlain & Hennessy, 2010).   

 

Most ELLs who participate in dual language, FLS, and FLES programs also receive ESOL/HILT 

services. Thus, students who participate in one of the Spanish-English programs in addition to 

ESOL/HILT benefit from opportunities to develop both of their languages (and sometimes a 
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third language in the case of non-Spanish-origin ELLs). Research indicates that children who 

developed literacy and academic knowledge in more than one language demonstrated 

neurocognitive advantages (Bialystok 2001, 2008) and may have a competitive edge in an 

increasingly globalized society (Lindholm-Leary & Genesee, 2010). 

 

The ESOL/HILT Office has developed high quality curriculum guides that integrate 

language arts and content aligned with WIDA standards and SOLs. 

The ESOL/HILT Office has made progress on two recommendations from prior evaluations. A 

2007 elementary ESOL/HILT evaluation included a recommendation that APS ensure teachers 

have access to curriculum documents and instructional approaches that are reflective of best 

practices for ELLs. The secondary ESOL/HILT evaluation conducted that same year included a 

recommendation for ESOL/HILT to collaborate with other offices in the Department of 

Instruction to align the HILT/HILTEX language arts and content curricula to the SOLs.  

 

To address these recommendations, ESOL/HILT has developed two guidebooks, one each for 

elementary and secondary, that incorporate best practices for teaching content and language to 

ELLs. These two guides and the summer school curriculum use thematic approaches that 

integrate language arts and WIDA standards into content instruction. In addition, the office has 

developed a variety of unit and lesson plans that are available to teachers via the Division’s 

Blackboard site. A review of these resources indicated that overall, they conform to a cohesive 

design that integrates SIOP and other research-based instructional approaches for ELLs and that 

aligns with SOL and WIDA standards.  Many show an exemplary level of quality and creativity, 

and some provide models for incorporating students’ diverse cultural backgrounds and histories 

into instruction. 

 

Recently, the Department of Instruction created Key Elements of a Daily Lesson Plan, a template 

that incorporates four research-based instructional models: (a) Sheltered Instruction Observation 

Protocol (SIOP), (b) Understanding by Design (UbD), (c) 4MAT Cycle (4MAT), and (d) 

Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA).  Staff reported the ESOL/HILT 

Office has been using this template to write curriculum for several years, and it will now be used 

by the Department of Instruction for this purpose as well. In addition, it will be provided for all 

teachers to use in planning lessons. The Key Elements will be integrated into ongoing 

professional development. Principals will be expected to look for the key elements when they 

observe a lesson, and staff are exploring ways to connect it to the new teacher evaluation. 

 

APS is taking steps to reduce dropout rates for Hispanic and language minority 

students. 

APS is attempting to address concerns that large numbers of Hispanic students (many of whom 

have a history of LEP status) were dropping out of school. According to a 2011 report, 74% of 

dropouts were Hispanic, compared with 5% Asian, 14% Black, and 8% White. Sixty percent of 

belong to a language minority. The Superintendent formed the Dropout Prevention Task Force in 

the Spring of 2010. The Task Force is responsible for studying who is dropping out, their reasons 

for doing so, and best practices for preventing and intervening. To date, the task force has 

interviewed school principals at all grade levels to identify best practices. It also interviewed 

students to understand their reasons for dropping out and their hopes and dreams for the future. It 

has developed work groups to increase capacity around using effective data systems to identify 
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struggling ELLs, to support their transition through APS programs and services, to improve 

school culture and climate, and to support older ELLs in APS. In addition, the Task Force has 

reached out to a variety of networks in the Latino community.   

 

Currently, the Division has adopted a three-tiered identification, prevention and intervention 

framework as part of the Early Warning Indicators system recommended by the Mid-Atlantic 

Equity Center.  Through this data-driven system and framework, the Division focuses on both 

individual and institutional factors that lead to student disengagement. The system follows the 

ABCs of disengagement, tracking individual students’ attendance, behavior, and course 

performance. 

 

ESOL/HILT services do not adhere to a cohesive design across APS schools that is 

aligned with the needs of diverse ELLs. 

Within the context of APS’ policy of site-based management, principals are expected to work 

with school-based leadership teams to design appropriate ELL instructional programs that 

conform to the school context and population. Thus, programming for ELLs varies substantially 

from school to school, and in some cases from grade to grade and from year to year. An 

advantage of this decentralized approach is the flexibility enjoyed by school administrators to 

respond to their schools’ unique contexts and student populations.  On the other hand, the 

Division has not had an effective mechanism to ensure that services are aligned to the overall 

ESOL/HILT program design and to the needs of diverse ELLs. Some schools have developed 

exemplary strategies for delivering services that address the academic, cognitive, linguistic and 

sociocultural needs of ELLs, while in others, ELL services are less systematic and/or less aligned 

to the needs of the ELLs served. 

 

One challenge to ensuring a consistent level of service for ELLs relates to the shifting priorities 

of schools. For example, evidence from this evaluation indicates that in some schools the results 

of the previous year’s SOLs determine the particular goals the school decides to focus on that 

year, and ELLs may not always be identified as a priority.  Thus, when decisions are made about 

programmatic changes, limited resources are not always focused on addressing the needs of 

ELLs.  

 

In addition, some school-based ESOL/HILT programs have not kept up with demographic 

changes in their ELL populations. For example, some schools that have enrolled primarily ELLs 

from families with relatively higher educational levels are now also receiving more ELLs born in 

the United States to families with lower educational levels. Other schools have witnessed a 

reduction in their overall ELL population, which in turn affects the numbers of teachers 

allocated.  

 

As an added challenge, principals, general education teachers, specialists, ESOL/HILT teachers 

and central offices do not necessarily share the same understanding regarding the best ways to 

carry out ELL instructional programming. At some elementary schools, teachers reported that 

their principals attend more to the input of reading teachers than to that of ESOL/HILT teachers 

when making decisions about instruction for ELLs, even though each of these specialists has 

different types of expertise. At the secondary level, some ESOL/HILT teachers reported that they 
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are consulted about needed program changes, “but in the end, the principal has the last say,” and 

does not always heed their suggestions. 

 

While teachers in some schools commended their schools’ practices for ELLs, in other schools 

they expressed concerns that the needs of some groups of ELLs are not well-addressed. For 

example, elementary teachers from three schools reported that Kindergarten ELLs do not receive 

language support from ESOL/HILT teachers. In addition, teachers from some elementary and 

secondary schools reported that beginning level ELLs were not receiving sufficient targeted 

language instruction. About 40% of ESOL/HILT teachers who participated in the survey from 

both grade bands thought their schools needed to improve services for newcomer ELLs with 

limited formal schooling (SIFE).  

 

At the secondary level, teachers from at least two schools expressed concerns that the HILT A 

class serves too wide a range of ELP levels, and in at least one case that HILT A and HILT B 

students are combined in the same class, making it difficult to meet the needs of beginning level 

ELLs. During a focus group, high school students who had participated in one combined HILT A 

and B class said the presence of beginning level ELLs made the class too easy.  

 

Instructional Implementation 

The standards of practice for the instructional implementation dimension provide indicators of 

the extent to which the ELL instructional program is implemented as intended. These standards 

indicate that divisions and schools that are effective in serving ELLs provide structural support 

(e.g., time, scheduling, and resources) to foster collaboration among ELL teachers and their 

general education colleagues; and these teachers then collaborate to design and implement 

instruction for ELLs. Teachers who serve ELLs provide appropriate supports so that these 

students have access to challenging academic content as well as English and native language 

development,  as appropriate. Teachers create classroom environments that facilitate ELLs 

working as equal-status peers with native English-speaking students. They implement classroom 

assessments in such a way that students at different English language proficiency levels can 

demonstrate what they know and can do in relation to the content, and they use the results of 

these assessments to adjust their instruction. Table 17 summarizes the findings for APS related to 

instructional implementation. 

 

Table 17. Summary of Findings: Instructional Implementation 
 Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 Teachers who serve ELLs received 

moderately high ratings on several 

indicators of quality teaching. 

 Teachers who serve ELLs varied in the extent to which 

they made instruction comprehensible to these students. 

 English language instruction is not sufficiently focused on 

supporting the development of academic language ELLs 

need to meet grade level content expectations. 

 Elementary reading instruction does not consistently 

address the needs of ELLs. 

 APS does not have strategies to ensure collaborative 

teaching follows best practices for inclusive classrooms. 
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Teachers who serve ELLs received moderately high ratings on several indicators of 

quality teaching.  

APS uses the CLASS to measure the quality of student-teacher interactions for program 

evaluation. Evidence from APS-conducted CLASS observations showed a moderately high 

quality of student-teacher interaction on three of four domains across APS classrooms that enroll 

ELLs. CLASS data showed that instruction in self-contained ELL classrooms and non-self-

contained classrooms was comparable in quality. There were only small differences in the 

quality of student-teacher interactions between classrooms with different concentrations of LEP 

students (no LEP, less than half LEP, and more than half LEP). On average, classrooms scored in 

the mid-high to high range (between 5.6 and 6.3 on a scale of 1 - 7) on three of the four domains: 

Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Student Engagement. The CLASS domain 

with the lowest average scores for both types of classrooms at all three grade bands was 

Instructional Support (4.2–5.0), with non-self-contained elementary classrooms scoring the 

lowest on this measure.   

 

Teachers who serve ELLs varied in the extent to which they made instruction 

comprehensible to these students. 

While CLASS data provide indicators of the overall quality of instruction, this instrument is not 

intended to measure whether the instruction is accessible to ELLs. Because ELLs face the double 

challenge of learning academic content while they are still acquiring English, it is important that 

all teachers of ELLs implement strategies (such as those used in the SIOP approach adopted by 

APS) to ensure students have equitable opportunities to learn grade-level standards. 

 

To provide a measure of evidence-based instruction specific to ELLs, GW-CEEE used the PEAS 

classroom observation protocol to collect data on 10 standards of practice related to instructional 

implementation. Evaluators conducted observations in 9 schools, in a total of 46 classrooms that 

enrolled ELLs. Because the sample of classrooms was small and non-random, and observations 

were brief (typically one 45-minute class period or half a 90-minute block), the findings 

represent only what was observed on the day of the visit, and may not be generalizable to all 

instruction for ELLs or necessarily typical for a given teacher. However, the data provide a 

snapshot of the levels of implementation of evidence-based practices for ELLs across a range of 

classrooms and grade levels. This section focuses on 8 standards of practice related to effective 

academic content instruction. The other two standards of practice (Focus on Language and 

Academic Language) address English language instruction, and are discussed in the next section. 

The 8 standards of practice discussed in this section are outlined below. 

 

 Teachers who serve ELLs convey high expectations with rigorous, grade-level 

instruction.  

 Teachers scaffold to make instruction comprehensible to ELLs. 

 Teachers differentiate instruction for ELLs at different English proficiency levels 

with varied approaches to content, process, and product. 

 Teachers use the native languages and cultural heritages of ELLs and their families to 

enrich and support instruction and the learning of academic content (Cultural 

Responsiveness). 

 Instruction for ELLs elicits a high level of student engagement. 
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 Teachers create classroom environments that facilitate peer interaction around 

academic content. 

 ELLs actively participate in meaningful activities that are appropriate to their level of 

development (Meaning-Based Learning). 

 Teachers implement classroom assessments that are appropriate for students at 

different language proficiency levels. 

 

On the day of the observations, GW-CEEE found both strengths and weaknesses in academic 

content instruction for ELLs. Figure 14 shows the percentage of classrooms rated adequate or 

above on each standard of practice. Results were highest (82.4% to 100%) for both ELL and 

general education classrooms on measures of Student Engagement, Classroom Environment, and 

Scaffolding. Eighty-two percent of ELL classrooms were rated adequate or above on Meaning-

Based Learning compared with 64.7% of general education classrooms. For High Expectations, 

this order was reversed, with 82.4% of general education and 75% of ELL classrooms rated 

adequate or above. About half of ELL classrooms scored adequate or above on Appropriate 

Assessment, compared with 23.5% and 17.6% of general education classrooms, respectively. 

Very few classrooms in either category scored adequate or above on Differentiated Instruction 

(i.e., the teacher engaged students in learning activities, adapted materials, and/or required 

student products that were differentiated according to students’ English language proficiency 

levels, as needed). 

 

Only in the two elementary dual-language classrooms was an adequate level of culturally 

responsive instruction observed. That is, on the day of the observation, only two teachers 

connected lesson concepts to students’ backgrounds, cultural heritages, and experiences. Most of 

the texts and materials used across the classrooms observed did not reflect multiple cultures or 

the backgrounds of students in the class. Only the dual language classrooms used native 

language materials and texts, but staff at one dual language school reported they were not using 

the Spanish-language math textbook because it was not of high quality. No teachers, including 

those in dual language classrooms, explicitly taught strategies for transferring what students 

know in their first language (L1) to English and vice versa (e.g., cognates, or concepts already 

learned in L1). Only in the dual language classrooms did the teacher or instructional assistant 

clarify instructional concepts in L1 or allow students to clarify in L1 with peers, even though 

strategic use of the native language is considered an evidence-based practice in English-medium 

classrooms as well (Saunders & Goldenberg, 2010).   

 

The PEAS definitions of Differentiated Instruction and Culturally Responsive Instruction are 

substantially different from the definitions of two CLASS composites with similar names used in 

APS. The two PEAS standards of practice are aligned with evidence-based practices specific to 

ELL-responsive instruction. (See Appendix E for a crosswalk of CLASS and PEAS and 

Appendix F for detailed analyses of CLASS and PEAS instructional ratings.) 
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Figure 14. Percentage of classrooms rated adequate or above on 10
1
 PEAS indices. 

 
N = 28 ELL classrooms, 17 general education classrooms 
1 The 10 PEAS indices include 8 standards of practice related to academic content instruction (reported in this section) and 2 

standards of practice related to English language instruction (reported in the next section). 

Source: PEAS Classroom Observation Protocol 

 

English language instruction is not sufficiently focused on supporting the 

development of academic language ELLs need to meet grade level content 

expectations. 

Evaluators examined classroom observation data to assess two standards of practice related to English 

language development. These were (a) teachers focus explicitly on language, and (b) teachers provide 

instruction for ELLs to develop academic language needed to access content.  To rate the extent to 

which teachers focus on language, evaluators examined evidence to assess whether the teacher 

articulated language objectives, provided instruction that was appropriate to students’ ELP 

levels, focused on form and/or meaning, provided corrective feedback, taught meta-linguistic 

strategies, used multiple modalities, elicited sustained student output, and provided 

comprehensible input.  

 

In addition, GW-CEEE observers looked for evidence of academic language instruction, defined as 

the specialized language within and across disciplines that is crucial for learning content and 

demonstrating knowledge and skills (Scarcella 2003). Specifically, evaluators operationalized 

academic language as explicit instruction of academic discourse, grammar, analysis of complex 

text, Tier 2 (general academic) and Tier 3 (content-specific) vocabulary, and deep exploration of 

language associated with academic content (e.g., math, language arts, science and social studies). 

See Appendix F for detailed results of the PEAS classroom observations. 

 

During observations in a sample of 46 classrooms that enrolled ELLs, observers found half of the 

28 ESOL/HILT/HILTEX classes and just under a quarter of the 17 general education classes 

focused on language on the day of the observation. However, there was very little evidence of 

explicit instruction of academic language, regardless of the type of teacher 

(ESOL/HILT/HILTEX or general education) or the grade level. At the elementary level, 
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language instruction in the classrooms observed centered on the vocabulary and reading 

instruction that was provided to all students as part of the Division reading program. An 

exception was one elementary math class which was focusing on math discourse in the presence 

of a math coach. Across the subject areas at the secondary level, HILT/HILTEX teachers and a 

handful of general education teachers posted language objectives, but fewer than half the 

teachers addressed these objectives and almost none taught academic language.  

 

Because much English language instruction takes place during English language arts (ELA), 

evaluators also conducted a separate analysis of PEAS classroom observation data for ELA 

compared with other subject areas. As expected, ELA classes were more likely than classes in 

other subject areas to focus on language on the day of the observation, with 9 out of 15 classes 

rated adequate or above on this standard. However, only one of the ELA classes explicitly taught 

academic language.  

 

The elementary and secondary English language arts guides for teaching ELLs provide key 

strategies for the instruction of language and literacy appropriate to second language learners at 

different WIDA levels. Both guides place a strong emphasis on oral language development, a 

critical aspect of language learning for ELLs. The ESOL/HILT sample unit and lesson plans also 

include important elements for teaching vocabulary and addressing language objectives for 

reading, writing, listening and speaking. However, there is little explicit guidance for teaching 

students to understand and produce the sophisticated forms of language students encounter in 

texts, tests, classroom assignments, and instructional talk in the content areas (e.g., complex 

sentences, nominalizations, and other forms of dense and abstract language).  

 

In the past, secondary schools offered a Transitional English course that provided both language 

and content support to ELLs as they transitioned out of HILTEX and into 11
th

 grade English. To 

accelerate students’ opportunity to accumulate credits toward graduation from high school, this 

course was eliminated in 2011-12. Instead, some high schools are planning to offer extra support 

for ELLs who need it by offering a supplemental elective English course that can be taken in 

tandem with English 11. This course, to be offered for the first time beginning in 2012-13, would 

be aligned closely with content covered in English 11 and taught by a teacher certified in both 

English and ESL. However, some teachers reported that their schools might cancel the classes 

due to low enrollment. At the time of the evaluation, these schools were working with the 

ESOL/HILT Office to seek ways to address this issue. 

  

Finally, ESOL/HILT staff reported that it has been making concerted efforts to work with its 

staff around the issues of academic language. For example, APS has developed lists of academic 

words ELLs need across the subject areas, and these are available online. In 2010-11, a group of 

15 secondary HILT and content teachers read Margarita Calderon’s Teaching Reading to English 

Language Learners Grades 6-12 (2007), reviewed textbooks on teaching academic vocabulary, 

and selected two to pilot. The topic of academic language is also central to discussions among 

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers, according to staff.  

 

 Elementary reading instruction does not consistently address the needs of ELLs. 

The same reading program is used for all students enrolled in APS, including ELLs. The Virginia 

Department of Education (VDOE) provides a list of approved textbooks and reading programs 
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from which school divisions may choose. Some ESOL/HILT staff members who served on the 

textbook adoption committee and participated in reviewing these programs reported that none of 

the state recommended texts appeared to address the needs of ELLs.   

 

APS selected Harcourt’s StoryTown as its core elementary reading program because it seemed to 

be “the best of what was shown to us,” according to ESOL/HILT staff. However, interview and 

survey data indicate neither ESOL/HILT teachers nor central office staff are satisfied with the 

program for use with ELLs. For example, according to several sources, the vocabulary in many 

of the stories is too hard for ELLs and does not focus on the kinds of high-frequency words 

beginning ELLs need. In addition, ESOL/HILT central office staff and teachers expressed 

concern that because of the strong emphasis on decoding in elementary reading instruction, ELLs 

tend to develop the ability to sound out words, but many are unable to comprehend what they are 

reading. (GW-CEEE did not collect reading assessment data other than SOLs as part of this 

evaluation, thus no judgment can be made about the extent of this issue.)  

 

Central Office and instructional staff also expressed concerns that the elementary reading 

program is composed of many disconnected components that are difficult to coordinate.  The 

ESOL/HILT and English Language Arts (ELA) Offices have worked closely to address these 

concerns and to develop guidance for implementing the reading program through an integrated, 

meaning-based approach for ELLs. A 2007 evaluation of the ESOL/HILT program 

recommended that the Division improve the integration of the four language domains (reading, 

writing, listening, and speaking) into language arts instruction through meaning-based 

approaches.  Subsequently, the two offices collaborated to develop Making Connections: A 

Language Arts Guide for Teaching English Language Learners (2008), as a supplement to the 

APS elementary reading program for ELLs. Making Connections is intended to support ELLs to 

draw connections across academic subject areas and develop English across the four language 

domains. The guide provides instructional strategies and lists of materials to help elementary 

teachers who serve ELLs to make thematic connections across concepts in science, social 

studies, health, and other content areas. The materials referenced include language arts texts 

available for all students, such as StoryTown, Words Their Way, and Being a Writer, as well as 

materials designed for ELLs, such as Moving into English and Benchmark’s English Explorers. 

Thematic concepts are drawn from the StoryTown lessons and are aligned with appropriate 

English/Language Arts SOLS and WIDA English language proficiency standards. ESOL/HILT 

staff indicated that a great deal of effort went into creating a guide that teachers would find 

relevant over the next few years.   

 

However, according to interviews with ESOL/HILT staff, Making Connections is not used as 

much as they had hoped. Many teachers reportedly have forgotten about the guide and instead 

follow the textbook when teaching reading to ELLs. Most teachers have shifted to using grade-

level Theme Cards, developed jointly by the ESOL/HILT and Language Arts Offices, according 

to staff. The Theme Cards provide an “at a glance” overview of strategies and concepts for 

Storytown instruction. They outline materials and resources for use with weekly Storytown 

reading selections and accompanying skill lessons. Many of the resources listed are from the 

Storytown materials, and several ELL-specific resources found in the Making Connections guide 

are also included for each selection. These include ELL key vocabulary, leveled readers, and 

ELL story concepts. In addition, to guide the differentiation of reading instruction for ELLs, the 
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ESOL/HILT Office provides grade-level ESOL/HILT Language Proficiency Cards (“pink 

cards”) aligned to the WIDA Can-Do descriptors. The proficiency cards and Theme Cards 

appear to be useful supplemental resources to support teachers in planning and carrying out 

differentiated reading instruction for all students, including ELLs.  

 

Despite efforts to provide cohesive guidance for elementary reading for ELLs, ESOL/HILT staff 

observed that there is often a “disconnect” between decisions made in Central Office and the 

message that makes it to the school level in regard to reading instruction. Both ESOL/HILT and 

general education teachers from some schools expressed concerns that the language arts 

curriculum is not appropriate for ELLs; however, it is not clear whether these teachers are using 

recommended approaches for these students. During interviews, both Central Office staff and 

teachers agreed that while some schools have created a more flexible and cohesive reading 

program for ELLs, at many schools, teachers tend to “go by the book,” rather than following 

guidance for teaching reading to ELLs.  In particular, evidence from interviews and the 

document review indicated that the way Word Study is implemented for ELLs is often 

inconsistent with a meaning-based approach and not integrated with other elements of the 

program such as comprehension instruction. In sum, while the Division provides clear written 

guidance for carrying out meaningful reading instruction appropriate for ELLs, evidence 

indicates that this approach is not widely implemented.  

 

APS does not have strategies to ensure effective instructional collaboration among 

teachers who serve ELLs. 

Evaluators identified two issues with regard to instructional collaboration. First, schools do not 

consistently provide structural support for collaboration among ESOL/HILT teachers, general 

education teachers and specialists. Second, APS does not have a Division-wide policy for 

collaborative teaching, and it is left up to each school to choose among service models for ELLs, 

some of which are meant to be collaborative. However, the ways in which teachers were 

expected to collaborate were not always clear.  

 

A large majority of both ESOL/HILT and general education teachers reported on the survey that 

they serve on at least one type of instructional team, and most thought their teams worked well 

together. However, only about half of teachers who responded to the survey agreed that school 

leadership provides a clear vision and expectations for how the team should work. A large 

number of teachers expressed concerns that the school does not provide sufficient time for the 

team(s) to meet, and said that the schedules of ESOL/HILT teachers precluded them from being 

able to participate on grade level and departmental teams or to collaborate individually with 

general education colleagues to coordinate subject area instruction. Only about half of ELL 

teachers and 40% of general education teachers believed that participation on instructional teams 

has improved instruction for ELLs. One high school content teacher suggested that limited 

communication between ESOL/HILT and her department might contribute to HILT students’ 

lack of preparation for SOL-bearing courses. All of the participants in secondary focus groups 

thought that subject-area departments would benefit from more opportunities to collaborate with 

ESOL/HILT.  

 

A second issue involves the lack of structural support for effective co-teaching in inclusive 

classrooms. Many, but not all, schools use collaborative teaching in at least some classrooms, 
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according to survey and interview data, with just under half of ESOL/HILT teachers and a 

quarter of general education teachers reporting on the survey that they teach in a co-taught 

classroom setting. In many cases co-teaching involves an ESOL/HILT teacher pushing in to a 

content classroom, while in fewer cases both teachers hold equal responsibility for planning and 

implementing instruction. However, evaluators found little evidence of strategies in most schools 

to ensure co-teachers use best practices for collaboration in inclusive classrooms with ELLs. 

 

Survey and interview data indicated that co-teachers often did not receive adequate time to co-

plan or to reflect together about their practice. During focus groups, ESOL/HILT lead teachers 

indicated that the effectiveness of co-teaching depended on the cooperation of the general 

education teacher. In a few cases, ESOL/HILT teachers said their co-teacher was unwilling to 

coordinate and did not value their input; others said they felt they were not treated with equal 

status. One elementary ESOL/HILT teacher said the push-in model did not allow time for her to 

differentiate instruction for her ELL students’ ELP levels.  

 

Many ELL and general education co-teachers also reported in interviews and surveys that they 

were unclear about expectations for serving ELLs in the co-taught classroom. Fewer than half of 

principals said their staff had received training about co-teaching strategies, and only about a 

third of teachers who said they co-taught reported they had received such training. 

 

Observations of a small sample of five co-taught classrooms showed an uneven level of 

collaboration among ESOL/HILT and general education co-teachers. One classroom showed an 

exemplary level of co-teaching in which both ELL and general education teacher took the 

instructional lead. In the other four, observers saw little or no evidence the two teachers had 

planned together, and teachers did not coordinate to scaffold instruction or to teach the language 

related to the lesson objectives. During the visit to the middle school in which the highly-rated 

co-taught classroom was observed, interview participants described their school’s use of 

exemplary co-teaching practices. This school strategically locates the classrooms of HILT and 

content co-teachers in close proximity to promote collaboration throughout the school day. 

 

Leadership 

Educating ELLs to high standards requires strong leadership that ensures the work of educating 

ELLs is focused, sustained and coordinated across division offices and schools. Exemplary 

leadership practices create a sense of shared responsibility for ELLs. That is, improving the 

academic success of ELLs resides not just with the ELL program staff and teachers, but with all 

educators. To promote a sense of shared responsibility for ELLs, divisions should provide clear 

guidance to schools to support effective learning and teaching. Lastly, division programs and 

policies should foster a positive climate that values students’ and families’ cultural and linguistic 

diversity. Evidence of strong leadership and shared responsibility for ELLs should be apparent at 

the division, school, and classroom levels. 

 

This evaluation examined multiple sources of data to assess the degree to which there was 

evidence of Division and school-level leadership that conveys high expectations and equity for 

ELLs. The evaluation team examined documents and collected survey and interview data to 

assess the level of shared understanding of the ELL program’s mission and goals. The team also 

examined survey and interview data to assess the level of shared understanding and the extent to 
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which the work of educating ELLs was coordinated and focused across division offices, schools, 

and classrooms. Table 18 illustrates the strengths and areas for improvement for APS in the area 

of Leadership.  

 

Table 18. Summary of Findings: Leadership 
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 APS’ vision, mission, and goals are inclusive 

and convey high expectations for ELLs. 

 Educators across Division offices share 

responsibility for educating ELLs. 

 Educators, parents, and students describe most 

schools as welcoming of diversity. 

 The work of educating ELLs is not always focused, 

sustained, and coordinated within and across schools. 

 

 

APS vision, mission and goals are inclusive and convey high expectations for ELLs. 

The Division’s vision statement reads: “Arlington Public Schools is a diverse and inclusive 

school community, committed to academic excellence and integrity.  We provide instruction in a 

caring, safe and healthy learning environment, responsive to each student, in collaboration with 

families and the community.”  The Division strives to achieve five core values—excellence, 

integrity, diversity, collaboration, and accountability—and to ensure these values are apparent, 

operational, and integrated into the work of all its departments and programs. APS has also 

articulated high expectations for all students, including ELLs, through its strategic plan (2011-

2017), which includes goals for ensuring every student is challenged and engaged; eliminating 

achievement gaps; recruiting, retaining and developing high quality staff; providing optimal  

learning environments; and meeting the needs of the whole child.  

 

The ESOL/HILT Program Mission is consistent with the core values and goals of the APS 

Strategic Plan. It reads: “To honor and build upon the diverse cultural and language backgrounds 

of English language learners and to ensure that they achieve their fullest linguistic, academic, 

cognitive and social potential.”  The ESOL/HILT Office also articulates clear goals for ELLs 

that are aligned with the Division strategic plan. These include goals to accelerate ELLs’ 

progression through the HILT program; to increase the number of ELLs who successfully 

complete Algebra I; to increase the numbers of staff trained in SIOP; and to increase the 

percentage of LEP students who pass the English 11 SOL.  Survey data indicated a majority of 

principals and most ELL teachers agreed that central office, school administrators and teachers 

share an understanding of goals and expectations for serving ELLs. 

 

Educators across Division offices share responsibility for educating ELLs. 

Evidence from this evaluation indicates there is a shared understanding and a strong culture of 

collaboration across Division offices in regard to addressing the needs of ELLs.  The 

ESOL/HILT Office has invested considerable efforts in building relationships with other offices 

in the Department of Instruction (e.g., core subject areas, World Languages, Title I, Minority 

Achievement, and Professional Development), as well as Information Services, Personnel, 

Student Services, Special Education, and Community Outreach, among others. These efforts 

have helped build a shared understanding as well as a sense of shared responsibility for ELLs 

across central offices. Staff from across these offices demonstrate they regularly consider the 

needs of ELLs when making decisions that affect these students.   These entities have 

collaborated with ESOL/HILT to select textbooks, develop curriculum, select and design 
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instructional programs, provide ELL-related professional development, hire and retain staff 

qualified to serve ELLs, partner with community organizations, and provide instructional support 

to schools. In addition, the ESOL/HILT supervisor sits on the committee responsible for schools 

in improvement and is responsible for monitoring one school improvement grant (SIG) school. 

ESOL/HILT staff have also collaborated with neighboring school divisions to share lessons 

learned and address common issues.  

 

The work of educating ELLs is not always focused, sustained and coordinated 

within and across schools.  

While some school administrators have demonstrated outstanding leadership in regard to 

addressing the needs of ELLs, others do not maintain ELLs as a priority. Administrators also 

vary in their understanding of effective practices for these students, and this affects how much 

each school’s instructional staff share an understanding of how to carry out ELL programming. 

Compounding this problem, ESOL/HILT staff in some schools are not always included in 

instructional decisions affecting ELLs.  

 

Of the ELL teachers, general education teachers and Bilingual Family Resource Assistants/HILT 

Resource Counselors who responded to surveys, just over half agreed that the needs of ELLs are 

a high priority in their schools. Similarly, about half of the principals who responded to the 

survey said competing priorities in APS make it hard to focus on teaching and learning for ELLs. 

Some teachers thought their schools’ management plans lacked a consistent focus on goals for 

ELLs. In these schools, teachers said goals for ELLs tend to get included in the plan or not 

depending on the results of SOLs for a given year, making it difficult to sustain improvements 

over time. 

 

While some school leaders have an exceptional background in ELL education, others did not 

seem to understand what effective instructional programming should look like for ELLs, or how 

to address the needs of diverse groups of ELLs. Fewer than half of general education teachers 

and even fewer ESOL/HILT teachers who responded to the survey thought school leaders 

articulate a clear vision for educating ELLs. Evidence from surveys and interviews also indicated 

a substantial level of confusion in some schools about how the ELL program was supposed to 

work. For example, classroom teachers from several elementary schools said they were not sure 

if ELL teachers should be pushing-in, co-teaching, or pulling students out, or which model is 

best. Two middle school ELL teachers expressed concerns that due to budgetary issues and/or a 

lack of understanding on the part of school administrators, programs were failing to meet the 

needs of the school’s ELLs.  

 

While ESOL/HILT teachers in most schools said they were included in decisions affecting ELLs, 

at some schools non-ESOL/HILT staff (e.g., elementary reading teachers or secondary content 

teachers) made these kinds of decisions. Some school administrators’ opinions differ from those 

of ESOL/HILT teachers’ in regard to the most appropriate instructional model for ELLs, and 

ESOL/HILT teachers at these schools felt their opinions are “not heard.”  

 

Educators, parents, and students describe most schools as welcoming of diversity. 

Participants in all of the parent focus groups, and one of the two student focus groups said they 

felt welcome in the schools, and about two thirds of Bilingual Family Resource Assistants shared 
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this perception. Several family members and students commented on the positive climate for 

diversity. One parent described APS schools as “the best” compared with other school divisions 

in regard to the climate for immigrant students and their families. Students at one high school 

said they enjoyed seeing different kinds of people at school because it made them feel “at home.” 

Some elementary principals described their schools as a “community” or a “family” in which 

everyone cared for one another. Teachers from at least one school lauded their principal’s efforts 

to engage staff in “courageous conversations” about race and ethnicity. Evaluators also observed 

a generally positive climate across the schools visited. 

 

Personnel 

Research on effective ELL programming highlights the importance of human capacity in 

developing and implementing educational programming that meets ELLs’ linguistic and 

academic needs. School divisions that effectively serve ELLs are able to recruit and retain 

general education and ELL teachers, counselors, principals, and support services personnel with 

the expertise to provide instruction and services that address the academic, linguistic, and 

sociocultural needs of ELLs. 

 

This evaluation examined evidence from a review of documents, interviews, focus groups and 

surveys to determine the extent to which there was an adequate number of staff to meet the 

requirements of the program design and to support ELLs’ development of language and 

academic content learning.  Table 19 summarizes the Division’s strengths and areas for 

improvement related to Personnel.  

 

Table 19. Summary of Findings: Personnel 
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 In addition to instructional staff, the 

Division has created several key positions to 

support ELLs and their families.  

 

 Schools lack adequate numbers of instructional staff to 

meet the needs of all groups of ELLs. 

 Some mainstream teachers who serve ELLs do not have 

the expertise to address their needs. 

 Some ESOL/HILT teachers do not have expertise in the 

content areas they teach. 

 

The Division has created several key positions to support ELLs and their families.  

APS has been innovative in creating several positions to support the academic, cognitive, 

linguistic and sociocultural needs of ELLs and their families. Thirty-four Bilingual Family 

Resource Assistants in 29 schools provide support for ELL students and conduct culturally 

responsive outreach to their families. The four comprehensive high schools and all five middle 

schools employ HILT Resource Counselors to provide social and emotional counseling for 

ELLs. Elementary Schools with more than 100 ELLs are also allocated funding for an 

ESOL/HILT lead teacher who also helps coordinate assessment data required for local, state and 

federal accountability purposes, thus freeing other instructional staff from some of the burdens of 

data reporting. Finally, APS has recently approved seven new positions for secondary 

HILT/HILTEX Resource Teachers to serve dually identified students (i.e., ELLs who also have a 

disability). The Division’s thoughtful approach to staffing shows a commitment to the education 

of the whole child that is consistent with the four dimensions of Collier’s (1994) Prism model 

(academic, linguistic, cognitive, and social-cultural development) and with best practices for 

working with immigrant families. 
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Schools lack adequate numbers of instructional staff with the expertise to meet the 

needs of all groups of ELLs. 

APS planning factors allocate ESOL/HILT teachers according to the numbers of ESOL, HILT 

and HILTEX students. The elementary formula reflects a higher teacher allocation for students at 

the beginning ELP levels (HILT students) and a lower allocation for students at higher ELP 

levels (ESOL). At the elementary level, the planning factor for the data/coordinator position 

includes Level 5 students.  No ESOL/HILT teachers are allocated for secondary Level 5 students 

(who are exited from direct services).  

  

Eleven of the 18 principals who responded to the principal survey expressed concerns that the 

current schedule stretches ESOL/HILT teachers too thinly to adequately address both the 

language and content needs of ELLs. One middle school principal indicated that the reduction in 

numbers of ESOL/HILT staff (based on the planning factor) over the years has impacted the 

extent to which the school can meet the needs of all of its ELLs, especially intermediate level 

HILTEX students. Many teachers expressed similar concerns during interviews and on open-

ended survey items, particularly in regard to having enough staff to support intermediate and 

advanced ELLs who have been placed in mainstream classes. Some elementary and secondary 

ESOL/HILT teachers felt that staff are not equitably allocated among schools. That is, according 

to these teachers, schools with a lower incidence of ELLs experience a greater relative reduction 

in services than do schools with a higher incidence of ELLs when staff is reduced by even one 

teacher. To address this issue, some schools have implemented a strategy of clustering ELLs in 

classrooms with general education teachers who are best equipped to meet their needs. 

 

Some mainstream teachers who serve ELLs do not have the expertise to address 

their needs.  

While the Division has made substantial progress in preparing more general education teachers 

to serve ELLs, more work remains to be done. About two thirds of respondents to the principal 

survey agreed that mainstream teachers in their schools understand how to address the needs of 

ELLs. Evidence from surveys and focus groups indicated concern on the part of some 

ESOL/HILT teachers that the mainstream teachers in their schools are not meeting ELLs’ needs, 

particularly in regard to differentiating instruction. Secondary students who participated in focus 

groups said some of their teachers were effective in supporting their content learning, “know 

how to explain things to us,” and are willing to answer their questions. They added that teachers 

who develop personal relationships with them are particularly helpful. They said other teachers 

do not allow students to help each other, and discourage students from asking questions when 

they do not understand. Some of the teachers who were least responsive to their needs, according 

to these students, were those who taught advanced courses. 

 

Survey data also showed that some content teachers, particularly at the secondary level, held 

misconceptions about the relationship of second language learning to content learning. 

Somewhat fewer than half of secondary general education teachers reported on the survey that 

they felt confident they can meet the needs of ELLs in their classrooms, and about the same 

number expressed concerns that some of their ELL students were not making any academic 

progress. Many of these teachers said they would like additional training and support to 

differentiate for HILTEX and exited ELLs. 
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Some ESOL/HILT teachers do not have expertise in the content areas they teach.  

Data indicated that some ESOL/HILT teachers do not have certification or expertise in the 

content areas they teach, and content certification is not currently required of applicants for 

ESOL/HILT positions; however, the ESOL/HILT Office encourages its teachers to obtain a 

content endorsement. Some schools switch the subject areas to which HILT/HILTEX teachers 

are assigned from one year to the next, making it difficult for these teachers to develop expertise. 

While a number of elementary general education teachers commented on the high quality of 

instructional or support staff who work with ELLs, others indicated that their school’s 

ESOL/HILT teachers do not have the skills or knowledge to adequately instruct ELLs in their 

assigned subject areas. ESOL/HILT office staff also indicated that many ESOL/HILT teachers 

and some general education teachers at the elementary level may lack expertise in reading, and 

some ESOL/HILT teachers at the secondary level are not as familiar with the SOLs as they need 

to be. To address the need for more content expertise, some principals have developed a strategy 

of hiring ESOL/HILT teachers who are also certified in a content area. The math office and math 

advisory committee have requested that teachers who teach math to ELLs obtain certification in 

math instruction, and the ESOL/HILT Office encourages ESOL/HILT teachers to obtain 

endorsements in the content areas they teach. 

 

Professional Development 

Evidence-based best practices suggest that staff and teachers need to receive comprehensive, job-

embedded and sustained professional development focused on planning and delivering 

instruction that is aligned to content standards, while addressing the needs of ELLs. To enable all 

general education and ELL teachers to work effectively with ELLs, professional development 

should address the process of second language development and methods for integrating 

language instruction into content. In addition, it should prepare both ELL teachers and general 

education teachers to make academic content instruction accessible to ELLs. 

 

This section examines the kinds of ELL professional development provided to staff who work 

with ELLs and the perceptions of participants about the quality of this professional development. 

Opportunities for school-based professional development, including regular collaboration among 

teachers in planning instruction, were also examined. Table 20 summarizes strengths and areas 

for improvement for professional development.  

 

Table 20. Summary of Findings: Professional Development 
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 APS is making progress in preparing all 

educators of ELLs to implement best 

practices for these students. 

 The Division does not have a systematic means of 

ensuring instructional changes for ELLs are fully 

implemented.. 

 

APS is making progress in preparing all educators of ELLs to implement best 

practices for these students. 

APS departments and offices integrate ELL topics into their professional learning opportunities 

and collaborate with ESOL/HILT to provide professional development (PD). Most ELL-related 

PD is well received and perceived as useful by ESOL/HILT participants, but general education 

teachers were less likely to find this PD relevant to their practice. In addition, some topics were 

viewed more favorably than others. In collaboration with other Division departments and offices, 
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ESOL/HILT has made substantial progress in preparing more teachers to meet the needs of 

ELLs, but more remains to be done. 

 

A variety of APS departments and offices in addition to ESOL/HILT offer PD that addresses 

ELLs, and much of the PD is planned and implemented collaboratively. Division records show 

that in addition to the ESOL/HILT Office, 12 offices offered ELL-related workshops, including 

the Offices of Math, Social Studies, English Language Arts, World Languages, and Special 

Education. These workshops covered a range of topics, including teaching content to ELLs, 

serving dually identified students, and designing and implementing appropriate assessment.  

Based on the data provided, it was not possible to determine either the specific content of the 

ELL-related topics or the depth to which ELLs’ needs were addressed. In addition to ELL-

specific PD, the Division has set a goal of preparing all staff to work effectively with diverse 

populations in cross-cultural situations. As part of this county-wide initiative, all APS 

administrators have been trained in Courageous Conversations, 23 schools have completed the 

initial year or more of the training, and 4 schools have begun the training in 2012-13.  

 

One of ESOL/HILT’s main priorities for PD in recent years has been preparing more personnel 

in the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). In keeping with this goal, the 

ESOL/HILT Office implements three types of division-wide trainings in the SIOP model: (a) a 

three-credit graduate course through George Mason University; (b) county-wide training; and (c) 

site-based training.     

 

To date, the ESOL/HILT Office reported that 130 educators have participated in the GMU 

graduate course over the last few years. The office has also collaborated with special education, 

Title III, and ELA offices to offer county-wide training to elementary teachers, and with the 

math, science, and ELA offices to provide department-wide SIOP training for secondary staff.  

The Mathematics Office has prepared math coaches in SIOP and has also initiated extensive PD 

on Mathematics Discourse, an approach that aims to engage students in whole-class discussions 

about mathematics to reveal their understanding of concepts. In addition, a total of 6 elementary 

schools and 2 secondary schools have participated in site-based SIOP training to date, with 392 

educators taking part last year. The ESOL/HILT Office is asking each school to commit to at 

least two years of SIOP professional development. 

 

Participants in ELL-related PD generally expressed positive feedback about the quality of 

workshops. For example, ratings of SIOP training on post-workshop evaluation forms were 

consistently high, and numerous teachers and principals also mentioned during interviews and 

open-ended survey items that SIOP training was one of the most important improvements their 

schools have made to support teaching and learning for ELLs. PD in which secondary teachers 

had opportunities to learn from peers about teaching strategies for ELLs were also viewed quite 

favorably. One participant in an ESOL/HILT focus group said she thought the ESOL/HILT 

Office is “on the forefront of professional development and staff support,” and others agreed that 

the ESOL/HILT PD opportunities were particularly useful in their practice. However, in 

response to a survey item about ELL-related PD they had received (from ESOL/HILT or other 

division offices) only one third of general education teachers reported that the PD was relevant to 

their practice. 
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PD on some topics was rated lower than other topics. For example, several teachers indicated the 

WIDA and ACCESS trainings and meetings were unnecessarily long and take too much time 

away from instruction. Views of the cultural competence training were also less favorable. Many 

participants in all five focus groups said that they had participated in the training, but few said 

that they thought it had changed practices in their schools. For example, a general education 

elementary school teacher noted that she believed the cultural competence training might have 

heightened staff awareness about racial issues, but it did not “translate into interactions with 

children.” Some indicated the training was primarily targeted to the African-American culture 

and left few opportunities to consider the diverse cultures of ELLs. 

 

The Division does not track which individual educators have participated in ELL-related PD or 

how much PD they have engaged in on a particular topic. However, evidence from interviews 

and surveys indicated that not all general education and elective teachers who need it have 

received ELL-related PD. Evidence from several sources indicated that the extent to which staff 

participates in training on ELL-related issues depends in large part on school leadership. For 

example, principals are responsible for deciding whether their schools participate in SIOP 

training, and for setting school-wide goals in relation to improving ELL services. 

 

The Division does not have a systematic means of ensuring instructional changes for 

ELLs are fully implemented. 

There was little evidence that ELL-related professional development is ongoing or job-

embedded. Furthermore, APS lacks a systematic means to determine whether staff are 

implementing the desired instructional changes with fidelity. 

 

As indicated in materials posted on the Web site of the APS Professional Development Office, 

sustained, job-embedded PD is a Division goal. However, the availability of instructional 

coaches with expertise in ELL education is limited, according to ESOL/HILT staff. And 

although at least two thirds of survey respondents thought their instructional practices for ELLs 

had improved as a result of PD, only half of principals and general education teachers agreed on 

surveys that they were satisfied with the level of follow-up to sustain changes in their practice. 

The ESOL/HILT office is working to overcome these challenges through departmental 

professional development supported by math and science lead teachers and through school-based 

professional development.  However, in most schools there is a lack of elementary or secondary 

coaches with expertise in SIOP or effective reading instructional practices for ELLs, and there 

are no division-level ELA coaches who could play this role. One instructional specialist stated 

that the Division has not set expectations for teachers and has not implemented any “follow 

through with teachers to ensure they are implementing the strategies they are being exposed to 

during the training sessions.” 

 

During interviews, teachers indicated that the extent to which PD is sustained is dependent on the 

commitment and creativity of school leaders. Some schools have instituted innovative ways to 

foster reflective practice among staff (e.g., through peer feedback and/or professional learning 

communities focused on ELL instruction). 

 

The Division also does not have much in place to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of 

professional development for teachers of ELLs. Currently, participant evaluations are collected 



 

The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    |    http://ceee.gwu.edu  42 

and reviewed after each professional development session to monitor feedback about the quality 

of workshops. Although post-workshop evaluations measure participants’ opinions of the 

professional development, they do not provide a way of knowing whether participants have 

mastered new learning and that instructional changes are sustained over time. 

 

Assessment and Accountability 

The PEAS assessment and accountability dimension outlines three constructs that are necessary 

to ensure the quality of Division ELL programs.  First, the Division uses a clear and consistent 

system for identifying, placing and exiting ELLs that considers the diverse cultural, linguistic 

and academic backgrounds and needs of its ELL population. Second, the Division implements a 

comprehensive data system that relies on valid and appropriate assessments to support data-

based decision making for ELLs. Finally, the Division has a system for evaluating and 

monitoring the quality of ELL programs. 

 

This evaluation examined evidence to determine the extent to which APS has in place effective 

assessment and accountability systems for ELLs in relation to standards of practice for each of 

the three PEAS constructs described above.  Evidence to support these findings consisted of 

responses to the teacher and administrator surveys, interviews, and a review of Division policies 

regarding ELL identification, placement, and assessment.  As illustrated in Table 21 and 

described in the following text, evaluators identified four findings, comprised of one area of 

strength and three areas for improvement. 

 

Table 21. Summary of Findings: Assessment and Accountability 
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 APS carries out a system of continuous 

improvement for its ELL programs. 

 The Division lacks an effective system that holds school 

administrators accountable for the quality of instructional 

programs for ELLs. 

 The current student data system does not have the capacity 

to monitor ELL students’ progress in meaningful ways. 

 

APS carries out a system of continuous improvement for its ELL programs. 

The APS Office of Planning and Evaluation conducts periodic evaluations of the ESOL/HILT 

program and are also responsible for monitoring progress on Division-wide goals outlined in the 

strategic plan. Staff from ESOL/HILT also regularly provide demographic data on an annual 

comprehensive survey of LEP students and carry out a protracted review process of Title III 

plans.  Until now, evaluations have focused on ESOL/HILT. The current evaluation represents 

the first time a comprehensive evaluation has been conducted to examine programs and services 

for ELLs division-wide, not just direct ESOL/HILT services. 

 

APS also seeks the advice and perspectives of community members through Citizens Advisory 

Councils (CACs) that meet regularly and report to the school board through the Advisory 

Council on Instruction. The ESOL/HILT CAC has been active in examining programs and 

services for ELLs, and makes recommendations for improvement through a two-year reporting 

cycle. Once the school board has identified priorities for reform, ESOL/HILT staff must report 

progress. Although CAC members and staff do not always agree on what needs to be done, this 

system ensures regular dialogue and reflection on what is working well and areas needing 

improvement. Staff described the process as “a very powerful way of getting things to happen.”  
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The Division lacks an effective system that holds school administrators accountable 

for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs. 

Currently, there is little effective means to hold school administrators accountable for ensuring 

school-based services are aligned with best practices and meet the needs of each school’s diverse 

population of ELLs. In addition, the Division has not articulated consistent criteria principals 

should use to monitor instruction for these students. 

 

ESOL/HILT central office staff visit schools as they are able and have worked hard to establish 

collegial relationships with principals. The Office has also established a system in which each 

school assigns a lead ESOL/HILT teacher who is responsible to attend regular division-wide 

meetings and to coordinate services in the school. However, under APS’ system of site-based 

management, decisions about ELL programming depend on the leadership of school 

administrators and do not always adhere to best practices.  

 

In addition, there have been few consistent criteria for monitoring the quality of classroom 

instruction for ELLs. The ESOL/HILT Office reported it plans to implement the recently-

developed Key Elements of a Daily Lesson Plan to guide research-based instructional 

approaches for ELLs. Principals will be expected to look for the key elements when they observe 

a lesson, and staff are exploring ways to connect the elements to the new teacher evaluation.  

 

Until now, the lack of an effective accountability system for school-based ELL programming and 

adequate criteria for monitoring academic and language instruction specific to ELLs have made 

it difficult to ensure a consistent level of quality in programs and services for ELLs. 

 

The current student data system does not have the capacity to monitor ELL 

students’ progress in meaningful ways.  

The evaluation team reviewed documents and examined survey and interview data to investigate 

how school and division leaders monitor ELLs’ progress toward grade-level achievement before 

and after exit from LEP status, and the extent to which administrators ensure students are 

completing pathways to career and college. Two issues emerged: a) APS relies heavily on 

standardized test scores to inform instructional decisions; and b) the student information system 

is not easily accessible and does not track ELLs’ progress over time. 

 

Data used to inform instructional decisions consists in large part of standardized tests, including 

the annual state-approved language proficiency assessment (WIDA ACCESS for ELLs®), as 

well as the SOLs and related benchmark and reading assessments administered in English to all 

students. ESOL/HILT supplements data used for annual placement decisions with writing 

samples, student portfolios, and criterion referenced tests, and involves teachers in making these 

decisions. APS also administers some native language assessments in core subject areas when 

new students enter through the Language Services Registration Center (LSRC), as well as locally 

developed oral and writing assessments in Spanish for FLS students. Furthermore, few formative 

assessments appropriate for ELLs are available to inform instructional decisions in the subject 

areas.  
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A second issue involves the availability of data that follows student progress over time. This is 

important for ELLs in particular because research shows it takes several years for these students 

to be able to show what they know and can do on a standardized test given in English. The 

majority of administrators from all grade spans surveyed reported that they regularly examine 

ELL student assessment data to track their progress.  However, a review of the data system 

capabilities indicated that the data available typically span only a year or two and are scattered 

across multiple data systems that are not always linked with one another. When educators need 

more information to support instructional decisions about ELLs, a dedicated staff collaborates 

across Enterprise Solutions, Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT to develop customized 

reports. However, this process is time consuming and prone to technological malfunctions. As a 

related issue, administrators and teachers expressed concern about the lack of an efficient system 

for sharing academic records as students transition to 6
th

 grade from elementary school. 

Furthermore, not all educators have the skills to access and use effectively the student 

information currently available.  

 

As data systems have evolved in response to state and local policy shifts, the student information 

system has lost a permanent identifier for students who have a history of LEP status, making it 

difficult to monitor students after they exit from Reaching level and continue in mainstream 

programs. This makes it hard to track, for example, whether former LEP students are 

participating in career- and college-ready pathways and going on to graduate from high school 

and attend college. (Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT staff went to considerable trouble 

to mine the data needed for most of the student outcome questions for the current evaluation.)   

 

APS is currently in the process of contracting new student information and reporting systems, 

with a projected roll-out of 2013. End users were not yet certain whether the new data system 

will provide a more seamless means to create accessible longitudinal reports that can assist 

educators in examining ELLs’ linguistic and academic growth.  

 

Without appropriate formative assessments, and without a built-in structure to track longitudinal 

growth over time on summative assessments, it is difficult for educators to construct a complete, 

timely and meaningful picture of ELLs’ strengths and weaknesses so that classroom instruction 

can be adjusted accordingly. It is also difficult to design instructional programs that address the 

needs of diverse groups of ELLs (i.e., students who enter APS on grade level in their native 

language, students with interrupted or limited formal schooling, and long-term ELLs) and to 

regularly monitor whether school and division-level programs are meeting short and long-term 

goals. 

 

Parent and Community Outreach 

An effective ELL program leverages parents and communities as partners in the education of 

ELLs in appropriate, relevant, and culturally sensitive ways. Three constructs comprise the 

PEAS dimension of Parent and Community Outreach, including: communication with parents, 

parent involvement, and family and community partnerships. Divisions and schools not only 

communicate information to parents in their native languages, but they also provide 

opportunities, training and resources for parents to reinforce their children’s language and 

content learning. Also important are the Division’s and schools’ efforts to partner with families 
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and communities of ELLs to enrich the curriculum as well as to give voice to diverse 

communities. 

 

To assess the Division’s programs for Parent and Community Outreach, the evaluation team 

conducted four parent focus groups and administered a survey to Bilingual Family Resource 

Assistants and HILT Resource Counselors. Focus groups were interpreted in Spanish, Arabic and 

Amharic. Table 22 illustrates the Division’s strengths and areas for improvement for Parent and 

Community Outreach, and the following section describes findings from these data sources. 

 

Table 22. Summary of Findings: Parent and Community Outreach 
Strengths Areas for Improvement 

 APS has a well-developed parent and community 

outreach program for the families of ELLs. 

 Not all parents are aware of and can take 

advantage of opportunities for training and 

support. 

 

APS has a well-developed parent and community outreach program for the families 

of ELLs. 

The Department of Instruction has adopted Joyce Epstein’s (1997) framework for parent 

involvement. The research-based framework outlines six key categories of family involvement: 

parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision-making and collaborating 

with the community. The ESOL/HILT Office collaborates with a range of other APS offices and 

departments as well as with several community organizations to develop and implement its 

outreach plan for the families and communities of ELLs.  

 

APS employs 34 Bilingual Family Resource Assistants in 27 schools to work with students and 

families who speak a variety of languages including Amharic, Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, French, 

Khmer, Korean, Lao, Mongolian, Russian, Somali, Spanish, Urdu and Vietnamese.  These 

bilingual/bicultural family liaisons offer a wide variety of support services, including facilitating 

communication between the school and home; providing interpretation and translation; 

coordinating parent meetings, workshops, and events; supporting teachers and staff to serve 

diverse students and their families; orienting immigrant parents to the U.S. school system; and 

helping families to support their child’s academic progress. 

 

The Division and schools offer several ongoing family involvement workshops including Parent 

Expectations Support Achievement (PESA), PARTICIPA, Strengthening Families, and Reach 

for Reading, among others. The Division also offers a workshop to orient new immigrant 

families to APS and ESOL/HILT services. Bilingual Family Resource Assistants offer a 

substantial number of one-time workshops in their schools on various topics about socio-cultural 

issues, academics, and understanding and supporting children’s academic progress. Both 

Bilingual Family Resource Assistants and ESOL/HILT teachers work hard to get to know 

families, to help them obtain access to basic needs and socio-cultural supports, and to partner 

with them to support their children’s academic progress. These staff also work to enhance their 

colleagues’ cultural understanding in regard to the schools’ diverse students and their families. 

 

In addition, the ESOL/HILT office, together with several other division offices and community 

organizations, organizes an annual Multicultural Parent Conference for families of ELLs “to 

celebrate the diversity of Arlington Public Schools, collaborate with parents from diverse 
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cultures, inform and empower parents by deepening their understanding of the school system and 

community services so that they can support and advocate for their children’s education” 

(Conference brochure). The conference has been growing in attendance each year and receives 

generally enthusiastic feedback from attendees. 

 

Several schools also reported innovative approaches to ELL family involvement. For example, 

staff from two secondary schools said teachers had conducted home visits, and one school had 

focused these visits on the families of students considered at risk of failure. Another middle 

school utilizes “fishbone” training to design a family outreach plan in which staff write 

personalized letters to parents who rarely communicate with the school and follow up with home 

visits. In some schools, administrators and Bilingual Family Resource Assistants reported that 

the families of ELLs participate in school decision-making bodies and advocacy activities. 

 

The majority of families who participated in focus groups said they felt welcome in the schools, 

and two thirds of Bilingual Family Resource Assistants echoed this perception. An examination 

of data collected for this evaluation indicated most staff and administrators expressed positive 

views toward families of ELLs, and are invested in learning better ways to partner with them. In 

sum, evidence across multiple sources indicates that APS has made important advances in 

culturally responsive outreach for families of ELLs. 

 

Not all parents are aware of and can take advantage of opportunities for training 

and support. 

While evidence indicated that APS has solid structures in place to support parent outreach at the 

Division and school levels, some areas could be improved. First, families of ELLs needed more 

support to understand and guide their children’s academic progress, particularly in regard to 

requirements for completing high school. These families were not always aware of opportunities 

for training and support. In addition, schools varied in terms of how well they communicated 

with the parents of ELLs about their child’s progress. 

 

Fewer than half of the Bilingual Family Resource Assistants who responded to the survey agreed 

that families of ELLs understand their child’s report card or requirements for graduating from 

high school. None of the parents who participated in focus groups said they had received 

guidance for selecting courses for their child, but all expressed interest in learning about this. 

 

While parent training is widely available, parents’ access to these opportunities was dependent 

on school level outreach, according to evidence from the survey and focus groups. A small 

sample of high school parents who participated in focus groups seemed to have little awareness 

or access to such opportunities. 

 

While parent focus group participants noted many positive aspects of APS parent engagement 

efforts, several said the school did not always communicate with them on a timely basis when 

their child was struggling academically.  
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Conclusions 
 

A comprehensive review of APS outcomes, policies and practices for ELLs in relation to 

standards of practice across the seven dimensions of the Promoting Excellence Appraisal System 

indicates many areas of strength. Evaluators found that overall, cohorts of ELLs have made 

progress in closing achievement gaps over time as measured by a longitudinal analysis of pass 

rates on the SOLs. GW-CEEE also found that the Division has a number of important policies 

and practices in place to support teaching and learning for ELLs. The Division articulates an 

inclusive vision and high expectations for ELLs. Educators across central offices are highly 

collaborative and share responsibility for educating ELLs. APS uses research-based approaches 

to educating ELLs and provides high quality curricular guidance. ESOL/HILT classrooms and 

general education classrooms provide a comparable level of quality in instruction.  The Division 

has made efforts to prepare more mainstream teachers to address the needs of ELLs and has also 

been innovative in creating several key positions to support the academic, linguistic and 

sociocultural needs of ELLs and their families. APS has a well-developed parent and community 

outreach program. In addition, the Division carries out a system of continuous improvement for 

its ELL programs. 

 

The Division also faces numerous challenges in regard to closing achievement gaps for ELLs. 

Similar to many school districts across the nation, APS enrolls a substantial number of ELLs at 

the middle school level who have been in the system since elementary school and are not making 

expected progress in their linguistic and academic development. Students who entered the 

Division as LEP in the early grades are underrepresented in advanced coursework compared to 

their non-ELL peers. Moreover, students with a history of LEP status are less likely than non-

ELLs to complete high school, with students who entered APS at the secondary level being the 

least likely to finish.  

 

Evaluators found areas in need of improvement for each of the seven PEAS dimensions. Despite 

the collaborative culture at the division level and the high quality of curricular guidance for 

implementing programs and services for ELLs, the level of service delivery is inconsistent from 

school to school and from year to year, and does not always address the needs of APS’ diverse 

(and often shifting) population of ELLs. Of the teachers who were observed for this study, most 

showed they could provide general types of scaffolding of academic content for ELLs, but did 

not provide other supports to ensure these students can understand instruction, such as 

differentiating for students at a range of ELP levels or connecting instruction with students’ lives 

and cultural and linguistic heritages. Moreover, few of the teachers observed explicitly taught the 

kinds of academic language students will need to attain Virginia’s new, more rigorous Standards 

of Learning.  

 

While some schools offer creative and exemplary approaches to supporting ELLs, others do not 

ensure a sustained focus on these students or provide a cohesive program of appropriate 

supports. At the classroom level, not all mainstream teachers who serve ELLs have the expertise 

to make instruction comprehensible to them, and not all ESOL/HILT teachers have expertise in 

the content areas they teach. In addition, although APS provides many professional learning 

opportunities to support effective instruction for ELLs, not all educators who need it participate. 

Furthermore, the Division has not had a means to ensure that recommended instructional 
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practices for ELLs are fully implemented. Finally, without an effective system that holds school 

administrators accountable for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs, it has been 

difficult to ensure that these students have equitable opportunities to succeed in school and to 

pursue pathways to college and career. 

 

Recommendations 
 

Based on findings from this evaluation, reforms are needed in regard to four critical issues: (a) 

fostering school-level accountability for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs; (b) 

enhancing program design to ensure the needs of all groups of ELLs are addressed; (c) 

sustaining ongoing, job-embedded professional development for all educators of ELLs; and (d) 

improving the availability of meaningful data that can support instructional and programmatic 

decisions for ELLs. Recommendations are integrated to address the areas of improvement across 

multiple PEAS dimensions. Recommendations are summarized below, followed by detailed 

explanations of each. 

 

Foster school-level accountability for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs 

 Hold school leaders accountable for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs.  

 Plan each school’s service delivery tailored to the needs of diverse groups of ELLs. 

 Strengthen collaboration among ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and general education teachers. 

 

Enhance program design to ensure the needs of all groups of ELLs are addressed. 

 Offer Pre-K designed to support the needs of ELLs. 

Allocate staff responsible for monitoring and supporting ELLs at ELP Level 5. 

Strengthen guidance and expectations of teachers to explicitly teach academic English. 

Revitalize the concept-based reading instructional approach for ELLs. 

Pursue policies and practices that support secondary ELLs to enroll in and succeed in 

advanced coursework. 

 

Support implementation of ELL-responsive instructional practices through ongoing, job-

embedded professional development for all educators of ELLs. 

 Ensure professional development for all educators of ELLs is sustained and leads to 

desired improvements. 

Enhance the system for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of professional 

development. 

 

Improve the availability of meaningful data that can support instructional and programmatic 

decisions for ELLs. 

 Continue efforts to improve the student data system so it can be used by educators to 

make data-based instructional decisions for ELLs. 

 Make demographic, English language proficiency and achievement data on ELLs readily 

available. 
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Foster accountability at the school level for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs. 

 

Hold school leaders accountable for the quality of instructional programs for ELLs.  

Hold school leaders accountable for maintaining ELLs as an ongoing focus from year to year. 

While respecting the autonomy of site-based decision-making, ensure that each school’s 

instructional programs for ELLs are consistent with guidance from ESOL/HILT.  With clear 

direction from appropriate central offices (e.g., Department of Instruction, Title I, ESOL/HILT) 

require school principals, in consultation with school-based ELL Leadership teams, to create and 

update goals for ELLs in each year’s school management plan, and to show how content and 

language instruction will be targeted to address the needs of ELLs. In addition, school leaders 

should have a plan for providing a cohesive set of instructional services as students advance from 

grade-to-grade and along the continuum of English language proficiency. School-based 

instructional programs for ELLs should be part of a continuous cycle of improvement, in which 

administrators and teachers reflect on demographic, instructional practice, and formative and 

summative student outcome data to inform instructional decisions.  

 
Recommended resources: 

 

California Department of Education. (2010). Improving education for English language learners: Research-based 

approaches. Sacramento, CA: California Department of Education.  

 

Zacarian, D. (2011). Transforming schools for English learners: A comprehensive framework for school leaders. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

 

Plan each school’s service delivery tailored to the needs of diverse groups of ELLs. 

Ensure annual Division and school-based planning for ELLs considers how programs and 

services will address the range of needs of different groups of students. Prioritize human and 

material resource allocations and scheduling for the groups of students with the highest needs 

(e.g., struggling and/or long-term ELLs and students with interrupted or limited formal 

schooling). 

 

While all ELLs are characterized by their status as 

second language learners, they come to school with 

differing academic, linguistic, personal and cultural 

backgrounds and trajectories, socio-economic statuses, 

native languages, and literacy levels in English and 

their first language (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007).   

 

Consider refining the typology of ELLs (see box) and 

developing guidance for addressing the needs of the 

diverse groups of ELLs in APS. In addition, consider 

adopting the following practices: 

 Provide professional development for school 

leaders to understand best practices for 

diverse types of ELLs and ways to plan 

service delivery that targets these students’ needs. 

 Collect data on the numbers of ELLs in each typology who are in the Division and 

Common Typologies of ELLs 
 

1. U.S.-born students making good 

progress 

2. U.S.-born students who are 

struggling and/or long-term 

English language learners. 

3. Newcomer students on grade 

level in their native language 

and/or in English. 

4. Newcomer students with 

interrupted or limited formal 

schooling. 

 

Adapted from Dutro & Kinsella (2010). 
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schools and use the information in planning implementation of instruction and 

assignment of staff and resources. 

 Have school staff interview incoming ELLs to understand their life experiences, 

academic histories, hopes and goals and use the information to tailor instructional 

practices. 

 Meet with administrators and teachers in each school to discuss goals and supports to 

be provided to students with different backgrounds.   

 Ensure each school includes goals and supports for each type of ELLs in each year’s 

school management plan (not just when SOLs from the previous year fall below 

expectations, but every year). 

 Assess the feasibility of providing centralized services (e.g., at one of the alternative 

high schools) for adolescent Accelerated Literacy students when neighborhood 

schools enroll too few of these students to be able to serve them adequately. 

 
Recommended resources: 

 

Olsen, L. (2010). Reparable Harm: Fulfilling the Unkept Promise of Educational Opportunity for California’s 

Long Term English Learners. Long Beach, CA: Californians Tomorrow. Available: 

www.californianstogether.org.  

 

Short, D. & Boyson, B. (2012). Helping newcomer students succeed in secondary schools and beyond. 

Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics. www.cal.org/help-newcomers-succeed. 

 

Strengthen collaboration among ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and general education 

teachers. 

For schools that choose to implement collaborative teaching among ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and 

general education teachers (e.g., push-in, inclusion), develop and implement structures that 

ensure effective co-teaching for ELLs. Strategically schedule ELL and general education 

teachers for co-teaching and provide written guidance on effective co-teaching for ELLs.  

 

At the elementary level, consider shifting from the push-in approach (in which the general 

education teacher is the lead) to a more collaborative model in which both teachers share 

responsibility to plan and carry out instruction for all students. At the middle and high school 

levels, pair HILT/HILTEX teachers with content teachers and limit the number of content areas 

ELL teachers support. Ensure that secondary HILT/HILTEX teachers who co-teach are working 

in content areas in which they have expertise (Zacarian, 2011, p. 84). The co-teachers’ schedules 

should allow for weekly common planning time that is protected from other demands. Hold 

administrators accountable for providing and maintaining structures that support collaborative 

teaching (e.g., common planning time, space, resources, effective scheduling of co-taught 

classes, and professional development to support collaboration).  

 

Provide written guidance and professional development for administrators, 

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and general education co-teachers regarding effective instruction and 

collaboration. Ensure that inclusion classrooms with ELLs support the dual goals of making 

content accessible and teaching the language necessary to access the content. For collaborative 

teaching to be effective, the ELL teacher and the content teacher must regard one another as 

equal partners with shared responsibility for the success of all of the students in the classroom 

http://www.californianstogether.org/
http://www.cal.org/help-newcomers-succeed
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(Van Loenen and Haley, 1994; Zacarian, 2011). In particular, it is recommended that the 

Division strengthen collaboration through the integration of four important elements.  These are 

instructional planning, collaborative teaching, assessment and monitoring, and reflection and 

adaptation (Friend & Cook, 2003).   

 

 
Recommended resource: 

 

The Saint Paul Public Schools (SPSS) Elementary and Secondary ELL Guidelines. Available from 

http://ell.spps.org/StaffHandbook.html (See sections specific to collaboration.) 

 

Enhance program design to ensure the needs of all groups of ELLs are addressed. 

 

Offer Pre-K support designed to support the needs of ELLs. 

Enhance the Pre-K program to address the needs of young ELLs, and conduct aggressive 

outreach to encourage families of ELLs to enroll their children in the program. As a bridge to 

success in English reading, consider providing early reading instruction and oral language 

development in the home language (August & Shanahan, 2006; Espinosa, 2010a, 2010b; 

Genesee et al., 2004), and a culturally responsive curriculum (Au & Mason, 1981; Bernhard et 

al., 2006), in a two-way setting in which ELLs learn alongside native English-speaking peers.  

Ensure systems are in place to support ELLs’ transition from Pre-K to K, and a cohesive 

progression of ESOL/HILT services from Pre-K to elementary grades and beyond. 

 

Ensuring school readiness for kindergarten ELLs is paramount to closing achievement gaps and 

preventing the phenomenon of long-term ELLs (Olsen, 2010). As with all children, ELLs who 

attend high-quality pre-K programs demonstrate higher levels of school readiness than ELLs 

who do not (Barnett, 2008; Gormley, 2007; Cannon, Jacknowitz, & Karoly, 2012). Thus, helping 

ELLs develop English proficiency in a high quality PreK program may help close achievement 

gaps between ELLs and their peers.  

 
Recommended resources: 

 

García, E.E. & Frede, E.C. (Eds.) (2010). Young English language learners: Current research and emerging 

directions for practice and policy. New York: Teachers College Press.  

 

Espinosa, L. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research to improve 

practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

 

Allocate staff responsible for monitoring and supporting ELLs at ELP Level 5. 

Include a planning factor for staff responsible for monitoring Level 5 students who have exited 

ESOL/HILT services. These staff would also be responsible for providing and/or arranging 

support for struggling students Levels 5-6, as needed. 

 

Strengthen guidance and expectations of teachers to explicitly teach academic 

English. 

Strengthen the focus on academic English instruction in the content areas. Vocabulary 

instruction is important for ELLs, but it is not sufficient. Teachers must model academic 

discussions and questioning techniques that mirror the types of discussion within subject-area 

http://ell.spps.org/StaffHandbook.html
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disciplines and communities. Students need opportunities to use academic English, to unpack the 

complex text of grade-level textbooks and tests, and to develop metalinguistic awareness of its 

features (Anstrom, DiCerbo, Butler, Katz, Millet & Rivera, 2010).  

 

Continue to support the mathematics discourse initiative across the grade levels. In addition, 

provide professional development to deepen all teachers’ knowledge of language and language 

development (Adger, Snow, & Christian, 2002). During ESOL/HILT and HILTEX English 

language arts, provide explicit academic language instruction within the context of academic 

content across the subject areas (Saunders & Goldenberg, 2010; Dutro & Kinsella, 2010). Create 

expectations for content teachers in all subject areas to enhance the learning of ELLs (as well as 

former ELLs and all students) by providing explicit instruction about the language demands of 

the content area.   

 

With support from academic language experts, provide opportunities for ESOL/HILT teachers to 

coordinate with content teachers to identify the language students need to achieve in the subject 

areas, with a focus on linguistic complexity, language forms and conventions, and vocabulary). 

Incorporate this work into grade-level and departmental curricular resources. 

 
Recommended resources:  

 

Gibbons, P. (2006). Bridging discourses in the ESL classroom. New York: Continuum. 

 

Kinsella, K. and Feldman, K. (2002). Language strategies for active participation and learning. Scholastic Red. 

Available: http://read180bestpractices.wikispaces.com/file/view/Language+Strategies+for+Active+Learning.pdf   

 

California Department of Education (2010). Improving education for English language learners: Research-based 

approaches. Sacramento, CA: California Department of Education. (See the first three chapters on English 

language instruction.) 

 

 Revitalize the concept-based reading instructional approach for ELLs. 

Update the elementary and secondary language arts guides, and provide ongoing, sustained 

professional development to ensure they are implemented as designed. Consider posting the 

guides online to facilitate future updates, as needed. Instructional strategies in sample unit and 

lesson plans can then be linked back to the relevant sections of each online guide. 

 

Maintain the integrated, concept-based approach of the current elementary and secondary 

language arts guides, as well as the integration of the four language domains and the emphasis on 

oral language development. In addition, update the guides to (a) address changes in state policy 

contexts (e.g., new WIDA standards and SOLs) and (b) include approaches and resources needed 

to provide instruction on academic language. For instance, provide examples of sentence 

structures associated with language functions, such as justification, explanation, and cause and 

effect. Include explicit guidance on strategies for teaching academic language across a range of 

genres within the context of academic content (e.g., writing a lab report in science; constructing 

persuasive arguments in English language arts and social studies). Provide instructional 

strategies in sample unit and lesson plans for teaching the language associated with new, more 

rigorous SOLs in ELA, Science, Social Studies and Math (e.g., to teach students strategies and 

the meta-language to interpret complex grade-level non-fiction text). In the elementary guide, 

link activities and strategies for ELLs to specific Storytown units. Include written guidance for 

http://read180bestpractices.wikispaces.com/file/view/Language+Strategies+for+Active+Learning.pdf
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implementing Word Study through a meaning-based approach that is connected with other 

elements of the reading program. 

 

Once the revised guides have been rolled out, provide ongoing, sustained professional 

development and coaching to ensure administrators and teachers are aware of their importance, 

and understand and can implement research-based literacy instruction that is appropriate for 

ELLs. In addition, hold administrators and teachers accountable for implementing literacy and 

language instruction for ELLs as designed. 

 

Pursue policies and practices that support secondary ELLs to enroll in and succeed 

in advanced coursework. 

Proceed with and expand on plans to provide academic support classes for ELLs to be taken 

concurrently with college preparatory and advanced coursework (e.g., intensified and advanced 

mathematics, English 11, AP and IB). Academic support courses should prepare ELLs to 

 

 read critically in the content areas; 

 understand and use oral and written language associated with the academic content 

areas; 

 compare and contrast their two (or more) languages, as well as varying registers of 

language (e.g., social language v. the language of the content areas); and 

 develop strategies to transfer what they know and can do in their native language to 

English (e.g., metalinguistic and metacognitive strategies, background knowledge, 

understanding of text structures, and cognates) (Lesaux and Geva, 2006). 

 

Divisions and schools that are successful in closing achievement gaps and reducing dropout rates 

for ELLs ensure these students have opportunities to enroll in rigorous, college preparatory 

courses.  Research further suggests that regardless of their previous academic history, 

underprepared students (including ELLs) who enrolled in these types of challenging courses 

increased their academic achievement (Koelsch, 2006).  

 
Recommended resource: 

 

Koelsch, N. (2006). Improving literacy outcomes for English language learners in high school: Considerations for 

states and districts in developing a coherent policy framework. Washington, DC: National High School Center. 

Available: http://www.betterhighschools.org/docs/NHSC_AdolescentS_110806.pdf  

 

Support implementation of ELL-responsive instructional practices through ongoing, job-

embedded professional development for all educators of ELLs. 

 

Ensure professional development for all educators of ELLs leads to desired 

improvements. 

Institute supports to ensure interventions are fully implemented so they will be more likely to 

improve student learning. Identifying research-based instructional approaches and training 

personnel in these approaches are initial steps in instituting educational reforms, but they are not 

enough to ensure students benefit from the practices. Provide appropriate modeling, peer and 

expert coaching, opportunities for reflection and other job-embedded supports. When resources 

are limited, seek ways to train school-based coaches through a train-the-trainer strategy. Also 

http://www.betterhighschools.org/docs/NHSC_AdolescentS_110806.pdf
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foster existing and new study groups, inquiry groups and/or professional learning communities in 

schools that provide opportunities for ESOL/HILT and content teachers to learn together about 

ELL-responsive teaching, reflect on their practice, and use formative and summative data to 

inform instruction. Hold school administrators accountable for planning and providing structural 

supports (time, resources, and space) to sustain professional learning and inquiry.  

 

At the close of each school year, assess each school’s phase of implementation of the desired 

innovation (e.g., exploration, initial implementation, full implementation, and sustainability) 

(Fixsen & Blase, 2009). Provide ongoing support of new innovations for at least two to three 

years until capacity is built to sustain full implementation of the innovation. Continue to monitor 

implementation by experienced staff and to support new staff as needed. 

 

Based on this evaluation, areas of priority for professional development for all teachers and 

administrators of ELLs in addition to SIOP include 

 effective literacy instruction for ELLs; 

 academic language instruction; 

 collaborative approaches to planning, implementing, and reflecting on instruction; and 

 use of ELL data to inform instruction. 

 

In addition, provide incentives for ESOL/HILT teachers to obtain add-on endorsements in the 

content areas they teach. To develop ESOL/HILT teachers’ content expertise and familiarity 

with the SOLs, ensure they are assigned to the same content areas from year to year, and that 

they participate in professional development in the subject area. 

 

Enhance the system for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of professional 

development. 

Develop measures to determine the extent to which professional development impacts practice. 

Continue utilizing the post-workshop participant evaluations, and move forward with plans to 

add other tools to assess implementation of learning (e.g., development of a classroom walk-

through protocol aligned to the Key Elements of an Effective Lesson). Also collect evidence that 

effective structures are in place that build capacity for implementing instructional innovations 

(e.g., coaches and teacher leaders who support implementation and continuous improvement), 

and participant reflections on changes in their instruction over time. Make decisions about 

improvements, changes, or additions to the professional development based on implementation 

data. Once there is evidence that the innovation is fully implemented, examine data to see if 

instructional changes are associated with improved student learning.  

 

Integrate a means to track what professional development each staff member has engaged in, and 

to make reports available to division and school leaders, disaggregated by type of staff (e.g., 

administrator, ESOL/HILT teacher, general education teacher, HILT Resource Counselor, 

Bilingual Family Resource Assistant, and guidance counselors). 

 

Guskey (2000; 2002) outlines one model that can be used to guide monitoring and evaluation of 

professional learning. The model is organized into five cumulative levels: 1) participant 

reactions, 2) participant learning, 3) organization support and change, 4) participant use of new 

knowledge and skills, and 5) student learning outcomes.  
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Recommended resource: 

 

Guskey, T. (2002). Does it make a difference? Evaluating professional development. Educational Leadership, 59(6), 

45-51. 

 

Improve the availability of meaningful data that can support instructional and programmatic 

decisions for ELLs. 

 

Continue efforts to improve the integration of the student data system to support 

instructional decisions for ELLs. 

To facilitate instructional decisions for diverse typologies of ELLs, the data system should 

integrate English language proficiency data, (e.g., W-APT, WIDA MODEL, ACCESS scores), 

division- and state-wide formative and summative achievement data), and as available, student 

background data (e.g., native language, time in U.S. schools, prior schooling, literacy levels in 

both languages on entry to APS). Re-institute an “ever-LEP” identifier so that ELL performance 

can be tracked across time from enrollment in the Division until high school completion (even 

after students have exited from ELP Level 6). 

 

Make data on ELLs readily available. 

As the new data system is rolled out, take steps to ensure that teachers, principals, and division 

administrators can easily examine student data at the individual, classroom, school and division 

levels, while ensuring adequate privacy protections. Train instructional and administrative 

personnel to use the available data to inform instructional decisions for ELLs.   

 

In addition, design and produce accessible longitudinal data reports so that division and school 

personnel can examine (1) the achievement gap between ELL subgroups and native English 

speakers; and (2) ELLs’ progress over time.  Scores on state content assessments, time until exit 

from LEP status, time in program, information on students’ course enrollment patterns and high 

school completion rates should be included. These data should be disaggregated for ELLs who 

enter at elementary, middle and upper grade levels as well as for students with interrupted formal 

schooling, long-term ELLs and ELLs identified with disabilities. Consider tracking students who 

have been in LEP status for 6 years or more. Target these students for extra support, create an 

improvement plan, monitor student progress, and update the improvement plan as needed. 

 

Consult with the Virginia Department of Education to determine statewide percentile rankings on 

the SOLs for ELLs who start at each English language proficiency level, then track the progress 

of ELLs in the division to determine whether APS students are making expected progress on 

these assessments (see U.S. Department of Education, 2012). 
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Appendix A. PEAS Needs Assessment Rating Tool 
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Rating Scale 

0 = no or very little evidence that the standard is in place. 

1 = emerging (evidence that very little is in place to support the standard). 

2 = adequate (evidence suggests the standard is mostly in place, at a satisfactory level of development). 

3 = exemplary, at a level commensurate with best practices in the field. 
 

Promoting Excellence Appraisal System 

Needs Assessment Rating Tool 

Instructions 

Step 1. Conduct an individual rating. 

1. Review the constructs and standards for the assigned dimension(s) of best practice for 

ELLs (Leadership, Qualified Personnel, Professional Development, Instructional 

Program Design, Instructional Implementation, Assessment and Accountability, or 

Parent and Community Outreach). 

2. For each construct, examine the list of standards and reflect on how your district is 

doing. Rate each standard within the construct using the rating scale below.  

3. Reflect on your rating across all of the standards within the construct. Then, decide on 

an overall rating for the construct. Rather than trying to find a mathematical average, 

think holistically about the entire set of standards for the construct. 

4. Use the NOTES column to comment on what you have observed to support your 

ratings. 

Step 2. Discuss your ratings with your group. 

 Discuss areas of agreement or disagreement. 

 What have you observed to support your rating?  

 What additional information is needed to make a fair judgment?  

Step 3. Prepare to share out. 

1. Assign a spokesperson to share a summary of your ratings and your discussion with the 

whole group. 

2. On easel paper, make a T chart. List up to 3–5 strengths on the left side of the T. List up 

to 3–5 areas in need of improvement on the right side of the T.  

For each strength or need, please specify either the construct or the code of a specific 

standard. Add a short description in your own words.  

3. On the bottom of the T chart, make note of what else you would need to know in order 

to make a fair judgment about the ratings.
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Dimension I: INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM DESIGN 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Effective 

Design 

DE1. The district’s ELL program design is consistent with current theory and 

research about effective instructional programs for ELLs.  

   

DE2. The district’s ELL program design is aligned with the district’s overall 

vision, mission, and goals for ELLs. 

 

DE3. The district’s ELL program design addresses the needs of the diverse 

populations of ELLs in the district (students at different English language 

proficiency levels, ages, linguistic and cultural backgrounds, time in the 

United States, and levels of prior schooling). 

 

Access to Grade-

Level Content 

DA1. The district’s ELL program design is academically rigorous (not remedial), 

and promotes the knowledge and higher level thinking skills to prepare 

students for college and satisfying careers. 

   

DA2. The district’s ELL program(s) are designed to ensure ELLs have equitable 

access to grade-level instruction in the academic content areas. 

 

DA2A. ELLs are provided adequate instructional time to learn the intended 

curriculum. 

 

DA3. The district provides additional grade-level academic support for ELLs, 

including translators, tutors, and bilingual instructional aides. 

 

DA4. The district provides sufficient and equitable access to high quality 

instructional materials, educational technology, libraries, laboratories, and 

other relevant resources that support ELLs’ English language development 

and grade-level, academic content learning in English and the native 

language. 

 

DA5. High quality native language instructional materials and resources are 

available at each grade level and subject area to support literacy and 

academic content learning. 

 

DA6. Instructional materials and resources that reflect and value a wide diversity 

of cultural backgrounds and histories are integrated throughout the general 

education curriculum for all students. 

 

DA7. The district ensures sustained, consistent, and coherent instructional support 

from grade to grade until ELLs have reached parity with English-speaking 

students on measures of academic achievement in the core content areas. 

 

DA8. The ELL plan includes a timely means for identification of struggling 

students who need additional support, including both active ELLs and those 

who are not currently receiving ELL services. 
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Dimension I: INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM DESIGN 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Language 

Development 

DL1. The district has a curriculum for English language development that is 

aligned with state English language proficiency standards. 

   

DL2. The district’s English language development curriculum is responsive to 

students’ English language development stages (i.e., from beginning to 

intermediate to advanced), as appropriate across the grade levels. 

 

DL3. The district’s English language development curriculum prepares students 

with the language needed to access grade-level academic content. 

 

DL4. ELLs from beginning to upper intermediate levels receive dedicated 

instructional time to support language development. 

 

Equity 

DEQ1. The district’s instructional programs are designed so that native English-

speaking students work and learn together with their ELL peers. 

   

DEQ2. The district ensures that ELLs have equitable access to the same electives 

and in-school activities as other students (e.g., music and art, enrichment 

courses, and other electives, as well as field trips, assemblies, and internship 

opportunities). 

 

DEQ3. The district ensures that ELLs participate equitably in extracurricular sports, 

clubs, and activities. 

 

DEQ4. The district ensures that ELLs participate equitably in gifted and talented, 

honors, International Baccalaureate, accelerated and advanced placement 

courses. 

 

DEQ5. The district has an effective system for identifying ELLs with special 

educational needs (i.e., ELLs are neither under- nor over-represented in 

special education). 

 

DEQ6. The district ensures that dually identified students receive appropriate 

services to address both language needs and special education needs. 

 

Counseling 

DS1. ELLs and their families receive appropriate guidance for successful 

completion of requirements for high school graduation, college admission, 

and career. 

   

DS2. Counselors and/or social workers provide culturally responsive counseling 

to support ELLs’ healthy affective development. 
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Dimension II: INSTRUCTIONAL IMPLEMENTATION 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Program 

Implementation 

INP1. Teachers implement ELL programs as designed. 
   

INP2. School administrators and teachers monitor ELLs from initial enrollment 

through completion of high school to identify those who need extra support. 

 

Collaboration 

INC1. The district and schools provide structural support (e.g., time, scheduling, and 

resources) to foster collaboration among teachers. 

   

INC2. Teachers with expertise in both language and content instruction collaborate 

systematically within and across grades to design and implement instruction 

for ELLs. 

 

Access to 

Challenging 

Academic 

Content 

INR1. Teachers who serve ELLs convey high expectations through by providing 

rigorous, grade-level instruction. 

   

INR2. Teachers scaffold to make instruction comprehensible to ELLs. 
 

INR3. Teachers differentiate instruction for ELLs at different English proficiency 

levels through varied approaches to content, process, and product. 

 

INR4. School administrators, guidance counselors and teachers use the native 

languages and cultural heritages of ELLs and their families to enrich and 

support instruction and the learning of academic content. 

 

INR5. Instruction for ELLs elicits a high level of student engagement. 
 

Language 

Development 

INL1. Teachers provide explicit language instruction. 
    

INL2. Teachers provide instruction for ELLs to develop academic language needed 

to access content. 

 

Socially 

Constructed 

Learning 

INS1. Teachers create classroom environments that facilitate peer interaction around 

academic content. 

   

INS2. ELLs actively participate in meaningful activities that are appropriate to their 

level of development. 

 

Classroom 

Assessment 

 

INA1. Content/grade level teachers implement classroom assessments that are 

appropriate for students at different language proficiency levels. 

   

INA2. School administrators and teachers make instructional decisions for ELLs 

based on multiple sources of data, including formative classroom assessments 

and school, district, and state assessment results. 
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Dimension III: LEADERSHIP 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD  

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3  
NOTES 

Vision, Mission, 

and Goals 

LV1. The district’s overall vision, mission, and goals are 

inclusive of ELLs. 

   

LV2. The district’s ELL program has clearly articulated 

vision, mission, and goals that address the needs of 

ELLs for learning language, content, and culture. 

 

LV3. The district’s vision, mission, and goals for ELLs are 

effectively articulated to, and understood by, all 

district personnel. 

 

LV4. District and school leaders convey high expectations 

for ELLs to succeed academically, complete high 

school, and go on to college and satisfying careers. 

 

Shared 

Responsibility 

 

LS1. The district holds schools and educational personnel 

accountable for implementing ELL programs and 

policies as designed. 

   

LS2. District and school leaders include ELL personnel in 

decision-making processes. 

 

LS3. The district ensures that all educators (including 

central office, school leaders, general education 

teachers and ESL/bilingual teachers) have a thorough 

understanding of the ELL program. 

 

LS4. District leaders ensure the work of educating ELLs is 

focused, sustained, and coordinated across district 

offices and schools. 

 

Climate 

LC1. The district programs and policies foster an inclusive 

environment for ELLs. 

   

LC2. District and school leaders create a positive climate 

in which the diverse languages and cultures of ELLs 

and their families are seen as resources to be 

developed rather than problems to be overcome. 
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Dimension IV: PERSONNEL 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Expertise 

QE1. The district assesses the need for qualified personnel who 

serve ELLs (administrators, teachers, counselors, and 

instructional support personnel) and develops plans to 

address these needs. 

   

QE2. The district recruits educational personnel with expertise in 

addressing the needs of ELLs.   

 

QE3. The district retains educational personnel who have 

expertise in addressing the academic, linguistic, and 

cultural needs of ELLs. 

 

QE4. Teachers who provide academic content instruction to 

ELLs have expertise in addressing the academic, linguistic, 

and cultural needs of ELLs. 

 

QE4A. Administrators of schools that enroll ELLs have the 

expertise to monitor the quality of instructional programs 

for these students. 

 

QE5. Teachers who provide language instruction to ELLs have 

expertise in supporting the language and background 

knowledge ELLs need to succeed in the content areas. 

 

QT1. Teachers and administrators who serve ELLs hold and 

maintain appropriate certification. 

 

Staffing 

QS1. Each school employs adequate staff to meet the 

requirements of the program design. 

   

QS2. The district employs a sufficient number of teachers in 

each school qualified to provide English language 

development for ELLs. 

 

QS3. The district employs a sufficient number of teachers in 

each school with the expertise to provide content 

instruction for ELLs. 

 

QS4. The district places its most effective teachers in schools 

and classrooms with the highest concentrations of ELLs. 
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Dimension V: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Building 

Educator 

Capacity 

PDB1. The district provides in-depth, research-based professional 

development that prepares educators to meet the needs of 

ELLs. 

   

PDB2. The professional development for educators of ELLs addresses 

TESOL standards in the domains of 

• language, 

• culture, 

• planning, implementing, and managing instruction 

for ELLs, 

• formal and informal assessment, and 

• professionalism and collaboration. 

 

PDB3. All educational personnel (administrators, counselors, general 

education teachers, and ELL teachers) in schools and 

classrooms that serve ELLs participate in the full range of 

professional development available on ELL issues. 

 

Quality 

PDQ1. The district’s ELL professional development is sustained over 

time and job-embedded. 

   

PDQ2. The district’s ELL professional development is useful and 

aligned with the needs of participants. 

 

PDQ3. High quality coaching is provided for teachers who teach 

academic content to ELLs. 

 

PDQ4. The district provides ongoing support for new teachers of ELLs 

through orientation, professional development, and mentoring. 

 

PDQ5. The district monitors and assesses the effectiveness of the ELL 

professional development and coaching. 

 

 
 

 



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu A-9 

 

Dimension VI: ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Identification 

and Placement 

AP1. The district has clear and consistent policies and procedures for identifying, placing, and 

exiting ELLs. 

   

AP2. Procedures for identifying and placing ELLs take into account English and native language 

literacy, previous educational experiences, language/cultural background, age, and 

appropriate and valid student assessment results from multiple sources. 

 

AP3. The ELL placement process ensures that each student receives optimal support for English 

language development and equitable access to academic content instruction. 

 

Use of Data 

AD1A. The district and schools use appropriate and valid district-wide assessments to measure 

ELLs’ growth in academic content areas (e.g., district formative and benchmark 

assessments, reading assessments). 

   

AD1B. The district and schools use appropriate and valid district-wide assessments to measure 

ELLs’ growth in the English language. 

 

AD2. The district has a data system that tracks and monitors individual ELLs’ progress over time 

on state and district English proficiency and academic achievement assessments from 

enrollment until completion of high school. 

 

AD3. The district has a system (paper or electronic) that tracks and monitors individual ELL 

students’ prior schooling, language(s) of instruction, ELL program participation, academic 

history, and progress in English language development as the student moves from grade to 

grade or across schools within the district. 

 

AD4. The district ensures that data on ELLs’ progress is accessible to teachers and administrators 

of ELLs as needed throughout the school year. 

 

AD5. The district and schools support teachers to examine a variety of ELL data to make 

instructional decisions. 

 

Continuous 

Improvement 

AI1. District and school administrators use clearly articulated criteria to assess the effectiveness 

of the English language development program. 

   

AI2. District and school administrators use clearly articulated criteria for assessing the quality, 

accessibility, and effectiveness of academic content instruction for ELLs. 

 

AI3. The district reviews a variety of ELL assessment data to determine whether district ELL 

programs are meeting district goals for English (and native) language development, high 

academic achievement, and high school graduation. 

 

AI4. The district has an ongoing process to evaluate and improve its programs and services for 

ELLs. 
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Dimension VII: PARENT AND COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

CONSTRUCT STANDARDS 
STANDARD 

0-1-2-3 

CONSTRUCT 

0-1-2-3 
NOTES 

Family and 

Community 

Partnerships 

PF1. The district and schools provide parents of ELLs with high quality outreach 

programs and resources. 

   

PF2. The district and schools engage families as partners in the education of ELLs 

in appropriate and culturally responsive ways. 

 

PF3.  The district and schools partner with community organizations to support 

educational programs for ELLs (e.g., to enrich the curriculum, to give voice to 

the diverse communities that make up the district, to participate in new 

initiatives, to address problems and to seek additional resources for schools). 

 

Parent 

Involvement 

PI1. The district and schools support parents of ELLs to reinforce their children’s 

language and literacy development and academic content learning. 

   

PI2. The district and schools reduce barriers to parent involvement (e.g., 

transportation, childcare, and food to facilitate the attendance of ELLs’ 

families at school meetings and events). 

 

Communication 

PC1. The district provides information and parent communication in the home 

languages of students.  

   

PC2. The district and schools provide teachers, counselors, and administrators with 

the cultural and linguistic understanding to communicate effectively with 

families and guardians from non-English language backgrounds. 
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Overview of Data Collection and Sampling 

Data for the evaluation were collected from a range of stakeholders (central office 

administrators, school administrators, ESOL/HILT and general education teachers, Bilingual 

Family Resource Assistants, HILT Resource Counselors, families, and students). Evaluators also 

used a variety of data collection methods, including student data, interviews, classroom 

observations, surveys, and a review of APS documents and existing data. Each PEAS data 

collection instrument was customized for the APS context.  

 

Sampling for interviews and classroom observations was purposive, with an attempt to select 

participants from a range of stakeholder groups and differing demographic characteristics. 

Survey invitations were sent to all members of the target group, and participation was voluntary. 

Table B1 shows the sample for each data collection method. Additional details and the results of 

the data collection are provided in Appendixes C–J. Copies of data collection instruments are 

located in Appendix K.  

 

Leadership Meeting  

To kick off the evaluation, GW-CEEE facilitated a one-day meeting with 28 participants from 

across multiple stakeholder groups (division and school leaders, teachers, parents, counselors, 

and instructional coaches) to conduct an initial needs assessment. The purpose of the meeting 

was to begin to develop a shared understanding of best practices for ELLs and to help define 

concerns and potential areas of focus for the evaluation.  

 

Student Data 

GW-CEEE collaborated with the APS Offices of Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT to 

identify five questions that pertain to student outcomes. Evaluators provided a customized 

template to guide school division data personnel in providing student demographics and 

longitudinal student data to assess multiple indicators of ELL student achievement. These 

include 

(1) Time to attain the English-proficient performance standard 

(2) Time in LEP status 

(3) Three-year growth in math and reading proficiency rates 

(4) Enrollment in advanced coursework (e.g., advanced math, gifted, intensified, AP, or IB) 

(5) High school completion rates 

 

School Visits/Classroom Observations 

GW-CEEE conducted site visits to 9 schools, including 5 elementary, 2 middle, and 2 high 

schools. During the visits, evaluators conducted 30-minute interviews with school administrators 

and ESOL/HILT lead teachers and 46 classroom observations.  

 

During interviews, evaluators collected data about each school’s context and its approach to the 

education of ELLs. For the classroom observations, each school followed guidance provided by 

GW-CEEE to select a sample of classrooms that represent the ways ELLs across English 

language proficiency Levels 1–6 are typically instructed. The classroom observations were 

conducted using GW-CEEE’s PEAS classroom observation protocol.  
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Table B1. List of Data Collection Instruments and Sampling 

Data Collected 
Collection 

Dates 
Sample 

Number of 

Participants 

ELL leadership meeting/needs 

assessment 

January 2012 Participants from across multiple 

schools and division offices and roles 

and families of ELLs 

 

28 

Student data June 2012 Current and monitored ELLs at ELP 

levels 1–6 

* 

School administrator interviews  March 2012 Administrators and ESOL/HILT lead 

teachers from 5 elementary, 2 middle, 

and 2 high schools  

 

25 

Classroom observations March 2012 General education, dual language, and 

ESOL/HILT classrooms that enroll 

ELLs across ELP levels 1–6 

 

46 

Administrator survey 

 

May 2012 School principals 21/31 

68% 

Teacher survey May 2012 ESOL/HILT teachers 

General education teachers who serve 

ELLs 

 

648/1595 

41% 

Bilingual Family Resource 

Assistants/HILT Resource 

Counselor survey 

May 2012 Bilingual Family Resource Assistants 

HILT Resource Counselors 

29/39 

74% 

Teacher focus groups Apr.–May 2012 Elementary ESOL/HILT lead teachers 

Secondary ESOL/HILT lead teachers 

Elementary general education teachers 

Secondary general education teachers 

 

41 

Family involvement focus groups May 2012 Families of ELLs 

 

17 

Student focus groups  April 2012 High school students  32 

Document review 

 

Apr.–May 2012 Print and electronic documents and web 

pages  

 

N/A 

Central office interviews Feb.–Jun. 2012 Staff from the Department of 

Information Services/Planning and 

Evaluation and Department of 

Instruction/ESOL/HILT Office 

14 

*Sample varies for each of five questions (see Appendix C). 

 

Focus Groups 

GW-CEEE conducted 12 focus groups with teachers, families, and ELL students to understand 

their perspectives on how ELLs are served in APS schools. The Office of Planning and 

Evaluation coordinated logistics for each focus group. Evaluators held five 90-minute teacher 

focus groups with a total of 41 teachers from across all grade levels and a wide range of schools 

with different concentrations of ELLs (low and high incidence). The groups represented the 

following types of teachers: elementary general education teachers, elementary ESOL/HILT lead 
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teachers from low-incidence schools, elementary ESOL/HILT lead teachers from high-incidence 

schools, secondary general education department chairs, and secondary ESOL/HILT lead 

teachers.  

 

For the family involvement focus groups, Bilingual Family Resource Assistants recruited the 

participants. A total of 17 parents of elementary and secondary ELLs attended, including 

speakers of Spanish, Arabic, and Amharic. Four simultaneous focus groups were conducted, 

three in English with native language interpretation and a fourth in Spanish.  

 

In addition, four one-hour student focus groups were conducted with secondary ELLs at two 

high schools. At each school, one focus group was conducted in Spanish with Spanish-speaking 

ELLs at beginning levels of English proficiency. A second focus group was conducted in English 

with intermediate and advanced ELLs. Students were selected by school personnel to represent a 

range of native languages, English proficiency levels, achievement levels, and length of time in 

program. 

  

Surveys 

Three online surveys were administered to a broad sampling of school administrators, teachers, 

and Bilingual Family Resource Assistants/HILT Resource Counselors. All three surveys 

consisted of Likert-type and open-ended items. The Office of Planning and Evaluation provided 

a database of employee email addresses. Invitations were disseminated through SurveyMonkey, 

followed by multiple reminders.  

 

Principals from all 31 APS schools were invited to participate in the administrator survey. A total 

of 21 principals responded, a 55% response rate. For the teacher survey, invitations were sent to 

1,595 APS teachers, of whom 648 (41%) responded. Respondents who did not teach any ELLs 

were excluded, resulting in the participation of a total of 521 individuals in the survey, including 

general education, ESOL-HILT, special education, dual language, and elective teachers. A third 

survey collected data from Bilingual Family Resource Assistants and HILT Resource Counselors 

about the services these staff members provide to ESOL/HILT students and their families. Of the 

39 staff members invited, 29 (74%) completed the survey. 

 

Document Review 

The APS Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT Offices provided a sample of division 

policies, plans, existing data, and other relevant documentation pertaining to APS programs and 

services for ELLs. In addition to the print and electronic documents provided, evaluators 

examined information published on Blackboard and on the APS website.  

 

Central Office Interviews  

Evaluators conducted ongoing interviews with the ESOL/HILT Supervisor, ESOL/HILT 

specialists, and Planning and Evaluation staff. In addition, interviews were conducted with other 

relevant Central Office personnel (the Superintendent, Enterprise Solutions, other staff from the 

Department of Information Services, the Department of Instruction, and Minority Student 

Achievement) to collect data about the division context, as well as policies, systems, and 

practices for ELLs.  
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Summary of Results: Student Outcomes  
 

English language learners by definition have not yet mastered enough English to be able to 

access fully instruction in English or to demonstrate their knowledge and skills on tests given in 

English. An effective language support program must demonstrate that ELLs are making 

progress over time in attaining English language proficiency and closing gaps in academic 

achievement. ELLs typically begin their schooling with very little English and a substantial gap 

in achievement (a national average of two standard deviations below grade level) on statewide 

tests of math and reading. Research has indicated that effective programs close achievement gaps 

by supporting ELLs to develop full proficiency in English as well as grade-level proficiency on 

state content assessments within 5 to 6 years of entry into the school division (Collier, 2009; 

Garcia, 2000; Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 2000). Thus, it is important to track ELLs’ achievement 

over time. In addition, school divisions need to monitor whether ELLs are on equitable paths to 

college and career by examining rates of enrollment in advanced coursework and high school 

completion of ELLs versus non-ELLs. 
 

Method 

To examine student outcomes, APS staff from the Offices of Planning and Evaluation and 

ESOL/HILT collaborated with GW-CEEE to compile and analyze student outcome data. 

Evaluators worked with members of the APS evaluation team to identify five questions in 

relation to student outcomes: 

 

(1) How long does it take ELLs to attain the Virginia English-proficient performance 

standard? 

(2) How long have current ELLs been in limited English proficient (LEP) status? 

 

(3) To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 English-language proficiency (ELP) level and 

former ELLs making progress in attaining proficiency on the Virginia Standards of 

Learning in Math and Reading compared to their native English-speaking peers? 

(4) To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 ELP level and former ELLs enrolling in and 

passing advanced coursework (e.g., advanced math, gifted, intensified, AP, or IB)? 

(5) What are high school completion rates for students with a history of LEP status compared 

with students who have no such history? 

GW-CEEE provided a Microsoft Excel template to guide APS staff in compiling the data 

required for each evaluation question. As draft data were provided, GW-CEEE evaluators 

consulted periodically with the Planning and Evaluation Office to review and refine the analyses 

and to interpret results. 

 

Limitations 

The Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) introduced two policy changes that may have 

affected results of these analyses: (a) the 2008-09 adoption of a new state English language 

proficiency assessment (World Class Instructional Design and Assessment Access for ELLs ®); 

and (b) the 2009-10 introduction of new criteria for exit from LEP status. Changes in student 

performance may have been influenced, in part, by these two policy changes.  



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu C-3 

 

Other limitations are associated with the nature of ex-post facto analyses (i.e., analyses that are 

conducted after the fact). Without random assignment of educational interventions, it is not 

possible to attribute causality because the study design provides no control of external factors 

such as shifts in poverty and unemployment rates, or changes in federal, state, and local policies 

that may have affected student outcomes.  

 

Question 3 is subject to both benefits and limitations of longitudinal cohort studies. Longitudinal 

studies are considered more useful than cross-sectional studies for purposes of program 

evaluation because longitudinal studies follow the progress of the same students over time. 

However, cohort studies are constrained by the effects of student mobility. That is, because 

students must have scores for all years of the study period, the sample size tends to decrease in 

direct relation to the length of the study. It was not possible within the scope of this evaluation to 

know whether students who moved out of the cohort would have performed differently than 

those who remained.  

 

There is some concern that, at the time of this study, that the Virginia Standards of Learning 

were set relatively low in relation to national and international standards. Peterson and Lastra-

Anadón (2010) rated Virginia among the lowest quartile of states in regard to the rigor of 

standards in relation to the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), which the 

researchers considered a gold standard of “world-class” rigor. For example, a much smaller 

percentage of students in Virginia (40% of fourth graders and 33% of eighth graders) scored 

proficient or above on the 2009 NAEP Reading test, compared with 88% who scored proficient 

or above on the Reading SOLs. Although 79% of ELLs passed the Virginia SOLs in Reading, 

only 12% of ELL fourth graders and 9% of ELL eighth graders in Virginia scored proficient or 

above on the NAEP Reading assessment (NCES, 2011). Because the ceiling is lower on the 

SOLs, the achievement gap for ELLs on this measure may be underestimated. Thus, student 

outcomes on the SOLs should be considered a minimal but not necessarily an ideal level of 

achievement. 

Time in LEP Status 

Evaluators conducted two analyses related to time in LEP status. First, evaluators examined how 

long it took ELLs to achieve Virginia’s English language proficiency standard. Second, 

evaluators examined how many current ELLs meet the definition of long-term ELL. For each 

analysis, evaluators excluded students who were not continuously enrolled in APS.  

 

For purposes of these analyses, the 2008 ELP level was adjusted to account for changes in the 

ways ELLs were placed and exited. ELLs in APS were assigned an ELP level based on local 

assessments, the current State adopted English language proficiency test, and teacher 

recommendation based on a review of student portfolios. After Level 4, students exited direct 

ESOL/HILT services and entered the first of four years of monitoring. Since 2009, APS has used 

ELP levels that correspond with the six WIDA levels. Thus for Questions 1 and 2, ELP levels 

were matched to the six WIDA levels. Students in monitoring Years 1-2 were classified as Level 

5, and students in monitoring Years 3-4 were classified as Level 6. 
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Question 1: How long does it take ELLs to attain the Virginia English-proficient 

performance standard? 

For the first analysis, the sample consisted of 558 continuously enrolled students who exited 

from LEP status in the 2010-11 school year by achieving the Virginia ELP standard on the 

ACCESS for ELLs®. To determine years in program, data were compiled for the number of 

students who entered APS as LEP at each grade level each school year from 1998 to 2011.  

 

The number of years to exit was calculated according to the APS entry date for students at each 

grade level. Results indicate that overall, ELLs who exited LEP status in 2010-11 took 4.2 years 

on average to exit the program (Table C1 and Figure C1). ELLs at the secondary level took 

longer to exit, with an average of 6.2 and 5.0 years in middle and high school, respectively, 

compared to an average of 3.6 years for students who exited in elementary school. Nearly half of 

elementary students exited LEP status within 1-3 years of entry to APS, and most of the 

remainder exited within 4-6 years. However, a substantial number of secondary students, 

particularly of those who exited during middle school, took more than six years to exit (Table C2 

and Figure C2). Nearly half of students who exited in middle school had been in APS since PK 

or K (Table C3 and Figure C3). 
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Table C1 and Figure C1. Average Number of Years to Attainment of State Exit Criteria 
 

2010-11 

Grade level 

at exit N Years 

K-5 344 3.6 

6-8 82 5.8 

9-12 132 4.7 

Total 558 4.2 
 

 

 
  

 

 

Table C2 and Figure C2. Years to Attainment of State Exit Criteria 
 

2010-11 

Grade level 

at exit 

1-3 

Years 

% 

4-6 

Years 

% 

> 6 

Years 

% 

Grades K-5 48 51 2 

Grades 6-8 26 17 57 

Grades 9-12 44 30 27 

Total 44 41 16 

 

 

Table C3 and Figure C3. Enrolled since PK/K 
 

2010-11 Grade 

level at exit 
% 

Grades K-5 83 

Grades 6-8 49 

Grades 9-12 6 

Total 30 

 

 

 

 

Source: APS Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Question 2: How long have current ELLs been in LEP status? 

Question 2 examined the percentage of current (not yet exited) 2010-11 ELLs who had been in 

LEP status for more than six years (i.e., who met the definition of long-term ELL [LTELL]). 

Data for continuously enrolled ELLs in grades 5-12
1
 were examined to determine how many 

students had been in LEP status for more than six years. A total of 1839 ELLs who had been 

continuously enrolled in APS had not yet met state criteria for exit from LEP status in 2010-11. 

As shown in Table C4 and Figure C4, a total of 24% had been in LEP status for more than 6 

years. The percentage of students who met this criterion was highest at the middle school level, 

with 341 (49%) of 702 Grade 6-8 students. At the high school level, 82 (11%) of 734 ELLs were 

in this category. Of the 26 students in Grade 5 who had been in LEP status for more than six 

years, all had entered APS in PK. Sixty-five percent of current ELLs in Grade 5 and 42% of 

students in Grades 6-8 had been in LEP status since PK or K (Table C5 and Figure C5).  

 
 

Table C4 and Figure C4. Students in LEP Status More than Six Years 
 

  > 6 Years 

2010-11 Grade N Count % 

Grade 5 403 26 6 

Grades 6-8 702 341 49 

Grades 9-12 734 82 11 

Total 1839 449 24 
 

 

 

 

Table C5 and Figure C5. LEP Students Enrolled Since PK/K 

2010-11 Grade N % 

Grade 5 263 65 

Grades 6-8 295 42 

Grades 9-12 10 1 

Total 464 25 

  

 

 

 

Source: APS Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Students in lower grades were not included in this analysis because they had not been enrolled in school long 

enough to meet this criterion. 
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Summary. 

Results for Questions 1 and 2 indicate that more than half of students who exited LEP status in 

Grades 5-12 in 2010-11 took more than six years to attain state proficiency criteria. Of current 

ELLs, 69% of Grade 5 students and 49% of Grade 6-8 students had been in LEP status since PK 

or K, and nearly half of middle school students had been in LEP status for more than six years.  

 

Longitudinal Analysis of Academic Achievement 

The cross-sectional analyses conducted for state and federal accountability reports have limited 

usefulness for ELL program evaluation purposes, given that the composition of the ELL 

subgroup tends to change from year to year (Fry, 2008). That is, ELLs at the most advanced 

English proficiency levels tend to move out of the LEP category while new students with lower 

English proficiency levels enter the division, making it difficult to determine progress in closing 

achievement gaps.  

 

To provide an improved measure of whether groups of ELLs in APS were closing achievement 

gaps over time, evaluators worked with the Office of Planning and Evaluation to conduct two 

longitudinal cohort analyses, one for reading and one for math, as measured by the percentage of 

students proficient on the Virginia Standards of Learning. For each subject area, two cohorts of 

students were selected. The elementary cohort consisted of students who were enrolled in Grade 

5 in 2010-11, and the middle school cohort consisted of students who were enrolled in Grade 8 in 

2010-11. For each cohort, ELLs were classified based on their 2008 ELP level. For each 

category of students, the percentage proficient was calculated over a three-year period from 2009 

to 2011. This provided growth trajectories for the same students over time, regardless of whether 

they exited LEP status. Thus, the elementary analysis follows students from Grades 3 to 5, and 

the middle school analysis follows students from Grades 5 to 8. Results were analyzed to 

determine whether ELLs at each 2008 ELP level were making sufficient annual growth to close 

the achievement gap within 5 to 6 years, an indicator of an effective educational program 

(California Department of Education, 2010; Collier & Thomas, 2009). 

 

Question 3a. To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 ELP level and former ELLs 

making progress in attaining proficiency on the Virginia Standards of Learning in 

Reading compared to their native English-speaking peers? 

The elementary cohort consisted of 1,106 students, including 268 LEP students who were at 

Levels 1-5 in 2008 (24%), 22 former LEP students (Level 6; 2%), and 816 non-LEP students 

(74%). An additional 157 LEP students and 24 non-LEP students were excluded from the 

analysis because they did not have scores for all three years.  

 

For this cohort, the pass rate on the reading SOL increased for all three groups of students over 

the three-year period (Figure C6), with former LEP students outperforming their native English-

speaking counterparts in 3
rd

 grade and attaining a 100% pass rate in 4
th

 and 5
th

 grades. The pass 

rate increased over time for both LEP students and non-LEP students, and the gap between the 

two groups was reduced from 15% in 3
rd

 grade to 7% in 5
th

 grade. All three groups surpassed the 

state reading benchmarks in 5
th

 grade. 
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Data for the elementary cohort disaggregated by ELLs’ 2008 ELP level (Figure C7) show all 

groups made progress. Due to the small sample size
2
, data for LEP students at levels 1 and 2 

were combined. These beginning-level students showed the greatest improvement, moving from 

a 71% pass rate to an 88% pass rate, surpassing the 2011 state benchmark of 86% and reducing 

the achievement gap in relation to non-LEP students from 20% to 7%. Students who began 3
rd

 

grade at ELP Level 5 closed the gap in relation to the state benchmark and in relation to their 

non-LEP counterparts by 4
th

 grade, when many likely exited from LEP status. Although students 

with an 2008 ELP of Level 3 made good progress, they did not attain the state benchmark and 

ended 5
th

 grade with the largest remaining gap (14%) in relation to non-LEP students.  
 

 

Figure C6. Elementary cohort 3-year change in reading pass rates. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

                                                 
2
 ELLs in their first year in U.S. schools were excluded from the reading assessment; in addition, beginning-level 

ELLs who took the Virginia Grade Level Alternative (VGLA) assessment were not included in this analysis. 
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Figure C7. Elementary cohort disaggregated by 2008 ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

The middle school cohort consisted of 1,116 students enrolled in Grade 8 in 2010-11, of whom 

247 (22%) were LEP students, 22 (2%) were former (Level 6) LEP students, and 847 (76%) 

were non-LEP students (Figure C8). Data for this cohort show that former LEP students 

performed as well as or better than non-LEP students at all three grade levels, with pass rates of 

100% and 96% respectively in Grade 8. LEP students in this cohort made less progress, moving 

from 67% proficient in 5
th

 grade to 80% proficient in 8
th

 grade, which is below the state 

benchmark, and with a remaining gap of 24% in relation to non-LEP students. 

 

Data disaggregated by ELLs’ 2008 ELP level (Figure C9) show that all groups made progress. 

Because of the small sample size, data for LEP students at levels 1 and 2 were combined. These 

beginning-level students started with much lower pass rates than those in the elementary cohort 

and moved from a 38% pass rate in 5
th

 grade to a 77% pass rate in 8
th

 grade, which is below the 

state benchmark, but reduced the achievement gap with non-LEP students from 55% to 19% by 

the end of 8
th

 grade. Students who began 5
th

 grade at 2008 ELP Levels 3-5 made slower progress, 

with Level 3 students making the least progress. These latter students showed a remaining 

achievement gap of 35% in relation to their non-LEP peers by the end of 8
th

 grade. Level 4 

students attained the state benchmarks in Grade 8, but Levels 3 and 5 did not. 
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Figure C8. Middle school cohort 3-year change in reading pass rates. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

Figure C9. Middle school cohort disaggregated by 2008  ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

 

Question 3b. To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 ELP level and former ELLs 

making progress in attaining proficiency on the Virginia Standards of Learning in 

Math compared to their native English-speaking peers? 

For math, the elementary cohort consisted of 1,238 students, of whom 397 (32%) were LEP 

students Levels 1-5, 22 (2%) were former LEP students (Level 6), and 819 (66%) were non-LEP 

students. An additional 49 students (28 LEP students and 21 non-LEP students) were excluded 

from the analysis because they did not have scores for all three years.  
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For this cohort, the pass rate on the math SOL increased for LEP students, decreased slightly for 

the 22 former LEP students, and remained relatively flat over the three-year period (Figure C10). 

Former LEP students initially outperformed their native English-speaking counterparts, attaining 

a 100% pass rate in 3
rd

 grade, decreasing to 95% for each of the next two years, and ending 5
th

 

grade close to the performance of non-LEP students (96%). The pass rate for both LEP students 

and non-LEP students dipped somewhat from 3
rd

 to 4
th

 grades but rose again in 5
th

 grade. LEP 

students moved from 81% proficient in Grade 3 to 90% proficient in Grade 5, with a remaining 

gap of 7% between the two groups. However, all three groups surpassed the 2011 state 

benchmark of 85% proficient. 

 

Data for the elementary cohort disaggregated by ELLs’ 2008 ELP level (Figure C11) show that 

all groups made progress. Because of the small sample size, data for LEP students at levels 1 and 

2 were combined. These beginning-level students showed the greatest improvement, moving 

from a 71% pass rate in 3
rd

 grade to an 88% pass rate in 5
th

 grade, surpassing the 2011 state 

benchmark and reducing the achievement gap with non-LEP students from 20% to 7%. Students 

who began 3
rd

 grade at Level 5 surpassed the performance of their non-LEP counterparts, 

attaining 100% proficiency by 5
th

 grade. Although students with an 2008 ELP of Level 3 made 

good progress and surpassed the state benchmark, they ended 5
th

 grade with the largest 

remaining gap (14%) in relation to non-LEP students.  
 

Figure C10. Elementary cohort 3-year change in math pass rates. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Figure C11. Elementary cohort disaggregated by 2008 ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

 

The middle school cohort consisted of 1,153 students enrolled in Grade 8 in 2010-11, of whom 

289 (25%) were LEP students, 22 (2%) were former (Level 6) LEP students, and 842 (76%) 

were non-LEP students. An additional 36 students, including 10 LEP students, 2 former LEP 

students, and 24 non-LEP students, were excluded from the sample because they did not have 

scores for all three years. Of the final sample, 58% were enrolled in accelerated math (i.e., took 

an above grade-level SOL), including 30% of LEP students, 45% of former LEP students, and 

67% of non-LEP students (Table C6). The group with the lowest participation in accelerated 

math was Level 3 LEP students, with only one (3%) of 32 students taking an above grade-level 

SOL. 

 

Data for the middle school cohort show that LEP students and former LEP students began the 

study with lower 5
th

-grade pass rates than non-LEP students (Figure C12). Former LEP students 

surpassed the state benchmark of 85% and closed the gap with non-LEP students after three 

years. LEP students in this cohort began the study at much lower levels of performance and 

made good progress, increasing from 45% in 5
th

 grade to 70% by 8
th

 grade; however, they did 

not attain the 2011 state benchmark, and a gap of 23% remained in relation to their non-LEP 

counterparts. 

 

Data disaggregated by ELLs’ 2008 ELP level (Figure C13) show all groups started 5
th

 grade with 

lower math performance than their same-level elementary peers, but all made progress. Due to 

the small sample size, data for LEP students at levels 1 and 2 were combined. These beginning 

level students moved from a 32% pass rate in 5
th

 grade to a 57% pass rate in 8
th

 grade; and a 36% 

gap remained in relation to non-LEP students.  Students who began at Level 3 performed at an 

even lower pass rate than beginning level students and made the least progress, with a remaining 
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achievement gap of 35% in relation to their non-LEP peers by the end of 8
th

 grade. Levels 4 and 

5 students also made progress, but ended 8
th

 grade with achievement gaps of 22% and 16%, 

respectively. None of the LEP students Levels 1-5 attained the state benchmarks in math in 

Grades 5-8. 
 
 

Table C6. Middle  School Cohort: Enrollment in Accelerated Math by Fall 2008 ELP Level 

  Enrolled in accelerated math 

2008 ELP Level Total in cohort Number % 

Levels 1-2 56 12 21 

Level 3 32 1 3 

Level 4 51 11 22 

Level 5 150 64 43 

Total LEP 289 88 30 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

 

Figure C12. Middle school cohort 3-year change in math pass rates. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Figure C13. Middle school cohort disaggregated by 2008 ELP level. 

 
Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

Summary. 

Results of Question 3 show that all groups of students, including LEP students, former LEP 

students, and students with no history of LEP status, increased their reading performance over 

the three-year period of this study as measured by the SOL pass rates. Former LEP students at 

both elementary and middle school levels who were in monitoring status in 2009 outperformed 

their non-LEP peers and surpassed 2011 state benchmarks. For LEP students, those at the 

elementary level and those at lower ELP levels made faster progress than those at upper grade 

levels. This is generally consistent with national trends (Cook, Boals & Lundberg, 2011).  

 

All but one group of students demonstrated adequate progress toward gap closure in reading. 

Thirty-three students who began 5
th

 grade at ELP Level 3 (intermediate) appeared to be stalled in 

reading performance during the three-year period, showing only a small increase from 52% to 

61% proficiency (less than 5% per year). At this rate, these students would need eight more years 

to close the remaining 35% achievement gap with their non-LEP peers. 

 

For math, all groups of students also increased their performance over the three-year period of 

this study. For the elementary cohort, former LEP students and students who began 3
rd

 grade at 

ELP Level 4 closed the achievement gap, and those who began 3
rd

 grade at Level 5 surpassed the 

performance of non-LEP students. Students who began 3
rd

 grade at ELP Levels 1-3 were making 

sufficient progress to close the gap within another 1.5 to 2.3 years if they were to continue at the 

same rate. For the middle school cohort, LEP students and former LEP students began with 

lower math performance and also were less likely than non-LEP students to have enrolled in 

accelerated math courses. Former LEP students closed achievement gaps in math both in relation 

to state benchmarks and to non-LEP students. Students who began 5
th

 grade at ELP levels 1-5 

made progress over the three-year period, but significant gaps remained. It will take these 
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students another 1.3 to 2.8 years, depending on their current ELP level, to catch up with their 

native English-speaking peers if they continue at the same rate of progress. This presents a 

challenge as these students prepare to enter high school. 

 

Enrollment in Advanced Coursework 

Evaluators collaborated with the APS Office of Planning and Evaluation to examine the extent to 

which LEP students at each 2008 ELP level were enrolling in and/or passing advanced 

coursework. As defined in the APS Strategic Plan (2011), advanced courses are rigorous and 

include: Advanced Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate (IB) courses along with all 

courses identified as intensified. In addition, Algebra I and Geometry I are considered advanced 

when taken by students in middle school. Question 4a examines the percentage of students who 

passed Algebra I by 8
th

 grade, Question 4b examines the percentage who enrolled in advanced 

coursework in Grades 6-12, and Question 4c examines the percentage who passed advanced 

courses in Grades 6-12. 

 

Question 4a: To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 ELP level and former ELLs 

passing Algebra I by Grade 8? 

Data were examined for a sample of 1189 students who were enrolled in Grade 8 in 2010-11 and 

who had entered APS by grade 6 or before. Results were disaggregated by students’ 2008 ELP 

levels. As shown in Table C7 and Figure C14, 61% of non-LEP students passed Algebra I by 8
th

 

grade, compared with 45% of former LEP students and 27% of LEP students at Levels 1- 5. LEP 

students at Level 3 were the least likely to have passed this course by 8
th

 grade. 

 

Table C7 and Figure C14. Percentage of Students Who Passed Algebra I by Grade 8 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Passed % Gap 

Level 1 33 18 43% 

Level 2 36 14 48% 

Level 3 35 3 59% 

Level 4 51 20 42% 

Level 5 150 40 21% 

Total LEP 305 27 25% 

Former LEP 22 45 16% 

Non-LEP 862 61 N/A 

Total 1189 52   

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

 

4b. To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 ELP level and former ELLs enrolling in 

advanced coursework in Grades 6-12? 

For this analysis, each student was counted once if they were enrolled in any number of 

advanced courses. Tables C8-C10 and Figures C15-C17 show the results of this analysis for 

three cohorts of students who were enrolled in Grades 6-12 in 2010-11. Cohort 1 consists of 

8,732 students who entered APS in elementary school (Grades PK-5), Cohort 2 consists of 792 

students who entered APS in middle school (Grades 6-8), and Cohort 3 consists of 585 students 
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who entered APS in high school (Grades 9-12). Results were disaggregated by students’ 2008 

ELP levels.  

 

For Cohort 1, students who entered APS in elementary school, 59% of non-LEP students 

enrolled in at least one advanced course, compared with 47% of former LEP students and 19% of 

LEP students. As shown in Table C18 and Figure C15, very few students with an 2008 ELP 

Level from 1-4 enrolled in advanced coursework. 

 

For Cohort 2, students who entered APS in middle school, 62% of non-LEP students enrolled in 

advanced coursework, compared with 76% of former (Level 6) LEP students and 36% of LEP 

students. The percentage of both former LEP students and students at an 2008 ELP level 5 

surpassed that of non-LEP students who enrolled in advanced coursework. 

 

For Cohort 3, students who entered APS in high school, 67% of non-LEP students enrolled in 

advanced coursework, compared with 22% of LEP students. There were no former LEP students 

who had entered APS at the high school level, most likely because there is not enough time for 

students who enter high school with limited English proficiency to meet criteria for exit. Almost 

no students at 2008 ELP Level 1 enrolled in advanced courses, and only some students who were 

at Levels 2-4 did so. However, 73% of students who started at Level 5 took advanced courses, 

surpassing the percentage of non-LEP students who did so. 
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Table C8 and Figure C15. Cohort 1: Entered APS in Elementary School 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Enrolled % Gap 

Level 1 86 6 53 

Level 2 180 2 57 

Level 3 259 5 54 

Level 4 309 12 47 

Level 5 594 36 23 

Total LEP 1428 19 26 

Former LEP 379 47 12 

Non-LEP 5497 59 N/A 

Total 8732 45   
 

 

 

Table C9 and Figure C16. Cohort 2: Entered APS in Middle School 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Enrolled % Gap 

Level 1 78 12 51 

Level 2 38 45 18 

Level 3 40 23 40 

Level 4 30 37 26 

Level 5 55 75 -12 

Total LEP 241 36 11 

Former LEP 17 76 -14 

Non-LEP 293 62 N/A 

Total 792 47   
 

 

Table C10 and Figure C17. Cohort 3: Entered APS in High School 

2008 ELP level N 

% 

Enrolled % Gap 

Level 1 98 4 63 

Level 2 53 23 44 

Level 3 44 39 28 

Level 4 13 38 28 

Level 5 15 73 -7 

Total LEP 223 22 11 

Former LEP * 

  Non-LEP 138 67% N/A 

Total 585 32%   

* Cell size was below minimum for reporting purposes. 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Question 4c. To what extent are ELLs at each 2008 ELP level and former ELLs 

passing advanced coursework in Grades 6-12? 

For this analysis, student grades were counted for each advanced course in which they were 

enrolled. Results show that 99% of non-LEP students in all three cohorts earned passing grades 

in advanced courses (Tables C11-C13). Similarly, a large majority (96-97%) of LEP students 

also passed. When data were disaggregated by students’ 2008 ELP level, the groups with the 

lowest pass rates were students who started at ELP Level 3 in the high school (89%) and middle 

school (93%) cohorts, which means 3 and 1 students, respectively, did not pass in each of these 

groups.  

 

Summary. 

Overall, results of analyses for Question 4 indicate that LEP students were less likely than non-

LEP students to pass Algebra I by 8
th

 grade, even after they attained advanced levels of English 

proficiency and exited from LEP status. By the end of 8
th

 grade, only 27% of LEP students and 

45% of former LEP students passed this course, compared to 61% of non-LEP students.  

 

The percentage of students in Grades 6-12 who enrolled in advanced coursework varied by both 

time in APS and by 2008 ELP level. LEP students and former LEP students who entered APS in 

elementary school had some of the lowest enrollment rates in these courses, at 19% and 47% 

respectively, compared to 59% of their non-LEP peers. At the secondary level, LEP students 

Levels 1-4 were much less likely to enroll in advanced coursework than their peers who had no 

history of LEP status. However, of the cohort that entered APS at the secondary level, LEP 

students at Level 5 and former LEP students participated in advanced courses at greater rates 

than their non-LEP peers. (Because 2008 ELP levels were used, it is probable that most Level 5 

students had exited LEP status during the period of this study and could be considered former 

LEP.) Once students enrolled in advanced courses, nearly all of them passed, with LEP and 

former LEP pass rates only slightly lower than those for non-LEP students. 
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Table C11 and Figure C18. Cohort 1: Entered APS in Elementary School 
2008 ELP 

Level N 

% 

Passed % Gap 

Level 1 5 100 -1 

Level 2 3 100 -1 

Level 3 25 100 -1 

Level 4 44 95 4 

Level 5 381 96 3 

Total LEP 458 96 2 

Former LEP 389 97 2 

Non-LEP 7747 99 N/A 

Total 9052 99   
 

 
 

Table C12 and Figure C19. Cohort 2: Entered APS in Middle  School 

2008 ELP 

Level N 

% 

Passed % Gap 

Level 1 14 100 -1 

Level 2 23 96 3 

Level 3 15 93 6 

Level 4 18 94 4 

Level 5 91 96 3 

Total LEP 161 96 2 

Former LEP 38 97 2 

Non-LEP 448 99 N/A 

Total 808 98   
 

 
 

Table C13 and Figure C20. Cohort 3: Entered APS in High School 

2008 ELP 

Level N 

% 

Passed % Gap 

Level 1 6 100 -1 

Level 2 23 100 -1 

Level 3 28 89 9 

Level 4 10 100 -1 

Level 5 37 100 -1 

Total LEP 104 97 1 

Former LEP 0 N/A N/A 

Non-LEP 270 99 N/A 

Total 478 98   
 

 
* No former LEP students enrolled in advanced 

coursework in this cohort. 
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High School Completion 

The final set of analyses examined high school completion rates for students with a history of 

LEP status compared with their native English-speaking peers. The purpose of these analyses 

was to investigate (a) differences between students with a history of LEP status versus those with 

no history of LEP status; (b) differences among ELLs based on grade level at entry; and (c) 

differences between students who attended a comprehensive high school versus an alternative 

program.  

 

Because ELLs tend to need more time to complete high school, data were examined for a study 

period of seven years after 9
th

 grade; thus, the sample included students who enrolled in high 

school at any grade level beginning in 2004-05 and followed them until high school completion 

or the spring of 2011, whichever came first. To be included in the sample, students had to be 

continuously enrolled in APS from time of entry.  

 

For these analyses, the LEP category was defined as students who entered APS as LEP, so this 

group included both current and former ELLs. Data for LEP students were disaggregated by APS 

School Entry Level (PK or K, elementary, middle, high school grade 9 or 10, and high school 

grade 11 or 12). Students were counted as having completed high school if they attained a high 

school diploma, GED, or certificate of completion. Years to completion was calculated from the 

time students would have been enrolled in 9
th

 grade.  

 

Two separate analyses were conducted. Question 5a examines completion rates for students who 

attended a comprehensive high school (excluding those who transferred to an alternative 

program) and Question 5b examines completion rates for students who attended an alternative 

program at any time during the study period. These analyses are quite different from those used 

for purposes of state accountability or for the APS strategic plan and are not considered 

comparable. 

 

Question 5a. What is the high school completion rate for students who attended a 

comprehensive high school?  

A total of 943 continuously enrolled students attended a comprehensive high school (Wakefield, 

Washington-Lee, Yorktown, or H-B Woodlawn) during the study period from 2004-05 to 2007-

08. This sample consisted of 311 (33%) LEP students and 632 (67%) non-LEP students. Of those 

who entered as LEP students, 69% entered prior to 9
th

 grade and 31% entered in 9
th

 grade or later 

(Table C14).  

 

Table C14. Comprehensive High Schools: Entry School Levels of LEP Students 

APS School Entry Level N % Summed % 

PK or K 105 34  

Elementary 67 22 69 

Middle 42 14  

High school (9 or 10) 84 27 
31 

High school (11 or 12) 13 4 

Total LEP  311 
 

 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Table C15 shows high school completion rates by APS School Entry Level and by time to 

completion. The four-year high school completion rate for all students in the sample was 79%. 

The five-year completion rate increased considerably (90%), and only slightly after 6 and 7 

years, reaching 92% after 7 years. For students with a history of LEP status, the overall four-year 

completion rate was 60%, compared to 88% for non-LEP students. The five-year rate increased 

for both groups but more so for students with a history of LEP status (increased by 19%) than for 

non-LEP students (increased by 7%). An additional 24 LEP students completed high school after 

6 or 7 years, with a 7-year completion rate of 85%, compared with 96% for non-LEP students. 

 

An examination of LEP data disaggregated by APS School Entry Level shows that among 

students who entered APS as LEP, those who entered the division in Grades PK-5 attained the 

highest four-year completion rates (75% and 73% respectively), somewhat lower than the rates 

for students with no history of LEP status. ELLs who entered APS in 9
th

 or 10
th

 grades attained 

the lowest four-year completion rate (31%). Extending the time for high school completion to 

seven years doubled the rate for the 84 students who arrived in 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade. For the 13 

students who entered APS in 11
th

 or 12
th

 grade, 100% completed high school within five years. 

Figure C21 illustrates 4- year completion rates disaggregated by APS school entry level, while 

Figure C22 shows 4-, 5-, 6- and 7-year completion rates for each of these same entry levels. 

 

Table C15. Comprehensive High School Completion Rates 
   Completed High School (Cumulative) 

 APS School Entry 

Level N 

Within 4 

Years % 

Within 5 

Years % 

Within 6 

Years % 

Within 7 

Years % 

L
E

P
 s

tu
d

en
ts

 PK or K 105 73 92 93 96 

Elementary 67 75 93 93 96 

Middle 42 67 83 83 83 

High school (9 or 10) 84 31 48 57 60 

High school (11 or 12) 13 46 100 100 100 

 Total LEP  311 60 79 82 85 

 Non-LEP 632 88 95 96 96 

 All students 943 79 90 91 92 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Figure C21. Comprehensive high schools: 4- year completion rates by APS school entry level. 

 
 

 

Figure C22. Comprehensive high schools: Completion rate by APS school entry level and time. 

 
 

Question 5b. What is the high school completion rate for students who attended an 

alternative program?  

A total of 232 continuously enrolled students attended an alternative program (Arlington Mill, 

Langston, Career Center [limited to full-time students], New Directions, Parenting Teens, or the 

HILT program at H-B Woodlawn) at some time during the study period from 2004-05 to 2007-

08. This sample consisted of 172 (74%) LEP students and 60 (26%) students with no history of 

LEP status. Of those who entered APS as LEP students, 22% entered prior to 9
th

 grade and 78% 

entered in 9
th

 grade or above (Table C16). The majority of LEP students who arrived as high 

school students entered in 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade. 
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Table C16. Alternative High Schools: Entry School Levels of LEP Students 

APS School Entry Level N % Summed % 

PK or K 25 15 

22 Elementary 7 4 

Middle 6 3 

High school (9 or 10) 104 60 
78 

High school (11 or 12) 30 17 

Total LEP  172 
 

 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

 

 

Table C17 shows high school completion rates by APS School Entry Level and by time to 

completion. The four-year high school completion rate for all students in the alternative 

programs sample was 30%. The rate increased considerably for students who completed high 

school within 5 years (41%) and somewhat more after that, attaining a maximum of 47% after 7 

years (Figure C23). For students with a history of LEP status, the overall four-year completion 

rate was 17%, compared to 65% for non-LEP students. The five-year rate increased for both 

groups, to 27% for students with a history of LEP status and 80% for non-LEP students. An 

additional 13 LEP students completed high school after 6 or 7 years, with a 7-year rate of 35%, 

compared with 83% for non-LEP students. 

 

An examination of LEP data disaggregated by APS School Entry Level shows that students who 

entered APS in PK/K or elementary school attained the highest four-year completion rates (52% 

and 43% respectively), while those who entered APS in high school attained the lowest four-year 

completion rates (9% for students who entered in 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade and 10% for students who 

entered in 11
th

 or 12
th

 grade). Extending the time for high school completion to seven years 

nearly doubled the rate (18%) for students who arrived in 9
th

 or 10
th

 grade. The six-year 

completion rate for students who entered in 11
th

 or 12
th

 grade was nearly five times their four-

year completion rate, but did not increase after seven years. Figure C23 illustrates 4- year 

completion rates disaggregated by APS school entry level, while Figure C24 shows 4-, 5-, 6- and 

7-year completion rates for each of these same entry levels. 
 

Table C17. Alternative High Schools Completion Rates 
   Completed High School (Cumulative) 

 APS School Entry 

Level N 

Within 4 

Years % 

Within 5 

Years % 

Within 6 

Years % 

Within 7 

Years % 

L
E

P
 s

tu
d

en
ts

 PK or K 25 52 72 72 76 

Elementary 7 43 57 57 57 

Middle 6 33 67 67 67 

High school (9 or 10) 104 9 12 13 18 

High school (11 or 12) 30 10 30 47 47 

 Total LEP  172 17 27 31 35 

 Non-LEP 60 65 80 82 83 

 All students 232 30 41 44 47 

Source: Office of Planning and Evaluation. 
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Figure C23. Alternative high schools: 4-year completion rates by APS school entry level. 

 
 

 

Figure C24. Alternative high schools: Percentage of students who completed high school 

(cumulative).

 
 

Summary. 

Results for Question 5 show that students in APS with no history of LEP status were more likely 

to complete high school than students with a history of LEP status, even for students who had 

attended school in the Division since PK or K. However, students who entered APS as LEP prior 

to 9
th

 grade were more likely to complete high school than those who entered APS as LEP in 

high school. Table C18 summarizes 4- and 5-year high school completion rates for 

comprehensive and alternative programs by APS entry school level. 
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The populations of students who attended a comprehensive high school and those who attended 

an alternative program were quite different demographically. Students who attended an 

alternative program were more likely to have a history of LEP status and more likely to have 

arrived in APS in later grades than students who attended a comprehensive high school. Students 

who attended an alternative program also completed high school at much lower rates than those 

who attended a comprehensive high school. 

 

The groups with the lowest high school completion rates were students who arrived in APS as 

LEP after 8
th

 grade. Extending the time for high school completion by at least one more year 

increased rates for all students and particularly for those with a history of LEP status. For 

newcomer LEP students who arrived in high school, considerable gaps remained but having 

more time contributed to substantial increases in high school completion. For students who 

entered APS as LEP in PK, K, or elementary school and who attended a comprehensive high 

school, just one additional year effectively allowed them to close the gap in high school 

completion rates in relation to non-LEP students.  
 

 

 Table C18. 4- and 5-Year High School Completion Rates (Combined) 
  Comprehensive High Schools Alternative Programs 

APS Entry 

School Level N 

Within 4 

Years % 

Within 5 

Years % N 

Within 4 

Years % 

Within 5 

Years % 

PK or K 105 73 92 25 52 72 

Elementary 67 75 93 7 43 57 

Middle 42 67 83 6 33 67 

High school (9 or 10) 84 31 48 104 9 12 

High school (11 or 12) 13 46 100 30 10 30 

Total LEP 311 60 79 172 17 27 

Non-LEP 632 88 95 60 65 80 

All students 943 79 90 232 30 41 
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Summary of Results: Surveys 

 

Evaluators administered three surveys of school personnel: one for school principals, a second 

for teachers, and a third for Bilingual Family Resource Assistants and HILT Resource 

Counselors. Invitations were emailed to an APS-provided list of relevant staff, followed by 

several reminders over a period of three weeks. APS also printed announcements in a newsletter 

distributed to principals and disseminated information about the survey at Division-wide 

ESOL/HILT Lead Teacher and departmental meetings. Participation was voluntary and 

confidential. Table D1 shows the numbers of individuals who participated in each survey, 

disaggregated by grade band. Of this sample, not all survey participants answered every 

question, thus ns are reported for each item.  

 
 

Table D1. Survey Responses 

 
Principals Teachers BFRA/HCs 

 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Elementary school 13 61.9 283 54.3 14 48.3 

Middle school 2 9.5 90 17.3 6 20.7 

High school 2 9.5 113 21.7 8 27.6 

Alternative program 4 19.0 35       6.7 1  3.4 

Total 21 100.0 521   100.0 29  100.0 

 

 

The sample of respondents to the Principal Survey consisted of administrators from 21 (47%) of 

38 schools. The majority (62%) worked at the elementary level and the remainder at the 

secondary level. Twelve (57%) were from low incidence schools (1-16% ELLs enrolled), and 9 

(43%) were from high incidence schools (28-66% ELLs enrolled). 

 

For the Teacher Survey, of 1595 teachers invited, a total of 648 teachers (40.6%) responded to 

the first question, which asked teachers to indicate whether they taught at least one ELL or 

former ELL this year. This question was used to screen out teachers who were not part of the 

target population for the survey. Of the 648 respondents to Question 1, 90 indicated that they 

either did not have ELLs in their classrooms this year or did not know. These respondents were 

excluded from participation in the survey. Another 127 eligible respondents did not complete 

their surveys. The total number of respondents who completed at least some of the remaining 

survey questions was 521. It was not possible to determine the exact number of teachers who 

would have been eligible to take the Teacher Survey (i.e., all APS teachers who serve ELLs), 

thus a precise response rate could not be calculated. 

 

Respondents to the Teacher Survey represented all 38 APS schools, with an average response 

rate of 32.7% per school. (This number represents the percentage of all teachers in each school 

who responded. As noted above, it is not known how many teachers at each school were part of 

the target population.) APS position titles for this sample indicated that 77 (15%) of the 521 

respondents were ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers, 21 (4%) were bilingual teachers, and 423 

(81%) were general education teachers (Table D2). An analysis of a sampling of questions 

pertaining to the division
3
 indicated that bilingual teacher responses were more similar to 

                                                 
3
 Responses to questions about schools showed more variability between the two groups, but this was probably due 

to differences among schools that use bilingual (dual language or FLS/FLES) versus all-English programs. 
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ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teacher responses than to general education teacher responses. Thus, 

because of the small sample size for this group, bilingual teachers and ESOL/HILT/HILTEX 

teachers were combined into a single category—ELL teacher—with a total of 98 respondents 

(19% of all respondents to the Teacher Survey).  

 

Secondary teachers also were asked what subject areas they taught. Table D3 shows that the 

majority (61%) of the 31 ELL teachers said that they taught English language arts (ELA), 

followed by social studies, science, and math, in descending order. Thirty-two percent said that 

they taught other subject areas (e.g., Business Education, Career and Technical Education, 

Family and Consumer Science, World Languages, other electives or academic support classes). 

The 207 general education teachers were more evenly spread across the four core content areas 

and other subjects, with a slightly higher number who said that they taught ELA. 

 
 

Table D2. Teacher Survey Respondents by Type 

 

Number Percent 

ELL  98 18.8 

General education 423 81.2 

Total 521 
 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

 

Table D3. Secondary Subject Areas Taught 
 ELL Teachers General Education Teachers 

 Number Percent Number Percent 

ELA 19 61.29 52 25.12 

Social studies 10 32.26 37 17.87 

Science 6 19.35 46 22.22 

Math 3 9.68 38 18.36 

Other 10 32.26 51 24.64 

Total 31 

 

207 

 Note: Percentages add up to more than 100% because some teachers reported that they taught more than one subject 

area. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Of 39 Bilingual Family Resource Assistants (BFRAs) and HILT Resource Counselors (HCs) 

invited to take the third survey, 31 (79.5%) responded and 29 (74.4%) completed surveys. Of 

these, 25 were BFRAs and 4 were HILT Resource Counselors. (For purposes of brevity, these 

respondents are referred to as BFRA/HCs.) A total of 20 (74.0%) of the 27 schools that employ 

BFRAs were represented, including 14 elementary, 2 middle, 3 high schools, and 1 alternative 

program. 

 

To analyze the three surveys, frequencies, cross tabulations, and/or measures of central tendency 

(mean or mode) were generated for each survey item using SPSS and Microsoft Excel. As 

relevant, results of the Teacher Survey were disaggregated by ELL and general education 

teachers and, in some cases, by grade band. When similar questions were asked across more than 

one survey, results were compared across sources. Results of these analyses are presented for 

each PEAS dimension and construct. 
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Limitations 

Participation in the surveys was voluntary and nonrandom, thus results are not necessarily 

representative of the total population. Participation rates, particularly for Principals’ and Teacher 

Surveys, were low, perhaps because APS had recently completed administration of its annual 

Community Satisfaction Survey as well as additional surveys conducted for the evaluation of 

special education programs. In addition, not all respondents answered every question. 

 

Instructional Program Design 

Effective design.  

Principals were asked about the types of programs used to serve ELLs Levels 1-5 in their 

schools. Respondents were asked to indicate “all that apply” from a list of program types (Figure 

D1). All respondents reported that their schools provided a combination of different programs. 

Of 12 elementary school principals who responded to this item, 11 (92%) listed a combination of 

ESOL/HILT pull-out, ESOL/HILT push-in, and general education as the most common service 

delivery models. In addition, all 12 said that ELLs receive interventions for struggling readers. 

Eight principals (67%) said that the school provides ESOL/HILT instructional assistants in the 

general education classroom, and three provide one or more (self-contained) ESOL/HILT 

classes. Three schools offer First Language Support (FLS) or FLS/Foreign Language in the 

Elementary School (FLES), and two offer dual language programs. Under “other programs,” one 

principal added that the school uses “pull-out from Spanish classes for double dosing in 

English,” and another wrote “interventions for struggling mathematicians.” 

 

Eleven elementary principals answered an open-ended question about the school’s approach to 

the education of ELLs. Three said that their schools try to be flexible to address student needs, 

including one who said that programs may change from year to year. Most of the other 

respondents also said that they used a variety of approaches. Two respondents said that programs 

differed by grade level. For example, one said, “Kindergarten students are pulled out of the class. 

Grades 1-3 are pulled out or teachers push in. Grades 4 and 5 teachers push in.” Three mentioned 

that they offer special programs for newcomers who enter at beginning English proficiency 

levels. 

 

Of the six secondary principals who responded to the question about program types (Figure D2), 

all said that their schools provide one or more HILT/HILTEX classes. Five listed general 

education and the same number said that they use interventions for struggling readers. Four said 

that they offer HILT/HILTEX push-in, and three provide HILT/HILTEX instructional assistants 

in the general education classroom. Three principals responded to an open-ended question about 

the school’s approach to the education of ELLs. Two reported that they follow an approach 

similar to what is recommended in the secondary instructional guide.
4
 For example, the principal 

of an alternative program wrote, 

 

HILT A has science, social studies, math, reading, art, and technology classes they can 

take with English. HILT B can take reading, government, math, art, and social studies all 

taught with lower English development. HILTEX A/B can take any of the credit 

requirement courses including any of the math, history, science, or electives. 

 

One principal added, “We have pushed our 6th grade HILTEX students into the mainstream and 

expect teachers to closely monitor their performance. 7th and 8th grade HILTEX students are 

                                                 
4
 Teaching ELLs in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program: A Guide to Essential Knowledge in Instructional Practices 

(2011). 
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pushed into the mainstream and those with identified weaknesses in reading are assigned a 

reading class.” A principal from an alternative program mentioned the use of the Read 180 

program for ELLs. 

 

Figure D1. Elementary ELL programs. 

 
Note: n = 12. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

Figure D2. Secondary ELL programs. 

 
Note: n = 6. 

Source: Principal Survey. 
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Access to grade-level content. 

Twelve (67%) of 18 respondents to the Principal Survey said that they agreed or strongly agreed 

that the school supports flexible student pathways for ELLs who need more instructional time 

(e.g., extended school year or day schedule, night and weekend classes, extended time to 

graduation). This number included 5 of the 6 secondary principals and 7 of the 12 elementary 

principals. Fourteen (78%) agreed or strongly agreed that programs for ELLs in their schools are 

helping to close academic achievement gaps. 

 

Respondents to the principal and Teacher Surveys were asked to rate four types of practices for 

ELLs in their school this year on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = Needs improvement, 2 = 

Satisfactory, 3 = Good). Figures D3 and D4 show the percentage of each category of respondent 

at elementary and secondary levels who responded “Needs improvement.” For both grade bands, 

ELL teachers were more likely than general education teachers or principals to report that these 

four practices needed improvement. At the elementary level (Figure D3), two-fifths of ELL 

teachers said that providing support for newcomer ELLs with limited formal schooling and 

addressing the needs of struggling, long-term ELLs needed improvement, while about one third 

thought that this was true in regard to providing appropriate academic support for ELLs and 

monitoring ELLs after they have exited LEP status. Three of the 11 elementary principals agreed 

that their school needed to do a better job of addressing the needs of struggling, long-term ELLs. 

However, most elementary principals thought that their school was doing a “satisfactory” or 

“good” job on the other three practices. 

 

On an open-ended survey item, two elementary principals indicated that their schools have 

improved instruction for ELLs by implementing push-in models that integrate ELLs with their 

native English-speaking peers in general education classrooms. One of these principals stated 

that “having students in the general education classes keeps expectations high.” A third 

elementary principal described small group instruction for newcomers by qualified ELL staff as 

an area of strength.  

 

At the secondary level (Figure D4), three quarters of ELL teachers and half of general education 

teachers and principals thought that their school needed to do a better job of addressing the needs 

of struggling long-term ELLs. Nearly 60% of ELL teachers also thought that monitoring ELLs 

after they have exited LEP status needed improvement, and almost half of this group also gave 

this rating to providing appropriate academic support for ELLs, compared with only 2 of 6 

secondary principals. Two-fifths of ELL teachers but only 1 of 6 principals thought that the 

school needed to provide more support for newcomer ELLs with limited formal schooling. The 

percentage of secondary general education teachers who selected “needs improvement” for each 

practice generally was lower than the percentage of ELL teachers but greater than the percentage 

of principals. 

 

When responding to an open-ended item about barriers to teaching and learning for ELLs, ELL 

and general education teachers from both grade bands expressed concerns that the Division was 

not adequately serving its diverse populations of ELLs. In each grade band, some teachers 

mentioned that beginning-level ELLs were not receiving sufficient targeted language instruction. 

At the secondary level, a middle and high school ELL teacher stated that students who had a 

range of ELP levels in the HILT A class made it difficult to meet the needs of beginning-level 

ELLs. A middle school English teacher expressed concern that her school combines HILT A and 

HILT B students in the same class. Several ESOL/HILT and general education teachers at the 

elementary and secondary levels suggested a need for a newcomer center that would cater to 
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immigrant students. In addition, at the elementary level, four teachers from three schools with a 

high incidence of ELLs stated that kindergarten ELLs, regardless of English language 

proficiency level, did not receive language support from ELL teachers. 

 

In addition to concerns about beginning ELLs, some teachers, especially at the secondary level, 

also expressed concerns that intermediate and long-term ELLs were not receiving adequate 

support from the ESOL/HILT department. On the open-ended survey item about barriers, two 

middle school ELL teachers listed struggling, long-term ELLs. One indicated that long-term 

learners “have developed coping mechanisms that allow them to just get by . . . and there is not a 

clear model or program that supports these students.” Likewise, several general education 

teachers at the middle and high school levels commented that the HILTEX program does not 

provide enough support for students at the intermediate and advanced levels, many of whom are 

long-term ELLs. In particular, one high school English teacher said that the HILT A and B 

language arts courses do not prepare ELLs for English 11.  

 

Figure D3. Elementary: Percent “needs improvement”. 

 
Note. n = 11 principals, 196 general education teachers, 65 ELL teachers. 

Sources: Principals’ and Teacher Surveys. 
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Figure D4. Secondary: Percent “needs improvement”. 

 
Note. n = 6 principals, 144 general education teachers, 28 ELL teachers 

Sources: Principals’ and Teacher Surveys. 

 

Curriculum. Respondents to the Teacher Survey were asked how much they agreed or 

disagreed with several statements about the curriculum and curricular resources in their subject 

areas. Figures D5-D7 show results for these items. At the elementary level (Figure D5), 45% of 

ELL teachers thought that the curriculum was too hard for their ELL students. However, less 

than one third of elementary general education teachers agreed with this statement. About half of 

elementary general education teachers (compared with only about 1 in 3 elementary ELL 

teachers ) thought that the curriculum in their subject area(s) provides adequate guidance to 

differentiate instruction for ELLs. Only about one third of elementary teachers (both ELL and 

general education) agreed that resources and texts in their subject area(s) are appropriate for the 

ELLs they serve. Only about 1 in 5 elementary ELL teachers and even fewer general education 

teachers reported that appropriate supplemental resources are available in the native languages of 

their students. Evaluators disaggregated the data for this item to see whether there were 

differences for bilingual teachers. Results indicated that only 6 (38%) of the 16 elementary 

bilingual teachers agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. For ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and 

general education teachers across both grade bands, the percentage who agreed with this 

statement ranged from 13-18%. 

 

Responses to the open-ended survey question about barriers indicated a perception among some 

respondents that curricular decisions about elementary ELA are made without considering ELLs. 

Five (12%) of the 41 elementary ELL teachers who responded to this question stated that the 

language arts curriculum is not appropriate for ELLs. Several of these teachers indicated that 

Story Town, Word Study, and PALS are not effective for teaching reading to ELLs. One 

elementary ELL teacher stated that reading instruction in her school is directed by the Language 

Arts department, which uses a “one-size-fits-all approach” that is not effective for ELLs.  

 

Elementary general education teachers also expressed concerns about a lack of differentiation for 

ELLs in the curriculum for content areas other than ELA (i.e., science, social studies, and math). 

One general education teacher stated that instructional resources are available in Spanish but not 

in other languages.  
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For secondary teachers, the four survey questions about curriculum were examined by subject 

area. Figure D6 shows the responses of ELA teachers, disaggregated by ELL and general 

education. Results show that ELL teachers who teach ELA had the highest level of agreement 

(63%) that resources and texts in this subject area are appropriate for their ELL students. About 

two-fifths of both types of teachers thought that the curriculum provides adequate guidance to 

differentiate instruction for ELLs. However, about one third of both sets of teachers thought that 

the curriculum was too hard for their ELL students. 

 

On the open-ended question about barriers, one high school ELL teacher stated that curricular 

expectations for students exiting HILT B are too advanced. According to this teacher, many 

students who exit HILT B in high school have a 2
nd

- or 3
rd

-grade reading level but are expected 

to meet “grade 9 SOL standards with an adopted text that has a reading level of grades 7 and 8.” 

Three high school English teachers stated concerns about the elimination of the transitional 

English course, and one of the teachers called the decision “devastating” for ELLs.  

 

Figure D5. Elementary Teachers’ Perceptions about curriculum and curricular resources (Percent 

agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 197 general education teachers, 64 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 
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Figure D6. Secondary ELA teachers’ perceptions about curriculum and curricular resources 

(Percent agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 51 general education teachers, 19 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Figure D7. Secondary teachers of other core subject areas perceptions about curriculum and 

curricular resources (Percent agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 46 social studies teachers, 50 science teachers, 41 math teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

For teachers of other core content areas (social studies, science, and math; Figure D7), social 

studies teachers were the most likely to agree (39%) that the curriculum is too hard for their ELL 

students, and science teachers were the least likely to agree (13%) with this item. Less than two-

fifths of social studies teachers and even fewer teachers of the other two subject areas agreed that 

the curriculum provides adequate guidance to differentiate instruction for ELLs and that 

resources and texts are appropriate for their ELL students. Only some teachers of social studies 

and science said that they had appropriate supplemental resources in the native languages of their 

students, and almost no math teachers agreed with this statement. An examination of 

disaggregated data showed that none of the six secondary bilingual teachers agreed with this last 

statement. 
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In open-ended survey responses, four math teachers indicated that the math curriculum was too 

“fast-paced” for ELLs and does not provide materials differentiated for students’ language 

proficiency levels. Two of these math teachers mentioned that word problems pose a challenge 

for ELLs, including one who suggested providing word problems at different levels of linguistic 

complexity in the curriculum. Three high school social studies teachers and one science teacher 

expressed concerns that the content curriculum in the HILT program does not “match” the 

curriculum in mainstream content areas, making the transition from HILT to mainstream content 

classes difficult for students.  
 

Language development. 

The majority of principals, including 83% at the elementary level and 67% at the secondary 

level, were confident that ELLs receive targeted instruction to develop academic English (i.e., 

the language of math, science, social studies and/or English language arts; Figure D8). Only 

about one third of elementary ELL teachers and secondary general education teachers agreed 

with this statement. However, more elementary general education teachers (43%) and secondary 

ELL teachers (48%) said that they agreed or strongly agreed. 

 

In response to the open-ended item about barriers, six elementary general education teachers 

expressed concerns that ELLs are not receiving explicit language instruction, including several 

who commented that the Division’s ELA curriculum is inadequate for teaching academic 

language to ELLs. Three elementary ELL teachers indicated that the push-in model prevents 

them from providing targeted language instruction at the linguistic level of each student. Several 

elementary ELL teachers who pull ELLs out of the mainstream classroom reported limited 

access to technology and limited space for their classes. In addition, nearly one quarter of the 

comments from elementary ELL teachers addressed time limitations for language instruction, 

and four teachers stated that they sacrifice instructional time to perform testing duties.  

 

Of secondary teachers’ responses to this item, none referred explicitly to language instruction, 

but several middle and high school ELL teachers stated that instructional time was lost because 

of their testing duties or ELL students’ being pulled from HILT classes to participate in SOL 

“test prep” intervention groups. In response to an open-ended question about important 

improvements to programs for ELLs, four secondary-level ELL teachers mentioned the 

alignment of ESOL/HILT materials to content standards. 
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Figure D8. ELLs receive targeted instruction to develop academic English (Percent 

agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 18 principals, 397 general education teachers, 94 ELL teachers. 

Sources: Principal and Teacher Surveys. 

Equity.  

The Principal and Teacher surveys also asked respondents at the secondary level about ELLs’ 

participation in electives, advanced coursework, and other indicators that students are on 

pathways to college and career. Figure D9 shows average ratings on a Likert scale from 1 (none) 

to 5 (most). There was no clear pattern among the three groups (principals, ELL teachers, and 

general education teachers) across the five survey items. On average, the six secondary 

principals thought many (51-75%) of the ELLs in their schools participate in electives, whereas 

both groups of teachers thought that this was true of only some (26-50%) ELLs. Principals and 

general education teachers thought that many ELLs participate in advanced coursework, whereas 

ELL teachers thought that this was true of only some. On average, teachers from both groups 

thought only some (26-50%) or few (10-25%) families of ELLs receive appropriate guidance 

about high school graduation requirements and are active in helping their child select courses, 

and principals said that these two statements were true for many (51-75%) families of ELLs. 

Finally, general education teachers thought that many ELLs are on pathways to college and 

career, whereas principals and ELL teachers thought that this was true for only some ELLs. 

 

On the open-ended survey item, an AP/IB teacher expressed concerns that ELLs are being 

“pushed into classes they are not ready for.” Two other AP/IB teachers stated that ELLs and 

former ELLs often lack the necessary literacy skills to meet the demands of advanced courses. 

Regarding electives, two middle school general education teachers suggested that ELLs are 

unable to enroll in “classes that they might enjoy” because of the requirement that they take extra 

academic classes.  
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Figure D9. Secondary: To your knowledge, for how many ELLs is each statement true?(Average 

ratings). 

 
Note: 1 = None, 2 = Few (10-25%), 3 = Some (26-50%), 4 = Many (51-75%), 5 = Most (76-100%). n =6 principals, 

195 general education teachers, 28 ELL teachers. 

Sources: Principals’ and Teacher Surveys. 

Instructional Program Implementation 

Collaboration. 

 Instructional collaboration. Eleven (61%) of the 18 respondents to the Principal Survey 

reported that the school implements co-taught classrooms for ELLs (i.e., a classroom in which a 

general education teacher works with an ESOL/HILT push-in teacher or one or more 

ESOL/HILT teachers co-teach together or with a general education teacher or special education 

teacher). Of the respondents to the Teacher Survey, 133 (28%) said that they teach in a co-taught 

classroom, including 40 (44%) of the ELL teachers and 93 (24%) of the general education 

teachers. 

Respondents to both surveys were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with six statements 

about the quality of co-teaching (Figures D10 and D11). Fewer than half of the 11 principals and 

a little over one third of the teachers who said that they co-taught agreed that co-teachers have 

received training in the use of co-teaching strategies. Most of the principals thought that co-

teachers meet regularly to plan instruction, and that ESOL/HILT and general education teachers 

work well together as co-teachers. However, on an open-ended item, one elementary-level 

principal listed lack of time for teachers to co-plan as a barrier to effective instruction.  

 

Only two-fifths of the ELL teachers and one quarter of the general education teachers agreed that 

they have enough time to communicate and collaborate with their co-teacher(s). Similarly, about 

two-fifths of teachers from both groups said that they meet regularly to plan instruction. About 

one fourth of principals and general education teachers and one third of ELL teachers thought 

that the ESOL/HILT teacher spends most of the class time helping ELLs individually or in a 

small group at the back of the room, and a majority of all three groups agreed that in the co-

taught classroom, the ESOL/HILT and content teacher consistently work with all students, 

including both ELLs and native English-speaking students. However, ELL teachers were 

somewhat less likely to agree with the latter statement than their general education counterparts. 

Ten of the 11 principals agreed that as a result of the co-teaching, they have seen evidence of 
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improved academic outcomes for ELLs, compared with 69% of ELL teachers and 62% of 

general education teachers. 

 

Several general education and ELL teachers at both the elementary and secondary levels 

commented about issues that prevent effective collaboration on an open-ended survey item about 

barriers. At the elementary level, four ELL teachers noted that they lacked common planning 

time with general education teachers who serve ELLs, and two ELL teachers expressed 

frustration regarding the role they play in co-taught classrooms. One ELL teacher stated that she 

is “not seen as an expert in the content area, and homeroom teachers feel they already know how 

to reach ELLs effectively, so my input is not particularly valued, and frequently not sought.” 

Another ELL teacher said that ELL teachers who co-teach in her school are often tasked with 

teaching Word Study. Elementary general education teachers shared similar concerns about their 

not having common planning time with ELL teachers. In addition, several general education 

teachers stated that they did not receive timely communication, such as information about their 

linguistic level and abilities, about their ELL students. One general education teacher stated the 

need for more coordination between the reading department and the ESOL/HILT department so 

that ELL teachers can effectively co-teach in language arts classrooms. Three other general 

education teachers stated that the Division has not provided adequate training or professional 

development in co-teaching, so teachers are unsure how to implement this model effectively.  

 

At the secondary level, one middle school science teacher expressed concerns about inadequate 

planning time with her ELL co-teacher. On the other hand, two middle school social studies 

teachers lauded their ELL co-teaching arrangement as effective for ELLs. Regarding general 

communication between general education and ELL teachers, several secondary general 

education teachers stated the need for improved communication with ELL teachers, including 

sharing information about testing, students’ language levels, and the transition process from 

HILT to mainstream classes. One high school English teacher said that many ELL teachers were 

unaware of expectations for mainstream English classes. Although only one secondary teacher 

explicitly mentioned co-teaching in open-ended items, multiple middle and high school general 

education teachers stated the need for more “HILT support” in content classrooms, and one 

middle school social studies teacher said, “We would really benefit from conversations with 

HILT staff” about serving ELLs. 
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Figure D10. Principals’ perceptions of co-teaching (Percent agree/disagree). 

 
Note. n = 11. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

Figure D11. Teachers’ perceptions of co-teaching (Percent agree/disagree). 

  
Note. n = 98 general education teachers, 40 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

 Instructional teams. Fourteen (89%) principals reported that ESOL/HILT/HILTEX 

teachers participate on at least one instructional team. Eight (47%) said that their schools had 

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teams. Of respondents to the Teacher Survey, 97% of ELL teachers and 

88% of general education teachers reported that they serve on at least one type of team. Figure 

D12 shows participation on each type of team. 
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Both principals and teachers were asked to rate four statements about the school’s instructional 

teams (Figure D13 and D14). Principals were asked for how many of the school’s instructional 

teams each statement was true on a 4-point Likert scale from none to all. Figure D13 shows the 

percentage who reported each statement was true for “more than half” or “all” of the teams. 

Teachers were asked to rate similar statements on a 5-point agree/disagree scale. Half the 

respondents to the Principal Survey thought that teachers and administrators share a clear vision 

and expectations for “all” teams, and the other half thought that this was true for “more than 

half” of teams. In contrast, only about half of the teachers agreed that school leadership provides 

a clear vision and expectations for how the team should work (Figure D14). Nearly all of the 

principals reported that more than half or all teams meet regularly as scheduled. More than half 

of teachers thought that the school provides sufficient time for the team(s) to meet, but the rest 

disagreed with this statement. A majority of respondents to both surveys felt that the teams work 

well together. Principals were more confident than teachers that participation on instructional 

teams has improved instruction for ELLs, with only about half of ELL teachers and 40% of 

general education teachers agreeing with this statement.  

 

Figure D12. Teachers’ participation on instructional teams. 

 
Note. n = 423 general education teachers, 98 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 
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Figure D13. Principals’ perceptions of instructional teams (Percent reporting “more than half” or 

“all” of the school’s teams). 

 
Note. n = 18. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

 

Figure D14. Teachers’ perceptions of instructional teams (Percent agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 343 general education teachers, 88 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Respondents to both surveys also were asked to rate four statements about the kinds of activities 

in which instructional teams engage (Figures D15 and D16). Principals were asked for how 

many of the school’s instructional teams each statement was true on a 4-point Likert scale from 

“none” to “all.” Figure D15 shows the percentage who reported that each statement was true for 

“more than half” or “all” of the teams. Teachers were asked to rate how often the team(s) in 

which they participate engage in each activity on a 4-point scale from “never” to “regularly.” 

Figure D16 shows the percentage who responded “sometimes” or “regularly.” Overall, results 
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across these items on both surveys indicate that at least three-fifths of principals and about half 

of teachers thought that instructional teams focus on ELLs at least sometimes and that some 

teams focus on ELLs on a regular basis. 

 

Figure D15. Principals’ perceptions: numbers of teams that engage in each activity at least once 

a semester. 

 
Note: n = 18. 

Source: Principal’s survey. 

 

Figure D16. Teachers’ perceptions: extent to which team(s) engage in each activity. 

 
Note. n = 424. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Leadership 

Vision, mission, and goals.  

As shown in Figure D17, somewhat more than half of ELL teachers and general education 

teachers agreed that the needs of ELLs are a high priority in their schools. About the same 

percentage of respondents to the BFRA/HILT Resource Counselors survey (not shown) felt the 
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same way. Fewer than half of general education teachers and even fewer ELL teachers thought 

that school leaders articulate a clear vision for educating ELLs. 

 

Responses to the open-ended items also showed more satisfaction on the part of general 

education teachers than ELL teachers that leadership is focused on ELLs. Eight elementary and 

six general education teachers stated that leadership at the Division and/or school level has made 

ELLs a priority. However, no ELL teachers at the elementary level and only two ELL teachers at 

the secondary level made similar comments. In fact, two elementary ELL teachers said that they 

thought the school and Division lacked adequate vision and leadership for ELLs.  

 

Figure D17. Teachers’ perceptions regarding their school’s vision for educating ELLs (Percent 

agree/strongly agree). 

  
Note. n = 420 general education teachers, 98 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Shared responsibility.  

Accountability for implementation. Respondents to the Principal Survey were asked who 

is responsible for supervising and/or monitoring the implementation of the school’s instructional 

programs for ELLs. Responses varied considerably across the schools. All of the 19 principals 

who responded to this question reported that they are the main person responsible for monitoring 

ELL programs. Additional personnel who share this responsibility included the ESOL/HILT 

Lead teacher at 15 (80%) schools, the Assistant Principal at 9 (47%) schools, and a leadership 

team at 8 (42%) schools. Principals of two high incidence schools and a moderate incidence 

school said that they alone are responsible for supervising and/or monitoring the implementation 

of the instructional programs for ELLs. Table D4 shows the tools principals said that they use to 

monitor classroom instruction for ELLs. About half of respondents said that they use a walk-

through instrument provided by the division and/or a site-based walk-through instrument. Eight 

(42%) said that they use a SIOP observation sheet, and four (21%) said that they used another 

tool. Other tools included Dr. John Hoover’s Delivering Culturally Responsive Instruction 

survey, a Math template, a Guided Reading template, PTO Observation Form, and informal and 

formal observations. Six principals who reported that they did not use any specific tool 

represented three elementary, two middle, and one high school with a range of 5-29% ELLs 

enrolled. 
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Table D4. Tools Used to Monitor Classroom Instruction for ELLs  

 

% Number 

Walk-through instrument provided by the division 47.4 9 

Site-based walk-through instrument 52.6 10 

SIOP observation sheet 42.1 8 

No specific tool 31.6 6 

Other tool (please describe) 21.1 4 

Note. n = 19. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

Shared decision-making/shared understanding. Respondents to all three surveys 

(principal, teachers, and BFRA/HC) also answered several items about shared responsibility for 

ELLs. Principals and teachers responded to three questions about this topic (Figure D18) and 

BFRA/HCs to one. A large majority of principals agreed or strongly agreed that the Central 

Office, school administrators, and teachers share an understanding of goals and expectations for 

serving ELLs. Three-quarters of ELL teachers and three-fifths of general education teachers 

agreed with this statement. Half of principals thought that competing priorities in APS make it 

hard to focus on teaching and learning for ELLs, but less than half of general education and ELL 

teachers saw this as a problem. Principals were more likely than teachers to agree that initiatives 

in Arlington Public Schools adequately address the needs of ELLs, with fewer than half of ELL 

teachers agreeing with this statement. Sixty percent of respondents to the BFRA/HC survey (not 

shown) agreed with this statement. 

 

In response to an open-ended survey item about barriers to effective instruction for ELLs, a 

substantial number of elementary general education teachers indicated confusion about the ELL 

program at the Division and school levels. Several teachers stated that they were unclear whether 

ELL teachers should be pushing-in, co-teaching, or pulling out students. One teacher expressed 

concern that ELLs are confused when the program model changes in the middle of the year. A 

general education teacher stated, “There is not unification within the [school’s ESOL/HILT] 

department on what model is the best, so half of the teachers tend to lean towards the pull-out 

model . . . and some are push-in.” Two elementary general education teachers also mentioned 

that they did not understand the difference between ESOL and HILT.  

 

At the secondary level, two middle school ELL teachers expressed concern that the Division 

does not have a “clear and supported” program for ELLs. One of the teachers stated that because 

of budget issues and/or lack of understanding on the part of school administrators, programs “are 

failing to meet the real needs of our students.” Although several general education teachers at the 

secondary level commented on inadequate communication from Division and school 

administration, none of these teachers explicitly commented about the clarity of program goals 

for ELLs.  

 

In regard to shared decision-making for ELLs, 16 (89%) of 18 respondents to the Principal 

Survey reported that ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers help make decisions about school or 

department-wide curriculum and instruction, and 14 (78%) said that these teachers participate in 

the creation of the master schedule,. However, on an open-ended item, a high school social 

studies teacher stated that “school staff who do not instruct ELLs” make instructional and 

content decisions, including the creation of a master schedule that does not “work for ELLs.” 

Additionally, one elementary ELL teacher stated that ESOL/HILT staff “are regularly left out of 
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meetings” and reading teachers are often seen as a “substitute” for ELL staff when making 

decisions.  
 

Figure D18. Principals’ and teachers’ perceptions regarding shared responsibility for ELLS 

(Percent agree/strongly agree). 

  
Note. n = 21 principals, 420 general education teachers, 98 ELL teachers. 

Sources: Principals’ and teacher’s surveys. 

 

Principals and teachers were asked to rate the quality of guidance from the Division and school 

for implementing programs and services for ELLs using a 3-point Likert scale (1 = needs 

improvement, 2 = satisfactory, 3 = good). Figure D19 shows the percentage of each group who 

rated each item as “needs improvement.” The greatest need for improvement was expressed by 

39% of ELL teachers about the APS process for procuring resources and materials for ELLs, but 

it is possible that some respondents may have interpreted this item as a rating of the quality of 

the resources rather than the process for procuring them. About one third of all three groups 

thought that APS policies for grading, promotion, and retention of ELLs needs improvement, and 

approximately one quarter of all three groups thought that more support was needed from lead 

teachers, coaches, and/or the ESOL/HILT Office to address the needs of ELLs in subject area 

instruction (but half of principals rated this item as “good”). One third of principals also wanted 

more written guidance for the implementation of ESOL/HILT/HILTEX services, but fewer 

teachers from either group expressed this need. 
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Figure D19. Principals’ and teachers’ ratings of the quality of guidance for implementing ell 

programs (Percent “needs improvement”). 

  
Note. n = 20 principals, 396 general education teachers, 94 ELL teachers. 

Sources: Principals’ and Teacher Surveys. 

 

Climate.  

Of 88 ELL teachers from seven schools (3 elementary, 2 middle and 2 high schools), 27% 

reported that their school needs to foster a more positive climate for ELLs. None of the 

respondents to the principal’s survey and fewer than 9% of both teacher groups agreed with the 

statement that “there are physical confrontations in the school between students of different races 

at least once a month.”  

 

Personnel 

Expertise. 

Of 18 respondents to the Principal Survey, 12 (67%) agreed or strongly agreed that mainstream 

teachers understand how to address the needs of ELLs, and 10 (56%) reported that the school has 

a policy of placing ELLs in classrooms with its most effective teachers.  

 

Respondents to the Principal Survey also were asked to rate their own expertise about ELLs on a 

3-point Likert scale from novice to proficient (Figure D20). Nine of the 18 principals who 

answered this question thought that they were “proficient,” and eight thought that they were 

“satisfactory” at identifying teachers who are effective with ELLs. Most also thought that they 

were either proficient or satisfactory at knowing what to look for when monitoring instruction in 

classrooms with ELLs. Five (28%) rated themselves proficient and 11 (61%) rated themselves 

satisfactory in understanding the cultural, historical, and linguistic backgrounds of the school’s 

ELLs. 
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Figure D20. Principals’ ratings of their ELL expertise. 

 
Note. n = 18. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

To examine teachers’ perceptions about teaching ELLs, respondents to the Teacher Survey were 

asked how much they agreed or disagreed with four statements. At the elementary level (Figure 

D21), few teachers in either group agreed with two common misperceptions: (1) ELLs need to 

learn English before they can be taught academic content and (2) most of ELLs’ performance 

depends on the home environment. Roughly one third of teachers from both groups said that they 

felt as though some of the ELL students in their classrooms are not making any progress. 

However, nearly three-quarters of both types of teachers said that they felt confident they can 

meet the needs of the ELLs in their classrooms. 

 

On the open-ended survey items, eight elementary ELL teachers expressed concerns that general 

education teachers are not meeting ELLs’ needs, particularly in regard to the differentiation of 

instruction. Two of these teachers stated that general education teachers are “uncooperative” or 

“unwilling to differentiate to meet the needs of their ELLs.” On the other hand, some elementary 

general education teachers indicated that their school’s ELL teachers do not have the skills or 

knowledge to instruct ELLs adequately. Two of these teachers stated that ELL teachers lack 

training to teach in the content areas, especially in math. However, 11 elementary general 

education teachers commented on the high quality of instructional or support staff who work 

with ELLs, including eight who explicitly mentioned ESOL/HILT staff. 

 

At the secondary level (Figure D22), more general education teachers agreed with the two 

misconceptions about ELLs, and about half of teachers from both groups expressed concern 

about the progress of their ELL students. Secondary ELL teachers expressed nearly the same 

level of confidence as their elementary counterparts that they can meet the needs of ELLs, but 

fewer than half of secondary general education teachers agreed with this statement. 

 

On the open-ended survey item, a substantial number of secondary general education teachers 

commented that they did not have the expertise or resources to meet the needs of ELLs in their 

content classrooms, and many of these teachers expressed the need for additional training or 

support to differentiate for HILTEX and exited ELLs. On the other hand, many secondary 

general education teachers commended the quality of the ESOL/HILT teachers and counselors, 



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu D-24 

and several stated that the ESOL/HILT teachers not only help students academically but also 

ensure that their affective and emotional needs are met.  

 

Figure D21. Elementary teachers’ perceptions about teaching ELLs (Percent agree/strongly 

agree). 

 
Note. n = 198 general education teachers, 64 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Figure D22. Secondary teachers’ perceptions about teaching ELLs (Percent agree/strongly 

agree). 

 
Note. n = 200 general education teachers, 28 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 
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Staffing. 

Among 20 respondents to a question on the Principal Survey, 13 (65%) rated APS’s process for 

hiring ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers, counselors, instructional assistants, and bilingual family 

resource assistants as “good,” 5 (25%) as “satisfactory,” and 2 (10%) as “needing improvement.” 

Eleven (61%) of 18 thought that the current schedule stretches ESOL/HILT teachers too thinly to 

address adequately both the language and content needs of ELLs.  

 

A number of comments in response to the open-ended items on all three surveys expressed the 

need for additional ESOL/HILT staff. Some respondents from each group indicated the need for 

more staff to support intermediate and advanced ELLs in mainstream classes and, in particular, 

to provide targeted, small group instruction. Staffing appeared to be a particularly pressing 

concern for principals; more than half of the 11 respondents to the open-ended item about 

barriers indicated the need for more ESOL/HILT staff. One middle school principal stated that 

additional staff would enable the school to reinstitute a HILTEX language arts block at all grade 

levels, and an elementary dual language principal suggested that additional staff would enable 

the school to provide supports for ELL students’ transitions to general education classrooms. 

Along with noting the need for additional ESOL/HILT teachers, one high school HILT Resource 

Counselor indicated the need for more full-time counselors to replace those who are itinerant.  

Professional Development 

Building educator capacity. 

Respondents to the principals’ and Teacher Surveys were asked about opportunities to participate 

in professional development (PD) about ELLs. Fourteen (82%) of 18 principals said that “most” 

ESOL/HILT teachers had received PD on this topic in the last two years; 10 (56%) said that most 

general education teachers had done so, and 9 (53%) said that most guidance counselors in their 

schools had participated in this kind of PD.  

 

When asked on the principals’ and Teacher Surveys about their own participation in PD about 

ELLs, 95% of principals, 96% of ELL teachers, and 71% of general education teachers reported 

having participated in the last two years. Figure D23 shows the numbers of hours of PD each 

group reported that it received. These data indicate that a majority of all three groups reported 

that they had received at least some ELL-related PD, with more principals and ELL teachers than 

general education teachers saying that they had received this kind of PD in the last two years. 

Principals and ELL teachers also reported more hours of PD on this topic than did general 

education teachers.  

 

When asked what the Division or school has done to improve teaching and learning for ELLs, 

the provision of PD was the most common response among general education teachers and 

principals at all grade spans. About half of the 11 principals who responded to this item referred 

to PD. Specifically, four principals stated that their school has benefited from SIOP PD and one 

principal mentioned Cultural Competence training. Additionally, an elementary principal noted 

that “the CLASS work on culturally responsive teaching has served as a vehicle for discussion 

and reflection on instructional practices.”  

 

Many teachers, especially elementary general education teachers, also referred to SIOP training 

as a way that the Division and schools have improved instruction for ELLs. However, some 

ESOL/HILT and general education teachers noted the need for additional ELL training for 

classroom teachers. At the secondary level, several elective teachers stated that they had not had 

opportunities to receive training about serving ELLs. In addition, some ELL teachers at the 
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middle and high school levels said that they thought their principals would benefit from PD 

about ELLs.  

 

Figure D23. Teachers and principals’ participation in professional development about ELLS in 

the last two years. 

 
Note. n = 400 general education teachers, 93 ELL teachers, 18 principals. 

Sources: Principals’ and Teacher Surveys. 

 

Quality. 

Almost all (94%) of the 18 respondents to the Principal Survey agreed or strongly agreed that the 

ELL PD was aligned with the school’s goals for ELLs (Figure D24). In contrast, two thirds of 

BFRA/HCs, only two-fifths of ELL teachers, and one third of general education teachers felt that 

the ELL-related PD they had received in the last two years was relevant to their practice (Figure 

D25). Only about half of principals and general education teachers thought that teachers had 

received enough training and follow-up to support changes in their practice, but two thirds of 

ELL teachers and BFRAs/HCs felt this way. Finally, about two thirds of principals, general 

education teachers, and ELL teachers thought that as a result of the PD, teachers’ instructional 

practices for ELLs have improved. A majority (79%) of BFRA/HCs reported that their work 

with the families of ELLs had improved as a result of the PD. 

 

Although many teachers listed PD on the open-ended survey item about important 

improvements, some general education teachers at all grade spans stated that PD about ELLs was 

not effective. In particular, one high school science teacher wrote that there is not enough “time 

to adequately cover the depth of information that would be useful” and added that ELL PD was 

limited to countywide department meetings with no job-embedded support. Regarding SIOP 

training, an elementary math coach stated that the Division has not set expectations for teachers 

and has not implemented any “follow through with teachers to ensure they are implementing the 

strategies they are being exposed to during the training sessions.” One elementary general 

education teacher felt “talked down to” during SIOP training sessions but added that 

expectations for changes in her practice after the training were “more than [she] can keep up 

with.”  
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Figure D24. Principals’ perceptions of the quality of professional development (percent 

agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 18. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

 

Figure D25. Teachers’ and BFRA/HCs’ perceptions of the quality of ell professional 

development (Percent agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 279 general education teachers, 89 ELL teachers, 29 BFRA/HCs. 

Sources: Teacher and BFRA/HC surveys. 

 

Assessment and Accountability 

Identification and placement. 

Principals and teachers responded to two survey items regarding placement and exit processes 

for ELLs on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = needs improvement, 2 = satisfactory, 3 = good). Figure 

D26 shows the percentage who rated each item “needs improvement.” Only one (4.8%) of 18 

respondents to the Principal Survey thought that the school’s process for placing ELLs in classes 

needed improvement, compared with one quarter of general education teachers and more than 
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one third of ELL teachers. However, 8 (38%) of 21 principals thought that placement and exit 

criteria for HILT, HILTEX, and ESOL need improvement. Of Teacher Survey respondents from 

both groups, 28% gave the same rating to this item. 

 

On the open-ended item about barriers, secondary general education teachers expressed concern 

about inappropriate course placement and the placement process at the intake center. Three 

teachers stated that students are exited from HILT before they are ready to meet the expectations 

of the mainstream classroom. Another high school teacher described the placement process as 

“arbitrary” and indicated that changing ELLs’ HILT levels mid-year disrupts learning. 

Additionally, two high school general education teachers and one middle school ELL teacher 

stated that ELL placement by the intake center is inadequate. One high school science teacher 

indicated that a new HILTEX student with “excellent English proficiency” said that she could 

not understand the English of the test administrator at the placement center.  

 

Figure D26. Principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of the placement process for ELLS (Percent 

“needs improvement”). 

 
Note. n = 18 principals, 398 general education teachers, 94 ELL teachers. 

 

Use of data. 

Respondents to the Principal Survey were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with five 

statements about the use of ELL data to inform instructional decisions, and respondents to the 

Teacher Survey were asked to respond to six similar statements. Figures D27 and D28 show the 

percentages who agreed or strongly agreed with each statement. Fifteen (61%) of 21 principals 

agreed that there is a clear vision in APS for the use of data to inform ELL education, whereas 

slightly more than one third of teachers from both groups agreed with this statement. Three 

quarters of principals reported they have access to the reports they need to meaningfully examine 

ELLs' academic progress. About two thirds of ELL teachers agreed that they have access to the 

information they need to meaningfully examine the academic progress of ELLs in their 

classrooms, but fewer general education teachers agreed with this statement. Only about one 

quarter of ELL teachers and slightly more general education teachers felt that they have access to 

formative assessments in their subject area(s) that are appropriate for ELLs. About two thirds of 

ELL teachers and slightly fewer principals said that they have received useful professional 

development about using ELL data to inform instructional decisions, compared with two-fifths 

of general education teachers. More than two thirds of principals and ELL teachers also thought 
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that they are good at using data to diagnose ELLs’ learning needs, compared to only two-fifths of 

general education teachers. 

 

On the open-ended item about important improvements, eight elementary general education 

teachers mentioned the use of data to inform instruction. However, three elementary ELL 

teachers stated that although their school focuses on student data, much of the data used are not 

helpful for informing instruction for ELLs. For example, an elementary ELL teacher expressed 

concerns that her school focuses almost entirely on SOL scores and in particular on “kids taking 

the test who are average or just below, while the highs and lows often get less attention.” At the 

secondary level, a middle and high school ELL teacher expressed concern that her school 

prioritized standardized test data over other kinds of data for ELLs and stated that the Division’s 

standardized testing does not reveal “the true progress of ELLs.”  

 

Figure D27. Principals’ perceptions about use of ELL data (Percent agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 21. 

Source: Principal Survey. 
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Figure D28. Teachers’ perceptions about use of ELL data (Percent agree/strongly agree). 

Note. n = 398 general education teachers, 94 ELL teachers. 

Source: Teacher Survey. 
 

Figure D29. How often principals use ELL data. 

 
Note. n = 21. 

Source: Principal Survey. 

 

Respondents to the Principal Survey rated five items about use of ELL data on a 4-point Likert 

scale, from “once a year” to “more than twice a month” (Figure D29). Almost all of the 

principals said that they use ELL data to make instructional decisions at least once a year. The 
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most frequent uses were for placement of ELLs in classes or groups and development of 

recommendations for programming or other educational services for ELLs. Principals said that 

they also use data to inform the school management plan, identify individual ELLs who need 

remedial assistance, and identify and correct gaps in the curriculum for ELLs. 

Parent and Community Outreach 

Family and community partnerships. 

Respondents to the Principal Survey answered several questions about activities related to family 

and community partnerships (Figure D30). Thirteen (72%) of 18 principals said that the school 

included an ELL’s family member to serve on a school decision-making body at least once this 

year; 12 (67%) said the school had worked with a community partner to implement an academic 

support program for ELLs, and the same number reported that the school provided leadership 

training for ELL families. Of these, principals reported the highest frequencies for leadership 

training and partnering with a community organization to provide academic support. Figure D30 

shows the frequency with which principals reported each activity within the 2011-12 school year. 

In contrast, only 6 of 29 BFRA/HCs thought that the families of ELLs “sometimes” or 

“regularly” participate in school decision-making bodies or school advocacy activities (Figure 

D31). 

 

Figure D30. Frequency of family and community partnership activities reported by principals. 

 
Note. n = 18. 

Source: Principal Survey. 
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Figure D31. BFRA/HCs’ perceptions regarding family partnerships. 

 
Note. n = 29. 
Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 

 

Respondents to the BFRA/HC survey were asked to rate how often they provided a range of 

services to ELLs and their families during the last 12 months. Respondents rated each item on a 

scale from 1 = never to 4 = regularly. Table D5 shows the types of services with the most 

frequent ratings (regularly and sometimes). When asked which types of services respondents felt 

made the most difference for students and their families (Table D5), 13 (45%) mentioned social 

and emotional support for families and students, and 7 (24%) mentioned their being a “cultural 

broker.” Three said that they took a holistic approach and felt that all of the services were 

important. 

 

In an open-ended survey item that asked why respondents thought that these services made a 

difference, a HILT Resource Counselor explained, “I am the only mental health professional 

they have access to and will go to without feeling stigmatized.” A BFRA added,  

 

I believe the services I provide to newly arrived students and families make the 

most impact in the school and community. From receiving newly arrived students, 

enrolling them in school, to meeting the parents and explaining the graduation 

requirements, it helps parents and students understand the American schooling 

system. Once students are incorporated into the academic classrooms, counseling 

groups help them adjust socially and emotionally to the changes they are 

experiencing by coming into this country.  

 

Another respondent remarked,  

 

Phone calls and parent workshops in their native language are very important for 

our ELLs, parents and community because in my experience by doing so, 

parents/students feel welcome, accepted, and are more responsive and participate in 

events and school activities. Another important gain: parents and students can be 

more educated about our school system, and we could get the parents to be more 

involved in their children's education. 
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Table D5. Most Frequent Types of Services Provided by Bilingual Family Resource Assistants 

 Services provided 

Rating 

Average   

Provided oral interpretation 3.9 

R
eg

u
la

rl
y

 

Made phone calls to ELLs' homes 3.9 

Worked collaboratively with the school counselor, social worker, psychologist or 

school nurse 
3.9 

Met with families 3.9 

Attended parent-teacher conferences 3.8 

Supported teachers outside the classroom 3.8 

Provided written language translation 3.7 

Organized meetings for families 3.7 

Met with students 3.6 

Provided logistical support for student activities (e.g., inviting students, contacting 

families, setting up the room) 

 

3.6 

Supported teachers in the classroom 3.4 

S
o

m
et

im
es

 

Provided counseling to support families' transition to a U.S. public school setting 3.3 

Made referrals for additional assistance (e.g., for counseling, medical, dental or legal 

issues) 
3.3 

Met with ELLs to support their social and emotional well-being 3.2 

Conducted or co-led student activities before, during or after school (e.g., lunch 

groups, clubs, etc.) 
3.2 

Provided basic needs (e.g., food, clothing, school supplies) to families 2.9 

Made home visits 2.7 

Provided tutoring or small group academic support for ELLs 2.7 

Met with ELLs and their families to guide decisions about high school course work 

and graduation requirements 

 

2.7 

Note. 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = regularly; n = 29. 

Source: BFRA/HC Survey.
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Table D6. Services That Made the Most Difference for Families and Students? 

Type of Support (Rank Order) 

Number of times 

mentioned 

Social and emotional support for families and students 13 

Cultural broker 7 

Translation/interpretation 3 

Holistic approach/all of the services 3 

Newcomers 2 

Academic support for students 2 

Basic needs 1 

Home visits 1 

Training 1 

Note. n = 29. 

Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 

 

More than two thirds of respondents to the Teacher Survey (Figure D32) agreed or strongly 

agreed that their school actively conducts outreach to the families of ELLs. On an open-ended 

item that asked what respondents’ schools have done to improve learning and teaching for ELLs, 

three elementary administrators commented that their schools had reached out to parents in 

productive ways. One administrator said that the school convenes regular parent workshops and 

opportunities for parents of ELLs to volunteer. Another respondent said that the school provides 

laptops for students to use at home.  

 

On a similar, open-ended item on the Teacher Survey, a few elementary teachers and several 

secondary general education and ELL teachers listed parent outreach as an important 

improvement in their schools. In addition to comments about translation and interpretation 

services, five teachers from three schools (1 elementary, 1 middle, and 1 high school) reported 

that home visits have had a positive impact on learning and teaching for ELLs.  

 

Respondents to the BFRA/HC survey were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with four 

statements about the level of support they received from the school and its staff (Figure D33). 

Only 16 of 29 (55%) BFRA/HCs agreed or strongly agreed that their school supports their work. 

However, at least three quarters felt they are a valued member of the school community and that 

school administrators and teachers understand what they do. In response to an open-ended item 

about barriers to ELL instruction, four BFRAs at the elementary school level and two at the high 

school level indicated that they felt the school did not support their role. Two of these 

respondents indicated that they did not receive sufficient materials or resources, including salary, 

to provide effective services. Another elementary-level BFRA suggested that her school’s 

administration did little to promote empowerment for families of ELLs. 

 

Fifty-eight percent of respondents to the BFRA/HC survey (Figure D34) agreed or strongly 

agreed that front-office staff are courteous to the families of ELLs. Two thirds said that families 

of ELLs feel welcome in the school. Fewer than half of BFRA/HCs thought that families of 

ELLs are treated with the same respect as English-speaking families, in comparison with about 

two thirds of respondents to the Teacher Survey (not shown) in response to a similar item.  
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Figure D32. Teachers’ perceptions regarding their school’s parent outreach efforts. 

 
Note. n = 387 general education teachers, 91 ELL teachers. 
Source: Teacher Survey. 

 

Figure D33. BFRA/HCs’ Perceptions regarding school’s support for their work (percent 

agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 29. 

Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 
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Figure D34. BFRA/HCs’ Perceptions regarding school climate for families of ELLs (Percent 

agree/strongly agree). 

 
Note. n = 29. 
Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 

 

Figure D35. Ongoing family training programs. 

 
Note. n = 29. 

Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 

 

 Supporting family involvement.  

 Parent training. Twenty-seven of 29 BFRA/HC survey respondents reported that families 

of ELLs have opportunities to learn how to support their child’s academic achievement 

“regularly” (59%) or “sometimes” (35%). When asked about ongoing family workshops 

conducted in their schools in the last two years, 27 of 29 BFRA/HC survey respondents said that 

their school had engaged in at least one of the programs listed in Figure D35. Respondents also 

listed a range of short family workshops they had provided in the past two years, as shown in 

Table D7. 
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Table D7. Additional Topics Provided Short Workshops 

Social/Emotional/Cultural issues Academics 

Alcohol/Drug Prevention College Preparation 

Drugs and Gang Prevention FLES 

Health Awareness Homework 

Nutrition And You How to Raise a Kindergartener 

Internet Safety Math 

Adolescents Transitions 

Family Reunification Parents and Kids Together 

 

Writing 

Other Topics 

US Education System  

ESOL/HILT  

Grades  

Understanding Your Child’s Report Card  

Special Education  

Note. n = 29. 

Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 

 

Respondents to the BFRA/HC survey rated four questions regarding the ways in which their 

schools support involvement for the families of ELLs (Figure D35), and teachers responded to 

two similar items (not shown). A large majority of respondents to both surveys thought that 

families “regularly” or “sometimes” attend parent-teacher conferences and that interpretation is 

available for these meetings, as needed.  

 

Addressing barriers. Nearly two thirds of ELL and general education teachers agreed that 

their school does a good job of reducing barriers to ELL family involvement (Figure D32). 

Similarly, 59% of BFRA/HCs (not shown) reported that when there are informational meetings 

for families, the division or school “sometimes” or “regularly” provides logistical support (e.g., 

food, transportation, and childcare) as needed (Figure D36). However, on an open-ended item, 

some BFRAs/HCs noted that many parents of ELLs are not able to participate in meetings 

because of logistical barriers, such as work schedules, childcare, and transportation needs. 

 

 



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu D-38 

Figure D36. BFRA/HCs’ perceptions regarding support for family involvement. 

 
Note. n = 29. 
Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 

Communication.  

As shown in Figure D37, two thirds of 29 BFRA/HC survey respondents agreed or strongly 

agreed that since they began working in the school, staff have improved their cultural 

understanding of ELLs and their families. Close to the same number also agreed that families of 

ELLs receive timely communication about their child’s academic progress. However, only about 

half thought that families are aware of the services available to them, and 2 in 5 agreed that ELLs 

and their families understand their child’s report card or the requirements for graduation from 

high school. 

 

When asked in an open-ended item what their schools have done to improve services for ELLs 

and their families, six elementary-level BFRAs commented about improvements in com-

munication. Specifically, these respondents lauded their school’s efforts to ensure interpreters are 

provided at meetings and documents are translated. One BFRA indicated that the Language 

Services Registration Center helps translate documents for parents. However, another BFRA at 

the high school level indicated that many parents, particularly those who do not speak Spanish, 

are not provided with documents translated into their native language. Several BFRAs at both 

elementary and secondary levels stated that unreliable or unavailable parent phone numbers 

present a challenge to communication.  

 

On similar open-ended items on the Teacher Survey, a number of respondents from both 

elementary and secondary levels reported that translators or interpreters were available for 

meetings and events. However, several teachers at each grade band expressed concern that 

although material and resources were made available in Spanish, few documents were translated 

into other languages spoken by ELLs’ families.  
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Figure D37. BFRA/HCs’ perceptions regarding communication with families. 

 
Note. n = 29. 
Source: BFRA/HC Survey. 
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Appendix E. Crosswalk of Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) 

and Promoting Excellence Appraisal System (PEAS) 
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Crosswalk of Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) and Promoting Excellence 

Appraisal System (PEAS) 

 

The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education (GW-CEEE) 

examined the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) currently in use by Arlington 

Public Schools to determine its usefulness as a program evaluation instrument for the ongoing 

evaluation of programs and services for limited English proficient (LEP) students in the 

Division. GW-CEEE conducted an analysis of the extent to which the CLASS captures standards 

of practice for ELLs under the Instructional Implementation dimension of the PEAS.  

 

This analysis is framed by two overarching questions that are critical to effective instruction for 

ELLs: 

(1) How do teachers make academic content comprehensible to ELLs? 

(2) How do teachers support ELLs’ English language development? 

 

The Instructional Implementation dimension of the PEAS consists of the following constructs 

that are relevant to classroom instruction for ELLs: 

 Collaboration 

 Access to challenging academic content 

 Language development 

 Socially constructed learning 

 Classroom assessment 

 

The CLASS consists of the following domains: 

 Emotional support 

 Classroom organization 

 Instructional support 

 Student engagement 

 

In addition, APS uses two composite scores, Differentiated Instruction and Culturally 

Responsive Instruction.  

 

Findings are presented for (a) the alignment of PEAS with CLASS, (b) an analysis of the 

Culturally Responsive composite, and (c) a preliminary examination of the correspondence of 

the CLASS to the Sheltered Instruction Operational Protocol (SIOP).  

 

Alignment of PEAS with CLASS  

Table E1 below shows detailed descriptions in relation to each PEAS construct, the 

corresponding standards and indicators from the PEAS, the related CLASS domains and 

dimensions, and an analysis of the extent to which the CLASS captures important instructional 

practices for each construct. The far right column shows GW-CEEE’s judgment regarding the 

level of alignment of the CLASS with the PEAS constructs (N indicates no alignment, M 

indicates minimal alignment, P indicates partial alignment, and S indicates satisfactory 

alignment). Constructs that require additional data collection are highlighted in light red. 

 

Results of the analysis indicate that the CLASS is well aligned with the PEAS constructs of 

socially constructed learning and classroom assessment. However, the CLASS is only partially 
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aligned with the PEAS construct of access to challenging academic content, provides minimal 

measures of support for language development (and only for Grades PK -3), and no measures of 

teacher collaboration.  

 

In sum, although the CLASS has been validated as an assessment of the general quality of 

instruction for diverse populations of students, it is not an adequate measure of the extent to 

which instruction is comprehensible to ELLs or the extent to which ELLs are supported to 

develop the English they need to succeed in school and to perform well on tests of academic 

content given in English. 

 

Culturally Responsive Instruction Composite 

The Appendix to the CLASS Implementation Guide (2009) states that there is strong alignment 

between Gay’s (2000) Exemplars of Culturally Responsive Behaviors and classroom behaviors 

identified in the CLASS tool. In addition, APS provided a chart titled Alignment between Gay’s 

Exemplars of Culturally Responsive Behaviors and Classroom Interaction Identified in the 

CLASS. The chart lists the seven characteristics of culturally responsive teaching from the 

Teaching Diverse Learners Web site developed by the Alliance at Brown University (2006). 

These are (a) positive perspectives on parents and families; (b) communication of high 

expectations; (c) learning within the context of culture; (d) student-centered instruction; (e) 

culturally mediated instruction; (f) reshaping the curriculum; and (g) teacher as facilitator. The 

alignment chart purports to show how the characteristics of culturally responsive teaching 

correspond with the composite CLASS domains and dimensions. For each characteristic, the 

alignment chart shows the relevant observable behavior, CLASS dimension, indicator, and 

behavioral marker. 

 

A review of these documents indicated two issues: (a) many of the observable behaviors listed in 

the alignment chart do not appear to have a logical relationship with the CLASS 

domains/dimensions and indicators to which they are presumed to align; and (b) the CLASS 

Secondary Manual (Pianta, Hamre, Haynes, Mintz & La Paro, 2007) addresses only some of the 

observable behaviors shown in the alignment chart. As an example of the first issue, on page 1 of 

the alignment chart (excerpted in Table E1) under the first characteristic 1. Positive Perspectives 

on Parents and Families, the first column lists “seek to understand parents’ hopes, concerns and 

suggestions” next to the observable behavior, “Conduct needs assessment and surveys in the 

parents’ first language of what parents expect of the school community.” The chart shows that 

these align with the CLASS dimension “Productivity” and with the CLASS indicator, 

“Maximizing learning time.” The CLASS behavioral marker aligned with this observable 

behavior is shown as “Teacher preparation for lessons and tasks are apparent.” There appears to 

be a logical gap between the CLASS behavioral marker (what would be observed in the 

classroom) and the “observable behavior,” as there does not appear to be a means for a CLASS 

observer to determine whether a teacher has engaged in the behavior listed (i.e., conducted needs 

assessment and parent surveys). 
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Table E1. Example Alignment between Characteristics of Culturally Responsive Instruction and 

CLASS  
1. Positive Perspectives on Parents and Families: Constant communication with parents is an important 

aspect of a child’s educational progress. The involvement of parents and families in their child’s education 

process results in better scholastic achievement. When families share their “funds of knowledge with the 

school community, teachers get a better idea of their abilities, and how they learn best” (Moll, Amanti, 

Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992).  

 
Observable Behavior CLASS Dimension CLASS Indicator 

CLASS Behavioral 

Marker 

Seek to 

understand 

parents’ hopes, 

concerns, and 

suggestions  

 

Conduct needs assessment and 

surveys in the parents’ first 

language to determine what 

parents expect of the school 

community 

Productivity Maximizing 

learning time  

Teacher 

preparation for 

lessons and tasks 

are apparent 

Source: Excerpted from Alignment between Gay’s Exemplars of Culturally Responsive Behaviors and Classroom 

Interaction Identified in the CLASS, p. 1. 

 

A review of the definition of productivity in the CLASS Secondary Manual (Pianta, et al., 2007, 

p. 33) indicates that the observer would consider “how well the teacher manages time and 

routines so that instructional time is maximized.” The introduction to the rubric for this domain 

further indicates that this is “not a code about . . . the quality of instruction or activities.” The 

rubric that corresponds to a high score on Maximizing Learning Time indicates that “the teacher 

consistently provides tasks for students and time for learning is maximized.” Under the detailed 

description for the “high” level of implementation (p. 36), the indicator teacher is fully prepared 

for lessons and tasks is defined as “the teacher clearly knows how to implement a task without 

having to consistently look at a text or lesson plan.” There is no evidence that this domain has 

any relationship to Positive Perspectives on Parents and Families. In other words, a teacher 

might attain a high score on this measure without having sought to understand parents’ hopes, 

concerns, or suggestions. On the other hand, a teacher who had sought to do so would not 

necessarily attain a high score on this domain.  

 

As an example of the second issue, the Regard for Adolescent Perspectives domain of the 

CLASS appears in the alignment chart for 5 of the 7 characteristics of culturally responsive 

teaching (3: Learning within the context of culture; 4: Student-centered instruction; 5: Culturally 

mediated instruction; 6: Reshaping the curriculum; and 7: Teacher as facilitator). However, a 

close reading of the scoring guide in the CLASS Secondary Manual indicates that a teacher 

could score high on this domain by connecting instruction to the adolescent culture of 

mainstream students while ignoring the cultural backgrounds and perspectives of ELLs. 

 

In other words, there is little evidence that Gay’s seven characteristics of culturally responsive 

teaching are, indeed, integrated into the CLASS. It does not appear that the Culturally 

Responsive Instruction composite represents what it purports to measure. 

 

Sheltered Instruction Operational Protocol (SIOP) 

The SIOP (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000) is one of APS’s main approaches to the education 

of ELLs. The SIOP was originally developed as a classroom observation protocol and has since 

been widely implemented as an approach to the provision of high quality instruction for ELLs. 

The SIOP is based on research on effective instruction for ELLs, as is the PEAS. Although a 

thorough alignment of the SIOP with the CLASS is beyond the scope of the current evaluation, 
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preliminary evidence from this review indicates that the CLASS is not well-aligned with the 

SIOP. 

 

Some elements of the SIOP are not measured by the CLASS. For example, the CLASS does not 

measure the use of language objectives, as recommended in the SIOP. Other domains may 

appear to correspond generally with elements of the SIOP but are not operationalized in the same 

way. For example, although the Connections to Prior Knowledge dimension of the CLASS 

appears to correspond with Building Background in the SIOP, the scoring guide for this 

dimension of the CLASS does not focus on the extent to which the teacher provides the 

background knowledge that ELLs may need to understand academic content, which is different 

from the background required by native English-speaking students (see INR2 in Table E2).  

 

Further, although the concept of Comprehensible Input in the SIOP appears to align with some 

aspects of the Instructional Support domain of the CLASS, the CLASS scoring manual lacks 

attention to essential supports for ELLs. In the SIOP, Comprehensible Input consists of 

 

 Use of speech appropriate to the language level of the students; 

 Clear enunciation and slow rate of speech; 

 Repetition; 

 Avoidance of jargon, such as, “He had a chip on his shoulder;” 

 Hands-on experiences; 

 Effective, strategic instruction of academic vocabulary (with a focus on terms many non-

ELLs would know, such as moreover, function, minor); 

 Use of extra-linguistic support such as gestures, body language, pictures, and realia; 

 Modeling; and 

 Clear, step-by-step directions both orally and in writing. 

 

Many aspects of Comprehensible Input from the SIOP could be construed as similar to the 

scaffolding indicator under the CLASS Quality of Feedback dimension of the Instructional 

Support domain. The scoring guide in the CLASS Secondary Manual operationalizes scaffolding 

as follows: “The teacher or peers consistently provide students with assistance and hints that help 

them perform academic tasks” (p. 52). The guide also lists examples of providing resources, 

asking questions, prompting, and providing extra help. This definition of scaffolding is 

appropriate for a general population of students but is not specific to the kinds of scaffolding that 

would support comprehensible input for ELLs.  

 

Finally, an observer who has training in the SIOP might be directed to score a classroom more 

generously using a CLASS lens than when using an SIOP lens, according to interview data from 

the current evaluation, because in classrooms with diverse students, “CLASS scores are designed 

to capture the average child’s experience in the classroom” (Hamre, Goffin & Sayre, 2009, p. 

61), not necessarily those of students with special needs. In other words, a teacher could 

conceivably earn high scores on each of the dimensions of CLASS discussed above without 

having provided research-based and accessible instruction for ELLs. In sum, the CLASS would 

not be considered an adequate instrument for the evaluation of the extent to which teachers of 

ELLs use SIOP practices. 
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Table E2. Crosswalk of Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) and Promoting Excellence Appraisal System (PEAS) 

PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

Collaboration INC2/Teacher Collaboration.  

Teachers with expertise in both language 

and content instruction collaborate 

systematically within and across grades to 

design and implement instruction for 

ELLs. (For use in co-taught classrooms) 

 

N/A This standard is not addressed in 

CLASS. 

N 

Access to challenging 

academic content 
INR1/High Expectations. 

 Clearly written content objective(s) in 

student-friendly language are posted.  

 Lesson objectives are orally 

communicated and discussed as 

needed so that all students understand 

the objectives. 

 Teacher and students review/discuss 

how well they have addressed the 

lesson objectives. 

 Instruction supports the development 

of concepts and skills ELLs need to 

access grade-level standards (or 

above).  

 Instruction addresses lesson 

objectives. 

 The teacher engages students in 

higher order thinking, including 

analyzing, evaluating, and creating.  

 The teacher elicits extended 

responses. Teacher did not accept 

incomplete or partial responses. 

 

Classroom Organization 

 Behavior 

Management (PK–

12) 

 Instructional learning 

formats (PK–12) 

Instructional Support 

 Concept 

development (PK–3) 

 Analysis and 

Problem-Solving (4 -

12) 

 

CLASS focuses on opportunities for 

higher level thinking (analysis, 

creation/synthesis, and evaluation). 

CLASS focuses on eliciting extended 

responses. CLASS refers to clarity of 

learning objectives. 

 

S 
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PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

INR2/Scaffolding. 

 The teacher explicitly teaches learning 

strategies that develop metacognitive 

awareness, language awareness, 

critical literacy, and/or ways to 

understand, remember, and solve 

problems independently and/or 

cooperatively.  

 The teacher previews new content. 

(e.g., K-W-L, advance organizers) 

 Teacher provides background 

information ELLs will need to 

understand lesson content 

 Teacher uses verbal scaffolding 

techniques (e.g., prompting, 

questioning, elaborating) with ELLs. 

 The teacher repeats or recasts 

important concepts to make content 

comprehensible to ELLs.  

 Teacher uses extra-linguistic supports 

throughout the lesson to make 

instruction comprehensible to ELLs 

(e.g., graphic organizers, visuals, 

manipulatives, etc.). 

 Teacher pauses appropriately, uses 

clear enunciation. 

 Teacher paces the lesson as 

appropriate for students at a variety of 

language proficiencies.  

 Teacher allows sufficient wait time 

after questions.  

 

Emotional Support 

 Teacher sensitivity 

 Regard for 

student/adolescent 

perspectives 

Classroom organization 

 Instructional learning 

formats 

Instructional support 

 Content understanding 

 Quality of feedback 

The way CLASS defines scaffolding is 

broad and does not provide for the 

specific kinds of scaffolding needed to 

make content comprehensible for 

ELLs. 

CLASS focuses on connections to 

prior knowledge, integration of new 

information, previewing, prompting, 

making connections, pacing, and wait 

time. These are indicators of 

scaffolding for a general population of 

students, but the practices described 

are not sufficient for ELLs. For 

example, the guidance for scoring 

connections to prior knowledge does 

not necessarily capture the extent to 

which the teacher provides the 

background knowledge ELLs may 

need to understand academic content 

(background knowledge many teachers 

assume native English-speaking 

students already have).There is no 

reference to extra-linguistic supports. 

Although there is attention to 

modeling and providing strategic 

opportunities for metacognition, there 

is no mention of explicitly teaching 

metacognitive or metalinguistic 

learning strategies.   

 

M 
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PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

INR3/Differentiated Instruction 

 Learning activities are appropriate for 

ELLs at all ELP levels (e.g., pointing, 

matching, sequencing, cloze, sentence 

stems) 

 Content materials are adapted to all 

levels of language proficiency.  

 ELLs at all ELP levels have 

opportunities to demonstrate what 

they know and can do (e.g., oral or 

written summary, extra-linguistic 

representation).  

 

Differentiated Instruction is a 

composite of the following 

domains and dimensions of 

the CLASS: 

 

Emotional support 

 Teacher sensitivity,  

 Regard for 

student/adolescent 

perspectives  

Classroom organization 

 Instructional learning 

formats 

Instructional support 

 Concept development 

(K–3) 

 Analysis and problem 

solving (4–12) 

 

 

The definition of differentiated 

instruction used in the CLASS is 

different from the differentiation 

needed by ELLs. The CLASS 

differentiation composite refers to 

teacher sensitivity, regard for student 

perspectives, regard for adolescent 

perspectives, instructional learning 

formats, concept development, and 

analysis and problem solving. CLASS 

focuses on the use of a variety of 

modalities, strategies, materials and 

individualized support. These 

indicators do not align with the PEAS 

indicators for differentiation and do 

not address appropriate differentiation 

for ELLs across the range of ELP 

levels. The fundamental issue for 

ELLs is how the teacher ensures that 

the content is accessible to students 

who have differing levels of language 

proficiency. 

 

M 

INR4/ Cultural Responsiveness 

 Teacher connects lesson concepts to 

students’ backgrounds, cultural 

heritages, and experiences.  

 Texts and materials reflect multiple 

cultures, including the backgrounds of 

students in the class.  

 High quality supplementary native 

language (L1) materials and texts are 

provided.  

 Teacher explicitly teaches strategies 

for transferring what students know in 

L1 to English and vice versa (e.g., 

cognates, concepts already learned in 

Culturally Responsive 

Instruction is a composite 

score that consists of the 

following domains/ 

dimensions of the CLASS: 

Emotional Support 

 Positive 

climate/negative 

climate 

 Teacher sensitivity 

 Regard for 

student/Adolescent 

perspective 

Classroom Organization 

The Culturally Responsive Instruction 

composite does not appear to have a 

clear correspondence with the seven 

characteristics of culturally responsive 

teaching purportedly shown in the 

APS alignment chart and is only 

minimally aligned with the INR4 

standard of the PEAS.  M 
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PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

L1). 

 Teacher or aide clarifies concepts in 

L1 and/or allows students to clarify in 

L1 with peers as needed.  

 Teacher uses appropriate academic 

language in L1 for the content area 

(for bilingual and dual language 

classrooms only). 

 High quality L1 texts and materials 

support the grade-level objectives (for 

bilingual and dual language 

classrooms only). 

 Behavior management 

 Instructional learning 

formats 

Instructional Support 

 Content understanding 

 Analysis and problem-

solving 

 Quality of feedback 

Student engagement 

 

INR5/Student Engagement 

 Students attend to learning task.   

 Students are actively engaged in 

instruction (e.g., express enthusiasm, 

ask questions, contribute ideas, solve 

problems). 

 

Classroom organization 

 Instructional learning 

formats 

Student Engagement 

There is a high degree of alignment 

between CLASS and PEAS for this 

standard. 

S 
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PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

Language 

Development 
INL1/Focus on language 

 The lesson or part of the lesson 

focuses explicitly on language. 

 Language objectives are 

communicated and discussed as 

needed so that all students understand 

the language they are expected to 

learn.  

 Teacher provides opportunities for 

students to learn and practice 

language skills that are just above 

their current level of proficiency.  

 Instruction supports development of 

language objective(s). 

 The teacher explicitly teaches 

elements of language (e.g., 

vocabulary, syntax, grammar, 

functions and conventions). 

 The teacher aligns language 

instruction with students’ content 

classes (i.e., teaches the language 

needed to access the content; the 

language instruction may or may not 

be isolated from the content 

instruction). 

 The teacher provides language-

learning tasks that require both 

teacher and students to use language 

to communicate meaning. 

 The teacher explicitly teaches 

strategies that develop metalinguistic 

awareness (to reflect on and 

consciously ponder about oral and 

written language and how it is used). 

 

Instructional Support 

 Language modeling  

(Grades PK–3) 

It appears that this standard may be 

somewhat addressed under Language 

Modeling for Grades PK–3 in regard 

to use of language stimulation and 

language-facilitation techniques. There 

is no other focus on language in the 

CLASS. 

M 
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PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

INL2/Academic Language 

 The teacher provides explicit 

instruction in academic language (e.g., 

grammar, discourse).   

 The teacher engages students in close 

reading of text (e.g., attending to 

grammar, discourse features). 

 The teacher teaches general academic 

vocabulary needed to access content 

instruction across disciplines (e.g., 

function, meanwhile, minor). 

 The teacher teaches content-specific 

vocabulary (e.g., mitochondria, 

exponent, republic). 

 The teacher provides multiple 

exposures to academic vocabulary, 

grammar, and discourse features 

associated with grade-level content. 

 The teacher engages students in a 

variety of activities to construct 

meaning from academic language. 

 The teacher provides language input 

just above ELLs’ current level of 

proficiency.  

 The teacher requires students to 

produce sustained output. 

Instructional Support 

 Language modeling  

(Grades PK–3) 

There does not appear to be a focus on 

academic language other than 

vocabulary (and the type of vocabulary 

is not specified), and only for Grades 

PK–3. There is no mention of general 

or content-specific vocabulary needed 

by ELLs to access instruction in the 

academic content areas.   

M 

Socially Constructed 

Learning 
INS1/Classroom Environment 

 The teacher manages the classroom 

effectively. 

 The teacher uses grouping strategies 

appropriate to the objectives. 

 The teacher uses structured 

cooperative learning strategies (i.e., 

clear goals, individual accountability, 

interdependence, and equal 

participation). 

 ELLs and non-ELLs work together as 

Emotional support 

 Positive/negative 

climate 

Classroom organization 

 Behavior management 

 Productivity 

 Instructional learning 

formats 

There is a partial degree of alignment 

between CLASS and PEAS for this 

standard. Both tools focus on mutual 

respect and provide structures for peer 

sharing, peer conversations, classroom 

management, and encouragement. The 

CLASS refers to uses of multiple 

strategies to engage students, including 

small groups but does not include 

specific reference to cooperative 

learning, a best practice for classrooms 

P 
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PEAS Construct PEAS Standards/Indicators CLASS Domain/Dimensions Analysis 
Level of Alignment 
N = None, M = Minimal,   

P = partial, S = Satisfactory 

equal-status peers.  

 Students demonstrate mutual respect 

and cooperation.  

 The teacher encourages all students to 

participate as appropriate. 

 The teacher acknowledges the efforts 

and contributions of students. 

with ELLs. Neither does CLASS 

consider opportunities for ELLs and 

non-ELLs to work together as equal-

status peers. 

INS2/Meaning-based Learning 

 The teacher engages ELLs in active 

learning (e.g., experiments, real-world 

problem-solving) to construct and 

reflect on new knowledge.  

 The teacher presents language within 

authentic and meaningful contexts 

(e.g., within grade-level content texts, 

spoken language about subject-area 

content). 

Classroom organization 

 Instructional learning 

formats 

Instructional support 

 Content understanding 

CLASS scoring guidance attends to 

interactive classroom materials, 

promotion of involvement, 

manipulation of materials, and active 

participation. CLASS also assesses the 

use of authentic tasks; development of 

deep understanding; and meaningful 

relationships among facts, concepts, 

and generalizations.   

S 

Classroom 

Assessment 
INA1/Appropriate Assessment 

 Teacher informally checks throughout 

the lesson to ensure ELLs understand 

(e.g., thumbs up/down, individual 

whiteboards).    

 Teacher assesses to determine whether 

ELLs are making progress on the 

learning objectives. 

 Assesses the content objective in such 

a way that ELLs can show what they 

know and can do without language 

interference. 

 Assesses mastery of language 

objectives. (If no language objectives, 

use NA) 

Instructional Support 

 Quality of feedback 

CLASS focuses on the quality of 

feedback in terms of back-and-forth 

exchanges, persistence, follow-up 

questions, explanation of thinking, and 

specific feedback. CLASS does not 

examine how students at different 

English proficiency levels can 

demonstrate what they know and can 

do without language interference. 

 

S 

INA2/Data-based Decision-making 

 The teacher adjusts instruction based 

on progress monitoring.     

Instructional Support 

 Quality of feedback 

Feedback loops, as described in the 

scoring manual, represent a good 

example of adjusting instruction based 

on progress monitoring. 

S 
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Summary of Results: Classroom Observations 

This appendix contains results of two kinds of classroom observations: (a) Classroom 

Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) data provided by Arlington Public Schools from the 

division’s 2010–11 and 2011–12 observations; and (b) classroom observations conducted by 

GW-CEEE evaluators using the Promoting Excellence Appraisal System (PEAS) Classroom 

Observation Protocol.  

 

Arlington Public Schools uses the CLASS to collect data about instructional practices for all 

teachers. This instrument, according to the APS appendix to the CLASS Implementation Guide 

(2009), was selected to meet the division’s need for consistent and reliable data that could be 

used as an indicator in the strategic plan of teachers’ use of “effective, differentiated instruction” 

(p. 3). APS requested GW-CEEE’s opinion regarding the usefulness of the CLASS for purposes 

of ELL program evaluation. To address this question, GW-CEEE conducted a crosswalk of the 

CLASS and the PEAS Classroom Observation Protocol. Results of this analysis (Appendix E) 

indicated that although the CLASS has been validated as a measure of the overall quality of 

instruction for all students, the system does not provide specific measures of research-based 

instructional practices that ensure ELLs have equitable opportunities to access content 

instruction and develop the English they need to succeed in school. Results of the CLASS are 

presented below as an indicator of the general quality of instruction in classrooms that serve 

ELLs. Based on our analysis, however, GW-CEEE does not consider the CLASS to be a proxy 

for ELL-responsive instructional practices such as those associated with the PEAS or SIOP. 

 

The PEAS Classroom Observation Protocol was designed to align with relevant constructs and 

standards of practice in the Instructional Program Implementation dimension of the PEAS. These 

standards of practice were based on the research related to effective instruction for students who 

are learning English as well as academic content through their second language. Although three 

PEAS standards (Student Engagement, Differentiated Instruction, and Cultural Responsiveness) 

appear similar in name to CLASS domains, the latter two PEAS standards focus more on 

instruction for ELLs than the corresponding CLASS domains (see Appendix E for a more 

detailed discussion). Results of PEAS classroom observations are presented as an indication of 

the extent to which teachers in a sample of APS classrooms were implementing ELL-specific 

instructional practices. 

 

Classroom Assessment Scoring System 

The CLASS consists of three broad domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and 

Instructional Support. A fourth domain, Student Engagement, is used for upper elementary and 

secondary levels. Each domain consists of multiple dimensions. In addition, APS constructs a 

Differentiation composite and a Culturally Responsive Instruction composite that consist of 

selected CLASS dimensions and indicators. Brief definitions of each domain/composite and a 

synthesis of the dimensions that comprise them are provided in Table F1. Each dimension is 

scored on a 7-point scale. A score of 1–2 is considered to be in the low range, a score of 3–5 in 

the middle range, and a score of 6–7 in the high range. (For more information, see the CLASS 

Implementation Guide, 2009.) 

 



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu F-3 

APS provided data from CLASS observations conducted in 2010–11 and 2011–12. Data were 

analyzed in two ways: (a) by self-contained ESOL/HILT classrooms and non-self-contained 

ESOL/HILT classrooms, and (b) by percent LEP students. In 2010–11, data to support these 

analyses were available at the middle and high school levels only. In 2011–12, data for self-

contained ESOL/HILT classrooms were available for all three grade bands, and by percent LEP 

students at the middle and high school levels only. Table F2 shows the numbers of classrooms 

sampled each year. Results of each analysis follow. 
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Table F1. CLASS Domains and Composites 
Domain Definition Pre-K/Lower Elementary 

Dimensions 

Upper Elementary/Secondary 

Dimensions 

Emotional 

Support (ES) 

Teachers’ abilities to 

support social and 

emotional functioning 

in the classroom. 

 Positive Climate 

 Negative Climate 

 Teacher Sensitivity 

 Regard for Student 

Perspectives 

 Positive Climate 

 Negative Climate 

 Teacher Sensitivity 

 Regard for Adolescent 

Perspectives 

 

Classroom 

Organization 

(CO) 

Classroom process 

related to the 

organization and 

management of 

students’ behavior, 

time, and attention in 

the classroom. 

 

 Behavior Management 

 Productivity 

 Instructional Learning 

Formats 

 Behavior Management 

 Productivity 

 Instructional Learning 

Formats 

Instructional 

Support (IS) 

The effectiveness of 

teachers’ interactions 

with students that 

support cognitive and 

language development. 

 Concept Development  

 Quality of Feedback 

 Language Modeling 

 Content Understanding 

 Analysis and Problem-

Solving  

 Quality of Feedback 

 Instructional Dialogue 

(upper elementary only) 

 

Student 

Engagement (SE) 

The overall 

engagement level of 

students in the 

classroom. 

 

 N/A  Student Engagement 

Differentiation 

Composite (DC) 

Teachers’ use of a 

variety of modalities, 

strategies, materials, 

and individualized 

support for gifted 

learners. 

 Teacher Sensitivity  

 Regard for Student 

Perspectives 

 Instructional Learning 

Formats 

 Concept Development  

 

 Teacher Sensitivity 

 Regard for Adolescent 

Perspectives 

 Instructional Learning 

Formats 

 Content Understanding 

 Analysis and Problem-

Solving  

 

Culturally 

Responsive 

Instruction (CR) 

Composite  

Instruction and other 

school activities that 

are intentionally 

designed to address 

each student’s 

individual talents, 

interests, and 

challenges.  

 Productivity 

 Positive Climate 

 Behavior Management 

 Instructional Learning 

Formats 

 Teacher Sensitivity 

 Quality of Feedback 

 Student Engagement 

 

 Productivity 

 Positive Climate 

 Behavior Management 

 Instructional Learning 

Formats 

 Content Understanding 

 Teacher Sensitivity 

 Regard for Adolescent 

Perspectives 

 Analysis and Problem 

Solving  

 Quality of Feedback 

 Student Engagement 

Source: APS CLASS Implementation Guide (2009). 
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Table F2. CLASS Observation Samples 

 

2010–11 2011–12 

Elementary N/A 794 

Middle 153 306 

High 154 339 

Total 307 1439 

 

CLASS by Self-Contained ESOL/HILT Classrooms 

Self-contained ESOL/HILT classrooms in APS are usually made up entirely of ELL students. 

These classes are typically taught by an ESL-endorsed teacher, by a content teacher, or by a co-

teaching team that comprises a content teacher and an ESOL/HILT co-teacher. Results of the 

CLASS for 2010–11 and 2011–12 were examined to determine whether there were differences in 

instructional quality between these two types of classrooms. For purposes of this analysis, a 

small difference was defined as .25, and a moderate difference as .5.  

 

Results for 2011–12 (Figures F1–F6) show that, for all three grade spans, both self-contained and 

non-self-contained classrooms, on average, scored in the mid to high range (between 4.15 and 

6.30) across the four domains and two composites. The domain with the highest average scores 

at elementary and middle school levels was Student Engagement (5.85–6.30). Average scores for 

Emotional Support were in the upper middle range across all three grade spans (5.56–5.86). The 

domain with the lowest average scores for both types of classrooms at all three grade bands was 

Instructional Support (4.16–5.03), with non-self-contained elementary classrooms scoring the 

lowest on this measure.  

 

At the elementary level, self-contained classrooms scored slightly higher than non-self-contained 

classrooms on three domains: Classroom Organization (6.07 versus 5.75), Student Engagement 

(6.30 versus 6.02) and Instructional Support (4.43 versus 4.16). There were no meaningful 

differences between the two types of classrooms at the middle school level. High school self-

contained classrooms scored somewhat lower than non-self-contained classrooms on four 

domains/composites: Instructional Support (4.49 versus 5.03), Differentiation (4.78 versus 5.18), 

Classroom Organization (5.29 versus 5.67), and Culturally Responsive Teaching (5.23 versus 

5.54).  

 

Compared with 2010–11, middle school non-self-contained classrooms in 2011–12 scored .52 

points higher on Student Engagement, but both types of classrooms scored lower than they did 

the year before (-.43 and -.39) on  Instructional Support. There were few meaningful changes 

over time in the scores of any of the other domains for either type of middle school classroom. 

High school non-self-contained classrooms scored somewhat lower (-.40) in 2011–12 than they 

had the year before on Classroom Organization. There were no other meaningful differences 

across time for high school classrooms of either type. It is conceivable that some of the changes 

were due to the larger numbers of classrooms observed in 2011–12 and/or to the addition of new 

observers and/or the training provided to observers. 
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Average CLASS Scores by Self-contained 

2010–11 2011–12 

Figures F1–F2. Elementary school. 

 

 

 

 

 
No data 

 

 
Figures F3–F4. Middle school. 

 
 

 

 

Figures F5–F6. High school. 

 

 

 

Source: APS Office of Planning & Evaluation. Note: See Table F1 for a definition of each CLASS domain and its 

abbreviation. 
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CLASS by Percent LEP 

CLASS results were also disaggregated across middle and high school classrooms with three 

concentrations of LEP students: (a) No LEP students (b) low concentration (1–50% LEP), and 

(c) high concentration (> 50% LEP). Given that few differences were found from the previous 

year, results are reported for 2011-12 only. 

 

At the middle school level (Figure F7), classrooms with a high concentration of LEP students 

scored somewhat lower, on average, than classrooms with no LEP students for Instructional 

Support (4.42 versus 4. 68). There were no other meaningful differences among middle school 

classrooms. At the high school level (Figure F8), classrooms with a high concentration of LEP 

students scored lower, on average, than classrooms with no LEP students and those with a low 

concentration of LEP students on Instructional Support (5.03, 5.03, and 4.70, respectively). High 

school classrooms with a high concentration of LEP students also scored somewhat lower than 

classrooms with no LEP students on Classroom Organization (5.44 versus 5.78).  

 
Average 2011–12 CLASS scores by percent LEP 

Figure F7. Middle school.  

 
 

 

Figure F8. High school.  

 

 

Source: APS Office of Planning & Evaluation. 

 



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu F-8 

PEAS Classroom Observations 

The PEAS Classroom Observation Protocol consists of four constructs that comprise 10 indices 

that represent research-based standards of practice related to the Instructional Implementation 

dimension of the PEAS. A fifth construct, which consists of one index (INC, Collaboration), was 

rated only for five inclusion classrooms that were co-taught by a general education teacher and 

an ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teacher. (Two classrooms that were co-taught by a substitute teacher 

and an ESOL/HILT teacher were excluded from the analysis of collaboration.) 

 

Each index consists of multiple items rated on a 4-point Likert scale (0 = no evidence, 1 = weak 

evidence, 2 = adequate evidence, 3 = strong evidence). Overall reliability of the classroom 

observation protocol is .81 as measured by Cronbach’s alpha. Table F3 shows an overview of the 

constructs and standards.  
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Table F3. Constructs and Standards Measured by the PEAS Classroom Observation Protocol 
Construct Code Standard Description 

Access to challenging 

academic content 

INR1 High expectations Teachers who serve ELLs convey high 

expectations with rigorous, grade-level 

instruction.  

 

INR2 Scaffolding Teachers scaffold to make instruction 

comprehensible to ELLs. 

 

INR3 Differentiated instruction Teachers differentiate instruction for ELLs at 

different English proficiency levels with varied 

approaches to content, process, and product. 

 

INR4 Cultural responsiveness Teachers use the native languages and cultural 

heritages of ELLs and their families to enrich 

and support instruction and the learning of 

academic content. 

 

INR5 Student engagement Instruction for ELLs elicits a high level of 

student engagement. 

 

Socially constructed 

learning 

INS1 Classroom environment Teachers create classroom environments that 

facilitate peer interaction around academic 

content. 

 

INS2 Meaning-based learning ELLs actively participate in meaningful 

activities that are appropriate to their level of 

development. 

 

Language development INL1 Focus on language Teachers focus explicitly on language. 

 

INL2 Academic language Teachers provide instruction for ELLs to 

develop academic language needed to access 

content. 

 

Classroom assessment 

 

INA1 Appropriate assessment Teachers implement classroom assessments that 

are appropriate for students at different 

language proficiency levels. 

 

Collaboration INC Collaboration  

(for co-taught classrooms 

only) 

Teachers with expertise in both language and 

content instruction collaborate systematically 

within and across grades to design and 

implement instruction for ELLs. 

 

GW-CEEE evaluators conducted PEAS classroom observations in a purposeful sample of 46 

classrooms across 9 schools including 5 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, and 2 high 

schools. The team observed the following types of classrooms: 17 ESOL/HILT/HILTEX, 4 

Spanish dual language, 7 inclusion (co-taught by an ESOL/HILT/HILTEX and a general 

education teacher), and 17 general education classrooms (Table F4). One special education 

classroom was observed but was not included in the analysis.  

 

The first three types of classrooms were collapsed into a single category (ELL) for purposes of 

this evaluation. That is, any class taught by an ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teacher or co-teacher or a 
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Spanish dual-language teacher was classified as ELL. Classes taught by a single general 

education teacher were classified as general education. This analysis addresses the 28 ELL 

classrooms and 17 general education classrooms observed, for a total of 45 classrooms.   

 

Fifty-seven percent (16) of the 28 ELL classrooms observed were self-contained (all ELLs), and 

18% (5 classrooms) enrolled more than half ELLs. In the 17 general education classes observed, 

11% (2 classrooms) were self-contained, and 41% (7) enrolled more than half ELLs. Most 

students in the ELL classrooms were at WIDA levels 1–4, according to school records, whereas 

the general education classrooms tended to have more students at WIDA levels 5 and 6 and only 

some ELLs at lower levels.  

 

Table F4. Sample of Classrooms Observed 
    Type of classroom 

Total     

ESOL/ 

HILT/HILTEX 

Dual 

language: 

Spanish Inclusion 

General 

Education 

Elementary Ashlawn 0 0 2 2 4 

Barcroft 1 0 0 1 2 

Carlin Springs 1 0 2 4 7 

Key 2 4 0 3 9 

Oakridge 3 0 1 0 4 

Total elementary 7 4 5 10 26 

Middle Gunston 2  2 1 5 

Kenmore 3  0 2 5 

Total middle 5  2 3 10 

High Wakefield 1   2 3 

Washington-Lee 4   2 6 

Total high 5   4 9 

Total 

 

17 4 7 17 45 

 

Each classroom was observed for a full 45-minute period or half of a 90-minute block using the 

PEAS classroom observation protocol.  

 

Classroom observation data were examined in three ways: (a) overall frequencies for each of the 

first 10 indices; (b) mean ratings by grade span for these 10 indices; and (c) mean ratings on the 

Collaboration index for a subset of co-taught classrooms. Results of these analyses are presented 

below, followed by a discussion of limitations. 

 

Overall Frequencies  

To analyze classroom observation data, cross-tabulations were first examined to determine the 

percentage of ELL and general education classrooms in which evidence of standards-based 

practices was rated either a 2 (adequate) or a 3 (strong). Figure F9 shows overall results for each 

group, in order from highest to lowest percentage. Table F5 shows a breakdown of the 

percentage of classrooms that were rated as adequate or strong. Finally, Figures F15–F40 show 

frequencies for each index broken down by component indicators. 
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Results were highest (82.4% to 100%) for both ELL and general education classrooms on 

measures of Student Engagement, Classroom Environment, and Scaffolding. Eighty-two percent 

of ELL classrooms were rated adequate or above on Meaning-Based Learning compared with 

64.7% of general education classrooms. For High Expectations, this order was reversed, with 

82.4% of general education and 75% of ELL classrooms rated adequate or above. About half of 

ELL classrooms scored adequate or above on Focus On Language and Appropriate Assessment, 

compared with 23.5% and 17.6% of general education classrooms, respectively. Very few 

classrooms in either category scored adequate or above on Academic Language, Differentiated 

Instruction, or Cultural Responsiveness. Only in the two elementary dual-language classrooms 

was an adequate level of culturally responsive instruction observed. 

 

Because APS typically uses ESOL/HILT/HILTEX English language arts (ELA) to teach 

language to ELLs, separate cross-tabulations were examined to compare ELA classrooms to 

other subject area classrooms for the two language standards (Focus on Language  and Academic 

Language), disaggregated as in the previous analyses for ELL and general education classrooms. 

As shown in Figure F10, compared with other subject areas, a greater number of ELA classes 

were rated adequate and above on Focus on Language. Within ELA classes, 63.6% of ELL 

classrooms and 50.0% of general education classrooms were rated adequate or above on this 

index, compared to 41.1% and 15.4% in other subject area classes, respectively. For Academic 

Language (Figure F11), however, only 1 of the 11 ELA classrooms taught by an ELL teacher 

and none of the 4 ELA classrooms taught by general education teachers showed an adequate 

level of implementation. For other subject areas, 3 of the 17 classrooms taught by ELL teachers 

and 2 of 13 classrooms taught by general education teachers demonstrated an adequate level of 

implementation of academic language. 

 

Figure F9. Percentage of classrooms rated adequate or above on 10 PEAS indices. 

 
N = 28 ELL classrooms, 17 general education classrooms 
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Table F5. Percentage of Classrooms Rated Adequate or Above on 10 PEAS Indices 

  Percent 

  

Adequate Strong Total 

Student Engagement ELL 14.3 85.7 100.0 

 

General 

education 
47.1 52.9 100.0 

     
Classroom Environment ELL 50.0 50.0 100.0 

 

General 

education 
47.1 47.1 94.1 

     
Scaffolding ELL 64.3 32.1 96.4 

 
General 

education 
70.6 11.8 82.4 

     
Meaning-Based Learning ELL 53.6 28.6 82.1 

 
General 

education 
17.6 47.1 64.7 

     
High Expectations ELL 42.9 32.1 75.0 

 
General 

education 
47.1 35.3 82.4 

     

Focus on Language ELL 35.7 14.3 50.0 

 

General 

education 
23.5 0.0 23.5 

     
Appropriate Assessment ELL 42.9 7.1 50.0 

 

General 

education 
17.6 0.0 17.6 

     
Academic Language ELL 14.3 0.0 14.3 

 

General 

education 
11.8 0.0 11.8 

     
Differentiated Instruction ELL 7.1 3.6 10.7 

 

General 

education 
11.8 0.0 11.8 

     
Cultural Responsiveness ELL 7.1 0.0 7.1 

 

General 

education 
5.9 0.0 5.9 

N = 28 ELL classrooms, 17 general education classrooms 
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Figure F10. Focus on language: Classrooms rated adequate or above by subject area. 

  
N = 15 ELA classes, 30 other subject area classes 

 

Figure F11. Academic language: Classrooms rated adequate or above by subject area. 

 
N = 15 ELA classes, 30 other subject area classes 

  

Mean Ratings by Grade Span 

To determine whether ratings differed across grade spans, a one-way ANOVA was conducted for 

each school level (elementary, middle, and high school) to compare mean ratings for each of 10 

indices of classroom practice for ELLs (INR1, INR2, INR3, INR4, INR5, INS1, INS2, INA1, 

INL1, and INL2), with two levels for type of classroom (ELL and general education). Results of 

the analyses are shown in Figures F12–F14, and descriptive statistics are shown in Tables F7–F9. 

 

Results of the analysis for the elementary schools (Figure F12) indicated that the 16 ELL and 10 

general education classrooms observed showed moderately high levels (greater than 2.5 on a 
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scale from 0 to 3) of Student Engagement and Classroom Environment. High Expectations, 

Scaffolding, and Meaning-Based Learning showed an adequate level of implementation. 

Appropriate Assessment and Focus on Language were rated just below adequate for ELL 

classrooms and weak for general education classrooms. There was weak evidence for the 

remaining indices (Differentiated Instruction, Cultural Responsiveness and Academic Language) 

regardless of type of classroom. 

 

For the 2 middle schools (Figure F13), 7 ELL classrooms and 3 general education classrooms 

were observed. High Expectations and Meaning-Based Learning were rated moderately high for 

the general education classrooms and adequate for ELL classrooms. Both ELL and general 

education classrooms also were rated moderately high on Student Engagement and Classroom 

Environment. Both types of classrooms were rated adequate on Scaffolding. Observations in 

these classrooms indicated that implementation was weak for Appropriate Assessment, Focus on 

Language, and Academic Language. Almost no evidence was observed for Differentiated 

Instruction or Cultural Responsiveness. However, because of the small sample size, these results 

should be interpreted with caution. 

 

For the 2 high schools (Figure F14), observers visited 5 ELL classrooms and 4 general education 

classrooms. Results showed adequate levels of implementation for Student Engagement and 

Classroom Environment for both ELL and general education classrooms. Implementation was 

somewhat below adequate for Scaffolding and Meaning-Based Learning in ELL classrooms, but 

these indices were rated weak in general education classrooms. All other indices (Differentiated 

Instruction, Cultural Responsiveness, Appropriate Assessment, Focus on Language, and 

Academic Language) were rated weak or no evidence regardless of the type of classroom. 
 

Overall, in ELL classrooms, implementation of the 10 indices was highest at the elementary level 

followed by middle and high school. It also appears that there was more of a Focus on Language 

at the elementary level than at secondary levels. For general education classrooms, the three 

middle school classrooms showed the highest ratings across all 10 indices compared with 

elementary and then high school levels, but this could have been a result of the nature of the 

particular classrooms selected for observations. 
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Figure F12. Mean ratings: Elementary observations. 

 
N = 16 ELL classrooms, 10 general education classrooms 

 

Figure F13. Mean ratings: Middle school observations. 

 
N = 7 ELL classrooms, 3 general education classrooms 
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Figure F14. Mean ratings: High school observations. 

 
N = 5 ELL classrooms, 4 general education classrooms 

 

Collaboration Index 

Five inclusion classrooms (3 elementary and 2 middle school) co-taught by an 

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teacher and a general education teacher were rated on the Collaboration 

(INC) index. Table F6 shows results of the analysis of this index. Mean ratings for these 5 

classrooms indicate that on a scale from 0 to 3, 2 demonstrated no evidence (0.0), 1 showed 

weak evidence (1.3), 1 was rated just below adequate (1.8), and 1 showed strong evidence (3.0) 

of collaboration. The observer’s notes indicated that in the 2 classrooms with no evidence of 

collaboration, each teacher had her own group of students to work with. The HILT teacher 

worked with a group of all the HILT students plus some non-HILT students while the general 

education teacher worked with all non-HILT students. However, in the classroom rated strong on 

collaboration, the observer noted that the lesson was “a model of co-teaching.” 
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Table F6. Levels of Collaboration in Inclusion Classrooms 

Classroom 

INC2.1 Level 

of 

Collaboration 

INC2.2 

Lesson Ran 

Smoothly 

INC2.3  

Co-planning 

Evident 

INC2.4 

Communica-

tion between 

Teachers 

Overall 

Mean 

Rating 

1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3 1.0 3.0 1.0 0.0 1.3 

4 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.8 

5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Mean  1.2 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.2 

Note: 0 = no, 1 = weak, 2 = adequate, 3 = strong 

 

Limitations 

Because this was not a random sample of classrooms, and only one brief observation was 

conducted per classroom (typically a single class period or half of a 90-minute block), these 

analyses represent only the classrooms observed; results may not be generalizable to all 

classrooms and schools, nor do they necessarily represent a typical level of implementation for 

the teachers observed. It also is not possible to make inferences about the statistical significance 

of between-group differences. It is possible that other external factors influenced the types of 

lessons observed and/or the quality of instruction on the day of the observations.  
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Table F7. Descriptive Statistics: Elementary Observations 

  

N Mean 

Std. 

Devia-

tion 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

 Minimum Maximum 

    

    

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

  High 

Expectations 

ELL 16 2.21 0.52 .13 1.93 2.49 1.20 3.00 

General 

education 

10 2.22 0.44 .13 1.90 2.53 1.40 2.80 

 Total 26 2.22 0.48 .09 2.02 2.41 1.20 3.00 

Scaffolding ELL 16 2.27 0.51 .13 2.00 2.54 1.56 3.00 

 General 

education 

10 1.98 0.46 .15 1.64 2.31 1.22 3.00 

 Total 26 2.16 0.50 .10 1.95 2.36 1.22 3.00 

Differentiated 

Instruction 

ELL 16 0.54 0.89 .22 .07 1.01 0.00 2.67 

General 

education 

10 0.37 0.78 .25 -.19 .92 0.00 2.00 

 Total 26 0.47 0.83 .16 .14 .81 0.00 2.67 

Cultural 

Responsiveness 

ELL 16 0.50 0.63 .16 .17 .83 0.00 1.57 

General 

education 

10 0.14 0.16 .05 .02 .26 0.00 0.40 

 Total 26 0.36 0.53 .10 .15 .57 0.00 1.57 

Student 

Engagement 

ELL 16 2.75 0.32 .08 2.58 2.92 2.00 3.00 

General 

education 

10 2.35 0.53 .17 1.97 2.73 1.50 3.00 

 Total 26 2.60 0.45 .09 2.42 2.78 1.50 3.00 

Classroom 

Environment 

ELL 16 2.53 0.29 .07 2.38 2.69 2.00 3.00 

 General 

education 

10 2.57 0.22 .07 2.41 2.72 2.33 3.00 

 Total 26 2.55 0.26 .05 2.44 2.65 2.00 3.00 

Meaning-Based 

Learning 

ELL 16 1.91 0.71 .18 1.53 2.29 0.50 3.00 

 General 

education 

10 1.95 1.09 .35 1.17 2.73 0.50 3.00 

 Total 26 1.92 0.86 .17 1.58 2.27 0.50 3.00 

Appropriate 

Assessment 

ELL 16 1.68 0.58 .15 1.36 1.99 0.60 2.60 

 General 

education 

10 1.11 0.59 .19 .68 1.53 0.00 2.00 

 Total 26 1.46 0.64 .13 1.20 1.71 0.00 2.60 

Focus on 

Language 

ELL 16 1.86 0.75 .19 1.46 2.26 0.50 2.90 

 General 

education 

10 0.92 0.72 .23 .41 1.43 0.20 2.10 

 Total 26 1.50 0.86 .17 1.15 1.84 0.20 2.90 

Academic 

Language 

ELL 16 1.04 0.61 .15 .72 1.37 0.00 2.17 

 General 

education 

10 0.72 0.57 .18 .31 1.12 0.00 1.83 

  Total 26 0.92 0.60 .12 .67 1.16 0.00 2.17 

Overall total 
 

26 1.92 0.86 .17 1.58 2.27 0.50 3.00 
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Table F8. Descriptive Statistics: Middle School Observations 

  

N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

High 

Expectations 

ELL 7 1.86 0.75 0.29 1.16 2.56 0.60 2.60 

General 

education 

3 2.73 0.31 0.18 1.97 3.49 2.40 3.00 

Total 10 2.12 0.76 0.24 1.58 2.66 0.60 3.00 

Scaffolding ELL 7 2.16 0.42 0.16 1.77 2.54 1.56 2.67 

General 

education 

3 2.04 0.50 0.29 0.79 3.28 1.56 2.56 

Total 10 2.12 0.42 0.13 1.82 2.42 1.56 2.67 

Differentiated 

Instruction 

ELL 7 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

General 

education 

3 0.33 0.58 0.33 -1.10 1.77 0.00 1.00 

Total 10 0.10 0.32 0.10 -0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00 

Cultural 

Responsiveness 

ELL 7 0.14 0.25 0.09 -0.09 0.37 0.00 0.60 

General 

education 

3 0.33 0.31 0.18 -0.43 1.09 0.00 0.60 

Total 10 0.20 0.27 0.08 0.01 0.39 0.00 0.60 

Student 

Engagement 

ELL 7 2.50 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 

General 

education 

3 2.83 0.29 0.17 2.12 3.55 2.50 3.00 

Total 10 2.60 0.21 0.07 2.45 2.75 2.50 3.00 

Classroom 

Environment 

ELL 7 2.38 0.37 0.14 2.04 2.72 2.00 3.00 

General 

education 

3 2.78 0.29 0.17 2.05 3.51 2.44 3.00 

Total 10 2.50 0.38 0.12 2.23 2.77 2.00 3.00 

Meaning-Based 

Learning 

ELL 7 1.86 1.03 0.39 0.91 2.81 0.00 3.00 

General 

education 

3 2.83 0.29 0.17 2.12 3.55 2.50 3.00 

Total 10 2.15 0.97 0.31 1.45 2.85 0.00 3.00 

Appropriate 

Assessment 

ELL 7 1.37 0.50 0.19 0.91 1.83 0.60 2.00 

General 

education 

3 0.93 0.31 0.18 0.17 1.69 0.60 1.20 

Total 10 1.24 0.48 0.15 0.90 1.58 0.60 2.00 

Focus on 

Language 

ELL 7 1.11 0.46 0.17 0.69 1.54 0.40 1.60 

General 

education 

3 1.07 0.57 0.33 -0.35 2.48 0.60 1.70 

Total 10 1.10 0.46 0.15 0.77 1.43 0.40 1.70 

Academic 

Language 

ELL 7 0.62 0.51 0.19 0.15 1.09 0.00 1.50 

General 

education 

3 0.89 0.92 0.53 -1.39 3.17 0.00 1.83 

Total 10 0.70 0.61 0.19 0.26 1.14 0.00 1.83 
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Table F9. Descriptive Statistics: High School Observations 

 

N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

High 

Expectations 

ELL 5 1.36 0.61 0.27 0.61 2.11 0.60 2.20 

General 

education 

4 1.50 0.62 0.31 0.51 2.49 0.80 2.20 

Total 9 1.42 0.58 0.19 0.98 1.87 0.60 2.20 

Scaffolding ELL 5 1.83 0.57 0.26 1.12 2.55 1.00 2.50 

General 

education 

4 1.25 1.03 0.51 -0.38 2.89 0.00 2.44 

Total 9 1.58 0.81 0.27 0.95 2.20 0.00 2.50 

Differentiated 

Instruction 

ELL 5 0.07 0.15 0.07 -0.12 0.25 0.00 0.33 

General 

education 

4 0.08 0.17 0.08 -0.18 0.35 0.00 0.33 

Total 9 0.07 0.15 0.05 -0.04 0.19 0.00 0.33 

Cultural 

Responsiveness 

ELL 5 0.32 0.27 0.12 -0.01 0.65 0.00 0.60 

General 

education 

4 0.05 0.10 0.05 -0.11 0.21 0.00 0.20 

Total 9 0.20 0.24 0.08 0.01 0.39 0.00 0.60 

Student 

Engagement 

ELL 5 2.10 0.42 0.19 1.58 2.62 1.50 2.50 

General 

education 

4 1.75 0.50 0.25 0.95 2.55 1.50 2.50 

Total 9 1.94 0.46 0.15 1.59 2.30 1.50 2.50 

Classroom 

Environment 

ELL 5 2.07 0.39 0.17 1.58 2.55 1.67 2.67 

General 

education 

4 1.97 0.45 0.22 1.26 2.68 1.33 2.33 

Total 9 2.02 0.39 0.13 1.72 2.33 1.33 2.67 

Meaning-Based 

Learning 

ELL 5 1.60 0.74 0.33 0.68 2.52 0.50 2.50 

General 

education 

4 1.00 0.91 0.46 -0.45 2.45 0.00 2.00 

Total 9 1.33 0.83 0.28 0.70 1.97 0.00 2.50 

Appropriate 

Assessment 

ELL 5 0.92 0.52 0.23 0.27 1.57 0.40 1.60 

General 

education 

4 0.80 0.43 0.22 0.11 1.49 0.40 1.40 

Total 9 0.87 0.46 0.15 0.51 1.22 0.40 1.60 

Focus on 

Language 

ELL 5 0.92 0.58 0.26 0.20 1.64 0.00 1.60 

General 

education 

4 0.15 0.17 0.09 -0.13 0.43 0.00 0.30 

Total 9 0.58 0.59 0.20 0.13 1.03 0.00 1.60 

Academic 

Language 

ELL 5 0.83 0.46 0.20 0.27 1.40 0.17 1.33 

General 

education 

4 0.29 0.48 0.24 -0.47 1.05 0.00 1.00 

Total 9 0.59 0.52 0.17 0.19 0.99 0.00 1.33 
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PEAS Classroom Observations Frequencies: Component Indicators for Each Index 

 

Figures F15–F16. INR1, High Expectations: Teachers who serve ELLs convey high expectations through rigorous, grade-level 

instruction. 

General education (n = 17) 

 

ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F17–F18. Scaffolding: Teachers scaffold to make instruction comprehensible to ELLs (INR2.1–INR2.5). 

General education (n = 17) 

 

ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F19–F20. Scaffolding: Teachers scaffold to make instruction comprehensible to ELLs (INR2.6–INR2.9). 

General education (n = 17) 

 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F21–F22. Differentiated Instruction: Teachers differentiate instruction for ELLs at different proficiency levels with varied 

approaches to content, process, and product. 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F23–F24. Cultural Responsiveness: School administrators, guidance counselors, and teachers use the native languages and 

cultural heritages of ELLs and their families to enrich and support instruction and the learning of academic content. 

General education (n = 17) 

 

ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F25–F26. Student Engagement: Instruction for ELLs elicits a high level of student engagement. 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F27–F28. Classroom Environment: Teachers create classroom environments that facilitate peer interaction around 

academic content (INS1.1–INS1.4). 

General education (n = 17) 

 

ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F29–F30. Classroom Environment: Teachers create classroom environments that facilitate peer interaction around academic 

content (INS1.5–INS1.7). 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F31–F32. Meaning-based Learning: ELLs actively participate in meaningful activities that are appropriate to their level of 

development. 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F33–F34. Focus on Language: Teachers provide explicit language instruction (INL1.1–INL1.5) 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F35–F36. Focus on Language: Teachers provide explicit language instruction (INL1.6–INL1.10). 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F37–F38. Academic Language: Teachers provide instruction for ELLs to develop academic language needed to access 

content. 

General education (n = 17) 

 
ELL (n = 28) 
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Figures F39–F40. Assessment: Teachers implement classroom assessments appropriate for students at different language 

proficiency levels. 

General education (n = 17) 

 

ELL (n = 28) 
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Appendix G. Summary of Results: School Personnel Interviews 
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Summary of Results: School Personnel Interviews 

 

This appendix summarizes the results of teacher focus groups and school-based interviews. 

Evaluators conducted 90-minute focus groups with five groups of teachers to collect their 

perceptions of programs and services for ELLs. The teacher focus groups were organized as 

follows: secondary ESOL/HILT teachers, secondary general education teachers, elementary 

general education teachers, elementary ESOL/HILT lead teachers from high incidence 

elementary schools (schools that enroll more than 20% ELLs), and ESOL/HILT lead teachers 

from low-incidence elementary schools (schools that enroll fewer than 20% ELLs). Evaluators 

met with ESOL/HILT lead teachers during their regular monthly meeting time. The Office of 

Planning and Evaluation recruited general education teachers for the other two focus groups in 

accordance with the sampling plan, with the aim of capturing a range of grade levels, subject 

areas, school contexts, and roles. Between 6 and 13 teachers participated in each focus group, 

with a total of 46 teachers participating from 31 schools, including 18 elementary schools, 5 

middle schools, and 8 high schools (Table G1).  

 

In addition, evaluators conducted school-based interviews during site visits to nine APS schools: 

5 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, and 2 high schools (Table G2). During each visit, 

evaluators facilitated at least one 30-minute interview with the school’s principal, other 

administrators, and lead ESOL/HILT teachers. Depending on schedules, these staff were 

interviewed either together or separately. The purpose of the school-based interviews was to gain 

an understanding of how ELLs are served in each school, thus most of the results are reported in 

the Program Description section of this report. Additional data related to the PEAS dimensions 

are reported here.  

 

To guide the conversations with teachers and administrators, evaluators used a semistructured 

interview protocol (Appendix K) that consisted of open-ended questions related to the PEAS 

dimensions. Results of the interviews are presented in order by PEAS dimension and construct. 

(Because data for the Instructional Program Design and Instructional Program Implementation 

dimensions are inter-related, results of these two dimensions have been combined under a single 

heading.) 

 

Table G1. Teacher Focus Group Interviews 

School level Schools 

General 

education 

teachers 

ESOL/HILT 

teachers 

Total 

teachers 

Elementary  18 6 18 24 

Middle 5 3 5 8 

High 8 6 8 14 

Total  31 15 31 46 

 

Table G2. School-Based Interviews 
School level Number of schools Number of participants 

Elementary 5 15 

Middle 2 6 

High 2 4 

Total 9 25 
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Limitations 

Efforts were made to select a range of participants from different schools, grade levels, and 

subject areas. However, because this was not a random sample of teachers and schools, these 

findings represent only the opinions of the personnel interviewed; results may not be 

representative of the opinions of all personnel within a particular school or generalizable to all 

schools.  

 

Instructional Program Design/Instructional Implementation 

Effective design.  
When asked how well they thought their schools were serving ELLs, some teachers and 

administrators felt that the ELL program design does not adequately meet the needs of all 

profiles of ELLs, such as newcomer students and struggling long-term ELLs. At the elementary 

level, two ESOL/HILT teachers indicated that beginning ELLs require more staff attention than 

intermediate and advanced ELLs and suggested that the school needs to provide more intensive 

support, such as a newcomer program, for these students. In addition, administrators at one high 

school noted the need for a newcomer center for newly arrived ESOL/HILT students with 

limited formal schooling. One elementary ESOL/HILT teacher suggested that her school’s 

programs for ELLs vary depending on the results of the previous year’s SOLs and whatever 

goals the school decides to focus on in a given year, describing this as a “catch-as-catch-can” 

model.  Secondary participants reported that they are consulted about needed program changes, 

“but in the end, the principal has the last say.” and does not always heed their suggestions. 

 

During the focus group for elementary ESOL/HILT teachers from schools with a high incidence 

of ELLs, one teacher noted that although her school had implemented many interventions to 

address ELLs’ low achievement on standardized tests, these interventions have not been 

effective for the school’s population. 

 

Several general education elementary teachers commented that the Foreign Language in 

Elementary Schools (FLES) program does not adequately serve ELLs who speak languages other 

than Spanish. These teachers felt that teaching Spanish as a third language to non-Spanish 

speaking ELLs was a potential barrier to their English language development.   

 

At the secondary level, ESOL/HILT teachers and school administrators expressed concerns 

about how long-term ELLs are served. For example, ESOL/HILT teachers from two high 

schools stated that the HILT program meets the needs of recently arrived immigrants and ELLs 

with strong academic backgrounds, but there is a lack of systematic services for ELLs who have 

participated in the ESOL/HILT program since elementary school. These teachers felt that these 

long-term ELLs tend to stagnate at the intermediate English proficiency levels and are more at 

risk for not completing school than any other group of ELLs. Likewise, when asked to describe 

the challenges of serving ELLs, administrators at two middle schools indicated that long-term 

ELLs struggled to exit the ESOL/HILT program.   

 

Access to grade-level content.  

Participants in the teacher focus groups were asked in what ways and how well their schools 

were providing access to grade-level academic content for ELLs. Opinions about this issue 

varied across the schools represented. At the elementary level, ESOL/HILT teachers reported 
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that they based their instruction on the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOLs) and used or 

adapted the same materials that are used in general education classrooms (e.g., the Storytime 

reading series). One elementary general education teacher expressed concerns that the 

curriculum is not designed to meet the needs of ELLs. This teacher said that in her school, the 

core content areas tend to be taught in isolation and added that teachers are required to “go by the 

book,” making it difficult to be flexible in attending to the needs of students. In contrast, an 

ESOL/HILT teacher from a high incidence elementary school stated that the ESOL/HILT team 

at her school has more freedom than ELA teachers to depart from the basal reading series and to 

design instruction tailored to the needs of individual students. Other participants in this focus 

group also expressed positive opinions regarding the autonomy enjoyed by ESOL/HILT teachers 

in their schools to plan and adapt lessons. One teacher from an elementary school with a low 

incidence of ELLs emphasized that although she appreciated the flexibility that she had to design 

her own curriculum, she sometimes felt overwhelmed when planning lessons. 

 

A general education teacher from another elementary school stated that she felt the Division held 

low expectations for elementary ELLs relative to their native English-speaking peers. She 

suggested that many ESOL/HILT students did not take advanced coursework at the secondary 

level because their elementary education emphasized remediation rather than critical thinking.  

 

Some APS schools provide native language instruction to ELLs. Evaluators interviewed 

principals at one of two dual-language schools and 2 of 5 schools that implement first language 

support (FLS). The principal of the dual language school and one principal of an FLS school 

reported that their schools provide content instruction in the native language. The FLS school 

principal added that this program coordinates with APS’s two dual-language schools to identify 

and adopt grade-level texts in students’ native languages, as needed. An administrator at another 

elementary school suggested that the FLS program is taught in isolation from content courses 

taught in English.  

 

Only one administrator and none of the teachers of non-immersion/FLS schools mentioned that 

they had used strategies related to students’ native languages. One elementary principal stated 

that she requested an interpreter to work with newcomer students for their first few weeks in the 

Division to help orient them to the school.  

 

At the secondary level, focus group participants expressed concerns about the elimination of the 

Transitional English course that was previously required for ESOL/HILT students prior to their 

taking 11
th

 grade English. ESOL/HILT teachers from all three comprehensive high schools and 

the adult education programs said they thought that the course had been beneficial for preparing 

Level 5 (Bridging) ELLs for English 11. One teacher noted that ELLs currently enrolled in 

English 11 are hard-working and committed, but those who did not take the Transitional English 

class have “huge gaps in reading and writing.” An ESOL/HILT teacher who instructs English 11 

for an alternative program for adults stated that students who took Transitional English were 

“light years ahead” of the students who did not take the course.  

 

Secondary ESOL/HILT teachers reported that the Division was making efforts to provide extra 

support for ELLs who need it by offering a supplemental elective English course that can be 

taken simultaneously with English 11. This course would be offered for the first time beginning 
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in 2012-13. In contrast with the Transitional English course, the new course would be aligned 

closely with content covered in English 11 and would be taught by a teacher certified in both 

English and ESOL. However, because the new course is not required, teachers from two high 

schools reported that it has been canceled because of low enrollment. At a third high school that 

also experienced low enrollment, the administration made the course a “required elective” for 

students who are selected by the ESOL/HILT teacher.  

 

A participant from one of the three comprehensive high schools reported that the English 11 

content teachers were resistant to offering the supplemental course because teachers of each 

section of English 11 teach different novels, making it difficult to align the supplemental course 

with all sections. A teacher from an alternative school for adult ESOL/HILT students said the 

school is replacing the support provided by the Transitional English course by enrolling 

ESOL/HILT students in English 10 for the fall semester. Students are then moved into English 

11 once their teachers think they can pass the English 11 SOL in the spring.  

 

In regard to content courses other than English language arts, one high school content teacher 

suggested that the HILT A and HILT B social studies courses taught by ESOL/HILT teachers do 

not prepare students with the requisite skills to succeed in HILT-EX social studies, an SOL-

bearing course that is taught by a content teacher. According to this teacher, the HILT A and 

HILT B social studies courses utilize different materials from those used by the rest of the social 

studies department. In addition, she said the ESOL/HILT and social studies content teachers 

have few opportunities to communicate about curriculum and instruction.  

 

 Instructional time. Teachers who participated in all five focus groups indicated that the 

time required to prepare for, administer, and score assessments interfered with instructional time. 

Both elementary and secondary ESOL/HILT teachers expressed concerns about the time 

required to administer the four components of the WIDA ACCESS test. In addition, general 

education and ESOL/HILT teachers agreed that the Virginia Grade Level Alternative (VGLA) 

portfolio assessment, an alternative to the SOL tests for beginning level ELLs, requires “a whole 

year’s worth of effort” to compile.  

 

 Language development.  
In regard to schools’ programs of support for ELLs’ language development, participants in the 

elementary ESOL/HILT focus groups reported that the Division provides no written guidance for 

language development instruction beyond the state English language proficiency standards (i.e., 

WIDA).  

 

At the secondary level, the focus group’s discussion of ELLs’ language development centered 

primarily on the elimination of the Transitional English course, as described above.  

 

 Equity.  

Several topics related to the PEAS construct of equity arose during the teacher focus groups. 

These included ELLs’ equitable participation in specials (Art, Music, and P.E.) and electives; 

enrollment in advanced coursework; identification and services for dually identified students; 

and the integration of ELLs into classrooms with native English speaking peers. At the 

elementary level, access to specials was an issue raised by one general education elementary 
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teacher who stated that ELLs often miss their art period so they can receive extra reading or 

language services. Other teachers in this focus group reported that ELLs missing specials was 

not an issue at their schools. 

  

At the secondary level, ESOL/HILT teachers expressed concerns that ESOL/HILT course 

requirements prevented ELLs from participating in as many elective courses as their native 

English-speaking peers. As one ESOL/HILT teacher suggested, at most schools, HILT math and 

HILT English language arts are offered as double blocks, so students enrolled in these courses 

have fewer opportunities to take electives. Two middle school ESOL/HILT teachers reported 

that their schools have made efforts to address this issue for ELLs by offering electives or 

ESOL/HILT courses after school. Although the after-school option enables some ELLs to take 

electives, both of these participants recognized that not all students are able to take advantage of 

after-school opportunities because of work or family obligations.  

 

Secondary teachers expressed varying opinions about ELLs’ participation in advanced 

coursework. Several secondary general education teachers suggested that ESOL/HILT students’ 

enrollment in advanced courses depends on their level of prior education, including both their 

content knowledge and language skills. Several participants in this focus group noted that HILT 

students often lack the language necessary to access rigorous content in advanced level courses. 

A high school teacher indicated that she felt ESOL/HILT students tended to perform better in 

advanced math courses than in advanced courses in other content areas because less independent 

reading is required in math. A high school science teacher agreed, stating that her HILT students 

tend to perform well in advanced chemistry because they have strong math skills. However, she 

said these students need more work to develop the critical thinking skills required to advance 

conceptually beyond the skills they bring with them and that little support has been available 

from the administration. This teacher added that HILT students struggle in advanced biology 

because of the high level of reading comprehension required to participate meaningfully in the 

sciences. According to another teacher in this group, increasing ESOL/HILT students’ 

participation in advanced coursework was not a priority for his school’s administration.  

 

When asked about issues of concern, the secondary focus group participants raised the topic of 

appropriately identifying and serving students who are dually identified as ELLs with special 

needs. One high school ESOL/HILT teacher stated that she works with students who appear to 

need special education services but are not tested because of their HILT status. According to this 

teacher, some staff members at her school assume that students cannot be determined as eligible 

for special education until they have mastered a sufficient level of English proficiency. In regard 

to serving dually identified students, several middle school ESOL/HILT teachers reported that 

special education services receive priority over ESOL/HILT services for these students. 

However, these middle school teachers added that the Division is making efforts to ensure that 

dually identified students receive necessary language support by hiring additional ESOL/HILT 

staff who are prepared to meet the needs of these students.  

 

Focus group participants were asked about the extent to which ELLs are integrated with their 

native English-speaking peers. Responses varied across the schools represented. At the 

elementary level, several participants shared practices that they thought were working well at 

their schools in relation to this topic. For example, an ESOL/HILT teacher at a high incidence 
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elementary school highlighted her school’s practice of engaging upper-grade ESOL/HILT 

students in producing a school-wide weekly news television show, adding that after hearing the 

show, non-ELLs clamored to be included in it, thereby raising the status of the participating 

ELLs in the eyes of their peers. Three teachers from low incidence schools commended the 

general education staff for making ELLs feel part of the classroom community. Other 

ESOL/HILT teachers from elementary schools with both low and high incidences of ELLs 

suggested ELLs’ integration at their schools was more problematic. For example, several 

ESOL/HILT elementary teachers expressed concern that general education teachers did not 

include ELLs in all instruction, instead waiting for the ESOL/HILT teacher to pull ELLs out for 

separate instruction. One teacher added that some of her 5
th

 grade ELLs confided to her that they 

felt that they did not belong in the general education classroom. An elementary general education 

teacher from another school indicated that ELLs are clustered in homeroom classrooms with few 

native English-speaking models.  

 

At the secondary level, an ESOL/HILT teacher at one middle school said some intermediate 

level ELLs (i.e., HILT-EX) are placed in integrated mainstream classes for math, science, and 

social studies, many of which are co-taught by a content and ESOL/HILT teacher. In contrast, an 

ESOL/HILT teacher from another middle school reported that the administration attempted to 

integrate ESOL/HILT students for all non-HILT classes, but the need to schedule around HILT 

classes complicated this task, resulting in many ESOL/HILT students being grouped together for 

most of the day.  

 

 Counseling.  

Focus group participants also discussed the quality of guidance available for ELLs to provide 

academic, social, and emotional support. At the elementary level, an administrator commented 

that “tackling the emotional pieces” was a strength of the school’s ESOL/HILT program. The 

guidance counselor at this school worked together with administrators and ESOL/HILT teachers 

to communicate with families and integrate them into the school, according to the principal. 

Another administrator suggested that her school ensures students receive emotional support as 

needed and that she considers the school “a big family.” In contrast, a participant in the general 

education teacher focus group stated that counseling assistance to newcomer ESOL/HILT 

students could improve. 

 

At the secondary level, one high school administrator reported the school dedicates a HILT  

Resource Counselor for ELLs. This HILT Resource Counselor follows HILT students through 

their entire time at the high school. The HILT Resource Counselor also follows up with ELLs 

who are in monitoring status by holding regular check-in meetings. In addition, she holds 

monthly meetings with HILT families to review “the nuts and bolts of the schooling system.”  

 

Most participants in the secondary ESOL/HILT focus group indicated that guidance counselors 

played a role in helping all students, including ELLs, select courses, but did not mention any 

specific ways in which the guidance counselor addressed the needs of ESOL/HILT students. 

However, one participant in this group said she regularly collaborates with the director of 

guidance to ensure that ELLs are placed in appropriate classes.   
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In terms of social and emotional supports, some focus group participants reported that their 

schools implement a home-visit program. For example, a middle school ESOL/HILT teacher 

said she works with the school guidance counselor to visit the homes of 8
th

 grade ESOL/HILT 

students considered at risk for failure. An ESOL/HILT teacher reported that about one-third of 

teachers and the guidance counselor at one high school participate in a school-wide home-visit 

program.  

 

 Collaboration.  
Focus group participants were asked about collaboration between ESOL/HILT teachers and 

general education teachers, the extent to which ESOL/HILT teachers participate in grade level or 

departmental meetings, and whether schools implement a collaborative teaching approach. This 

topic was also raised in some of the school-based interviews. At all five of the elementary 

schools, administrators reported that ESOL/HILT teachers participated in regular grade-level 

team meetings. However, participants in all of the elementary focus groups indicated that it was 

a challenge to find time to collaborate. In particular, because the participants serve students 

across multiple grades, ESOL/HILT teachers at low-incidence elementary schools all said that 

they struggled to find the time to attend grade-level team meetings. However, these participants 

reported that they made efforts to communicate with general education teachers as much as 

possible. For instance, one ESOL/HILT teacher stated that she regularly attends the 5
th

 grade 

team planning meeting because it coincides with her planning period. Another said she tries to 

attend grade-level meetings that occur after school. A few ESOL/HILT teachers said that 

although they did not attend grade-level meetings, general education teachers emailed them 

meeting notes and important announcements. 

 

Participants from several schools in the high incidence elementary ESOL/HILT focus group also 

indicated that it was difficult to find common meeting times. One participant noted that special 

education teachers were the only specialists whose schedules permitted them to participate in 

grade-level planning meetings. Participants in the elementary general education focus group 

agreed that the schedules of the ESOL/HILT teachers precluded them from collaborating. One 

general education elementary teacher indicated that her team invites ESOL/HILT teachers and 

other specialists to planning meetings, but typically few are able to attend. 

 

During the secondary level focus groups, both ESOL/HILT and content teachers expressed the 

need for additional collaboration across their respective departments. Some ESOL/HILT teachers 

stated that collaboration across content areas occurs on an ad-hoc basis. For instance, focus 

group participants from two middle schools stated that an ESOL/HILT teacher attends 

department meetings when the schedule allows. Participants in the secondary general education 

focus group all agreed that collaboration with HILT teachers would be helpful, but the master 

schedule does not allow for common planning time during the day. Similarly, administrators at 

one middle school suggested that, because of conflicting schedules and time constraints, the 

organization of cross-departmental team meetings is a challenge. None of the secondary level 

focus group participants said that they had received training to support collaboration. One high 

school social studies teacher suggested that limited communication between ESOL/HILT and the 

social studies department might contribute to HILT students’ lack of preparation for SOL-

bearing social studies courses. According to this teacher, the HILT and social studies 

departments rarely intersect.  



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu G-9 

Evaluators also asked school administrators and teacher focus group participants about 

opportunities for ESOL/HILT and general education teachers to co-teach. Responses to this 

question varied across schools at both the elementary and secondary levels. Administrators at 

two elementary schools and one middle school reported that they had utilized some form of co-

teaching model. During focus groups, ESOL/HILT teachers from high incidence elementary 

schools reported that the effectiveness of co-teaching depended on the cooperation of the general 

education teacher. For example, an elementary ESOL/HILT teacher who said that she sometimes 

co-taught in an English language arts class stated that students did not perceive her as a teacher 

for just ELLs. However, ESOL/HILT teachers from several other elementary schools said they 

felt that general education teachers tend to regard ESOL/HILT staff as instructional assistants 

rather than as equal-status colleagues. These participants suggested that all teachers, both 

ESOL/HILT and general education, would benefit from training in effective co-teaching. 

Another teacher commented that he has had success with co-teaching but finds the model 

challenging if teachers are not given common planning times. This teacher also remarked that 

co-teaching was difficult because of competing demands on ESOL/HILT teachers’ time, such as 

coordinating students’ VGLA binders and working with students across grade levels. In addition, 

because of scheduling and enrollment issues, elementary ESOL/HILT teachers are often asked to 

co-teach different subject areas each year, which makes it difficult to master a particular 

discipline. 

 

Elementary general education teachers agreed that everyone needs a better understanding of 

“what co-teaching should look like.” Like the elementary ESOL/HILT group, these teachers also 

expressed the need for training in collaborative teaching. Specifically, these teachers agreed that 

it would be helpful to observe effective co-teaching models in action.  

 

With the exception of one participant, no ESOL/HILT teachers from low incidence elementary 

schools reported that they practiced a co-teaching model. One teacher in this focus group who 

said her school implements co-teaching stated that ELLs are clustered in the homerooms of 

teachers who are willing to co-teach with an ESOL/HILT teacher during language arts. In 

addition to co-taught classes, ESOL/HILT teachers at this school also provide pull-out services 

for ELLs depending on the schedule and the students’ needs. Although no planning period was 

allotted during the day for co-teachers to collaborate, this participant indicated that she and her 

co-teachers committed to regular planning meetings after school. According to an ESOL/HILT 

teacher at another low incidence elementary school, as part of an effort to help general education 

teachers take more responsibility for their ELL students, her school is transitioning to a co-

teaching model for the 2012-13 school year. At the time of the evaluation, plans for the co-

teaching model were not yet finalized, and the ESOL/HILT teacher was unsure how it would be 

implemented.  

 

Although only one participant from the low incidence elementary schools reported that the 

school used a co-teaching model, all ESOL/HILT teachers from these schools stated that they 

regularly “worked with” general education teachers so that pull-out instruction is focused on the 

same topics and SOL standards as in the mainstream classroom.  

 

During a school-based interview, a middle school administrator told evaluators that the school 

strategically locates the classrooms of HILT and content co-teachers in close proximity to 
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promote collaboration throughout the entire school day. This administrator praised the school’s 

teaching staff as supportive of ELLs with an attitude that ELLs belong to the entire school rather 

than just the ESOL/HILT teachers. During the secondary ESOL/HILT focus group, teachers 

from two middle schools reported that their schools implemented a co-teaching model for some 

sections of science and/or social studies that enroll intermediate and advanced ESOL/HILT 

students. These teachers both noted that it was difficult for co-teachers to find common planning 

time. In addition, the teachers stated that although co-teaching is a promising practice, its 

effectiveness depends on the “right combination” of co-teachers who work well together. 

 

Leadership 

 Vision, mission, and goals.  

Participants in focus group interviews discussed the role of the school administration in 

advancing the school’s vision, mission, and goals for ELLs. Participants in all five focus groups 

agreed that their school’s administration played a major role in the school ELL program. At the 

elementary level, several participants stated that they had the support of their school’s 

administration. One teacher said that her principal was helping to change the school climate for 

ELLs by encouraging staff to reflect about hidden assumptions and to hold “courageous 

conversations.” On the other hand, several ESOL/HILT teachers pointed out that their principals 

know little about second language acquisition and thus struggle to serve ELLs.  

 

During a secondary focus group, ESOL/HILT teachers also attributed the successes of their 

school’s ESOL/HILT program to a supportive and “enlightened” administration that understands 

the needs of ELLs. For example, one middle school ESOL/HILT teacher reported that an ELL 

was recently selected as a finalist in the school’s oratory contest. According to this teacher, 

ESOL/HILT students are rarely represented in this contest, but this student was able to succeed 

because the school administration “makes ELLs a priority.” This teacher also praised her 

administration for securing additional ESOL/HILT staff above and beyond the Division 

recommendations. A high school ESOL/HILT teacher reported that her principal supported her 

in making a supplementary English class required for selected ESOL/HILT students to avoid 

cancelling the class in response to low enrollment. However, not all participants in this focus 

group agreed that their principals advocate for ESOL/HILT students. For example, one 

participant said that although she had lobbied for a co-teaching model, the administration did not 

support her requests.  

 

 Shared responsibility.  

The extent to which school personnel thought ESOL/HILT staff were included in decision-

making processes varied by school level. When asked about the strengths of their school’s 

program for ELLs, some participants in the low incidence elementary focus group mentioned the 

general education teachers in their schools. However, others expressed frustration with the lack 

of shared responsibility on the part of their school’s general education teachers. One ESOL/HILT 

teacher said that general education teachers referred to their ELL students as “[the ESOL/HILT 

teacher]’s kids.” Another ESOL/HILT teacher from a different school said that general education 

teachers tended to take more responsibility for intermediate and advanced ELLs than for 

beginning ELLs.  

An ESOL/HILT teacher at a high incidence elementary school suggested that her school’s 

administration relied more on reading specialists than ESOL/HILT staff when making 
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instructional decisions for ELLs. This teacher stated that she sometimes felt “pushed aside” and 

“not heard.” Other teachers in the group agreed, saying they experienced similar frustrations. 

Similarly, an elementary general education teacher in another focus group said she felt that her 

school’s administration did not focus on ELL-specific issues when making school-wide plans, 

which she felt was reflective of how the Division in general does not value ESOL/HILT staff.  

 

At the secondary level, all of the participants in the ESOL/HILT focus group reported that they 

had some input in planning schedules for ESOL/HILT students, as well as in designing the 

school’s ESOL/HILT program. However, these teachers also pointed out that the principal of 

each school had ultimate authority for programmatic and scheduling decisions. These teachers 

reported that administrators often differ from ESOL/HILT teachers in regard to the most 

appropriate instructional model for ELLs and that the models often vary substantially from year 

to year based on what else is going on in the school rather than on what might work best for the 

school’s ELL population.   

 

 Climate.  
Some participants in both school-based interviews and teacher focus groups raised either positive 

or negative perceptions regarding school climate for ELLs. For example, two elementary 

principals explicitly noted their school’s welcoming environment, using the terms “community” 

and “family” when referring to students and staff. At the secondary level, a participant in the 

general education focus group commented that teachers at her high school are generally 

“enthusiastic” about having ESOL/HILT students in their classrooms because these students are 

“the most grateful” for opportunities to receive an education. 

 

In contrast, during a school-based interview, a high school guidance counselor described 

instances of discrimination against ESOL/HILT students by native English-speaking students, 

including bullying, name-calling, and physical aggression. In addition, she said that the school 

also experienced problems within the ELL population, particularly among Spanish-speaking 

students of different nationalities. To respond to these issues, the counselor stated that she spends 

most of her time in classrooms trying to identify potential problems before they escalate. 

Administrators from another high school stated that inter- and intragroup student relationships 

are better than in the past.  

 

Personnel 

 Expertise.  
The knowledge and skills of content teachers who serve ELLs was addressed by two participants 

in the teacher focus groups. One ESOL/HILT teacher at a high school with a relatively high 

incidence of ELLs reported that most teachers at her school held certification in a content area as 

well as training or certification in HILT. In contrast, an ESOL/HILT teacher from a high school 

with lower numbers of ELLs stated that most of the staff at her school possessed limited 

knowledge about ELLs.  

 

Program staffing.  

General education and ESOL/HILT teachers from both elementary and secondary levels 

expressed concerns about the Division’s current staffing formula for ESOL/HILT teachers. 

Administrators at one middle school indicated that the reduction of ESOL/HILT staff over the 
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years has impacted the extent to which the school can meet the needs of all of its ELLs, 

especially intermediate level (i.e., HILT-EX) students, who are now placed in mainstream 

content classes because of a lack of sufficient ESOL/HILT staff. Similarly, some ESOL/HILT 

teachers from elementary and secondary levels stated that there did not seem to be an equitable 

allocation of ESOL/HILT teachers among schools. That is, according to these teachers, schools 

with the same number of ESOL/HILT students might employ different numbers of ESOL/HILT 

teachers. ESOL/HILT teachers in the low incidence elementary focus group also stated that staff 

limitations made it difficult to adequately serve all ELLs. Similarly, ESOL/HILT teachers from 

several high incidence elementary schools stated that they struggled to provide adequate service 

time to all ESOL/HILT students because of limited staff numbers. All teachers who attended the 

focus group for general education elementary teachers agreed that ESOL/HILT teachers are often 

“run dry” or “spread too thinly,” which makes it difficult to meet the needs of all ELLs.  

 

To address this issue, ESOL/HILT teachers from several schools stated that, in an effort to 

provide ELLs with access to effective teachers when the ESOL/HILT teacher is unavailable, 

their principals strategically cluster ELLs in homerooms with teachers who are “particularly 

welcoming of them” or who have received ESL training.  

 

Several participants indicated that the Division bases its staffing formula on the fall count of 

ESOL/HILT students, but this is problematic for schools that continue to enroll new ELLs 

throughout the winter. In addition, participants in teacher focus groups suggested that ELLs with 

beginning English proficiency need more time and support than those at more advanced levels. 

Several teachers in the elementary low incidence focus group proposed that the Division 

consider concentrating its ESOL/HILT resources in one location to solve some of the scheduling 

issues at schools with a small number ELLs.   

 

Professional Development 

 Building educator capacity.  
When asked about Division professional development opportunities regarding ELLs, teachers in 

all five focus groups mentioned Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) training. 

Participants in the secondary ESOL/HILT focus group were aware that the Division has offered 

SIOP training in several different formats, including a three-credit course through a local 

university and school-wide training and select campuses. Nearly all of the teachers in the 

ESOL/HILT focus groups stated that they had received SIOP training either through the Division 

or through a graduate school course. However, only a few of the general education teachers 

attending the focus groups stated that they had received SIOP training. Of those who reported 

being trained in SIOP, most said they had participated through a mandated school-wide training, 

but at least one general education teacher reported she had enrolled in the voluntary graduate 

course. One high school English teacher who took the graduate course indicated that the course 

was challenging and helped her work more effectively with second language learners.  

 

Focus group participants also felt that the extent to which staff participates in training on ELL-

related issues depends in large part on school leadership. For example, principals are responsible 

for deciding whether their schools participate in SIOP training, according to teachers in the 

ESOL/HILT focus group. Several ESOL/HILT teachers from high incidence elementary schools 

noted that support from their principals also is essential to ensure that SIOP is implemented in 
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the classroom after the training has ended. Likewise, a general education elementary school 

teacher indicated that for the training to be effective, principals need to be cognizant of 

ESOL/HILT issues when making “long-term plans.”  

 

In general, the teachers and administrators interviewed agreed that general education teachers 

need additional training to work with ELLs. At least one middle school administrator also 

expressed the need for training for content teachers that will “enable them to develop ELLs’ 

linguistic capacity.” This administrator stated that although content teachers may regularly post 

language objectives, they do not always include a sufficient focus on language in their lesson 

implementation.  

 

During each of the focus groups with ESOL/HILT teachers at elementary and secondary levels, 

participants indicated that SIOP would benefit general education staff. One ESOL/HILT 

elementary school teacher suggested that the Division mandate SIOP training for general 

education, rather than ESOL/HILT teachers, because ESOL/HILT teachers already have the 

expertise to serve ELLs. Likewise, most general education elementary school teachers agreed 

that a requirement for SIOP training for all staff would benefit ELLs. One teacher noted that the 

Division requires training for all teachers on the topic of gifted education and wondered whether 

a similar arrangement could be made for SIOP training.  

 

 Quality.  

Focus group participants discussed the quality of ESOL/HILT professional development, 

including the extent to which it was useful, sustained, and job-embedded. In general, many 

participants in the ESOL/HILT and general education teacher focus groups agreed that Division-

wide professional development on ELL issues had been useful. All teachers who attended the 

focus group for ESOL/HILT teachers at low incidence elementary schools commended the 

ESOL/HILT Office for consistently providing exemplary, research-based professional 

development. One teacher indicated that she thought the ESOL/HILT Office is “on the forefront 

of professional development and staff support.” All teachers agreed that the ESOL/HILT 

professional development opportunities were substantially more useful than those offered by 

other Division offices. Similarly, general education teachers at the elementary level who said 

they had participated in school-wide SIOP training commented that “SIOP plugged in nicely” to 

their instruction, and that the strategies they learned were useful for all students, not just ELLs. 

Secondary ESOL/HILT teachers observed that professional development opportunities in which 

colleagues share teaching strategies had been particularly useful, and several teachers noted the 

need for more of these workshops. As an example of what she found particularly helpful, one 

teacher described a workshop organized by the ESOL/HILT Office in which Division teachers 

shared ways to integrate technology into their lessons. Another teacher recalled a countywide 

staff meeting in which teachers from a middle and high school presented about co-teaching. This 

teacher noted that hearing from colleagues about their experiences helped increase participants’ 

receptiveness to the information presented.  

Although secondary ESOL/HILT teachers were generally pleased with the content of Division-

wide ESOL/HILT professional development, many participants in this focus group indicated that 

meetings and trainings about WIDA and the ACCESS test are unnecessarily long and take too 

much time away from instruction or from other kinds of professional development opportunities. 

However, one middle school ESOL/HILT teacher suggested that WIDA training should be 
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required for mainstream teachers because currently many general education teachers do not share 

“the common language” of WIDA. Most of the other secondary ESOL/HILT teachers who 

attended the focus group agreed with this statement.  

 

The Division’s cultural competence training seemed to be perceived less favorably than other 

professional-development topics. Many participants in all five focus groups said that they had 

participated in the training, but few said that they thought it had changed practices in their 

schools. For example, a general education elementary school teacher noted that she believed the 

cultural competence training might have heightened staff awareness about racial issues, but it did 

not “translate into interactions with children.” Instead, this teacher described the training as a 

“box to check off” (i.e., to show that her school was addressing the issue). An ESOL/HILT 

elementary teacher stated that her school staff “dreaded” the afternoon workshops and felt they 

were unnecessarily long. In addition, several ESOL/HILT elementary school teachers thought 

that the training was primarily targeted to the African-American culture and left few 

opportunities to consider the diverse cultures of ELLs. ESOL/HILT teachers at the elementary 

and secondary levels suggested that similar initiatives offered in the past (e.g., SEED, It Matters) 

had been more useful, indicating that those sessions were “wonderful” and “ongoing” in monthly 

meetings. A secondary teacher said she thought her school’s home-visit project was more 

effective and more powerful than the cultural competence training.  

 

An ESOL/HILT elementary school teacher who said she had been trained as a cultural 

competence facilitator described the initial training-of-the-trainers as “very moving, very 

powerful” but was frustrated to find that the training was delivered to schools through a scripted 

program. A high school ESOL/HILT teacher who also served as a cultural competence trainer 

reported that she decided not to continue because there was not enough opportunity to build a 

relationship of trust when she entered schools as an outsider, and thus some participants in the 

“difficult conversations” thought she was accusing them of racism.  

 

In regard to the overall quality of the division’s professional development about ELLs, 

participants in the focus group discussions disagreed that professional development opportunities 

were ongoing and sustained over time. One middle school ESOL/HILT teacher expressed 

concern that many of the division professional-development opportunities are “one-stop” 

workshops.  

 

ESOL/HILT teachers from high incidence elementary schools stated that although school-wide 

SIOP professional development is useful, the demands of the approach overwhelm many 

teachers, particularly those who are new to the Division. One teacher suggested that SIOP 

training might be more effective for some teachers if they did not have so many other 

responsibilities and could integrate the training into their school day. A participant in the 

secondary ESOL/HILT focus group observed that although teachers in her school are adopting 

elements of SIOP, the model has not been implemented consistently because of lack of follow-up 

training and support. Participants in the general education elementary focus group raised similar 

concerns that ESOL/HILT professional development only provides “exposure” to new ideas and 

indicated that there is a lack of follow-up. One teacher commented that after some professional 

development sessions, she feels “that is great, but I don’t know how to start.”  
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To address the need for more follow-up, some school administrators described ways that they 

incorporate professional learning within the school day. For instance, in an effort to foster 

reflection among staff, one middle school administrator reported that teachers work in pairs to 

observe each other’s instruction and then provide constructive feedback. Administrators at 

another middle school stated that their school supports professional learning communities in 

addition to regular grade-level meetings.  

 

Assessment and Accountability 

 Identification and placement.  
Participants in teacher focus groups expressed several concerns regarding identification and 

placement of ELLs in ESOL/HILT. In regard to identification of ELL students at intake, 

elementary ESOL/HILT teachers indicated that students who “do not really belong” are 

sometimes placed in the ESOL/HILT program. These teachers suggested that the placement test 

given at the Division’s intake office might be an inaccurate measure of language proficiency 

because young children may be shy when taking the assessment. In addition, one teacher 

expressed concerns that students have difficulty understanding the accents of non-native English 

speakers who administer the intake test.  

 

ESOL/HILT teachers at secondary levels expressed similar concerns. One middle school 

ESOL/HILT teacher proposed that the Division examine its placement system at the time of 

student intake, suggesting that existing intake procedures are not aligned with the new, more 

rigorous WIDA standards. Other teachers in this focus group agreed, indicating that “it seems too 

easy to place students in ESOL/HILT” at the elementary school level, but once they have been 

identified, it is difficult for students to meet exit criteria under the new WIDA standards. Two 

middle school teachers said that 6
th

-grade students sometimes expressed surprise at their being 

placed in HILT courses because neither the students nor their parents had realized that they had 

been identified for ESOL/HILT services during elementary school. 

 

In addition, focus group participants expressed concerns about the use of WIDA ACCESS scores 

as the primary criterion to make annual placement decisions. Elementary ESOL/HILT teachers 

indicated that the WIDA ACCESS test provides an inadequate measure because the test is 

typically administered six months before students start the new school year and thus does not 

account for students’ language growth in the spring and summer. Elementary general education 

teachers noted that the WIDA scores appeared to be “higher on paper than students’ real 

acquisition level,” suggesting that the ACCESS inflates some students’ linguistic abilities. In 

contrast, several secondary ESOL/HILT teachers pointed out that WIDA scores may under-

represent students’ linguistic potential because many students “do not understand the 

implications of the [WIDA ACCESS] test, so they don’t take it seriously.”   

 

Elementary ESOL/HILT teachers also commented that the reading and writing portions of the 

WIDA ACCESS test were difficult for students to pass and not reflective of grade-level literacy. 

Participants in the secondary ESOL/HILT focus group also indicated that the standards for exit 

are unreasonably high for some students, especially for ESOL/HILT students who are dually 

identified. On the other hand, during the focus group for general education elementary teachers, 

one teacher reported that she had students who “tested out” of ESOL/HILT on the WIDA 

ACCESS but still appeared to need ESOL/HILT services.  
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 Use of data.  

Focus group participants discussed the appropriateness of Division-required assessments for 

testing ELLs as well as the use of data to inform decision-making. In regard to the 

appropriateness of assessments, an elementary ESOL/HILT teacher observed that external 

assessments are taking the place of the Division’s “good local assessments” used in the past that 

were “built in” to the curriculum and designed by language specialists. Other teachers in this 

group agreed, indicating that external, commercial assessments are not usually designed for 

ESOL/HILT students. 

 

ESOL/HILT teachers at the elementary level expressed frustration with the Division’s iStation 

reading assessment program, noting that the scores produced by iStation are often incorrect and 

the system does not take into account ELLs’ English language proficiency levels. One teacher 

described the iStation initiative as a “Band-Aid” solution, and noted that teachers have not 

received adequate training to use and apply the tool appropriately.   

 

In regard to the use of data to inform instruction, elementary general education teachers all 

agreed that the Division has been “focused on interpreting and applying data to improve 

instruction” for several years. An ESOL/HILT teacher from a high incidence elementary school 

said that her principal had led a school-wide initiative to address achievement gaps within the 

ELL population, in which teachers recorded students’ weekly progress in “data notebooks.” A 

secondary ESOL/HILT teacher reported that her school has improved its ability to keep “track of 

ELLs through high school” as part of efforts to lower dropout rates.  

 

Teachers and administrators, particularly at secondary schools, indicated that the sharing of 

academic records between elementary and secondary levels was problematic. Administrators at 

one middle school indicated that under site-based management, because each school is managed 

differently, it is difficult to obtain consistent information for incoming students from different 

elementary schools. Members of some teacher focus groups also discussed issues concerning the 

sharing of students’ records between elementary and middle schools. Some elementary 

ESOL/HILT teachers stated that their schools compile portfolios and writing samples for each 

student. However, participants in this focus group said that they were unsure how this 

information is used when it gets to the middle school. Likewise, during the focus group for 

secondary ESOL/HILT teachers, the middle school teachers reported that they rarely met with 

teachers or administrators from elementary schools to share information about ELLs making the 

transition to 6
th

 grade.  

 

Parent and Community Outreach 

 Family and community partnerships.  
Participants in teacher focus groups and school-based interviews described culturally responsive 

efforts to conduct family and community outreach. At the elementary level, administrators from 

one school reported their efforts to implement PARTICIPA, a school-based program that trains 

and empowers parents to take on leadership roles in the school. At another elementary school, 

administrators said that they hold regular stakeholder meetings for Hispanic parents. Teachers 

from the elementary focus groups did not mention any specific outreach programs, but several 

teachers described parent-involvement events.  
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During a secondary focus group, an ESOL/HILT teacher reported that her high school had 

initiated a home visit project in which staff volunteer to visit the homes of students considered at 

risk for school failure. She said that the project began with the HILT teachers and then expanded 

to include about one-third of the school’s teachers. Similarly, a middle school ESOL/HILT 

teacher reported that she and the school guidance counselor have also visited the homes of 8
th

 

grade students considered at risk, but she said the program is not formalized as in the high 

school.  

 

A general education middle school teacher commended her school for utilizing the division-

mandated “fishbone” training to design a family outreach plan. As part of the plan, staff wrote 

personal, individualized letters to parents who rarely communicated with the school. This teacher 

indicated that the letters initiated regular communication with some parents and were followed 

by home visits to a selected group of families. She described the process as time-consuming for 

teachers but “worth it.”  

 

During the focus group for secondary general education teachers, all participants agreed that 

HILT teachers have been essential to communication with families of ESOL/HILT students. One 

general education teacher indicated that the HILT teachers work hard to get to know the families 

and to help them access basic needs such as food and childcare. Another middle school general 

education teacher noted that her school has made multiple efforts to engage HILT families, such 

as holding family nights in the community and utilizing translators, but outreach to these families 

has been an ongoing challenge.  

 

 Parent involvement.  

All of the participants in the elementary focus groups agreed that their schools hold regular 

events for families in the evenings. Many of these events are designed for students as well so that 

parents can bring their children. For instance, an elementary ESOL/HILT teacher described a 

program in which a presenter brought animals. Another teacher recalled a monthly Reach for 

Reading literacy program that helps parents access the library and support their child in reading. 

According to this teacher, Reach for Reading helps make parents “feel comfortable” and 

celebrates different cultures.  

 

 Communication.  

One high school general education teacher noted that no translators were easily accessible at the 

school for students and families who speak languages other than Spanish. In this teacher’s 

opinion, the high school “has a wealth of resources” for Spanish-speaking families but little 

support for families that speak other languages. A teacher from another high school reported 

similar concerns.   
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Summary of Results: Student Focus Groups 

 

Evaluators conducted four one-hour focus groups with a total of 32 students at two APS high 

schools. A purposive sample of students was selected that represented a range of achievement 

levels, dates of entry to APS, and the full range of English placement levels from beginning to 

monitoring status. At each high school, one focus group (Beginners) consisted of Spanish-

speaking students enrolled in HILT A and B classes and was conducted in Spanish. A second 

focus group (Intermediate/Advanced) at each school consisted of students who were enrolled in 

HILTEX A and B and students in monitoring status and was conducted in English. The 

Intermediate/Advanced focus group at each school represented students from a diversity of 

language backgrounds, including Spanish, Russian, Turkish, Uighur, Mongolian, and Bengali. 

Table H1 shows participation in each student focus group.   

 

Evaluators used a semistructured interview protocol (Appendix K) that consisted of open-ended 

questions related to the PEAS dimensions to guide the conversations with students. 
 

Table H1. Participation in Student Focus Groups 
School Focus Group Number of Students 

1 Beginners 6 

Intermediate/ 

Advanced 

7 

2 Beginners 10 

Intermediate/ 

Advanced 

9 

 Total 32 

 

Instructional Design/Implementation 

Access to challenging academic content.  
Students in the Intermediate/Advanced focus group at one school generally agreed that the HILT 

classes were “not that hard.” However, several students in this group indicated that they expected 

the upcoming Standards of Learning tests (SOLs) to be difficult. For example, one student said 

he thought it would be hard to understand the English on the chemistry SOL. Participants in the 

intermediate/advanced focus group at the other school expressed mixed opinions about the level 

of difficulty in their content classes. One student stated that he wished high school was easier, 

whereas another student wanted high school to be more challenging so that he would feel 

prepared for college. Reflecting on her schooling experience in APS, one student recalled that 

she “had a hard time understanding what the teacher was talking about” when she first came to 

the United States but was doing “great” in her classes at the time of the focus group because 

“school comes easier to [her],” presumably because her English has improved.  

 

In all four focus groups, students agreed that teachers made a big difference in the extent to 

which they understood content in their classes. Students in a Beginner focus group said that some 

teachers were able to explain answers to questions clearly and slowly, whereas other teachers 

talked fast and were difficult to understand. These students also said it is helpful when teachers 

use the students’ native language to clarify. A student in an Intermediate/Advanced group stated 

that effective content teachers are those who “know how to explain things to us.” Another 

student agreed, describing a geography teacher who “goes straight through [the material] but 



The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    l    http://ceee.gwu.edu H-3 

goes really slowly and makes sure you get it.” Students in one group suggested that “being nice 

and easy to talk to” makes a good teacher. One student said her teacher talked about her own 

family and showed personal family photographs, which made this student feel more comfortable 

with the teacher and more willing to attend after-school tutoring. 

 

Two beginning students said they appreciated their math teacher, who was “strict,” because he 

kept the class from getting “out of control and too noisy,” as in some of their other classes, where 

students struggled to concentrate. Students also found it helpful when their teachers facilitate 

learning games to help them understand abstract concepts. For example, a student said her social 

studies teacher used different colored M & Ms to help the class visualize the differences between 

two civilizations as part of a lesson about ancient Greece. 

 

Students in an Intermediate/Advanced group said some of their advanced placement teachers do 

not allow students to talk to each other, and they must ask the teacher if they have questions. 

This was difficult for students who said they are uncomfortable asking their teachers for help 

when they are confused and would prefer to consult with a peer. In some cases, students said the 

teachers have “an attitude” and do not like students to ask questions because it holds the class 

back. One participant added, “Sometimes when you want to ask a question, and after you ask, 

you still don’t understand, and teachers say ‘why don’t you understand this?’ It makes you not 

want to ask questions ’cause you don’t want to get that attitude.”  

 

One participant said teachers in her current high school were much more willing to answer 

questions than those in a previous APS high school she attended, and the teachers do not mind if 

students ask for help 4 or 5 times. Another student agreed that “when I don’t understand the 

question, the teachers explain more.”  

 

All of the students in an Intermediate/Advanced group reported that many of their teachers made 

efforts either to stay after school or to come early before school to provide tutoring or support 

classes. One student recalled receiving after-school tutoring in writing in elementary school, 

which she said had helped her to pass a high stakes test. These students also reported that their 

school offers an intensified algebra class before school designed for students who would like to 

“skip ahead” to advanced math. However, some said that although they would like to take more 

advanced math, they had decided not to participate because waking up early in the morning was 

a challenge. In another focus group, one student mentioned that one-on-one attention with a 

teacher was helpful for her to prepare for content exams. 

 

Language development. 

Four students in an intermediate/advanced focus group expressed concerns about the HILT 

classes. According to these students, curriculum and instruction in HILT B and HILTEX A are 

almost the same. Some said the HILT A and B classes had been combined and that the presence 

of beginning level students made the class “really easy.”  

 

Equity.  

Students discussed several topics in relation to equitable opportunities to participate in advanced 

coursework, to earn the credits needed for high school graduation, and to participate in electives 

and extracurricular activities. Students in the two Intermediate/Advanced focus groups reported 
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that they had not been allowed to enroll in some content courses, including advanced placement 

(AP) classes, until they had completed HILTEX B, and that this made it difficult to graduate on 

time. These students perceived the HILTEX B class as a barrier to their earning credits for 

graduation and stated that it “pushes you back.” One student in this group said that as a result of 

his needing to take so many HILT classes, he would have to take five different SOL-bearing 

classes simultaneously during his senior year. All seven students in one group agreed that the 

HILT requirement should be no longer than two years. These students also agreed with the 

division’s decision to eliminate the transitional English course, because it hindered their ability 

to graduate on time.  

 

Students in one of the Intermediate/Advanced focus groups also expressed frustrations about the 

process for earning high school credits. Two participants stated that they needed to retake 

courses that they had already taken in their country because their original credits did not count 

toward graduation in APS. Another student said that he planned to “sign out” (i.e., obtain a 

parental waiver) of HILT the following year because he felt his English was sufficient to perform 

in general education classrooms and did not want HILT classes to prolong his time in high 

school.   

 

One means by which to fulfill the HILT course requirements appeared to be summer school. The 

majority of students in all four focus groups said they had participated in summer school at some 

point during their time in APS. Most of these students agreed that summer school helped them to 

fulfill ESOL/HILT or content course requirements. However, one student reported that she took 

HILTEX B during the summer and performed well, but her teacher placed her back in HILTEX 

B the subsequent fall because the teacher felt she was not ready for mainstream courses. 

According to the student, the requirement to take HILTEX B a second time prevented her from 

graduating on time.  

 

In one of the Intermediate/Advanced focus groups, 5 out of 9 students said they had taken 

advanced coursework. However, in the other three focus groups, only one student reported taking 

AP courses, and that was AP Spanish. Students in one of the focus groups agreed that most 

ESOL/HILT students are prevented from enrolling in advanced coursework until they master 

English. 

 

Some of the students who had enrolled in AP classes stated that the content was difficult to 

understand. One student suggested that the intensified courses do not adequately prepare students 

for the workload in AP courses. Several students reported that their AP classes were “boring” 

and “lonely.” These participants said that in some classes, “you just read and take a test” and 

“you don’t even talk, you just sit there working.” For example, a student stated that he did not 

have the option to interact with his classmates during his accounting class because “there’s just a 

computer and you work alone there.” Students added that some of their AP teachers were more 

helpful than others at making the content understandable. 

 

Two ELLs in a Beginner focus group stated that they were excluded from taking electives 

because of their limited English skills. Several students in one focus group stated that they would 

like to receive additional support outside of school to participate in extracurricular activities, 

such as soccer and choir. A student in one focus group said he was on the school’s soccer team, 
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but he struggled to play soccer and keep up his grades at the same time. According to this 

student, the soccer coaches give him permission to attend a math lab during practice time but do 

not allow him to play in the next day’s game when he misses practice. One student said HILT 

classes in his school had not been allowed to go on field trips that year because there was “no 

money” for this, even though other classes were able to go. 

 

 Counseling: appropriate guidance. Students in all four focus groups said they would like 

to attend college; however, several students stated that they did not consider college an option 

because of their immigration status. One student stated that teachers encouraged him to attend 

Northern Virginia Community College after graduation. 

 

At the two focus groups in one school, some students said they go to the guidance counselor 

often, whereas others said they rarely saw their counselor. Students in the Beginner focus group 

at one school said that they have received little guidance about preparation for college. One 

beginning-level student said she had worked with a guidance counselor who spoke Spanish; the 

other students in this focus group stated that they rarely communicated with their counselor 

because of the language barrier. All of the participants in this group said that the HILT teacher 

helped them select courses, and several stated that their parents also helped them. In the 

Intermediate/Advanced focus group at the same school, one student stated that the guidance 

counselor helps her select courses. Other students reported that they visited the counselor’s office 

infrequently. One student stated that although his counselor talks to him in the hall, he rarely 

visits her office on his own because he doesn’t know “what to talk about with her.”  

 

 Counseling: social and emotional supports. Students in all four focus groups discussed 

adults in the school who provided social and emotional support. One Spanish-speaking student 

stated that teachers who spoke Spanish and HILT teachers were instrumental to her adjustment 

from her native country to high school in the United States. The five other Spanish-speaking 

students in this group agreed, saying that HILT teachers helped them with “translating 

paperwork and also a little emotionally.” Students in the Intermediate/Advanced group at this 

school also recalled that their HILT teachers helped orient them to the school when they first 

arrived.  

 

One student in an intermediate/advanced group reported that her counselor “shows [her] the 

path,” and said she is able to talk to the counselor “about [her] life, [her] family, about 

everything, and [the counselor] understands.” Another student in the same group recalled that a 

counselor gave her positive motivation after an upsetting confrontation with peers. Another said 

that he stayed home when he did not get along with his friends because no one at school 

supported him. Another student stated that “being close to a teacher” has helped her navigate 

high school. 

 

However, students also recalled examples of adults who were not helpful or supportive. For 

instance, one student stated that a teacher “put [her] down” by implying that she could not 

achieve her dream of becoming a professional in her subject area because she had not received 

the right training. One student in this group expressed regrets about his high school performance 

and said that he wished “someone had told me [what to do] in the beginning.” A student who 

lived by himself expressed concerns about finding a job to pay his rent.  
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A beginning ELL student recalled an incident in which a peer verbally harassed him and shouted 

expletives. The student reported the incident to the office and was told that a counselor would 

contact him. According to this student, a counselor never contacted him, and he did not want to 

visit the counselor because “the counselor doesn’t do anything about the problems.”  

 

Leadership 

 School climate. 

Some students from focus groups at both schools suggested that they enjoyed going to a diverse 

school. For example, one student stated that “seeing different kinds of people makes it like home 

so you don’t feel different.” Another student said that in comparison with another APS high 

school he had attended, his current school was “welcoming,” “diverse,” and “homey,” whereas 

his previous school, which enrolled fewer ELLs, was strict and “not very friendly.”  

 

Beginning level Spanish-speaking students in one focus group described interethnic tensions 

between male African-American students and Latino students. Two students said they got into a 

fight with some African-American students who heard them speaking in Spanish and thought 

they were insulting them. The students said they were sent to the principal’s office and that they 

felt that the African-American students were given preference because they could explain their 

perspectives in English, whereas the principal did not speak Spanish. These students also 

indicated that peers sometimes assume they are in a gang because they are Latino. 

 

When asked about times that had been difficult for them in school, several students from a focus 

group at a different school also stated that some English-speaking students discriminate against 

students who do not know English. One student stated that speaking English was difficult 

because peers laugh when they “say something wrong” or “make a mistake” when responding to 

a teacher’s question. A beginning level student in this school stated that “students who don’t 

speak English are ignored [and] not taken into account.” Another student in this group pointed 

out that students within the Spanish-speaking community discriminate against each other by skin 

color, and one said she was verbally harassed because of her weight.  
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Summary of Results: Family Involvement Interviews 

 

The data analyzed in this appendix were collected from four 90-minute focus groups of parents 

of ELLs conducted during the spring of 2012. The APS Office of Planning and Evaluation 

managed logistics and Bilingual Family Resource Assistants helped recruit participants. A total 

of 20 parents attended the focus groups, including 10 Spanish speakers, 3 Arabic speakers, and 7 

Amharic speakers who had children in a range of schools and grade levels (Table I1). One focus 

group for Spanish-speakers was held in Spanish, and the other three focus groups were 

conducted in English with translation provided by an APS interpreter.  

 

Evaluators used a semistructured interview protocol (Appendix K) to guide the discussions. 

During the interview, the evaluators asked participants about four topics: (a) students’ access to 

grade-level content; (b) APS outreach to parents; (c) parent and community partnerships; and 

(d) parent involvement opportunities. Additional topics emerged from participants. Results of the 

focus groups are shown in relation to relevant PEAS standards and constructs. 

 

Table I1. Parent Focus Group Participation 

Parents’ Language Elementary  Middle  High  Total 

Spanish 6 3 1 10 

Arabic 1 2  3 

Amharic 3 3 1 7 

Total 10 8 2 20 

 

Instructional Program Design  

Some focus group participants shared concerns about their children’s access to grade-level 

content. One parent commented that when her child was in 2
nd

 grade, his teacher graded his 

homework “as if he was in kindergarten” even though he was doing well in school. After sharing 

this story, the parent made it clear that this was the only time any of her children had experienced 

this kind of treatment and that she felt that this was an issue with some, but not all, school staff.   

 

Parents in several focus groups expressed concern that their children might not receive equitable 

access to paths to college and careers. During the focus group for Amharic-speaking parents, 

when the evaluator asked whether they wanted their children to attend college, the parents 

seemed surprised at the question, as they considered this an important goal. However, when 

asked whether the school had informed them about how to select courses for their children, all of 

the participants answered, “No.” Participants in the focus group for Arabic-speaking parents also 

said that they needed more information on preparing their children to complete high school, 

college, and future careers.   

 

In the focus group for Spanish-speaking parents, participants also expressed confusion about 

how to prepare their children for college coursework. For instance, these parents thought that the 

purpose of AP classes was to accelerate students’ high school graduation and did not realize that 

AP classes could help students prepare for college or earn college credit. These parents agreed 

that they needed more guidance about which courses their children should take and more 

information about advanced placement courses. 
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Family and community partnerships. 

Parent outreach. Parents in all focus groups agreed that they felt welcome at their child’s 

school. Participants said that they felt comfortable calling the school about their child’s progress, 

visiting the school, and asking questions of school personnel. One parent in the focus group for 

Spanish-speaking parents commented that the family had moved briefly to another school 

division that enrolled few students from immigrant families and thought that those schools were 

significantly less welcoming than the ones their child attended in APS. According to this parent, 

schools in Arlington “are the best,” and they attend well to students and their families. Another 

parent said that she volunteered in the school office regularly and reported that there were other 

office volunteers from diverse cultures. 

 

All of the Spanish-speaking elementary school parents said that their children’s schools held 

annual multicultural or international nights that celebrate the cultures of students in the schools. 

Parents in this focus group said that they participated and contributed to the event by preparing 

traditional foods or helping organize dance performances. According to these participants, 

families of all backgrounds attend these events, including English speakers and families of many 

language backgrounds, but most of the parents who contribute are Spanish-speaking.   

 

Family partnerships. When discussing cultural responsiveness on the part of the Division 

and schools, participants in the focus group for Amharic-speaking parents agreed that a lot 

depends on the cultural background of the parents. These parents remarked that schools in their 

home country take greater responsibility for “educating the whole child” than do schools in the 

United States. For instance, in schools in their home country, teachers and school administrators 

discipline students in ways that, in the United States, are typically considered parents’ 

responsibility. Also, they said that teachers and administrators in schools in their home country 

tend to be more responsive to a child’s emotional development and social learning needs than in 

the United States. These parents also explained that in their home countries, the division of 

responsibility between school and family for educating, disciplining, and motivating the child is 

considered 90-10, whereas in the United States, it is considered 50-50.   

 

In the focus groups for Amharic-speaking parents, one participant commented that based on this 

norm, “My culture would hold me back from advocating for my child” with school personnel. 

Others in this group agreed that because of their cultural background, they do not want to 

“invade the space of teachers” and instead prefer to show teachers their trust and respect. One 

parent said that this approach backfired on her when she did not question the school about 

whether her child required special education services. Consequently, she felt that her son was 

diagnosed with ADHD rather late in his educational development. This experience taught her 

that it is “ineffective” to wait to hear from the school and that now she is a better advocate for 

her child and makes sure that the school follows his IEP appropriately. During the discussion, 

some parents in the focus group acknowledged that these differences also could be attributed to 

generational differences and that their experience as school children growing up outside of the 

United States might be different from those of students in their home countries today. However, 

everyone in this particular focus group agreed that they had learned from direct experience about 

expectations for parental involvement in U.S. schools.   
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In regard to PTA meetings, all of the parents in each of the four focus groups said they knew 

about the PTA but said that they either do not attend or attend irregularly, citing lack of time as 

the main obstacle. One Spanish-speaking parent said that she felt upset when attending a parent 

meeting when an English-speaking staff member critiqued an issue she had shared based on her 

word choice; she said she felt discriminated against because of her language, and this experience 

made her feel reluctant to attend meetings in the future. 

 

When asked how well schools responded to their concerns, participants in one focus group talked 

about a recent petition parents had organized to advocate for an additional bus stop. They 

reported that they had created a petition, collected the required number of signatures, and 

submitted it but never heard back from the Division. These participants said that they wished the 

Division had at least responded and acknowledged their request.  

 

Supporting parent involvement. 

Parent training. When asked about the extent to which parents had opportunities to 

participate in parent trainings, participants’ responses were mixed. Data from the focus groups 

suggested that parents’ awareness of opportunities to participate in training may depend on the 

school attended by their children.   

 

All but one participant in the focus group for Spanish-speaking parents of elementary students 

said that they participated in either the Parent Expectations Support Achievement (PESA) 

program or ADELANTE, a similar program. One Spanish-speaking mother who had a child at a 

middle school with a high incidence of ELLs said that she had attended a series of weekly 

workshops on how to help one’s child in school. She said the workshops had been very useful 

and they had helped her to communicate better with her child by asking the right questions to 

make sure her child was learning. She also said that as a result of the training, the family now 

eats dinner together at a regular time, which she learned could make a difference in children’s 

academic progress. In contrast, other parents whose children attend a high school and a middle 

school with a low incidence of ELLs said they had never heard about the availability of such 

trainings. They said that they had gone to one workshop on preparing their child for college and 

that there were trainings on preventing drug and alcohol abuse when their child was in 

elementary and middle school but had not heard about anything similar for high school parents. 

 

Addressing barriers. All of the participants were aware that the Division hosts many 

events for parents. In all of the focus groups, most participants said that timing was the greatest 

barrier to their attending meetings. Parents in two focus groups said that it was difficult to attend 

evening meetings. Parents in the focus group for Arabic-speaking participants said that they 

usually have to rush home from work to prepare their children’s dinner and get them ready for 

bed before the scheduled meeting time. A Spanish-speaking family in another group said that 

they prioritized school performances and sports events over attendance at parent meetings, and 

other parents commented that they work in the evenings, which makes it impossible for them to 

attend. One group suggested that meetings be held on weekends. A parent in the focus group for 

Amharic-speaking participants suggested that the school offer parents a telephone number that 

would allow them to reach a school staff member between the hours of 7 and 9 p.m., which he 

said would be the ideal times for him to think about and address his children’s progress in 

school.  
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In addition, one third of the parents in one of the focus groups shared that they felt that 

certain school officials favored White parents and students. One example shared was that during 

meetings for parents, administrators allow White children to accompany their parents to the 

meetings; however, non-English-speaking parents were instructed to leave their children in 

childcare. The parents who shared these feelings emphasized that any prejudice against non-

English-speaking parents was apparent only with some school staff and that they did not believe 

the disparate treatment was systemic.   

 

Communication. 

Translation. Focus group participants reported that translation services seem to be 

available as needed, particularly for Spanish-speakers. In the focus group for Spanish-speaking 

parents of elementary school students, all of the participants agreed that written information sent 

home was translated into their language, including notices from the school and Division. All 

participants in the two focus groups for Spanish-speaking parents said that they are able to log 

into an Internet page to see their children’s academic progress, absences, and other information. 

Although the site is in English, they described it as easy to understand. However, only half of the 

parents in this focus group said that report card comments were translated.   

 

In regard to oral interpretation, participants in the focus group for Spanish-speaking parents of 

secondary students agreed that interpreters always are available at their children’s middle schools 

when needed and that they are friendly and helpful. Parents of a high school student reported that 

because their child’s school does not have many ELLs, the ESOL teacher seems to be the only 

translator available.  Translation did not arise as an issue in the Arabic or Amharic focus groups. 

 

Effective communication. Facilitators asked each of the focus groups about how well 

schools communicate with them about their child’s progress. Participants provided examples of 

both effective communication and issues that need improvement. During the focus group for 

Amharic speakers, parents were unsure what ESOL/HILT means or how to determine whether 

their children receive these services. They pointed out that the elementary report cards do not 

indicate which grades are for ESOL classes, and they do not understand in which ESOL classes 

their children are enrolled. “We only get a yellow flyer that does not say very much about the 

courses our children are taking,” said one parent in this group. He added that parents never see 

their child’s results on ESOL tests. Parents in this group wanted to know how students are 

identified as needing language instruction or special education services and how students exit the 

program.   

 

Many parents across focus groups remarked that communication about their child’s academic 

progress comes too late. For instance, some Amharic-speaking parents reported that when their 

elementary and middle school students were performing below average, they were not contacted 

in enough time for the parents to respond. Parents in the Arabic-speaking focus group reported 

similar issues, noting that they only heard from teachers and school personnel when there were 

problems or issues and that they also would like to hear from teachers about good things their 

children are doing.  

 

A Spanish-speaking couple reported that there seemed to be less contact from their child’s high 

school than they were used to when he was enrolled in the lower grades. The mother said that her 
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son received good grades until he started 10
th

 grade. She only realized that his achievement had 

dropped in two classes when they received his report card, but no one from the school contacted 

the family. These parents expressed concern that their child was experiencing personal problems 

that interfered with his school work but that he had not received any support from the school to 

address these problems. They added that the guidance counselor there does not speak Spanish, 

and they did not think that there was anyone at the school with whom they could discuss their 

concerns. When asked how they wished the school could support them, they said that they would 

like to receive guidance on how to support their child better to overcome his problems, complete 

high school, and prepare for college.  

 

In contrast, an Amharic-speaking parent said his child’s high school communicates if their child 

is absent or if the student is in the “danger zone.” In these cases, they said parents usually receive 

an email or call with suggestions on how to help the student improve (e.g., by staying after 

school or meeting the teacher for extra help at lunchtime).   
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Appendix J. Summary of Results: Document Review/Central Office 

Interviews 
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Summary of Results: Document Review/Central Office Interviews 

 

In response to a list of documents requested by GW-CEEE, Arlington Public Schools’ Offices of 

English for Speakers of Other Languages/High Intensity Language Training (ESOL/HILT) and 

Planning and Evaluation collaborated to collect written documentation pertaining to the 

Division’s programs and services for English language learners (ELLs). GW-CEEE evaluators 

also examined information published on APS’ Web site and on the ESOL/HILT Blackboard site. 

In addition, some documents were collected as a follow-up to ongoing interviews with APS’ 

Central Office and school personnel.  

 

The evaluators examined these documents to determine the extent to which policies and 

guidance are aligned with the standards of practice outlined in GW-CEEE’s Promoting 

Excellence Appraisal System (PEAS) rubric.  Documents reviewed addressed 26 topics and 

included the Division’s most recent strategic plan, ESOL/HILT handbooks and strategic plans, 

prior program evaluations, division-wide procedures and policies regarding ELLs, e.g., 

procedures for identification, placement, instruction, monitoring, assessment and exit; approved 

textbooks; samples of core curriculum, and lesson and unit plans; language development 

frameworks; professional development; and family outreach plans and activities.   

 

In addition, GW-CEEE conducted ongoing teleconferences and interviews with the Division’s 

evaluation management team (Offices of Planning and Evaluation and ESOL/HILT), and one-

time interviews with 14 other Central Office staff from the Offices of English Language Arts, 

Mathematics, Science, Minority Achievement, and Information Services. The collection and 

analysis of data from division documents and central office interviews were iterative processes; 

that is, as documents were reviewed, evaluators interviewed relevant central office personnel to 

provide context and background to inform the analysis.  Results of these analyses are presented 

for each PEAS dimension and relevant constructs. 

 

Instructional Program Design 

Effective design.  

APS uses three primary types of instructional programs for ELLs. These are ESOL/HILT, First 

Language Support (FLS) and dual language. The first two programs are offered by the 

ESOL/HILT Office, while the Office of World Languages oversees the dual language programs. 

 

The goals of ESOL/HILT are to “ensure that ELLs attain English proficiency in order to develop 

high levels of academic achievement,” and to “assist ELLs in meeting APS academic content 

standards that all students are expected to achieve:  APS curriculum, Virginia Standards of 

Learning (SOL); as well as World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) English 

Language Proficiency Standards (K-12) in Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing 

(http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1761). The Web site states that ESOL/HILT 

programs are “research-based” and use “a variety of methods and best practices that integrate 

language and content.” 

 

Four APS elementary schools implement FLS to help ELLs access grade-level academic content 

in selected subject areas.  APS initiated the FLS program in 1998 with the aim of accelerating 

academic achievement through content area (science and social studies) instruction in the native 

language for Spanish-speaking elementary students. FLS schools are Barcroft (Grades K-5) 

which piloted the first FLS/Foreign Language in Elementary School (FLES) program model; 

http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1761
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Barrett (Grades K-2); Carlin Springs (Grades K-2); and Hoffman-Boston (Grades K-2).  

According to Barcroft’s Web site, the objectives of FLS are to (a) maintain and develop high 

levels of Spanish speaking proficiency; (b) develop Spanish literacy (reading and writing); and 

(c) accelerate concept development in science and social studies”  

(http://www.apsva.us/domain/429). 

 

Since its inception, the FLS program has evolved in response to the requirements of No Child 

Left Behind (NCLB) and other competing demands made by the Division. Originally, 

participating schools offered two hours of daily FLS instruction.  Today, the amount of time 

schools can offer FLS seems to vary.  The ESOL/HILT Office is working with one new school 

which has expressed interest in implementing FLS, according to an ESOL/HILT staff person. 

The ESOL/HILT Office plans to continue to analyze student outcome data to assess the effect of 

these programs.   

 

Two elementary schools (Key and Claremont) offer two-way Spanish/English immersion dual 

language programs, offered by the Office of World Languages. Dual language (DL) programs 

are enriched, academically challenging programs that provide literacy and academic content 

instruction through the medium of two languages. The goals of APS’ dual language programs are 

to develop high levels of proficiency in the native language, and in a second language through 

content instruction; develop high levels of literacy in both languages; promote high academic 

achievement in the content areas in both languages; and develop cross-cultural competence 

(http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=2139). These goals are consistent with those 

suggested by the Center for Applied Linguistics (Christian, Howard, & Loeb, 2000). When dual 

language programs enroll both English-speakers and speakers of the target language they are 

referred to as two-way immersion (TWI) programs. Because instruction is provided through both 

languages, both groups of students have the opportunity to build on what they know in their first 

language to learn challenging academic subject matter through a second language. Most ELLs 

who participate in dual language or FLS programs also receive other services through 

ESOL/HILT.   

 

Service delivery models for ESOL/HILT vary substantially within and across schools and from 

grade to grade. Elementary and secondary service delivery models are described in the following 

sections. 

 

The ESOL/HILT Office states that it incorporates four research-based instructional approaches 

into lesson plans and curriculum guides for ELLs. These include (a) Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP), (b) Understanding by Design (UbD), (c) 4MAT Cycle (4MAT), 

and (d) Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA). The predominant 

approach used in English-medium instruction is SIOP. 

 

Elementary ESOL/HILT programming. At grades PreK-5, APS schools use one of five 

instructional delivery models to implement the ESOL/HILT program: (a) ESL classroom; (b) 

inclusion; (c) pull-out; (d) regrouping; and (e) first language support (FLS).  These delivery 

models are described below as they appear on APS’ Web site, http://apsva.us/Page/17854. 

  

(1) Classroom:  The classroom teacher has ESL certification and provides instruction for 

ESOL/HILT students who remain in the classroom with their grade level peers.  The 

http://www.apsva.us/domain/429
http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=2139
http://apsva.us/Page/17854
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class may consist of only ESOL/HILT students or there may be a combination of 

ESOL/HILT and non-ESOL/HILT students. 

 

(2) Inclusion: ESOL/HILT students remain in the mainstream classroom where they receive 

extra instructional support as needed from the ESOL/HILT teacher or assistant.  The 

ESOL/HILT teacher or assistant may plan for and/or direct lessons for individual groups 

within the classroom, co-teach with the classroom teacher, or work with individual 

students. 

 

(3) Pull-Out: ESOL/HILT students are pulled from the mainstream classroom and receive 

language arts and/or other core content instruction from the ESOL/HILT teacher. 

Students may be pulled based on grade level, English language proficiency level (ELP) or 

reading/writing level.  The instruction may be targeted to meet specific language arts 

needs or it may be an integrated approach. 

 

(4) Regrouping:  All students in the class or at the grade level are regrouped homogeneously 

into small groups (5-10 students) on a consistent basis for a short amount of time for 

language arts instruction based on proficiency levels.  Instruction may take place inside 

or outside the classroom from an ESOL/HILT or non-ESOL/HILT teacher.  The 

ESOL/HILT teacher works as part of a grade-level or classroom team and may instruct 

ESOL/HILT or non-ESOL/HILT students.  Rotations are one example of regrouping. 

 

(5) First Language Support: The FLS teacher provides native language instruction in social 

studies and science for ESOL/HILT or monitored students whose first language 

is Spanish.  

 

Table J1 summarizes APS’s guidance for elementary ESOL/HILT programs. 
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Table J1. Guidance for ESOL/HILT Grades K-5 
Grade ELP Program Instructional Focus Description 

K 

K 

1-3 

4 

HILT 

ESOL 
 Oral language 

development 

 Vocabulary development 

of Tier 1 basic words and 

Tier 3 content words 

HILT Teacher/Time/Model: Group HILT 

students with ESOL/HILT teacher during 

language arts rotations 

ESOL Teacher/Time/Model: Group ESOL 

students with ESOL/HILT teacher, ESOL/HILT 

assistant, or other specialist at available time 

1 

2 

3-5 

1-3 

1-3 

1-2 

HILT 

HILT 

HILT A 

 Concept development 

 Oral language 

development of social and 

academic language 

 Vocabulary development 

of Tier 1 basic words and 

Tier 3 content words 

 Reading and writing 

instruction at student’s 

developmental level  

Teacher: Direct, explicit instruction by 

ESOL/HILT teacher or other specialist 

Time: 90 minutes during language arts block 

Model: Pull-out model allows for use of best 

practices in the area of building background 

Curriculum: Integration of oral language, 

reading and writing with comprehensible 

academic content and ELL instructional 

strategies 

3-5 3 HILT B  Concept development 

 Continued oral language 

development 

 Vocabulary development 

of Tier 3 content words 

 Reading and writing 

instruction at student’s 

developmental level 

Teacher: Direct, explicit instruction by 

ESOL/HILT teacher or other specialist 

Time: 60-90 minutes during language arts block 

Model: Small group in any model allows for use 

of best practices 

Curriculum: Integration of oral language, 

reading and writing with comprehensible 

academic content and ELL instructional 

strategies 

1 

2 

3-5 

4 

4 

4 

ESOL 

ESOL 

ESOL 

 Oral language and Tier 3 

content vocabulary 

development 

 Reading and writing 

instruction that explicitly 

addresses development 

and refinement of skills 

Teacher: In small groups with ESOL/HILT 

teacher’s instruction, direction, support or with 

other specialist using appropriate strategies  

Curriculum: Connect language arts lessons to 

academic content concepts/vocabulary and ELL 

instructional strategies 

Source: Adapted from Making Connections: A Language Arts Guide for Teaching ELLs (2008), pages 3-13 using 

updated WIDA levels. 

 

Secondary ESOL/HILT programming. At grades 6-12, APS places students in 

HILT/HILTEX programs according to their ELP levels. Table J2 summarizes guidance for 

serving students at each ELP level.  Students with beginning proficiency (HILT A/WIDA Level 

1) and intermediate proficiency (HILT B/WIDA Level 2) receive four to five periods of daily 

instruction in English language arts (ELA), social studies, and science taught by an ESOL/HILT 

teacher.  Students with high-intermediate proficiency (HILTEX A/WIDA Level 3) and 

intermediate-advanced proficiency (HILTEX B/WIDA Level 4) are to receive two periods of 

daily instruction in ELA with a HILTEX teacher in addition to grade level and/or mainstream 

content and electives.  Content courses other than ELA may be taught by an ESOL/HILT teacher 

or a general education teacher, depending on the school and grade.   

 

Students at advanced levels of proficiency (Level 5-Bridging) are exited from 

ESOL/HILT services when they show they are successful in meeting grade level expectations as 

measured by local assessments (e.g., DRP, writing assessments, SOLs, and grades in mainstream 

courses). These students may score relatively high on the ACCESS for ELLs ® English language 

proficiency test but they have not yet scored high enough to attain the state English language 
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proficiency benchmarks (a composite score of 5.0 and a literacy score of 5.0 on Tier C of the 

ACCESS for ELLs ®). Once students meet state exit criteria (Level 6–Reaching), they continue 

taking mainstream classes and are monitored for two years. 

 

Table J2. Guidance for Secondary HILT/HILTEX Program  
HILT Program ELP Label Description 

HILT A 1 Accelerated 

Literacy 

Students receive 4-5 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts and content instruction.  

HILT A 1 Entering Students receive 4-5 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts and content instruction. Students may be 

enrolled in mainstream math. 

HILT B 2 Emerging Students receive 4-5 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts and content instruction. Students may be 

enrolled in mainstream math. 

HILTEX A 3 Developing Students receive 2 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts, and enroll in required social studies, 

science and math classes. 

HILTEX B 4 Expanding Students receive 2 periods daily of intensive English 

language arts, and enroll in required social studies, 

science and math classes. 

Mainstream 5 Bridging Students exit direct ESOL/HILT classes and enroll in 

non-sheltered English classes. 

Mainstream 6 Reaching Students are monitored for two years after they have 

attained the state English language proficiency 

benchmarks. 

Source: Adapted from Teaching ELLs in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program: A Guide to Essential Knowledge in 

Instructional Practices (2011).  

 

Aligned with vision. The mission of the ESOL/HILT program is “To honor and build 

upon the diverse cultural and language backgrounds of English language learners and to ensure 

that they achieve their fullest linguistic, academic, cognitive and social potential.” Its vision 

states the following: 

 

All English Language Learners achieve their fullest potential while building upon their 

diverse language and cultural backgrounds.  The ESOL/HILT office collaborates with 

APS staff to guide, support and monitor instruction that develops academic language and 

content knowledge to accelerate student progress.  The ESOL/HILT Office also 

collaborates with APS staff to build effective parental and community involvement that 

promotes student achievement (http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1761).  

 

A review of ESOL/HILT program guidance materials, specifically Making Connections (2008) 

for elementary schools and ESOL/HILT: Essential Knowledge Guide (2011) for secondary 

schools, indicated that the division aims to ensure that ELLs achieve proficiency in English and 

succeed academically by meeting the same academic content standards expected of all students 

enrolled in Arlington public schools.  ESOL/HILT documentation also highlights the importance 

of developing students’ self-confidence as bicultural and independent learners.   

 

http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1761
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The vision and goals for ESOL/HILT programs appear to be well aligned with the Division’s 

overall vision and goals of rising achievement, elimination of achievement gaps for ELLs, 

responsive education, and effective relationships. 

 

Aligned with needs. Within the context of APS’ policy of site-based management, 

principals are expected to work with school-based leadership teams to design appropriate ELL 

instructional programs that conform to the school’s context and population. Thus programming 

for ELLs varies substantially from school to school, particularly at the elementary level.  During 

interviews, ESOL/HILT Office staff described both benefits and challenges in relation to this 

decentralized approach. An advantage of site-based management is the flexibility enjoyed by 

elementary school administrators to respond to the needs of each school’s population.  On the 

other hand, the wide variability in service delivery models makes coordination and oversight 

challenging. For example, it is difficult for the ESOL/HILT Office to assess division-wide 

personnel needs and to develop strategies for combining part-time positions across schools. In 

addition, the ESOL/HILT Office reports it does not have a systematic means to ensure that 

school-based decisions about curriculum and instruction adhere to principles of effective 

instruction for ELLs.  

 

When asked how the Division addresses the needs of its diverse population of ELLs, 

ESOL/HILT Office staff indicated that placing students with interrupted formal education (SIFE) 

has been particularly challenging of late compared to previous years.  Staff explained that at one 

time, APS offered an Accelerated Literacy class for these students, but now there are not enough 

SIFE students at each school to make up a class, so they are placed in HILT A together with 

other students at beginning levels of proficiency. APS is aware of these issues and considering 

ways to better address the diverse learning needs in the ELL population.  

 

Access to grade-level content. 

Evidence from division documentation and interviews was reviewed for PEAS standards of 

practice in relation to instructional approaches, instructional resources, the elementary reading 

program, and secondary language arts courses for ELLs. 

 

Access to grade-level instruction. APS has made efforts to ensure ELLs have access to 

grade-level instruction in several ways. In a growing number of ESOL/HILT classes as well as 

subject area classes taught by content teachers, the Division uses the SIOP model. This 

instructional framework aims to support ELLs’ access to academic content and English language 

development. The SIOP model, developed by Echevarria, Vogt and Short (2000) is supported by 

research indicating it supports high quality instruction for ELLs in core content areas. The 

approach consists of eight interdependent components (Lesson Preparation, Building 

Background, Comprehensible Input, Strategies, Interaction, Practice/Application, Lesson 

Delivery and Review/Assessment).  

 

At the elementary level, much of the effort to improve access to grade-level instruction has 

revolved around literacy. This is discussed in a subsequent section. 

 

At the secondary level, staff observed that ESOL/HILT teachers seem to be less familiar with the 

SOLs than are their elementary counterparts. These staff members also indicated that some ELLs 

were receiving content that was considerably below grade level. For example, one staff member 

reported that ELLs in a 9
th

 grade mainstream science class were given a 7
th

 grade textbook 
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because the teacher did not think these students would be able to understand the grade-level 

content. She added that many content teachers are unaware of the availability of adapted texts. 

For math, Central Office staff reported that in the past, ELLs were placed in classes according to 

their English language proficiency (ELP) levels. Thus, many students who were capable of doing 

higher-level math were not given the opportunity to take classes appropriate to their abilities. To 

address this issue, the math department established a policy of placing students according to 

math ability (measured by content assessments), regardless of their ELP level.  However, staff 

reported that it has been difficult for schools to make this shift, as most content teachers are not 

trained in instructional strategies for ELLs. Some middle schools offer a “Transitions to 

Mainstream Math” course to expose students to concepts and to introduce the textbook they will 

be using the following year. 

 

For secondary ELA, Central Office staff reported that in order to address concerns that ELLs 

were not provided equitable opportunities to earn high school credits, the Transitional English 

class was eliminated in 2010-11. In addition, the ESOL/HILT Office created new policies for 

placing secondary ELLs in English 9 and 10 HILTEX classes in lieu of HILTEX A and B, with 

the aim of providing improved alignment with the SOLs. 

 

Evaluators reviewed a sample of syllabi for secondary HILT/HILTEX language arts classes at a 

range of grade levels and placement levels. All of the sample syllabi include the following: 

course objectives aligned with grade-specific SOLs and the appropriate WIDA Standard; 

learning objectives organized according to reading, writing, researching, and speaking goals and 

corresponding SOLs; required classroom materials; a list of the main texts for reading, writing, 

and grammar; and grading information.  Each syllabus outlines how students can advance in 

grade and ELP levels as well as the consequences of failing to meet the ELP guidelines. In 

addition, each syllabus provides space for the student, parent(s) or care giver(s), the teacher, and 

an administrator to sign indicating agreement about the course content and sequence, as well as 

corresponding resources and assessments. 

 

The syllabus for the English 9 HILT EX course states that final grades for students who advance 

to either English 10 HILTEX or English 10 are based on “quality points” (with a 4.0 to 0.0 range 

that correspond to letter grades A to E) from all four quarters.  Students who earn an A, B, C, or 

D receive two academic credits while students who earn an E receive no credit. The syllabus 

reads 

 

Students who do not meet the guidelines to move to the next language proficiency level 

[based on ACCESS scores] will receive an S if their work over four quarters was 

satisfactory or a U if their work was unsatisfactory.  Current Level 3 students who receive 

an S or U will continue in English 9 HILTEX to further their language development and 

will not receive credit at this time.  Current Level 4 students who do not meet the 

guidelines to move to Level 5 may still receive credit for English 9 HILTEX if their final 

grade as calculated by the quality points is D or higher.  The student will continue at 

Level 4 in English 10 HILTEX (English 9 HILTEX Syllabus, rev 4-13-2012). 

 

Based on the review of HILT/HILTEX syllabi for Language Arts, the course objectives, learning 

goals, and resources are coherent and follow a logical sequence.  
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High quality resources. According to the APS website, “The HILT/HILTEX curriculum 

is aligned with the State English Language Proficiency (WIDA) Standards and Virginia 

Standards of Learning” (http://apsva.us/Page/17225).  The WIDA standards address the need to 

support both academic language development and academic achievement for ELLs through high 

quality standards, assessments, research and professional development for educators 

(http://www.wida.us).  APS’ ESOL/HILT program design is based on six placement levels that 

correspond to the WIDA levels.  These levels are: Entering, Beginning, Developing, Expanding, 

Bridging and Reaching.  The ESOL/HILT program also incorporates the five WIDA English 

Language Proficiency standards: (a) Social and Instructional Language, (b) Language of 

Language Arts, (c) Language of Mathematics, (d) Language of Science, and (e) Language of 

Social Studies.   

 

Recently, staff from the ESOL/HILT Office participated in a Department of Instruction project to 

create Key Elements of a Daily Lesson Plan, a template that incorporates all four of its adopted 

instructional approaches (SIOP, UbD, 4MAT, and CALLA). Staff reported the ESOL/HILT 

Office has been using this template to write curriculum. In the future, the Department of 

Instruction will promote these key elements not only for curriculum development but also for 

teachers to use in planning lessons. It will also be incorporated into a three-year professional 

development plan for SIOP. Principals will be expected to look for the key elements when they 

observe a lesson, and staff are exploring ways to connect it to the new teacher evaluation. 

 

The division has approved a list of resources, textbooks and instructional materials to support 

students in developing the four language arts domains.  These approved resources are made 

available at schools and to instructional staff.  At the elementary school level, Making 

Connections: A Language Arts Guide For Teaching ELLs (2008), lists  approved materials that 

include: (a) StoryTown (K-5) for core reading; (b) Words their Way in Action, Words their Way 

for English Learners (K-5) for word study; (c) Units of Study for Primary Writing (K-1) and 

Being a Writer (2-5) for writing 4) Handwriting without Tears (K-3) for handwriting; (d) Moving 

into English (written for grades 2-3, but the division recommends use for grades 3-5) for 

ESOL/HILT; and (e) English Explorers as a supplementary text.    

 

At the secondary level, approved resources and materials aim to develop students’ abilities in the 

four language arts domains (reading, writing, speaking and listening).  To name just a few, some 

listed on a chart of textbook adoptions for the middle school HILT/HILTEX program include: (a) 

Keys to Learning, Shining Star, Bridges to Literature, and Holt Elements of Literature for core 

reading; (b) Four Square Writing Method and Write Source for writing development; (c) Side by 

Side for grammar; and (d) novels such as Fire in the Triangle Factory and A Horse Named 

Seabiscuit.  Recommended HILT/HILTEX textbooks for high school classrooms follow a similar 

organization. Secondary HILT/HILTEX teachers can also find additional recommended reading 

materials in the reading sections of their binders, English Language Proficiency Standards and 

Essential Knowledge.   

 

Evaluators conducted a close review of approximately 30 samples of ESOL/HILT curriculum.  

Samples included ESOL/HILT-developed unit guides and lesson plans for all levels of 

HILT/HILTEX and ESOL programs from elementary to secondary in addition to summer school 

units.  Results of this review indicate that overall, the sample unit guides and lesson plans 

conform to a cohesive design that integrates all four research-based instructional models selected 

by the Division and aligns with SOL and WIDA standards.  Curriculum samples also listed clear 
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content and language standards and learning objectives, followed by procedures, activities, and 

assessments aligned to both sets of standards.   

 

A number of lesson plans also included detailed rubrics with performance indicators across all 

WIDA levels.  Many showed an exemplary level of quality and creativity. For example, a 

summer school unit titled, “Insects: Ant homes under the ground and ladybugs,” for K-2 showed 

the integration of science and language arts to teach about the lifecycles of insects. The unit 

reflected skillful application of Understanding by Design and the 4-MAT System.  It also 

included background information for teachers to ensure they understood the concepts being 

taught and a conceptual framework for implementing the lesson.   

 

Another exemplary lesson plan for HILT A Grades 3-5, is titled, “Using nonfiction text formats: 

Our skeleton.” Following the SIOP template, the lesson plan outlines ways to expand students’ 

vocabulary of body parts in the context of nonfiction books, with learning activities to help 

students read, understand, and relate new learning to themes (a recommended practice for ELLs).  

The lesson is grounded in high expectations for students and incorporates multiple texts and 

instructional resources to support deep understanding.  A third, shorter, example consists of a 

HILT A science lesson for middle and high school summer school students titled, “Gulf of 

Mexico Oil Spill.”  This lesson provides a creative way of connecting students’ science learning 

to current events (the BP oil spill of 2010).  The procedures seem to support the enduring 

understandings and essential questions stated in the lesson plan with guidance on ideas for 

adapting the lesson across WIDA levels. 

 

Several of the lessons sampled also incorporate students’ diverse cultural backgrounds and 

histories.  For instance, the theme for a three- to four-week, 5
th

 grade HILT B ELA unit is 

“What’s in a Name?” This unit explores two books: My Name is Maria Isabel, which is a story 

about a young Puerto Rican girl whose teacher changes her name on her first day at school, and 

The Day of Ahmed’s Secret, a story about a boy in Egypt discovering the importance of his name 

and identity.  This sample unit incorporates the components of UbD, including English Language 

Proficiency Standards as well as content standards, conceptual questions, enduring 

understandings, and performance tasks.  

 

While the curricular resources showed a superior level of guidance for supporting content 

instruction and basic language related to the content, they were less consistent in the quality of 

guidance for supporting the development of academic language. All listed WIDA standards and 

most also listed language objectives. However, there was little explicit guidance for how teachers 

were expected to teach these standards and objectives. For example, the language objective for 

the Gulf oil spill lesson was “Students will be able to orally discuss the pros and cons of offshore 

drilling and sequence events from text.” In the procedures the lesson plan states, “After reading, 

students can use the sequencing charts to summarize the text.” Teachers are also instructed to 

have students discuss and write about their learning. No explicit guidance is provided to help 

students comprehend complex text or to model ways to use academic language to express their 

learning orally and in writing. In the secondary unit and lesson plans, vocabulary consisted 

primarily of Tier 3 (content-specific) vocabulary as well as low-frequency words that might be 

unfamiliar to ELLs, but evaluators found little emphasis on Tier 2 academic vocabulary, i.e., 

words that are useful across subject areas (e.g.,  acute, emphasize, or express). In contrast, a K – 

2 summer school unit on water included guidance for teaching generative words (e.g., 
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high/higher/higher than/highest) organized around concepts such as quantity, size, position and 

temperature. 

 

Struggling students. In the spring of 2010, the Superintendent formed the Dropout 

Prevention Task Force to reduce the Division’s dropout rate.  The Task Force is responsible for: 

 

(1) Determining who was dropping out of school;  

(2) Determining the reasons that students were dropping out of school;  

(3) Identifying best practices relative to dropout prevention and intervention as found in 

the literature;  

(4) Identifying current services provided by APS relative to graduation support and 

dropout prevention;  

(5) Matching identified APS services with identified best practices;  

(6) Identifying gaps in APS services;  

(7) Identifying areas needing further investigation; (8) Provide recommendations for 

further consideration and action; and  

(8) Preparing a report to be given to a blue ribbon panel for the purpose of reviewing the 

work of the task force, evaluating the recommendation, providing transparency for 

communicating the issues to the community and public, and ensuring a process of 

accountability. 

(A Review of Efforts to Prevent Dropping Out of School, Arlington Public Schools, 

February 2011) 

 

According to a report submitted to the Superintendent of Schools, the Dropout Prevention Task 

Force calculated that in the 2010 cohort for dropouts, 60% of students who drop out of school in 

APS belong to a language minority, compared to 40% of dropouts who are non-LEP.  

Furthermore, 74% of all drop outs are Latinos (Figure J1).  The Task Force has also examined 

the unique challenges ELLs face. For example, it found that older ELLs must often balance 

school and learning English with full-time work to support themselves and their families. In 

addition, many ELLs come to APS over-age and under-credited, according to the Task Force 

coordinator. 

 

Task force members conducted interviews with school principals at all levels from elementary to 

secondary and identified ten best practices for dropout prevention and intervention.  It has 

developed work groups to increase capacity around using effective data systems to identify 

struggling ELLs, to support their transition through APS programs and services, to improve 

school culture and climate, and to support older ELLs in APS. 

 

During an interview, a staff member suggested that one of the most important steps APS has 

taken is to listen to the students.  “We need to listen before we speak,” she said.  “We need to 

[hear] their needs, assets, hopes and dreams in order to help them build a way to get at what’s in 

their hard drive, not ours.  There is no silver bullet, but we need to listen to the kids.”  To that 

end, the Task Force conducted interviews with over 20 struggling students.  In addition to 

hearing the voices of struggling students, the Task Force has also reached out to a variety of 

networks in the Latino community.   
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Figure J1. 2010 Cohort dropouts includes entries at all grade levels. 

 
Source: Dropout Prevention Presentation (March 2011) prepared by the Dropout Prevention Task Force. 

 

Currently, the Division has adopted a three-tiered identification, prevention and intervention 

framework as part of the Early Warning Indicators system recommended by the Mid-Atlantic 

Equity Center.  Through this data-driven system and framework, the Division focuses on both 

individual and institutional factors that lead to student disengagement. The system follows the 

ABCs of disengagement, i.e., it tracks individual students’ attendance, behavior, and course 

performance.  The Division has also explored ways to engage community organizations and 

networks in increasing student engagement.  Recently, the Division signed a memorandum of 

understanding with the national nonprofit, Communities in Schools, to strengthen connections 

among schools, communities, and Division leadership as well as to develop support systems 

through which all these groups can engage one another. While the Division is currently directing 

resources to building awareness and action steps around curbing the dropout rate, the task force 

coordinator indicated more work is needed to build a comprehensive data collection system to 

identify struggling students, including ELLs, who need additional support.  

 

Language development. 

Documentation provided by the ESOL/HILT Office indicates its approach to first and second 

language development is based on Collier’s (1994) Prism Model (as cited on the ESOL/HILT 

Web site and in Teaching ELLs in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program, 2011, p. 4) (Figure J2).  

The Prism Model depicts the interdependent relationships among four dimensions important to 

language acquisition: socio-cultural, academic, cognitive, and linguistic development.  

ESOL/HILT’s intention is that unit guides and lesson plans across all content areas show 

consistency with the four dimensions of the Prism Model.  
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Figure J2. Collier’s prism model. 

 
Source: Collier, 1994, as cited in Teaching ELLs in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program: A Guide to 

Essential Knowledge in Instructional Practices, 2011, p. 4. 

 

 

APS provides language development through the content areas, in particular through English 

language arts, but also through the integration of WIDA standards into HILT/HILTEX content 

instruction in all subject areas. 

 

Coherent ELD curriculum – elementary level. The same elementary reading program is 

used for all students enrolled in APS, including ELLs. APS’ Language Arts Curriculum 

Framework Guidelines Pre-K to Grade 5 states that the curriculum is comprised of 

“comprehensive literacy instruction” that is differentiated to meet individual student needs. The 

fourth of four guiding principles for the language arts curriculum states that “APS instructional 

staff will apply knowledge of students’ background, cultural competence, and differentiated 

language arts instruction to meet the varied needs and interests of all students.” The guidelines 

indicate that language arts instruction should include: 

 

 Reading Aloud/Model Reading 

 Shared Reading 

 Guided Reading 

 Independent Reading 

 Spelling, Word Study,  and Vocabulary 

 Modeled Writing 

 Shared Writing/Interactive Writing 

 Guided Writing 

 Independent Writing 

 

In addition, oral language should be “integrated and scaffolded within each component.” 

 

The Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) provides a list of approved textbooks and 

reading programs from which school divisions may choose.  ESOL/HILT staff members reported 

that despite serving on the textbook adoption committee and participating in reviewing these 
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programs, in their judgment, none of the state recommendations appeared to adequately address 

the needs of ELLs.   

 

With ESOL/HILT input, APS selected Harcourt’s StoryTown as its core elementary level reading 

program because it seemed to be “the best of what was shown to us.” However, ESOL/HILT 

staff members indicated neither ESOL/HILT teachers nor central office staff are satisfied with 

the program. ESOL/HILT staff expressed a concern that the reading program is made up of many 

disconnected components that are difficult to coordinate.  For example, the vocabulary in many 

of the stories is too hard for ELLs and does not focus on the kinds of high-frequency words these 

students need, according to interview data. ESOL/HILT staff observed that many teachers of 

ELLs still tend to teach each component of the program in ways that focus on isolated skills 

disconnected from any meaningful context In addition, staff indicated that because of the strong 

emphasis on phonemic awareness, ELLs typically develop the ability to “break the code,” but 

comprehension can remain weak, impacting students’ understanding of what they have read. 

 

A 2007 evaluation of the ESOL/HILT program recommended the Division improve the 

integration of the four language domains into language arts instruction through meaning-based 

approaches.  Subsequently, the ESOL/HILT Office developed Making Connections:  A 

Language Arts Guide for Teaching English Language Learners (2008), as a supplement to the 

APS elementary reading program for ELLs. Making Connections is intended to support ELLs to 

draw connections across academic subject areas and develop English across the four language 

domains (reading, writing, listening, and speaking). The guide provides instructional strategies 

and materials to help elementary teachers who serve ELLs to make thematic connections across 

concepts in science, social studies, health and other content areas. The concepts incorporated in 

Making Connections are drawn from Virginia content SOLs and the WIDA language standards.  

To develop the guide, an ESL consultant reviewed each story in the reading program and 

identified books that would work best with ELLs. The consultant also identified key vocabulary, 

concepts and instructional strategies in order to provide ELLs instruction that encourages them to 

construct meaning from text.  ESOL/HILT staff indicated that a great deal of effort went into 

creating a guide that teachers would find relevant over the next few years.   

 

However, according to interviews with ESOL/HILT staff, the guide is not used as much as they 

had hoped. Currently, the office has focused more on providing instructional guidance through 

the use of ESOL/HILT Language Proficiency Cards (referred to as Grade-Level Pink Cards) 

aligned to the WIDA Can Do descriptors by grade level. The new lesson plan template reminds 

teachers to refer to the Can Do descriptors on the Grade-Level Pink Cards when planning 

instruction.  

 

The Grade-Level Pink Cards are intended to guide teachers at each grade level in providing 

English language development. The 2012 version of these cards shows the WIDA Can Do 

descriptors in each of the four language domains for students at each ELP level from 1 to 5. Can 

Do descriptors are based on the language functions students need to master the language of 

language arts, math, science, social studies. The cards also include tips for scaffolding content 

instruction and a reminder to teach grade level academic vocabulary.  A review of the pink cards 

indicated they provide guidance for instruction that is differentiated to students’ ELP levels. 

 

In addition, the Language Arts Office provides grade-level Theme Cards for Storytown. Ten 

themes are addressed for Kindergarten and six themes are addressed for Grades 1-5. Each Theme 
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Card provides a brief “at a glance” overview of the particular theme, including anthology main 

selections; leveled readers recommended for students at three reading levels (below, on, 

advanced) and ELLs; robust vocabulary and “ELL Key Vocabulary Tier I & III;” grammar; 

comprehension focus skills; strategies and descriptors; and teacher resources, including 

references to relevant SOLs in various subject areas. For each lesson, the card lists an “ELL 

concept.” For example, the ELL concept for Grade 4 My Diary from Here to There is “People 

emigrate to the U.S. to find work and new opportunities.” The Theme Cards also reference the 

Making Connections Guide. The Theme Cards do not list Tier II (general academic) vocabulary, 

however a description of Storytown states that the it “incorporates ‘Robust Vocabulary’ or Tier 

II words and a series of interactive  strategies based on the research of Drs. Isabel Beck and 

Margaret McKeown” (APS New Employee Orientation: Language Arts, 2011). Overall, the 

Theme Cards appear to be a useful resource to support teachers in planning and carrying out 

reading instruction for all students, with clear guidance on ways to differentiate for ELLs.  

  

Coherent ELD curriculum – secondary level.  At the secondary level, the section on 

English Language Development in the Secondary ESOL/HILT Program Guide (2011) states that 

APS follows the state-adopted WIDA standards for ELLs and that teachers are expected to 

develop language objectives to help students master the language of each content area. This 

document also refers to the WIDA Performance Definitions and Can Do descriptors for Grades 6 

– 8 and Grades 9 – 12. In addition, it provides examples of language objectives for oral language, 

reading and writing, instructional strategies for teaching language (e.g., structured conversations, 

read alouds, and cooperative learning), and lists of grammatical structures to teach students at 

each ELP level. The document states “Research is adamant that the four language domains--

speaking, listening, reading and writing--should be integrated within a thematic or content-based 

curriculum. Research also emphasizes that the development of strong oral language skills, 

particularly in the use of academic language, is critical to success in school” (p. 5). APS also 

provides a series of charts showing the alignment of language standards to the SOLs for 

Communication: Speaking, Listening, Media Literacy; Reading; Research; and Writing Grades 6 

– 9.  

 

Equity. 

Evaluators examined data from the document review and Central Office interviews for evidence 

of the extent to which APS programs provide equitable access to the core curriculum (including 

electives), participation in intensified and advanced placement courses, and access to 

extracurricular activities. 

 

Access to electives. According to Division leaders, a recent program evaluation of the 

Division’s Fine Arts program found that when ELLs fall behind in core subjects, they are more 

likely to be pulled out of electives to receive extra support.  In addition, some APS staff 

expressed concern that ELLs, particularly at the middle school level, do not have equitable 

access to electives because of their ESOL/HILT schedules.  At the high school level, all students 

are required to take health, but many ELLs struggle to meet this requirement because of their 

language abilities, according to interviews with staff.  Two high schools offer a health 

curriculum designed for ELLs, and a third has requested assistance from the ESOL/HILT Office 

to address this need. 

 

Advanced coursework. The Division’s 2005-2011 strategic plan for student achievement 

outlined four major goals, one of which was to “eliminate gaps in achievement among identified 
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groups (Asian, Black, Hispanic, and low-income students, students with disabilities, and ELLs)” 

(Report on 2010-2011 Results on the Indicators of the APS 2005-2011 Strategic Plan).  Although 

no specific documentation was included in this document review in regard to ELLs’ participation 

in advanced coursework, interviews with Central Office staff addressed the issue of ELL 

participation in advanced math courses.  At one high school, for instance, ELLs at WIDA levels 

1 and 2 tend to be placed in general and lower math courses, according to one staff member. 

“ELLs [at lower ELP levels] never make it to more advanced courses,” she said, adding that 

when ELLs at WIDA levels 4 and 5 do manage to enroll in advanced courses, their teachers 

might not know how to meet their needs.  Because of language barriers, ELLs who might be 

capable of earning A’s in advanced placement courses might only earn C’s, according to this 

staff person.  

 

Counseling.  

In addition to guidance counselors, secondary schools employ part-time Bilingual HILT 

Resource Counselors who fill a more “therapeutic role” and work with parents and families, 

according to Central Office staff.  These counselors work with students in individual counseling 

sessions as well as group therapy sessions.  They also work with families as needed to address 

issues of reunification and conduct workshops for and with parents.  Unlike regular guidance 

counselors, they are not involved with scheduling, but work closely with the counseling office. 

 

On a Division level, APS hosts an annual one-day Latino Youth Leadership Conference for 

secondary students Grades 6 - 12. The conference Web site (http://apsva.us/Page/17077) lists the 

following objectives: 

 

 Foster leadership among Latino students by involving the students in the coordination of 

the event; 

 Inspire Latino students and provide positive role models by bringing successful Latinos 

as keynote speakers and workshop presenters; 

 Expose students to a college campus by holding the conference in a local college or 

university; and 

 Provide college and career information. 

 

Instructional Implementation 

Program implementation. 

Long-term monitoring. The ESOL/HILT Office reports that it carefully monitors the 

progress of LEP students at Levels 1- 6 and staff collects data on student grades, attendance, and 

performance on the SOLs and the Virginia Grade Level Alternative (VGLA). The office also 

monitors secondary school students who are at risk of failure. Each quarter the ESOL/HILT 

Office provides to secondary HILT Lead Teachers/Department Chairs electronic lists of students 

at ELP Levels 1-6 who are receiving D's and E's.  The lead ESOL/HILT teachers/department 

chairs share this information with their grade level teams or subject area departments to ensure 

that students in need of interventions receive support. Secondary  teachers are required to 

complete monitoring forms on a quarterly basis to identify struggling students who may need 

additional support.   

 

Monitoring of Level 5 and 6 students at the elementary level occurs through personal contact, 

and teachers can respond to the needs of struggling students through flexible grouping strategies.  

  

http://apsva.us/Page/17077
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Collaboration. 

Structural support. According to its Web site, collaborating with division offices and 

schools to provide structural support and encourage teacher collaboration is a priority for APS 

(http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1094). In addition, a 2006 APS Inventory of 

Instructional Approaches (http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1234) includes a 

Collaborative Instructional Model and provides the following description: 

 

In a collaborative instructional model, a resource teacher for the gifted (RTG), a math 

itinerant resource teacher (MIRT), an instructional technology coordinator (ITC) supports 

the classroom teacher. Working together, these teachers develop and present 

appropriately differentiated learning experiences for all levels of students within the 

regular classroom. The collaborative instructional teacher may conduct short-term 

extension projects with small groups of students based on student interest, ability, and/or 

learning profile. 

 

There is no mention of collaborative instruction between classroom teacher and ESOL/HILT 

teacher. 

 

Evaluators reviewed presentation materials from an ESOL/HILT meeting held in November 

2011 at which three different co-teaching pairs presented to their colleagues.  The presentation, 

titled “Co-teaching: Making it Work,” emphasized the importance of co-teaching as more ELLs 

are enrolled in mainstream classes and participate in grade-level assessments.  It addressed how 

ELLs’ pass rate on the History SOL improved, the ways that co-teaching helped to increase 

academic rigor and diversity in classrooms, and the benefits to students when they are exposed to 

instruction from both content-certified teachers and ESOL/HILT teachers. In addition, it 

included key lessons learned from successful co-teaching practices. No data were available in 

regard to the impact of these presentations on practice or school policy. 

 

 

Leadership 

Data from the document review and interviews were examined to determine the extent to which 

APS articulates a vision that is inclusive of ELLs and addresses their needs, promotes shared 

responsibility for educating ELLs, and fosters an inclusive and positive climate. 

 

Vision, mission, and goals. 

The Arlington Public Schools Web site (http://www.apsva.us/domain/3) states that the Division’s 

mission is to “instill a love of learning in students and prepare them to be responsible and 

productive global citizens”.  Its vision statement reads: “Arlington Public Schools is a diverse 

and inclusive school community, committed to academic excellence and integrity.  We provide 

instruction in a caring, safe and healthy learning environment, responsive to each student, in 

collaboration with families and the community.”  Additional information on the Web site 

indicates that the Division strives to achieve five core values—excellence, integrity, diversity, 

collaboration, and accountability—and to ensure these values are apparent, operational, and 

integrated into the work of all its departments and programs.  A review of the Arlington Public 

Schools Strategic Plan (2011-2017): A Long-Range Plan for the Future, indicates the Division 

has established five goals to address issues of access, equal opportunity, the achievement gap, 

and broad-based partnerships.  These goals are: 

 

http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1094
http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1234
http://www.apsva.us/domain/3


The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    |    http://ceee.gwu.edu  J-18 

(1) Ensure that every student is challenged and engaged 

(2) Eliminate achievement gaps 

(3) Recruit, retain, and develop high quality staff 

(4) Provide optimal learning environments 

(5) Meet the needs of the whole child. 

 

The ESOL/HILT Program Mission (http://www.apsva.us/Page/1761) is consistent with the core 

values and goals of the Strategic Plan, which reads: “To honor and build upon the diverse 

cultural and language backgrounds of English language learners and to ensure that they achieve 

their fullest linguistic, academic, cognitive and social potential.”  ESOL/HILT is one of several 

programs under the leadership of the Department of Instruction. The Department of Instruction 

oversees the development of curriculum, support of instruction, and implementation of 

evaluations to ensure all APS students’ academic needs are fully met.   The Superintendent’s 

Proposed Budget FY 2013 outlines the ESOL/HILT Office’s goals to achieve its vision to 

support ELLs to achieve their fullest academic potential by building on students’ diverse 

language and cultural backgrounds.  Goals for FY 2012-2013 are as follows: 

 

 By 2012, increase by 5 percent the number of students who are able to accelerate their 

progression through the HILT program. 

 By 2012, increase by 10 percent the number of high school students who have entered 

as HILT Math students and have successfully completed Algebra I and earned a 

verified credit by the end of their second year in high school. 

 By 2012, increase by 5 percent the number of schools and offices/departments that 

have sponsored SIOP training for their staff. 

 By 2013, increase by 5 percent the percentage of LEP students who pass the English 

11 SOL, using spring 2012 SOL scores as the baseline (p. 253). 

 

Shared responsibility. 

Evaluators examined documentation and interviewed Central Office personnel to assess the 

extent to which the policies and practices of relevant Division departments, offices and programs 

reflect shared responsibility for ELLs.   

 

 Accountability for implementation. During interviews, ESOL/HILT staff reported that 

school principals monitor and assess the effectiveness of ESOL/HILT teachers in ways similar to 

the ways they monitor and assess other teachers. Staff added that elementary principals in 

particular closely monitor what ESOL/HILT teachers are doing for ELLs and attempt to schedule 

meeting and planning time together.  The ESOL/HILT Office convenes quarterly meetings with 

secondary ESOL/HILT Lead Teachers/Department Chairs as well as separate meetings with 

elementary Lead Teachers as a way to check in on what is happening in their schools.   

 

Shared understanding. Interviews with ESOL/HILT central office staff indicate a 

perception that there is a shared understanding and a willingness to collaborate across Division 

offices to make decisions that will affect ELLs.  Staff cited several examples of collaboration 

with other Division offices within the Department of Instruction, such as English Language Arts 

and Mathematics. This staff member added that the ESOL/HILT Office has done “a lot of 

relationship-building” to help build shared understanding.  

 

http://www.apsva.us/Page/1761
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Evidence from the document review supports this perception. For example, the Superintendent’s 

Proposed Budget FY 2013 submitted by the Department of Instruction, names the Division 

offices, departments, and local networks with whom ESOL/HILT plans to collaborate, including 

the Mathematics Office, Planning and Evaluation, Department of Information Services, Office of 

Minority Achievement, Edu-Futuro, Department of Student Services, and the Language Services 

Registration Center, as well as a neighboring school division.  Plans are outlined (pp. 252-3) for 

the ESOL/HILT Office to continue addressing the following priorities: 

 

 Ensuring compliance with Title III requirements  

 Monitoring progress and placement of students 

 Collaborating with the Office of Planning and Evaluation to administer assessments 

for ELLs 

 Working with the Department of Student Services to address the needs of students 

identified for both ESOL/HILT and Special Education services 

 Working with schools to develop curriculum aligned with ELLs instructional needs 

 Providing professional development in meeting the linguistic and cultural needs of 

ELLs and their families 

 Overseeing K-12 ESOL/HILT/HILTEX summer school program 

 Working with nearby divisions to provide VDOE WIDA training for content teachers 

 Supporting schools in the implementation of the ESOL/HILT program by providing 

instructional support through school visits, observations of teachers, and working 

with administrators  

 Establishing effective family involvement program and support schools in their 

implementation 

 Building partnership with community organizations to promote academic 

achievement of ELLs. 

 

Articulating a shared understanding among central office, school administrators and teachers has 

been more challenging, according to interviews. For example, the ESOL/HILT Office 

collaborated with the Office of English Language Arts to compile the Making Connections 

(2008) guidebook to support elementary reading instruction for ELLs.  Staff reported that a 

substantial amount of time and energy was invested in ensuring broad participation in the 

preparation of the guide.  When the handbook was completed, the ESOL/HILT Office provided 

training and distributed copies of the handbook to each principal.  Within a year, however, it 

became apparent that some school administrators and ESOL/HILT Lead teachers were no longer 

using the guide and had forgotten this resource was available.  

 

In addition, central office staff noted that it has been challenging to ensure consistent guidance 

for serving ELLs is passed down to school and classroom levels.  For example, the Offices of 

ESOL/HILT and English Language Arts strive to make collaborative decisions around 

appropriate instructional approaches for teaching reading to ELLs; however, when central office 

staff visit schools and speak to teachers and school administrators, it sometimes appears that 

understanding of these approaches has been “diluted” or there are misconceptions about the 

agreed upon approaches. 
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Personnel 

Data were examined in relation to two constructs comprising the Personnel dimension of the 

PEAS: Expertise and Staffing. 

 

Expertise. 

APS documentation was examined to assess how APS plans, recruits and retains teachers and 

administrators, including ESOL and content teachers, Bilingual Resource Assistants, and 

principals who serve ELLs.  

 

Recruitment. According to the APS job postings Web site (http://apsva.us/page/1180), 

qualified ESOL teachers must hold or be eligible for Virginia licensure and, by preference, 

demonstrate proficiency in another language.  In addition, qualified candidates should 

demonstrate the following:  flexibility, dependability, and high levels of organization; the ability 

to communicate effectively with staff, parents, and community members; and familiarity with 

APS ESOL/HILT program models and assessment procedures for ESOL/HILT students.  Ideal 

candidates will have prior experience working with students, families, and staff from diverse 

cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  

 

Some schools seek candidates with additional skills to meet the specific needs of their student 

populations.  For instance, a qualified candidate for ESOL/HILT teacher at one high-incidence 

elementary school would have ESL certification and demonstrate bilingual fluency in 

Mongolian, Arabic, or Amharic.  Candidates can also apply to the ESOL/HILT Teacher(s) 

Candidate Pool, which holds more rigorous standards and expectations.  In this pool, candidates 

must demonstrate the following: 

 

Table J3. Required Qualifications of ESOL/HILT Teachers 
Stated Qualifications Stated Responsibilities 

 Eligible for licensure in ESL 

 Knowledge of best instructional practices for 

second language learners 

 Bilingual proficiency preferred 

 Prior teaching experience in a diverse school 

division 

 Prior teaching experience in an ESL program 

 Ability to differentiate instruction for ESL 

students 

 Ability to communicate effectively with students, 

parents and colleagues, orally and in writing 

 Ability to utilize a variety of assessments to guide 

instruction 

 Participation in ongoing professional 

development activities 

 Must be able to differentiate instruction to meet the 

individual needs of students. 

 Understand ESL performance assessments to measure 

complex learning and report results. 

 Implement recommended teaching methods with an 

emphasis on teaching for understanding. 

 Demonstrate initiative, flexibility, dependability and 

organizational skills. 

 Ability to utilize best instructional practices and 

incorporate appropriate learning materials. 

 Create a partnership between students, parents or 

guardians and other staff to support student achievement. 

 Develop appropriate intervention programs to accelerate 

student learning. 

 Knowledgeable about utilizing technology into cross-

curricular instruction. 

Source: Personnel Services 

According to an interview with ESOL/HILT staff, secondary principals have been proactive in 

hiring the new positions to serve dually-certified students. Because it is easier to hire for a full-

time position, principals in some schools that were allotted only a part-time position took the 

initiative of combining positions across schools.  

 

http://apsva.us/page/1180


The George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education    |    http://ceee.gwu.edu  J-21 

ELL content expertise. ESOL/HILT office staff reported that in some cases, ESOL/HILT 

teachers with a limited background in mathematics instruction were being required to teach 

HILT math and were unprepared to do so.  To address this issue, the math office and math 

advisory committee have requested that teachers who teach math to ELLs obtain certification in 

math instruction.  

  

Staffing. 

Adequate ESOL/HILT staff. The Division allocates the numbers of ESOL/HILT staff at 

each school based on projections of student enrollment at the start of the year.  APS Planning 

factors determine the staffing formula for ESOL/HILT teachers, Bilingual Family Resource 

Assistants, and (for schools with 100 or more LEP students) ESOL/HILT Data Coordination 

Assessment Staff. Tables J4-J6 show ESOL/HILT planning factors by grade band, as outlined in 

the Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012.   

 

According to the 2012 adopted budget, elementary ESOL/HILT staffing is determined by 

separate formulas for students classified as ESOL and HILT. The allocation of teachers for 

ESOL and HILT is the same, however for HILT students the formula includes assistants. Tables 

J4 and J5 illustrate the formulas for ESOL and HILT, respectively.  

 

Table J4. Planning Factors for Elementary Schools based on ESOL Student Population 
Number of ESOL Students Elementary ESOL/HILT Teachers (FTE) Allocated 

1-15 * 

16-47 0.5 

48-79 1.0 

80-111 1.5 

112-143 2.0 

144-175 2.5 

176-207 3.0 

208-239 3.5 

240-271 4.0 

*A school will receive an itinerant teacher allocation when the total number of ESOL and HILT students is fewer 

than 10. 

Source: Arlington Public Schools, Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012. 
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Table J5. Planning Factors for Elementary Schools based on HILT Student Population 

Number of HILT Students 
Elementary ESOL/HILT Teachers 

(FTE) Allocated 
Assistants (FTE) Allocated* 

1-15 0.5 0 

16-24 0.5 0.5 

25-40 1.0 0.5 

41-49 1.0 1.0 

50-64 1.5 1.0 

65-73 1.5 1.5 

74-88 2.0 1.5 

89-97 2.0 2.0 

98-102 2.5 2.0 

103-111 2.5 2.5 

112-126 3.0 2.5 

127-135 3.0 3.0 

136-150 3.5 3.0 

*Schools may substitute 1.0 teacher per 2.0 teacher assistants, not to exceed 10% of teachers in the school 

Source: Arlington Public Schools, Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012. 

 

In addition to the allocations represented in these tables, data coordination assessment teachers 

are allocated for elementary schools enrolling at least 100 LEP students (i.e., the number of 

ESOL and HILT students combined).  Table J6 shows the allocation formula for data 

coordination staff.  

 

Table J6. Planning Factors for Elementary Data Coordination Staff 

Number of LEP Students 
ESOL/HILT Data Coordination Assessment 

Teacher (FTE) 

100-199 0.2 

200-299 0.4 

300-399 0.6 

400-499 0.8 

500-599 1.0 

Source: Arlington Public Schools, Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012. 
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At the middle school level, 1 HILT/HILTEX teacher is allocated per 23.4 HILT/HILTEX 

students, “with an adjustment to extrapolate 5 teacher periods to 7 teacher periods” (2012 

Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, p. 10). In addition HILT/HILTEX supplementary teachers 

are allocated based on the enrollment of HILT and HILTEX students at each school. As with the 

planning factor for elementary schools, different formulas are applied to determine the number of 

supplement HILT/HILTEX teachers for HILT and HILTEX students. Table J7 illustrates the 

planning factors for middle school HILT and HILTEX supplement teachers, respectively. 

 

Table J7. Planning Factors for Middle School HILT and HILTEX Students 

Number of HILT Students 
HILT/HILTEX Supplement Teachers (FTE) 

Allocated  

1-49 0.5 

50-99 1.0 

100-149 1.5 

150-199 2.0 

HILT/EX Students 
HILT/HILTEX Supplement Teachers (FTE) 

Allocated 

25-99 0.5 

100-199 1.0 

200-299 1.5 

Source: Arlington Public Schools, Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012. 

 

At the high school level, 1 HILT/HILTEX teacher is allocated per 25.4 HILT/HILTEX students, 

“with an adjustment to extrapolate 5 teacher periods to 7 teacher periods” (Adopted Budget for 

Planning Factors, p. 13).  Additionally, three comprehensive high schools also received 

supplemental staffing for a HILT transition teacher based on HILT/HILTEX student enrollment; 

1 HILT Transition Teacher is allocated at Wakefield, .8 is allocated at Washington-Lee, and .2 is 

allocated at Yorktown.  The HILT Transition teacher originally was responsible for teaching the 

Transitional English course. After this course was eliminated, these teachers were expected to 

support Level 5 students, according to the ESOL/HILT Office.  The Career Center is allocated .2 

FTE HILT/HILTEX teachers per 100 students. As with the middle school level, supplement 

HILT/HILTEX teachers are also allocated to each high school based on the number of 

HILT/HILTEX students. Table J8 illustrates these allocations.  

 

Table J8. Planning Factors for High Schools 
Number of HILT Students HILT/HILTEX Supplement Teachers (FTE) 

Allocated   

1-149 0.5 

150-299 1.0 

Number of HILT/EX Students HILTEX/HILTEX Supplement Teachers (FTE) 

Allocated 

25-199 0.5 

200-374 1.0 

Source: APS, Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012. 

 

In addition to instructional staff, elementary, middle, and high schools with at least 50 second 

language learners are allocated a bilingual family resource assistant based on the school’s 
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population of second language learners.  Table J9 demonstrates the number of Bilingual Family 

Resource Assistants allocated per number of second language learners.  

 

Table J9. Planning Factors for Bilingual Resource Assistants  

Number of Second Language Learners 
Bilingual Family Resource Assistants (FTE) 

Allocated 

50-99 0.2 

100-200 0.5 

201-400 1.0 

401-600 1.5 

601-800 2.0 

801-1000 2.5 

Source: APS, Adopted Budget for Planning Factors, FY 2012. 

 

Beginning in 2013, the Superintendent’s Proposed Budget outlines a new planning factor for 

secondary dually-identified students, i.e., LEP students who have been identified for Special 

Education services.  This new planning factor ensures that dually identified students whose 

schedules do not permit them to participate in the HILT/HILTEX program will receive 

HILT/HILETX services from en endorsed ESL teacher, according to staff.  The teacher may 

push into the classroom or pull students out, depending on the need. The meeting notes indicate 

that “This model aligns with the legal mandate that special education students be educated in the 

least restrictive environment and it ensures that these students receive the full benefit of 

classroom instruction” (p. 12).  

 

The new planning factor provides for the addition of seven HILT/HILTEX Resource Teachers as 

part of the ESOL/HILT budget, a figure based on the projected number of dually identified 

students for the 2012-2013 school year.  Table J10 shows the planning factors, and Table J11 

shows the allotment of staff for each school. 

 

Table J10. New Planning Factors for Dually-Identified Students 

Teacher Position Dually-Identified students (ESOL/HILT with IEPs) 

0.50 1-12 

1.00 13-24 

1.50 25-36 

2.00 37-48 

2.50 49-60 

3.00 61-72 

3.50 73-84 

4.50 85-96 

Source: APS, Superintendent’s Proposed Budget FY 2013. 
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Table J11. Total Number of HILT/HILTEX Resource Teachers for each Secondary School 

Secondary School 
Number of Dually Identified 

Students 

HILT/HILTEX Resource Teacher 

Staffing 

Gunston 20 1.0 

Thomas Jefferson 25 1.5 

Kenmore 22 1.0 

Swanson 10 0.5 

Wakefield 13 1.0 

Washington Lee 21 1.0 

Williamsburg 8 0.5 

Yorktown 3 0.5 

Total 122 7.0 

Source: Notes from budget work session meeting with Advisory Council Chairs/Vice-Chairs, March 2012, p. 13. 

 

One drawback of current ESOL/HILT staffing formulas, according to Central Office staff, is that 

Planning Factors do not include students at Level 5 proficiency, yet the ESOL/HILT Office is 

required to monitor these students and provide support as needed. The ESOL/HILT Office 

reported that last year it submitted a proposal for a planning factor for students at this level of 

proficiency, but it was not approved. 

 

Professional Development 

The Professional Development dimension of the PEAS comprises two constructs: Building 

Education Capacity and Quality. Data are presented as relevant to each of these constructs. 

 

Building educator capacity. 

Data compiled by the Office of Planning and Evaluation from Electronic Registrar Online (ERO) 

records, shows division-wide professional development during the 2011-12 school year that, 

according to each Division Office, was  related to serving ELLs.  These data indicate that in 

addition to the ESOL/HILT Office, numerous division offices also provided ELL-related 

workshops. The Offices of Mathematics, Social Studies, English Language Arts, Special 

Education, and World Languages, all reported at least one or more workshops on ELL-related 

topics according to records. Data also indicate that the division offered a significant number of 

sessions and (based on workshop titles) that these workshops covered a range of topics, 

including teaching content to ELLs, serving dually identified students, and assessment.  Some 

types of professional development were offered across multiple sessions, while others appeared 

to be one-time workshops. It was not possible to determine from the data the extent to which 

ELLs were the primary or a secondary focus of each of these workshops. In addition to its own 

professional development workshops, the ESOL/HILT Office held regular meetings for 

elementary and secondary ESOL/HILT Lead Teachers that often included some professional 

development.  

 

The ESOL/HILT Office’s partnership with George Mason University (GMU) creates 

opportunities for teachers to learn how to better meet the needs of ELLs.  With funding from 

Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), APS pays tuition for 

instructional staff to take GMU courses with the aim of increasing their capacity to support 

ELLs’ academic success.  The courses are offered in the fall and spring semesters and include: 

ESL 15614 Teaching Content to ELLs, ESL 15600 Introduction to Community Interpretation, 

and ESL 15622 Teaching Reading to ELLs, as outlined below. 
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 ESL 15614 Teaching Content to ELLs: Introduces teachers to the SIOP Model, which 

stands for Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol.  According to the course brochure, 

this class is designed for ESOL/HILT and mainstream teachers at all grade levels to 

receive practical, hands-on instruction in SIOP, “a research-based professional 

development program that breaks down the components of effective instruction for 

ELLS.”  The course fulfills a state requirement for ESL endorsement and runs on 

Mondays for 15 sessions, beginning September 26 through to March 12. 

 ESL 15600 Introduction to Community Interpretation: For bilingual staff and thus 

requires a minimum Spanish proficiency.  In the class, students examine and practice 

strategies from the interpretation profession. 

 ESL 15622 Teaching Reading to ELLs: For teachers in grades 3 to 8 interested in 

deepening their understanding of how learning to read in English differs for native 

English speakers and ELLs.  Time is also devoted to developing resources and practical 

strategies.  

 

In 2004, by request of the School Board, APS formed the Council for Cultural Competence, 

formerly known as the Diversity Council, to address the need for County-wide diversity training 

(http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=2318). Cultural competence is defined as: 

 

a set of attitudes, skills, behaviors, and policies that enable organizations, such as the 

Arlington Public Schools, and staff to work effectively in cross-cultural situations. It 

reflects the ability to acquire and use knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, practices and 

communication patterns of others to improve services, strengthen programs, increase 

community participation, and close the gaps in a given area relative to the status among 

diverse populations. Simply stated, cultural competence is the level of knowledge-based 

skills required to work effectively with persons from particular groups. 

 

Among its activities, the Council has worked to expand the use of multicultural materials for 

training and instruction; increase the numbers of diversity-related materials in the Professional 

Library; promote the use of research-based practices to assess and guide diversity work; and 

supported existing efforts to build stronger, more personal relationships with parents, students, 

and the community at large. Beginning in 2008, the Council has also engaged all administrators 

in small-group Courageous Conversations workgroups. Year-long cultural competence training 

was provided in five schools in 2010-11 and seven schools in 2011-12 (2011 Update From the 

Council for Cultural Competence). 

 

One of ESOL/HILT’s main priorities for PD in recent years has been preparing more personnel 

in the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). In keeping with this goal, the 

ESOL/HILT Office implements three types of division-wide trainings in the SIOP model: (a) the 

three-credit ESL 15614 course through George Mason University; (b) county-wide training; and 

(c) site-based training (ESOL/HILT 2011-2012 Title III Improvement Plan).     

 

School-based SIOP training, provided as a collaborative effort of the ESOL/HILT Office and the 

Department of Instruction, has been conducted at a total of 13 schools.  The first two schools 

(Ashlawn and Oakridge) completed one year of SIOP training. One other school (Patrick Henry) 

has completed about two years, and two schools (Key and Claremont) have completed three 

years of training. Two of the teachers from Key went on to level 2 training.  This school has 

http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=2318
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continued the training independently for a fourth year.  Claremont created a position for a SIOP 

coach. In 2010-11, Arlington Traditional began its first year of SIOP training, and eight more 

schools participated in 2011-12 (Table J12).  One additional school (Randolph) will participate 

next year. The ESOL/HILT Office plans to sustain these professional development initiatives for 

at least two years at each participating school.  

 

One elementary school selected SIOP as the focus of its professional learning communities 

(PLCs).  The school’s PLCs develop SIOP-based lesson plans for content area instruction and 

have arranged for HILT specialists to become SIOP trainers. For this purpose, this particular 

school sent nine staff members to SIOP Level 2 training in Austin, Texas in the fall of 2011.   

 

During the 2011-12 school year, ESOL/HILT collaborated with the special education, Title III, 

and ELA offices to offer a SIOP Level 1 training to 33 elementary teachers.  Three teachers from 

each of the 13 elementary schools were invited in addition to nine to ten central office staff. The 

training was well-received and these offices plan to collaborate again next year, according to the 

staff interviewed.  

 

ESOL/HILT also collaborates with the math, science, and ELA offices to provide department-

wide SIOP training. In 2011-12, the Division initiated county-wide SIOP training for five middle 

school math coaches.  Two days of training have been offered thus far. In addition, math coaches 

have participated in the site-based SIOP training at eleven elementary schools. Next school year, 

staff plan to continue the county-wide training, which will include secondary math teachers 

designated to teach a new course that combines general math and HILT math with the aim of 

accelerating ELLs’ entry into Algebra.   

 

In 2011-12, the Mathematics Office focused much of its PD on Mathematics Discourse. This 

approach consists of “whole-class discussions in which students talk about mathematics to reveal 

their understanding of concepts. Students learn to engage in mathematical reasoning and 

analysis. By asking strategic questions, students explain how a problem was solved and why a 

specific method was chosen. Students learn to analyze and evaluate their own reasoning and the 

reasoning of others,” according to an email from the Math Supervisor.  The Math Discourse PD 

included two countywide training sessions in 2011-12 for all elementary school teachers. 

Participants are expected to integrate the SIOP strategies with the training they have received in 

Math Discourse.  

 

In the summer of 2012, the ESOL/HILT Office plans to work with the division ESOL/HILT 

math specialist to provide training in Math Discourse for secondary math coaches, with a focus 

on strategies for teaching math discourse and embedded language.  In 2012-13, the ESOL/HILT 

math specialist plans to meet every other month with the teachers of Foundations and Pre-

Algebra to support the full implementation of SIOP and Math Discourse as part of the 

curriculum. She will provide countywide SIOP/Math Discourse training to middle school math 

teachers at countywide meetings, and work with elementary math coaches to provide support 

with SIOP and Math Discourse as part of job-embedded support to elementary school teachers. 

 

The Division has set a goal of moving more secondary ELLs into advanced courses. To prepare 

for this change, APS has begun requiring SIOP training for secondary English teachers. The 

ESOL/HILT Office reported that about half of 10
th

 and 11
th

 grade English teachers participated 
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in SIOP training provided in 2011-12. This training will continue for the remaining English 

teachers next year.  

 

The ESOL/HILT Office recognizes there is a need for additional training. In particular, staff 

suggested that more elementary and secondary reading teachers need SIOP training and that 

elementary ESOL/HILT teachers need professional development in reading. At the secondary 

level, more SIOP training is needed not only in ELA, science and math, but in other subject areas 

as well. 

 

Broad participation. The ERO categorizes participants by general roles (e.g., teachers, 

administrators, and assistants), but data are not broken down by specific types of staff in each 

category (e.g., ESOL/HILT and content teachers). It was not possible from the data available to 

determine how many educators in each role have participated in ELL professional development.  

Overall, data indicate that during the 2008-09 to 2011-12 school years, the division offered 383 

ELL-related topics for teachers and 183 for administrators.  

 

At the school level, staff observed that current professional development plans (PDPs) reflect 

competing priorities across content areas.  In addition, teachers make their own choices 

regarding the types of PD they would like to receive. Thus, the extent to which schools and 

individual teachers focus on ELL topics varies considerably. At the same time, these staff felt 

that they were able to differentiate PD depending on schools’ preferences. 

 

Table J12 provides data that reflect the Division’s increasing efforts to train more personnel in 

SIOP in the last three school years. (In addition to the schools listed, Ashlawn, Oakridge, Henry, 

Key and Claremont elementary schools also engaged in site-based training prior to 2009-10.) 

ESOL/HILT reports that a total of 71 teachers have participated in the GMU SIOP course during 

this period. In addition, 42 teachers and staff from 13 schools and central offices have 

participated in county-wide SIOP training, 161 in departmental training, and approximately 392 

in site-based SIOP training at eight schools. These data do not include training offered prior to 

2009-10. For example, ESOL/HILT reports a total of 13 schools have completed at least one 

year of site-based training, and 130 educators have completed the graduate course at GMU. 
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Table J12. SIOP Training 2009-10 to 2011-12 
 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 

George Mason University SIOP course  

Various participants 18 36 17 

    

County-wide SIOP training 

Various participants representing 13 schools   42 

    

Departmental training    

English language arts (Secondary)   14 

Math coaches   5 

Science    

Elementary teachers   22 

Secondary lead teachers   10 

Secondary teachers   110 

Total departmental   161 

    

School-based training 

Abingdon   64 

Arlington Traditional  39 42 

Barcroft   85 

Barrett   73 

Carlin Springs   70 

Hoffman-Boston   41 

Swanson   12 

Washington-Lee   5 

Total school-based  39 392 

Source: ESOL/HILT Office 

 

Quality. 

Evaluators also examined data provided by APS Professional Development and ESOL/HILT 

Offices to determine the extent to which ELL-related professional development is of high 

quality, aligned to the needs of participants, and job-embedded. In addition, evaluators reviewed 

these data to determine the extent to which APS monitors and assesses the effectiveness of the 

ELL-related professional development. 

 

Currently, APS collects participant feedback through post-workshop evaluations.  At the end of 

training, participants are required to complete an online evaluation in order to receive in-service 

credits; however, data indicate that not all participants do so. For example, review of a sampling 

of workshops from the ESOL/HILT Evaluation Report of 2011-2012 indicated that 

approximately 45% of participants completed evaluations. 

 

Evaluators reviewed a sampling of post-workshop evaluations for professional development 

related to SIOP to determine participants’ perceptions of quality and usefulness. Data from this 

sample indicated most participants were satisfied with the quality of the professional 

development opportunities.  For example, among the 27 participants who completed post-

workshop evaluations of the “Introduction to SIOP (School-Based),” 77% of the respondents 

agreed/strongly agreed that the session met their needs while 100% agreed/strongly agreed the 

presenter knowledgably and effectively facilitated the session.  Open-ended comments were 

generally positive. For example, one participant wrote, “It was nice to have a reminder, learn 

about some new activities, and discuss good teaching with my colleagues.” 
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Feedback from a two-part session, “SIOP for Assistants, Parts I and II,” held in November was 

also positive.  Sixteen of 22 participants completed the evaluation. Of these, 87% 

“agreed”/“strongly agreed” that the session met their professional needs and that the presenter 

knowledgeably and effectively facilitated.   

 

Coaching. The Web site for the Office of Professional Development 

(http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1234) provides a link to Learning Forward's 

Definition of Professional Development, which among other research-based criteria includes a 

criterion related to job-embedded, sustained professional learning that “primarily occurs several 

times per week among established teams of teachers, principals, and other instructional staff 

members where the teams of educators engage in a continuous cycle of improvement” and that 

includes job-embedded coaching “to support the transfer of new knowledge and skills to the 

classroom.” 

 

During interviews with ESOL/HILT Office staff, evaluators asked about the extent to which 

professional development is sustained over time and job-embedded. Interviewees indicated that 

although this is a goal, the availability of instructional specialists to support job-embedded PD is 

limited. ESOL/HILT is working to overcome these challenges in several ways in relation to 

SIOP training: (a) through departmental professional development supported by math and 

science specialists, and (b) through school-based professional development.   

 

Although the ESOL/HILT Office no longer has funding as in the past to employ its own content 

area specialists, two former ESOL/HILT staff are now employed as instructional specialists in 

the math and science offices, where they apply their knowledge of ELLs to support their 

respective subject areas. They also continue to collaborate extensively with the ESOL/HILT 

Office. 

 

According to the ESOL/HILT office, all elementary schools have at least a.5 math coach and one 

high school has a full time math coach. As of the 2011-12 school year, every middle school in 

APS also hired a math coach to help with turnaround training.  The goal of having a math coach 

at every school is to “improve student achievement through improvement of instruction” (K-12 

Math Coach Job Responsibilities).   As more math coaches receive training in SIOP and math 

discourse,  ELLs will benefit by having someone in the school building who can work with them 

directly as well as with their teachers and principals, according to one Central Office staff 

member.  

 

The math instructional specialist described several ways in which PD in her subject area is job-

embedded. For example, she reported that she works with teachers to examine students’ work for 

evidence of desired practices and outcomes.   At some schools, she has filmed teachers and 

provided them opportunities to view the videos and reflect on their practice in relation to the PD 

provided. Other schools use instructional rounds, peer-observation, or other approaches for 

embedding professional development in daily practice.  

 

The science instructional specialist offers workshops on new units, supports textbook selection, 

and works with both mainstream and ESOL teachers to support quality instruction in the content.  

This work is based on outreach from teachers and has not been systematic, according to the staff 

interviewed.  However, in 2011-12 the science office made efforts to ensure every school sends a 

representative to three county-wide ESOL/HILT PD sessions per year.  The instructional 

http://www.apsva.us/site/Default.aspx?PageID=1234
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specialist also trains one teacher representative from each school to serve as a lead science 

teacher, and these staff receive a stipend.  In 2011-12, PD for lead teachers focused on building 

background for ELLs, understanding WIDA levels, and building general awareness of ELLs’ 

instructional needs.  In the future, the PD will move into SIOP training components, beginning 

with the Interaction component and the development of language objectives. The goal is for each 

lead teacher to go back to his or her school to build school-wide skills, according to staff. 

 

For ELA, coaching related to ELL instruction has been more of a challenge, according to 

interviews. While the majority of elementary schools have reading teachers, only schools in 

improvement (Barcroft, Barrett, Drew, Hoffman-Boston and Randolph) have literacy coaches.  

Among the literacy coaches, those at Hoffman-Boston and Barcroft have received some SIOP 

training, either at the school or county level. However, ESOL/HILT staff indicated that the lack 

of trained coaches has prevented them from being able to prepare elementary teachers to 

implement a more cohesive reading program or to support county-wide SIOP training in more 

subject areas.  

 

Monitoring. According to interviews with ESOL/HILT staff, other than the post-

workshop evaluation forms, there is no systematic means in place for monitoring or assessing the 

effectiveness of the ELL professional development and coaching. ESOL/HILT central office 

staff attempt to visit schools and observe in classrooms as possible, but do not have enough staff 

to assess whether instructional staff are implementing what they have learned from professional 

development. 

 

Assessment and Accountability 

Identification, placement and exit.  

All new and prospective ELLs entering K-12 participate in an identification and placement 

process administered by the ESOL/HILT Language Services Registration Center (LSRC).  As 

part of this process, and in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, families of 

entering students complete a survey of students’ language and sociocultural background. Once 

identified as a potential ELL, students take the following assessments according to grade level: 

preschoolers receive an Early English Language Assessment (EELA) and an oral English 

assessment; kindergarten students take the WIDA MODEL K Level; and students in grades 1-12 

take the W-APT WIDA ACCESS Placement test.  

 

LSRC uses students’ scores on each corresponding WIDA assessment to recommend: (a) a 

program (i.e., HILT, ESOL, HILTEX, Bridging, Reaching, or Tested and not eligible for 

services); (b) an ELL designation, which is computer-generated once a program is assigned (i.e., 

WIDA Level, State Code, and Receiving Services [Y/N]); and (c) a grade level. The LSRC then 

informs parents of the test results and placement recommendations.  

 

For annual testing and placement, the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) adopted the 

WIDA Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State for English 

Language Learners (ACCESS ® for ELLs) as the state English-language proficiency assessment 

in the 2008-09 school year.  In addition to ACCESS for ELLs ®, APS uses three other state-

approved WIDA assessments for annual placement purposes: WIDA Measure of Developing 

English Language (MODEL) to measure K-12 students’ abilities in the four language domains 

(listening, speaking, writing, and reading); and the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs, which assesses 
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the ELP of students dually identified as LEP and special needs (www.doe.viginia.gov).Table J13 

shows VDOE guidelines for determining K-12 ELP levels.  

 

Table J13. VDOE Guidelines for Determining K-12 ELP Levels 
 2008-2009 2009-2010 

ELP Levels  ACCESS for ELLs® 

Composite Score 

ACCESS for ELLs® Scores 

Level 1  1.0 through 1.9  Composite Score of 1.0 through 1.9  

Level 2  2.0 through 2.9  Composite Score of 2.0 through 2.9  

Level 3  3.0 through 3.9  Composite Score of 3.0 through 3.9  

Level 4  4.0 through 4.6  Composite Score of 4.0 through 4.9  

Level 5  4.7  Composite Score of 5.0 through 6.0 and a Literacy 

Score less than 5.0   

*Level 6  

1st Year  

(Formerly LEP) 

4.8 or higher on Tier C  For kindergarten students:  

- Accountability Proficiency Level 

- Composite Score of 5.0 or above and 

- Literacy Score of 5.0 or above 

 

For students in Grades 1 – 12: 

- Composite Score of 5.0 or above and 

- Literacy Score 5.0 or above on Tier C. 

*Level 6  

2nd Year 

(Formerly LEP) 

4.8 or higher on Tier C For kindergarten students:  

- Accountability Proficiency Level 

- Composite Score of 5.0 or above and 

- Literacy Score of 5.0 or above 

 

For students in Grades 1 – 12: 

- Composite Score of 5.0 or above and 

- Literacy Score 5.0 or above on Tier C. 

Source: Virginia Department of Education, August 2010. 

Note.  Level 6 1
st
 and 2

nd
 (Formerly LEP) are included in AMAO 3/Adequate Yearly Progress. 

http://www.doe.virginia.gov/administrators/superintendents_memos/2010/183-10a.pdf.   

 

According to the division’s Web site, secondary HILT/HILTEX students who are “identified as 

HILT and HILTEX pass on to the next proficiency level or mainstream English based upon 

identified HILT/HILTEX guidelines which include the state approved English language 

proficiency assessment (ACCESS for ELLs), recommended Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) 

scores, writing samples, student portfolios, and criterion referenced tests” 

(http://apsva.us/Page/17225).  At the elementary level, ESOL/HILT students follow a similar 

identification and placement process, which also includes examination of DRA and PALS 

scores.   

 

For continuing students, staff meet annually at the end of each school year to make placement 

decisions for the following year. At this time, they consider teacher recommendations based on 

the contents of a student portfolio documenting their language development.  Central office staff 

also noted, however, that many ESOL/HILT students seem to become “stuck” in LEP status 

without being able to meet the Virginia criteria for exit, particularly in the 9
th

 and 11
th

 grades.  

 

http://www.doe.viginia.gov/
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/administrators/superintendents_memos/2010/183-10a.pdf
http://apsva.us/Page/17225
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Following current state guidelines, ELLs exit the ESOL/HILT program and enter Level 6 once 

they earn a minimum composite score of 5.0 or above on Tier C (except for Kindergarten) and a 

Literacy Score of 5.0 or above on the ACCESS for ELLs (referred to as the C-5-5 rule).  In 

addition, secondary students must achieve a minimum score on the ESOL/HILT/HILTEX 

Writing Rubric, the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test, and the APS reading and grammar 

tests, while elementary students must achieve a minimum score on the DRA, DSA, and PALS, 

according to the guides for elementary and secondary ESOL/HILT programs, Making 

Connections (2008) and the Essential Knowledge Guide (2011), respectively.   

   

ESOL/HILT staff indicated during interviews that they have encountered issues with the initial 

placement levels when they are based solely on the W-APT assessment scores required by the 

state. Thus ESOL/HILT teachers meet with the Lead Teacher to adjust the students’ placement 

level once they arrive in the school.  

 

Currently, the ESOL/HILT Citizens Advisory Committee has recommended the LSRC 

administer cognitive testing and other assessments in the native language at intake. The 

ESOL/HILT Office reports that it has begun attempts to pilot some native language assessments. 

However, they have not yet received extra funding from the school board to conduct cognitive 

testing in the native language. 

 

Assessment. 

Appropriate content assessments.  The division has three testing windows—fall, winter 

and spring.  Table J14 illustrates the annual and benchmark testing students engage in at all 

grades in the division. These consist entirely of state assessments of language and academic 

content and commercial standardized reading tests. 

 

Appropriate language assessments.  Staff expressed concern that current commercially 

available benchmark tests (e.g., Reading A-Z; Scholastic's Benchmarks or System 44) are not 

appropriate for informing instruction for secondary WIDA Level 1 students. The Division has 

started working with other Northern Virginia jurisdictions to identify an appropriate pre- and 

post-program literacy assessment for these students. ESOL/HILT staff report they are exploring 

the possibility of partnering with a local university to develop this assessment. 
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Table J14. Testing Calendar for 2011-2012 by Grade Level 
Grade  Tests Dates  

K – 12 (LEP) ACCESS for ELLs (English Language Proficiency Test)*  Winter/Spring  

2 Degrees of Reading Power  Spring 

3 VMAST & SOL Assessments: Reading, Math, Science, History  Spring 

4 Stanford 10 Achievement Test  Fall 

Degrees of Reading Power Fall 

VMAST & SOL Assessments: Reading, Math, History Spring 

5 SOL Assessment: Writing  

Multiple Choice (Field test 3/12-30)  

Direct Writing/Short Paper(Online Field Test 2/13-24)  

Spring   

VMAST & SOL Assessments: Reading, Math, Science Spring   

6 Degrees of Reading Power (Fall) Fall 

Stanford 10 Achievement Test  Fall  

Degrees of Reading Power (Spring)  Spring   

VMAST & SOL Assessment: Reading, Math, History  Spring   

7 VMAST & SOL Assessment: Reading, Math, History  Spring   

8 SOL Assessment: Writing  

Multiple Choice  

Direct Writing/Short Paper  

Spring   

VMAST & SOL Assessments: Reading, Math, Science, EOC (for 

students enrolled in World Geography, Algebra, etc.) 

Spring   

9 – 12 SOL End-of-Course & Grade 8 Tests (Summer retakes) 1  Summer Retake (of Fall 

tests)  

SOL End-of-Course Assessments & Grade 8 Tests (Fall) 2, 3  Fall 

VMAST & SOL End-of-Course & Grade 8 Tests (Spring) 4  Spring  

SOL End-of-Course Assessments & Grade 8 Tests (Summer) 5  Summer  

11 & 12 SOL Assessment: Writing 2  

Multiple Choice  

Direct Writing/Short Paper  

Direct Writing/Short Paper: 2nd Opportunity for Seniors  

Fall  

  

SOL Assessment: Writing 4  

Multiple Choice  

Direct Writing/Short Paper  

Direct Writing/Short Paper: 2nd Opportunity for Seniors  

Spring  

  

SOL Assessment: Writing 5  

Multiple Choice  

Multiple Choice: 2nd Opportunity for Seniors  

Direct Writing/Short Paper  

Direct Writing/Short Paper: 2nd Opportunity for Seniors  

Summer  

  

12 (seniors 

only) 

SOL-Term Grad: End-of-Course and  

Grade 8 Reading and Mathematics 3, 4  

Spring  

 

* The ACCESS for ELLs assessment will be administered to students in grades K – 12 at WIDA levels 1-5. 

Source: ESOL/HILT Office, APS, 2011-2012. 

 

Use of data. 

Interviews with staff from Enterprise Solutions, Planning and Evaluation, and the 

ESOL/HILT data assistant were conducted to understand the Division’s current data system, the 
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extent to which the system contains data pertinent to ELLs, and the extent to which these data are 

accessible to end users for purposes of informing instructional decisions for these students. 

 

APS’ primary student information system (SIS) is currently provided through eSchoolPlus. This 

system contains a limited amount of data on LEP students, such as demographic information, 

state-reported ELP levels, whether a student is currently receiving services, and the most recent 

WIDA ACCESS scores. Separate databases are maintained by the Language Services 

Registration Center (LSRC) and the ESOL/HILT Office. The LSRC system includes data on 

students’ placement test scores (W-APT or WIDA MODEL), academic assessments given in the 

native language, and academic transcripts, among other information collected at intake. Some 

data from LSRC and ESOL/HILT feed into APSnet, which contains local assessment scores 

(e.g., reading assessments) and ELP placement level. 

 

Interviewees reported that the Division has a long history of each separate office keeping its own 

database, thus most of these systems have been built on an ad hoc basis. For example, the LSRC 

had to create a database in 2010-11 to store W-APT and MODEL scores, but it is not integrated 

with the rest of the system. Similarly, the APSNet database was developed in response to the 

needs of the ESOL/HILT Office. This database is populated in part by ESchoolPlus and is 

updated nightly. If a user needs information from sources other than what is available in 

ESchoolPlus, there is no central source.  

 

Further, because the state changes its data collection each year, current systems reflect the 

accumulation of changes over time. For example, until recently APS had a variable that flagged 

students who had a history of LEP status; however, when the database was updated to reflect 

changes in state exit criteria in 2009-10, the variable disappeared from the system.  

 

During the period of this evaluation, APS was in the process of contracting a new student 

information system, projected for 2013.  The ultimate goal is “to bring everyone back to one 

place and a single database that can do everything,” with an emphasis on providing data for the 

strategic plan, according to the staff interviewed.  

 

 Longitudinal data system.  The division does not have a longitudinal data system.  While 

eSchoolPlus contains some information pertinent to ELLs, such as the most recent WIDA 

ACCESS scores, these data are overwritten each year. Students’ academic history is stored 

separately in the elementary and secondary databases. Thus, secondary teachers cannot access 

their students’ elementary histories. Further, a teacher would typically have to look up 

information for each individual student as there is no easy means to conduct queries.  When 

longitudinal analyses are requested, a group of staff in the Planning and Evaluation office and 

ESOL/HILT have developed the know-how to pull historical data for groups of students, but this 

is time-consuming. The Division plans to acquire a new data warehouse to facilitate longitudinal 

analyses, to compare data across time, and to have consistent data to report to the state. 

 

Data accessibility. Interviewees reported that school registrars are available to pull data 

reports as needed. However, two major issues have arisen with regard to accessing data from 

eSchoolPlus. First, many educators lack adequate training to use the system.  Second, the tools 

are not considered user-friendly. The Division offers a twice yearly training focused on how to 

conduct basic queries, but most users are left to their own devices to figure out how to access the 

data they need. To address these issues, the Division has developed a strategy of providing 
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“recipe cards” on its web page containing step-by-step directions for running a basic query. In 

addition, Enterprise Solutions can prepare customized reports by request.  

 

 Data-based decision making.  According to APS’ Title III Improvement Plan for 2011 to 

2012, teachers receive guidance from APS central offices including ESOL/HILT, about how to 

use individual student data from iStation, DRA, PALS, and DSA to identify areas of weakness 

and make decisions about appropriate instructional directions.  Through meetings with grade 

level teams, schools are responsible to ensure that teachers know how to monitor their students’ 

progress based on data from these benchmark assessments.  In addition, school administrators 

are expected to regularly participate in data conversations with their staff.  For schools in 

improvement, school administrators are expected to meet with staff as well as a division-wide 

team at minimum once a month to review school-wide data and to determine next steps to 

address instructional needs.   

 

Continuous improvement. 

The APS Office of Planning and Evaluation conducts periodic evaluations of the ESOL/HILT 

program.  Staff also regularly review demographic data from an annual comprehensive survey of 

LEP students and carry out a protracted review process of Title III plans.   

 

In addition, APS seeks the advice and perspectives of community members through advisory 

councils that meet regularly and report to the school board. The Advisory Council on Instruction 

(ACI) is made up of members of the community, representatives of individual schools, and 

central office staff, including the Associate Superintendent of Instruction.  The ACI oversees the 

ESOL/HILT CAC as well as CAC’s for nearly every program area.  

 

The CAC’s engage in a two-year reporting cycle. In the first year of the cycle the CAC requests 

data from the Division, studies current issues, and presents a recommending report to the ACI. 

After hearing all reports, the ACI ranks the recommendations from all the committees and votes 

on them to determine priorities. That report goes to the School Board to represent citizen’s 

perspectives. The Superintendent and school board review the recommendations, as well as 

responses from APS staff, and select projects to be funded. The Superintendent then works with 

Division leadership to plan for implementation activities. Staff interviewed described this 

process as “a very powerful way of getting things to happen.”  

 

During the second year, the staff liaison (i.e., the ESOL/HILT Supervisor in this case) must give 

a status update. However, because of differences in timing between the recommendations and the 

implementation of budgetary decisions, funding is usually not available until the following year 

to implement the recommendations. Thus, the supervisor must report progress in the year prior to 

receiving the allocated funding. The ESOL/HILT Office tries “to do what we can with the funds 

we have,” according to interviews. 

 

Parent and Community Outreach 

Family and community partnerships. 

The Department of Instruction has adopted Joyce Epstein’s (1997) framework for parent 

involvement. The framework outlines six key categories of family involvement that the Division 

follows.  Epstein’s categories are: 
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(1) Parenting-Help families with parenting skills by providing information about 

children’s developmental stages and home environment considerations that support 

children as students. 

 

(2) Communicating-Communicate effectively with families about student progress, 

school services and programs, and also provide opportunities for parents to 

communicate with the school. 

 

(3) Volunteering-Find ways to recruit and train volunteers for the school and classroom.   

 

(4) Learning at Home-Share ideas with families to improve students’ homework 

strategies and other kinds of at-home learning, and provide information about the 

kinds of skills students are required to learn. 

 

(5) Decision Making- Include families as partners in school decisions. Recruit members 

for school organizations, advisory groups and committees. 

 

(6) Collaborating with the Community-Create two-way connections between the school 

and community that encourage businesses and other groups to take an interest in 

schools and offer students and their families ways to contribute to the well-being of 

the community. 

 

This framework is reflected in a dual-language (Spanish/English) manual titled “First Language 

Support Procedures for Informing Parents” (2007) developed by the ESOL/HILT Office. The 

manual provides step-by-step guidance as well as a communication protocol/rubric on strategies 

for parent outreach 

 

APS employs 34 Bilingual Family Resource Assistants to work with students and families who 

speak a variety of languages including Amharic, Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, French, Khmer, 

Korean, Lao, Mongolian, Russian, Somali, Spanish, and Vietnamese.  ESOL/HILT staff report 

that they meet with Bilingual Family Resource Assistants five times a year to coordinate the 

work. One staff person remarked that the Bilingual Family Resource Assistants “know that they 

have support from our department.  We have a mutual understanding of our mission.”   

 

An ESOL/HILT brochure describes Bilingual Family Resource Assistants as bilingual/bicultural 

family liaisons with experience and knowledge about ELLs and their families.  In addition, the 

APS ESOL/HILT 2011 guide indicates that Bilingual Family Resource Assistants are members 

of the school team and provide the students, parents and staff the following supports systems: 

 Help to facilitate communication between the school and home through interpretation and 

translation services; 

 Work with school staff to create, plan, and coordinate parent meetings, workshops, and 

events on topics including acculturation, the value of parent/teacher conferences, 

progressing through the HILT/HILTEX program, and how parents can actively 

participate in their children’s education; 

 Support teachers and staff by providing information regarding the diverse socio-cultural 

backgrounds of students and families; and 
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 Work to empower parents to become involved effectively in school to ensure their 

students’ success, to help HILT/HILTEX students with their acculturation process and to 

help them deal with other issues that might impede learning.  

 

Table J15 summarizes Bilingual Family Resource Assistants’ endeavors in 2011-12. These data 

indicate these staff have met with at least 4,553 family members of APS’ 6,943 ELL students. 

 

Table J15. Summary of Support Provided by Bilingual Family Resource Assistants 2011-12 
 Parent Meetings 

Phone Calls Translations Home Visits Schools # of Events # of Parents # of Students 

Elementary 159 3,457 2,261 10,295 7,752 127 

Middle 19 208 105 1,492 180 9 

High 70 888 577 1,424 211 20 

Countywide 

Totals 248 4,553 2,943 13,211 8,143 156 

Source: APS Bilingual Family Resource Assistants’ Report, 2011-2012. 

 

The Division hosts an annual Multicultural Parent Conference for families of ELLs. The 

conference’s mission statement is “to celebrate the diversity of Arlington Public Schools, 

collaborate with parents from diverse cultures, inform and empower parents by deepening their 

understanding of the school system and community services so that they can support and 

advocate for their children’s education” (conference brochure). ESOL/HILT Office staff reported 

that the planning committee for the conference comprises parent liaisons and representatives 

from diverse community groups.  In addition, the Arlington Parent Network has been 

instrumental in promoting the conference and getting the word out.   

 

At the 2012 conference, held on a Saturday in March, approximately 250 parents and over 50 

APS staff attended. This represented the greatest turnout since APS began holding these 

conferences, according to ESOL/HILT staff.  The Division provided a complimentary lunch as 

well as free childcare for children ages 4 to 14.  The conference reflected a collaborative effort 

with over ten sponsors named, including APS Offices of ESOL/HILT, Minority Student 

Achievement, Title I of the Department of Instruction, Department of Student Services, 

Department of School and Community Relations, ESOL/HILT Citizens Advisory Committee, 

County Council of PTAs, Arlington County Department of Parks and Recreation, Educación 

Para Nuestro Futuro, the Mongolian School of the National Capital Area, LULAC 4601, and the 

Ethiopian Community Development Center.  The morning-long conference included student 

performances and music from other cultures as well as workshops in English that were translated 

into Amharic, Arabic, Bengali, Mongolian, Spanish, Tigrinya, and Urdu.  Workshop titles 

included “Importance and meaning of report cards,” “How do Arlington Public Schools 

Communicate With You, the Parents,” and “What Is Important To Know About Middle and 

High School.” For the most part, outreach to involve diverse parent communities in the 

conference has had positive results, according to staff, although more work is needed to reach 

Bengali and Urdu families.  In the assessment of ESOL/HILT staff, these groups may need a 

more personalized approach, and they are taking steps in that direction.   

 

Community partnerships. APS documentation suggests ways in which community 

organizations can partner with the Division (Department of Instruction Initiatives to Support 

Family Involvement and Student Achievement 2009-2010): 
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 Provide parent volunteers.  

 Assist with outreach.  

 Serve as a resource. 

 Tap into monetary and in-kind donations.  

 Provide community members who are willing to be trained and who are willing to 

take responsibility for providing the training in schools. 

 Use the application process which has been established for PESA and 

PARTICIPA.   

 Help to defray the costs of child care and/or food. 

 Collaborate with staff to advocate for existing and future programs with principals 

and others.   

 Recruit community members for various citizens’ advisory committees. 

 

The Division partners with a number of groups from the communities of ELLs. The ESOL/HILT 

family involvement Web site (http://apsva.us/Page/17077) lists partnerships with Edu-Futuro 

(Educación Para Nuestro Futuro - formerly Escuela Bolivia - and The Mongolian School of the 

National Capital Area, Inc.  Edu-Futuro provides Academic Language Programs in Spanish for 

children and ESL and Spanish for adults; an Emerging Leaders Program for Latino students; and 

a Parent Leadership Initiative. The Web site states that the Mongolian School “ educates 

Mongolian children in the greater Washington, DC area on Saturdays in the language, culture, 

history, art and music of Mongolia.” 

 

In addition, APS has an ESOL/HILT Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) made up of parents 

and community members from the Division’s diverse community. The Committee, which meets 

monthly, is charged with conducting studies of ESOL/HILT programs. Each year, the CAC 

submits a report and makes recommendations to the Advisory Council on Instruction (ACI).  The 

CAC meetings are interpreted into Spanish and Mongolian, as needed. 
 
Supporting parent involvement. During the fall of each school year, the Department of 

Instruction provides a school-based workshop for parents of ELLs to build awareness of 

ESOL/HILT programs and services.  According to a review of past workshop agendas, these 

events address the purpose of ESOL/HILT, reasons why students would enroll, and information 

about how students progress in the program.  The workshop also informs parents of the different 

tests their children will take, the delivery of services in the schools and ways parents can support 

their children’s academic growth.  

 

The Division also offers two family involvement programs to build relationships with ELLs’ 

families and support ELLs’ learning.  The Parent Expectations Support Achievement (PESA) 

program was developed by the Los Angeles Unified School District to support Spanish-speaking 

parents in assuming greater responsibility for their child’s learning and academic growth. Its aim 

is to help parents and caregivers of ELLs develop partnerships with local schools to support their 

children’s academic achievement, according to the APS website.   

 

APS developed the PARTICIPA program to fill the need for more locally-based family 

involvement training. According to a PARTICIPA Report, the initiative began during the 2007-

08 school year, as a collaborative effort with Escuela Bolivia, a program of the local non-profit, 

Edu-Futuro. The program consists of a 9-week training for immigrant Latino families that aims 
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to build their capacity to navigate the school system and become advocates and partners in their 

children’s education.  The program has steadily expanded, as shown in Table J16.  In the 2011 to 

2012 school year, over 100 parents participated.  Both PESA and PARTICIPA operate in 

collaboration with schools, community-based organizations, and other APS offices.   

 

Table J16. Summary of PARTICIPA Training, 2010-2012  

Source: APS PARTICIPA Report, 2011-2012. 

 

In an evaluation conducted by Barrett Elementary school during the 2011-12 school year, over 

90% of parents agreed that due to their participation in the workshops, they have a greater 

understanding of the educational path that children follow from Kindergarten to college in the 

U.S. as well as the roles, rights, and responsibilities that parents in the U.S. have in their 

children’s education.  Comments from parent participants indicated, “I feel more confident to be 

able to advocate for my children in their studies,” and, “I will try to overcome my shyness and 

learn more English for the sake of my children and my own.”  Participants also remarked that 

since the trainings, they are reading their children’s report cards more carefully, reading to their 

children more frequently, and talking more with their children about the importance of school. 

 

 

 

 

School Year # of Trainings Schools # of Sessions # of Parents 

2010-2011 

4 

Barcroft ES 

Campbell ES 

Glebe ES 

Jefferson MS 

21 76 

2011-2012 

5 

Barcroft ES 

Barrett ES 

Campbell ES 

Hoffman-Boston ES 

Jefferson MS 

30 109 

TOTAL 9 6 51 185 
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This appendix contains the following PEAS data collection instruments: 

 

1. Arlington Public Schools Administrator ELL Survey  

2. Arlington Public Schools Teachers of ELLs Survey  

3. Arlington Public Schools Bilingual Family Resource Assistant/HILT Resource 

Counselor Survey 

4. Classroom Observation Protocol 

5. Interview Protocol: School Administrator Focus Group 

6. Interview Protocol: General Education Teacher Focus Group  

7. Interview Protocol: ESOL/HILT Lead Teacher Focus Group 

8. Interview Protocol: Family Involvement Focus Group 

9. Interview Protocol: Student Focus Group 
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2. How would you rate the quality of the guidance available from Central Office for each of 
the following?

3. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement?

4. In the last 12 months how often have you used data about ELLs for each of the 
following purposes?

Needs  
improvement

 
Satisfactory

 
Good

Don't  
know

Placement and exit criteria for HILT, HILTEX, and ESOL nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Written guidance for implementing ESOL/HILT/HILTEX services (e.g., 
through Leader News, and/or documents and guides provided by the 
ESOL/HILT office)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

APS policies for grading, promotion and retention of ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Support from lead teachers, coaches, and/or the ESOL/HILT Office for 
addressing the needs of ELLs in subject area instruction

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

APS process for procuring resources and materials for ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

APS process for hiring ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers, counselors, 
instructional assistants and bilingual family resource assistants

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Use of data

 
Strongly 
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 

nor disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

There is a clear vision in APS for the use of data to 
inform ELL education.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have access to the reports I need to meaningfully 
examine ELLs' academic progress.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have received useful professional development around 
using ELL data to inform instructional decisions.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I am good at using data to diagnose ELLs' learning 
needs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
 
0 

times

 
 

Once 
this year

 
12 times 

a 
semester

 
12 times  

a  
month

More  
than  
twice  

a month

 
 
 

N/A

Placing ELLs in classes or groups nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Developing recommendations for programming or other 
educational services for ELLs

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Identifying and correcting gaps in the curriculum for ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Identifying individual ELLs who need remedial 
assistance

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Informing the school management plan nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Monitoring
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5. Who is responsible for supervising and/or monitoring the implementation of the 
school's instructional programs for ELLs? (Check all that apply)

6. What tools are used to monitor classroom instruction for ELLs? (Check all that apply.)

7. I work in a(n)

8. To your knowledge, for how many ELLs Levels 1  5 is each statement true?

 
School level

*

 
Middle and high schools

 
None

Few  
(10  25%)

Some  
(26  50%)

Many 
(51  75%)

Most  
(76  100%)

ELLs participate in elective courses (e.g., instrumental 
music, computer science, drama).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs participate in advanced coursework (e.g., 
intensified courses, advanced math and science, AP, IB).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The families of ELLs help select courses for their child. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs and their families receive appropriate guidance 
about high school graduation requirements.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs are on pathways to college and career readiness. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Principal
 

gfedc

Assistant Principal
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX Lead Teacher/Dept. Chair
 

gfedc

Leadership team
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 

Walkthrough instrument provided by the division
 

gfedc

Sitebased walkthrough instrument
 

gfedc

SIOP observation sheet
 

gfedc

No specific tool
 

gfedc

Other tool (please describe) 

elementary school.
 

nmlkj

middle school.
 

nmlkj

high school.
 

nmlkj
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9. Indicate the types of programs used to serve ELLs Levels 1  5. (Select all that apply.)

10. Indicate the types of programs used to serve ELLs Levels 1  5. (Select all that apply.)

11. Briefly describe the school's approach to serving ELLs.

 

 
Elementary schools

 
ELL programming

55

66

 
Coteaching

General education
 

gfedc

General education + HILT/HILTEX pushin
 

gfedc

General education + HILT/HILTEX instructional assistant
 

gfedc

HILT/HILTEX class
 

gfedc

Dual language (Gunston)
 

gfedc

Interventions for struggling readers
 

gfedc

Other model(s) (please specify) 

General education
 

gfedc

General education + ESOL/HILT pushin
 

gfedc

General education + ESOL/HILT instructional assistant
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT class
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT pullout
 

gfedc

Interventions for struggling readers
 

gfedc

FLS or FLS/FLES (Barcroft, Barrett, Carlin Springs or HoffmanBoston)
 

gfedc

Dual language (Key or Claremont)
 

gfedc

Other model (please specify) 
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12. Does the school implement any cotaught classrooms for ELLs?

i.e., a classroom in which a general education teacher works with an ESOL/HILT pushin teacher or one or 
more ESOL/HILT teachers coteach together or with a general education teacher or special education teacher.  

13. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement?

14. How are teachers organized into instructional teams? (Select all that apply.)

*

 
Coteaching

 
 

Strongly 
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

Coteachers have received training to use coteaching 
strategies.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Coteachers meet regularly to plan instruction. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ESOL/HILT and general education teachers work well 
together as coteachers.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The ESOL/HILT teacher spends most of the class time 
helping ELLs individually.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In the cotaught classroom, the ESOL/HILT and content 
teacher consistently work with all students, including both 
ELLs and native Englishspeaking students.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

As a result of the coteaching, I have seen evidence of 
improved academic outcomes for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Instructional teams

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Use this space (as needed) to clarify your responses above. 

55

66

Gradelevel teams
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX team(s)
 

gfedc

Departmental teams
 

gfedc

Professional learning communities (PLCs)
 

gfedc

Other team(s) (please specify) 
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15. Thinking overall about the school's instructional teams and PLCs, for how many teams 
is each statement true? 

16. How many of the instructional teams and/or PLCs engage in the following activities at 
least once a semester?

17. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement? 

None Less than half More than half All

Teachers and administrators share a clear vision and expectations for how 
the team should work.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers participate on the team. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Teams meet regularly as scheduled. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Teams work well together. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Teachers' participation on instructional teams/PLCs has improved their 
instruction for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

None Less than half More than half All

Plan or design curriculum and/or instruction for ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Examine ELL students' work nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Examine ELL district or schoolwide data (e.g., test scores, course taking, 
or discipline referrals)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Learn new strategies for teaching ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Students and teachers

 
 

Strongly  
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  

nor disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

Mainstream teachers understand how to address the needs of ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

There are physical confrontations in the school between students of 
different races at least once a month.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs receive sufficient support to access content instruction in all 
subject areas.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs receive targeted instruction to develop academic English (i.e., the 
language of math, science, social studies and English language arts).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Use this space (as needed) to clarify your responses above. 

55
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18. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement? 

19. How would you rate each of the following practices in your school? 

20. During the last 2 years (including the current school year), how many staff who serve 
ELLs have participated in professional development about ELLs? 

21. During the last 2 years (including the current school year), what professional learning 
opportunities has the school provided for staff to improve teaching and learning for ELLs? 
(Please specify topics and numbers of workshops/coaching sessions.)

 

 
 

Strongly  
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  

nor disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

The current schedule stretches ESOL/HILT teachers too thinly to 
adequately address both the language and content needs of ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The school supports flexible student pathways for ELLs who need more 
instructional time (e.g., extended school year or day schedule, night 
and weekend classes, extended time to graduation).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Programs for ELLs in this school are helping to close academic 
achievement gaps.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The school has a policy of placing its most effective teachers in 
classrooms with ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers help make decisions about school or 
departmentwide curriculum and instruction.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX teachers participate in creating the master 
schedule.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Needs  
improvement

 
Satisfactory

 
Good

Don't  
know

Placing ELLs in classes at the appropriate level. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Providing appropriate academic support for ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Monitoring ELLs after they have exited LEP status. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Providing support for newcomer ELLs with limited formal schooling. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Addressing the needs of struggling longterm ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Staff professional learning

 
None

Few 
(10  25%)

Some 
(26  50%)

Many 
(52  75%)

Most  
(76  100%)

Don't  
know

ESOL/HILT teachers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

General education teachers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Guidance counselors nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
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Your professional learning
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22. How would you rate your knowledge and skills for each of the following?

23. During the last 2 years (including the current school year), I have participated in the 
following hours of professional development or coursework about ELLs. 

24. Thinking overall about the professional learning and coursework in which you and/or 
your staff have participated relating to ELLs, how much do you agree or disagree with 
each statement?

25. Which ELL topics (if any) have been most useful for your school?

 

None Novice Satisfactory Proficient

What to look for when monitoring instruction in 
classrooms with ELLs

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Identifying teachers who are effective with ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Understanding the cultural, historical, and linguistic 
backgrounds of the school's ELLs

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Quality of professional learning opportunities

 
Strongly 
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  
nor  

disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

The ELL professional development was aligned with the 
school's goals for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Teachers received enough training and followup to 
support changes in practice.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

As a result of the professional development, instructional 
practices for ELLs have improved.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
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Parent outreach

0 hours
 

nmlkj

1  8 hours
 

nmlkj

9  32 hours
 

nmlkj

33  80 hours
 

nmlkj

More than 80 hours
 

nmlkj
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26. How often has the school done the following this school year?

27. What are the most important things your school has done to help improve teaching 
and learning for ELLs?

 

28. What barriers has your school encountered that prevent effective teaching and 
learning for LEP students?

 

0 
times

Once 
this year

12 times  
a semester

12 times  
a month

More than  
twice a month

Provided written communications in the languages 
spoken at home.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided an interpreter for families who attended a 
meeting.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided logistical support (e.g., transportation, 
childcare, or food) so ELL families could attend a 
meeting.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Contacted the family of an ELL when the child did 
something well or improves.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided training for ELLs' families about ways to 
improve their child's learning.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided leadership training for ELL families. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Included an ELL's family member to serve on a school 
decisionmaking body.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Worked with a community partner to implement an 
academic support program for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Worked with a community partner to plan curriculum and 
instruction for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Your final thoughts
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3. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement?

4. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement?

5. How would you rate each of the following practices for ELLs in your school this year? 

 
 

Strongly 
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

School leaders articulate a clear vision for educating 
ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In this school, the needs of ELLs are a high priority. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Mainstream teachers understand how to address the 
needs of ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ESOL/HILT teachers have expertise in the subjects they 
teach.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ESOL/HILT teachers help make decisions about school 
or departmentwide curriculum and instruction.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
 

Strongly 
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

ELLs participate in extracurricular activities. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

There are physical confrontations in the school between 
students of different races at least once a month.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Qualified ELLs are identified for gifted classes. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
ELL programming

Needs  
improvement

 
Satisfactory

 
Good

Don't  
Know

Placing ELLs in classes at the appropriate level. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Providing appropriate academic support for ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Fostering a positive climate for ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Monitoring ELLs after they have exited LEP status. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Providing support for newcomer ELLs with limited formal 
schooling.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Addressing the needs of struggling longterm ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Other 
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6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

7. How would you rate the quality of the guidance available from your district and school 
for each of the following?

 
Strongly  
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  

nor disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

Resources and texts in my subject area(s) are appropriate 
for the ELLs I serve.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The curriculum is too hard for my ELL students. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The curriculum in my subject area(s) provides adequate 
guidance to differentiate instruction for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The curriculum provides adequate guidance to support 
instruction in academic English (i.e., the language of 
math, science, social studies and/or English language 
arts).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Appropriate supplemental resources are available in the 
native languages of my students.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have access to formative assessments in my subject 
area(s) that are appropriate for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Needs  
improvement

 
Satisfactory

 
Good

Don't  
know

Placement and exit criteria for HILT, HILTEX, and ESOL nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Written guidance for implementing ESOL/HILT/HILTEX 
services (e.g., through documents and guides provided by 
the ESOL/HILT office)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

APS policies for grading, promotion and retention of 
ELLs

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Support from lead teachers, coaches, and/or the 
ESOL/HILT Office for addressing the needs of ELLs in 
subject area instruction

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

APS process for procuring resources and materials for 
ELLs

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Instructional practice

Other 

Other 
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8. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

9. In the past 2 years (including the current school year), I have participated in the 
following hours of professional development or coursework about English language 
learners.

10. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the ELL 
professional development?

11. Which ELL topics (if any) have been most useful for your practice?

 

 
Strongly  
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  

nor disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

I feel confident I can meet the needs of the ELLs in my 
classroom.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I feel as though some of my ELL students are not making 
any academic progress.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Most of ELLs' performance depends on the home 
environment, so I have limited influence.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Until an ELL learns English, it is difficult to teach 
academic content.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

There is adequate ELL professional development offered 
for teachers in my grade/subject area.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Professional learning

*

 
Professional learning

 
Strongly  
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  

nor disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

The professional development topics were relevant to my 
practice.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I received enough training and followup to support 
changes in my practice.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

As a result of the professional development, my 
instructional practices for ELLs have improved.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

55

66

 

0 hours
 

nmlkj

1  8 hours
 

nmlkj

9  32 hours
 

nmlkj

33  80 hours
 

nmlkj

More than 80 hours
 

nmlkj

Other 
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12. Do you participate in any of the following? (Select all that apply.)

13. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  
 
Note: "The team" refers to the PLC or instructional team(s) in which you participate.

14. How often does the team engage in the following activities?

 
Instructional teams

 
Instructional teams

 
Strongly  
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  

nor disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

School leadership provides a clear vision and 
expectations for how the team should work.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The school provides sufficient time for the team to meet. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The team works well together. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

My participation on the team has improved my 
instruction for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Never Rarely Sometimes Regularly

Plan or design curriculum and/or instruction for ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Examine ELL students' work nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Examine ELL district or schoolwide data (e.g., test 
scores, course taking, or discipline referrals)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Learn new strategies for teaching ELLs nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Coteaching

Gradelevel team
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT/HILTEX team
 

gfedc

Other departmental team
 

gfedc

Professional learning community (PLC)
 

gfedc

Other team(s)
 

gfedc

None of the above
 

gfedc

Please specify other team(s). 
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15. Do you teach in a cotaught classroom?  

 
i.e., a classroom in which a general education teacher works with an ESOL/HILT pushin 
teacher or one or more ESOL/HILT teachers coteach together or with a general education 
teacher or special education teacher.  
 

16. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement?

17. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement?

*

 
Coteaching

 
 

Strongly  
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  
nor  

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

I have received the training I need to successfully use coteaching 
strategies.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have enough time to communicate and collaborate with my co
teacher(s).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

My coteacher(s) and I meet regularly to plan instruction. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The ESOL/HILT teacher spends most of the class time helping ELLs 
individually or in a small group at the back of the room.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In the cotaught classroom, my coteacher(s) and I consistently work with 
all students, including both ELLs and native Englishspeaking students.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

As a result of the coteaching, I have seen evidence of improved 
academic outcomes for ELLs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Use of data

 
 

Strongly  
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither  
agree  
nor  

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

There is a clear vision in APS for the use of data to inform ELL 
education.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have access to the information I need to meaningfully examine the 
academic progress of ELLs in my classroom.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have received useful professional development around using ELL data 
to inform instruction.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I am good at using data to diagnose ELLs' learning needs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Family Outreach

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj
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18. Thinking about the families of your ELL students, how much do you agree or disagree 
with each statement?

19. How often are the following statements true for the families of your ELL students?

20. I teach at a(n)

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree
Neither  
agree  

nor disagree
Agree

Strongly 
agree

My school actively conducts outreach to the families of ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs are treated with the same respect as Englishspeaking 
families.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I know how to request an interpreter for my students' families when 
necessary.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

My school does a good job of reducing barriers to ELL family 
involvement.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I feel that families of my ELL students are making a positive 
educational difference in the lives of their children.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Never Rarely Sometimes Regularly
Don't  
know

Families who attend school events and meetings are 
provided an interpreter if they need one.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of my ELL students attend parentteacher 
conferences.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of my ELL students participate actively in the 
school (e.g., helping to organize events, assisting in the 
classroom).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
School level

*

 
Middle and high schools

elementary school.
 

nmlkj

middle school.
 

nmlkj

high school.
 

nmlkj
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21. To your knowledge, for how many ELLs is each statement true?

The purpose of this section is to understand the demographics of the survey respondents. Any information that is 
reported will not identify individuals or schools; information about participants will be reported in aggregate form. 

22. How do you provide services to ELL students? (Select all that apply.)

None 
Few  

(10  25%)
Some  

(26  50%)
Many 

(51  75%)
Most  

(76  100%)
Don't  
know

ELLs participate in elective courses (e.g., instrumental 
music, computer science, drama).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs participate in advanced coursework (e.g., 
intensified courses, advanced math and science, AP, IB).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The families of ELLs help select courses for their child. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs and their families receive appropriate guidance 
about high school graduation requirements.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs are on pathways to college and career readiness. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Middle and high schools  Demographics

General education
 

gfedc

General education + HILT/HILTEX pushin
 

gfedc

General education + HILT/HILTEX instructional assistant
 

gfedc

HILT/HILTEX class
 

gfedc

Special education
 

gfedc

Interventions for struggling readers
 

gfedc

Dual language (at Gunston)
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc
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23. What subject areas do you teach (or support) this year? (Select all that apply.)

The purpose of this section is to understand the demographics of the survey respondents. Any information that is 
reported will not identify individuals or schools; information about participants will be reported in aggregate form. 

24. How do you provide services to ELL students? (Select all that apply.)

 
Elementary schools  Demographics

Math (including algebra, geometry, calculus)
 

gfedc

Science (including biology, physics, earth sciences)
 

gfedc

Social studies (including history, geography)
 

gfedc

English language arts (including reading, literacy)
 

gfedc

World language
 

gfedc

Business education
 

gfedc

Career and technical education
 

gfedc

Family and consumer science
 

gfedc

Other elective (e.g., health, P.E., music, art)
 

gfedc

Other subject(s) (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

General education
 

gfedc

General education + ESOL/HILT pushin
 

gfedc

General education + ESOL/HILT instructional assistant
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT class
 

gfedc

ESOL/HILT pullout
 

gfedc

FLS or FLS/FLES (at Barcroft, Barrett, Carlin Springs or HoffmanBoston)
 

gfedc

Dual language (at Key or Claremont)
 

gfedc

Interventions for struggling readers
 

gfedc

Special education
 

gfedc

Gifted and talented
 

gfedc

Other (please specify)
 

 
gfedc
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25. What subject areas do you teach (or support) this year? (Select all that apply.)

26. In what languages do you teach? (Check all that apply.)

27. Please indicate your years of experience (including the current year).

28. What are the most important things your school or division has done to improve 
teaching and learning for ELLs?

 

29. What barriers have you encountered that prevent effective teaching and learning for 
ELLs?

 

 
Demographics

1 year 2  5 years 6  9 years 10  19 years 20 + years

Years teaching nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Years in Arlington Public 
Schools

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Years teaching ELL 
students

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Final Thoughts

55

66

55

66

Elementary classroom/Montessori
 

gfedc

Reading/literacy
 

gfedc

Math
 

gfedc

Science
 

gfedc

Social studies
 

gfedc

FLES
 

gfedc

Specials (P.E., music or art)
 

gfedc

Other subject (please specify)
 

 
gfedc

English
 

gfedc

Spanish
 

gfedc

Other language(s)
 

gfedc
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2. In the past 12 months, what services have you provided to ELLs and their families?

3. Which of the above services do you believe have made the most difference for families 
and students? Why?

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Regularly

Met with families nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Met with students nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided written language translation nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided oral interpretation nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Made phone calls to ELLs' homes nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Attended parentteacher conferences nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Organized meetings for families nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Made home visits nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Supported teachers in the classroom nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Supported teachers outside the classroom nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided basic needs (e.g., food, clothing, school 
supplies) to families

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Made referrals for additional assistance (e.g., for 
counseling, medical, dental or legal issues)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided counseling to support families' transition to a 
U.S. public school setting

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Met with ELLs to support their social and emotional well
being

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Worked collaboratively with the school counselor, social 
worker, psychologist or school nurse

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided tutoring or small group academic support for 
ELLs

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Conducted or coled student activities before, during or 
after school (e.g., lunch groups, clubs, etc.)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Provided logistical support for student activities (e.g., 
inviting students, contacting families, setting up the 
room)

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Met with ELLs and their families to guide decisions about 
high school course work and graduation requirements

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

55

66

 
The school

Please describe other services you have provided. 

55

66
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4. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

5. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

 
 

Strongly 
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

I feel I am a valued member of the school community. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

School administrators understand the services I provide 
to families and students.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Teachers understand what I do. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The school supports my work. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

In this school, ELLs are a high priority. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs participate in extracurricular activities. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs participate in advanced coursework (e.g., 
intensified courses, advanced math and science, AP, IB).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Since I began working in this school, staff have improved 
their cultural understanding of ELLs and their families.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Family involvement

 
 

Strongly 
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

Initiatives in Arlington Public Schools adequately 
address the needs of ELLs and their families.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs feel welcome in the school. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Front office staff are courteous to the families of ELLs. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

School meetings are scheduled at times when families of 
ELLs can attend.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs understand their child's report card. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs receive timely communication about 
their child's academic progress.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
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6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

7. How often are the following statements true for families of ELLs in your school?

 
 

Strongly 
disagree

 
 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree

 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Strongly 
agree

Families of ELLs are aware of the services available to 
them.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs are treated with the same respect as 
Englishspeaking families.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

ELLs and their families understand the requirements for 
graduating from high school.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

The services provided have made a positive difference in 
the lives of families.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I feel that the families of ELLs are making a positive 
educational difference in the lives of their children.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Never Rarely Sometimes Regularly

When there are informational meetings for families, the 
division or school provides logistical support (e.g., food, 
transportation and childcare) as needed.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of all language groups are able to receive 
interpretation services as needed.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs have opportunities to learn how to 
support their child’s academic achievement.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs attend informational meetings at the 
school.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs attend parentteacher conferences. nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs participate in school decisionmaking 
bodies (e.g., schoolappointed advisory committees).

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

Families of ELLs from this school participate in advocacy 
activities (e.g., citizens advisory committees, mentoring 
other parents) to improve APS programs.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Family workshops
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8. Indicate which of the following types of family workshops (if any) have been conducted 
in the school in the last 2 years (including the current school year).

9. Thinking about your own professional learning in the past 2 years, how much do you 
agree or disagree with the following statements?

10. How long have you been in this position in Arlington Public Schools (including the 
current school year)?

11. At what grade span(s) do you work?

 
Professional learning

 
Strongly 
disagree

 
 

Disagree

Neither 
agree 

nor disagree

 
 

Agree

 
Strongly 
agree

Professional development topics were relevant to my 
practice.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

I have received enough training and followup to support 
changes in my practice.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

As a result of the professional development, my work with 
the families of ELLs has improved.

nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj

 
Your position

Parent Expectations Support Achievement (PESA)
 

gfedc

PARTICIPA
 

gfedc

Reach for Reading
 

gfedc

Strengthening Families
 

gfedc

Other family workshop series (i.e. a program of related workshops)
 

gfedc

Other onetime family workshops
 

gfedc

Please specify other types of workshops 

1 to 3 years
 

nmlkj

3 to 6 years
 

nmlkj

6 to 9 years
 

nmlkj

10 years or more
 

nmlkj

elementary school
 

gfedc

middle school
 

gfedc

high school
 

gfedc
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Arlington Public Schools Bilingual Family Resource Assistant/HILTArlington Public Schools Bilingual Family Resource Assistant/HILTArlington Public Schools Bilingual Family Resource Assistant/HILTArlington Public Schools Bilingual Family Resource Assistant/HILT
12. In the last 12 months, for what language groups have you provided referrals? (Check 
all that apply)

13. What barriers have you encountered that prevent effective services for ELLs and their 
families?

 

14. What are the most important things your school or division has done to improve 
services for ELLs and their families?

 

 
Your Final Thoughts

55

66

55

66

Amharic
 

gfedc

Arabic
 

gfedc

Bengali
 

gfedc

Mongolian
 

gfedc

Spanish
 

gfedc

Other language(s) (please specify)
 

 

gfedc

55

66
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Promoting Excellence Appraisal System 

Classroom Observation Protocol 

 

Complete Prior to Observation 

Observer: ________________________________________________________________________________  

School:   ________________________________________________________________________________  

School Level (please circle)  

Type of classroom: 

 ESOL  HILTEX A  FLS  Dual Language 

 HILT A  HILTEX B 
 FLES 
 

 General 
education  

 

 HILT B  Sheltered 
 Other (describe) 

 

 

Elementary Middle High 

 

Teacher(s): ________________________________    

 __________________________________________  

 single teacher 

 teacher + aide 

 co-teachers 
 

Subject/grade level:  

 __________________________________________  

Number of students ________ 

Number of ELLs 

 

______ WIDA 1 

______ WIDA 2 

______ WIDA 3 

______ WIDA 4 

______ WIDA 5 

Total current LEP (Levels 1 – 5)  

______  Reaching (WIDA Level 6) 

______  Exited (beyond monitoring)  

 

Language(s) of instruction 

 English 

 Spanish 

 

Standard: 

 

 

 

Content objectives: 

 

 

 

Language objectives: 

 

 

 

Target vocabulary: 

Date: 

Start time: 

End time: 
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PEAS Classroom Observation Instrument 

0 = Not observed 1 = Weak evidence 2 = Moderate evidence 3 = Strong evidence 

 

Code Indicators 
Rating Description of Evidence 

0 1 2 3 Strengths Weaknesses 

H
ig

h
 e

x
p

ec
ta

ti
o

n
s 

IN
R

1
 

1. Content objectives articulated       

2. Grade level instruction     

3. Instruction addressed content 

objectives 

    

4. Higher order thinking 

 remembering 

 understanding 

 applying 

 analyzing 

 evaluating 

 creating 

    

5. Elicits extended responses     

S
ca

ff
o
ld

in
g
 

IN
R

2
 

1. Addresses content learning 

strategies  

      

2. Previews new content     

3. Provides background knowledge     

4. Prompts/questions     

5. Uses repetition     

6. Extra-linguistic supports 

 pictures/video 

 Interactive Smartboard 

 graphic organizers/thinking 

maps 

 realia/manipulatives 

 demonstration 

 gestures 

 other: ___________________ 

    

7. Clarity of speech     

8. Pace of lesson     

9. Wait time     

D
if

fe
re

n
ti

at
ed

 i
n
st

ru
ct

io
n
 

IN
R

3
 

Instruction appropriate to students’ 

ELP levels: 

1. Differentiated learning activities 

      

2. Differentiated materials     

3. Differentiated  student products 

 test/quiz 

 collaborative project 

 cloze/sentence completion 

 chart/graphic organizer 

 demonstration 

 portfolio 

 drawing 

 matching/sequencing 

 oral presentation 

 other 

    

C
u
lt

u
ra

l 

re
sp

o
n
si

v
en

es
s 

IN
R

4
 

1. Connects instruction to students’ 

lives 
      

2. Multicultural materials     

3. L1 supplementary materials     

4. Teaches L1 – L2 transfer strategies      

5. L1 clarification     

6. Effective L1 instruction (B/DL)     

7. Quality L1 core texts (B/DL)     
Student 

engagement 

INR5 

1. Students on task       

2. Students actively engaged     
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Code Indicators 
Rating Description of Evidence 

0 1 2 3 Strengths Weaknesses 

C
la

ss
ro

o
m

 e
n
v

ir
o
n

m
en

t 

IN
S

1
 

1. Classroom management       

2. Pairs/small groups     

3. Cooperative learning     

4. Equal status peers     

5a. Mutual respect     
5b. Respect of teacher     
5c. Respect for students     
6. Encouragement     
7. Acknowledgement of effort     

M
ea

n
in

g
-b

as
ed

 l
ea

rn
in

g
 

IN
S

2
 

1. Active learning 
 Inquiry-based 

 Hands-on/experiment 
 Project 

 Thematic instruction 

 Literature circles/discussion 

 Role play 

 Kinesthetic/TPR 

 Art/music/song 

 Other 

      

2. Authentic tasks     

F
o

cu
s 

o
n

 L
an

g
u

ag
e 

IN
L

1
 

1. Language objectives articulated       

2. Appropriate to ELP level     

3. Language objectives addressed.      

4. Focus on form     

5. Corrective feedback     

6. Focus on meaning     

7.  Metalinguistic strategies     

8.  Multiple modalities     

9. Sustained output     

10. Comprehensible input     

A
ca

d
em

ic
 l

an
g
u

ag
e 

IN
L

2
 

1. Explicit AL instruction       

2. Analysis of complex text     

3. Tier 2 vocabulary     

4. Tier 3 vocabulary     

5.  Multiple exposures     

6. Deep exploration of language     

7. Supports access to content     

A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

IN
A

1
 

1. Checks for understanding       

2. Formative assessment     

3. Appropriate assessment of content     

4. Appropriate assessment of language     

5. Adjusts instruction based on 

assessment 

      

T
ea

ch
er

 

C
o
ll

ab
o

ra
ti

o
n
 

IN
C

2
 

C
o

-t
a

u
g

h
t 

o
n

ly
 

1. Level of collaboration        

2. Lesson ran smoothly     

3. Co-planning evident     

4. Communication between teachers     
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Interview Protocol 

School Administrator Focus Group 

Introduction 

 

Good afternoon. I am _______ from the George Washington University Center for Equity and 

Excellence in Education. As you may be aware, we are visiting your school today as part of the 

English Language Learners Evaluation requested by the Arlington Public Schools.  
 

[PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE SCOPE OF THE REVIEW] 
 

The purpose of today’s interview is to learn from you about how your school has been serving 

English language learners (ELLs), any challenges your school has faced, and additional support 

that will be needed from the district.  

 

Your school was selected as one of nine schools to be reviewed. Data from the school reviews 

will be compiled and used to develop a report to be presented to the district. Names and 

personally identifying information will be removed, but your school will be identified as one of 

the schools visited. 

 

This interview will take about 30 minutes. Do you have any questions or concerns before we 

begin? 

 

1. Tell me a little about your school and the students you serve (D).   

a. What else can you tell me about the school?  

 

2. How would you describe the school’s overall vision and philosophy for ELLs? (L2) 

a. What are the school’s goals for ELLs this school year?  

 

3. What model(s) do you use for content instruction for ELLs (e.g., HILT, HILTEX, 

sheltered content, dual language, FLS/FLES or some other model? (IPD1) 

a. How are ELLs at WIDA levels 1 – 4 served (beginning to advanced?) 

b. At what point are ELLs placed in the general education classroom (without 

special support) for core content areas? Is this determined by WIDA level, by 

subject area, or both? 

 

4. How are ELLs supported to develop the language they need to access the content? 

(IPD1) 
a. What does language instruction look like for ELLs at WIDA levels 1 – 4 served 

(beginning to advanced?) 

b. Is any language instruction provided for ELLs at WIDA Levels 5 and 6 (beyond 

general education ELA classes)? 

 

5. In what ways do general education and ELL teachers collaborate to support student 

instruction and progress? (ACI3 and 4) 

a. Does your school implement any co-taught classrooms for ELLs? 

b. How would you describe the school’s approach to co-teaching? 
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c. What other kinds of collaboration take place (e.g., planning, developing units, co-

teaching, analyzing student products and formative assessment to inform 

instruction)? 

 

6. Overall, what do you think the school is doing particularly well in relation to meeting the 

needs of ELLs? (IPD3)  

 

7. What are some of the main challenges the school has faced in relation to serving ELLs? 

 

8. Is there anything else you would like us to know about your school to help us understand 

your answers today? 

 

Thank you. As you may be aware, in April we will also be conducting division-wide focus groups 

for parents, students, and teachers who serve ELLs. Regina Van Horne will be in touch if your 

school is selected to participate in those focus groups. 

 

In May we will be administering two surveys– one for principals, and one for all teachers who 

serve ELLs. We would appreciate your support in encouraging everyone to complete their survey 

in a timely manner. This will help the district to identify priority areas of support for schools like 

yours. 

 

We very much appreciate your taking time in your busy day to meet with us. We will be following 

up shortly to share the results of our visit. 
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 Interview Protocol 

General Ed. Teacher Focus Group 

Introduction 

 

Good afternoon. I am _______ and this is my colleague ________. We are from the George Washington 

University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education. As you may be aware, we are visiting your 

school today as part of the English Language Learners Evaluation requested by the Arlington 

Consolidated School District.  

 

The purpose of today’s interview is to learn from you about how your school has been serving English 

language learners (ELLs), any challenges your school has faced, and additional support that will be 

needed from the district.  

 

There are no wrong answers but rather differing points of view. Please feel free to share your point of 

view even if it differs from what others have said. Keep in mind that we're just as interested in negative 

comments as positive comments, and at times the negative comments are the most helpful. 

 

You've probably noticed the tape recorder. We're recording the session because we don't want to miss 

any of your comments. People often say very helpful things in these discussions and we can't write fast 

enough to get them all down. You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The findings will be 

compiled across all the schools to help the division plan improvements to ELL programs. 

 

We've passed out some name tags we’d like you to wear to help us remember everybody’s names. We will 

be on a first name basis today, but we won't use any names in our reports. We also ask that each of you 

respect the confidentiality of anything that is shared in this room. 

 

Well, let's begin.  

 

1. Let’s start by having everybody go around the table and introduce yourselves. Please tell me your 

name, what grade levels and content areas you teach, and how many ELLs and former ELLs you 

have in your classroom this year. (D) 

 

2. How many serve ELLs in: 

General education setting (no co-teacher) 

Gen ed + ESOL/HILT instructional aide 

[for elementary] ELLs are pulled out by an ESOL teacher 

ESOL teacher pushes in 

Co-taught classroom with ESOL teacher 

Co-taught classroom with sped teacher 

other?  

 

3. Overall, how well do you think your school is doing in terms of educating ELLs: Is it doing an 

outstanding job, an adequate job, or does it need improvement? Why? (IPD3)  

a. For those of you who teach former ELLs, how are these students doing? Are they making 

about the same academic progress as native English speaking students, less progress, or 

more progress? 

 

4. What are some things the school has done that you think have helped improve teaching and 

learning for ELLs? 
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5. What are some of the main challenges the school has faced in relation to serving ELLs? 

 

6. How many are implementing any SIOP strategies (Sheltered Instruction Operational Protocol)? 

a. Tell me about some of the strategies you have used. How well do these strategies work? 

 

7. Is instruction differentiated for ELLs in the courses you teach or is instruction the same for all 

students?  

a. What kinds of differentiation is provided? 

 

8. How many of you teach advanced courses (e.g., Algebra I in MS, higher level math in high 

school, other AP, IB or intensified courses? 

o How many ELLs do you have enrolled in your advanced courses? 

o How are students selected to participate in the advanced courses you teach? What 

criteria do you consider when recommending an ELL to participate in the 

advanced courses you teach?  

 

9. What kinds of support have you received from the school and the school division to help you 

meet the needs of ELLs in your classroom? (e.g., coaching (PD7), PLCs, curricular guidance 

specific to ELLs, specialized materials). 

 

10. In the last 2 years, what professional development have you received from the school or the 

district to help you address the needs of ELLs? (PD2) 

a. How would you rate the quality of the professional development you received? In what 

ways has it made a difference in your practice? (PD5) 

b. Can you give me some examples of what you’ve tried in your classroom as a result of the 

PD? (PD5) 

 

11. In what ways do you collaborate with your ESL colleagues? (ACI4) Let’s get another show of 

hands. How many of you participate in: 

 Grade level teams [elementary]/departmental teams [secondary]? 

 PLCs? 

 Analyzing student work 

 Collaboratively planning instruction? 

 Collaboratively implementing instruction? 

 Developing common formative assessments to inform instruction? 

a. How much time is provided in your schedules to facilitate this kind of collaboration? 

b. How well is the collaboration working? 

c. What additional support would be needed to support effective collaboration? 

 

CLOSING QUESTIONS  

 

12. Is there anything else you would like us to know about your school to help us understand your 

answers today? 

 

13. Of all the things we've talked about, what is most important to you?? 

 

Thank you. We very much appreciate your taking time in your busy day to meet with us.  
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OPTIONAL QUESTIONS 

 

14. What kinds of opportunities do you have to examine ELL data to monitor the progress of ELLs in 

your classroom? (AA7) 

a. In addition to classroom assessments, what kinds of data do you have access to? (e.g., 

state content assessments, state ELP assessments, district benchmark assessments, grades, 

student discipline history, attendance, other) 

b. How does the school support you to access these data? 

c. Is this done in teams, or is it up to each teacher? 

d. How often do you review these data? 

e. Can you provide some examples of ways you use ELL data to inform your practice? 

(AA8) 
 

15. How would you characterize the school’s outreach program for ELL parents? (PCO2) 

a. What strategies does the school use to involve ELL parents in their children’s education? 

b. What barriers remain for the parents of ELLs? 

 

16. What more do you think needs to be done at the school or district level to support ELLs so that 

they can access the grade level curriculum once they are integrated into classrooms with native 

English speakers? (IPD6) 

 

a. What support is needed from the district in order to bring about these improvements? 

(L9) 
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 Interview Protocol 

ELL Teacher Focus Group 

 

Introduction 

 

Good afternoon. I am _______  and this is ______. We are from the George Washington University 

Center for Equity and Excellence in Education. As you may be aware, we are speaking with you today as 

part of the English Language Learners Evaluation requested by the Arlington Public Schools.  

 

The purpose of today’s interview is to learn from you about how your school has been serving English 

language learners (ELLs), any challenges your school has faced, and additional support that will be 

needed from the district.  

 

There are no wrong answers just differing points of view. Please feel free to share your perspective even 

if it differs from what others have said. Keep in mind that we're just as interested in negative comments as 

positive comments, and at times the negative comments are the most helpful. 

 

You've probably noticed the tape recorder. We're recording the session because we don't want to miss 

any of your comments. People often say very helpful things in these discussions and we can't write fast 

enough to get them all down. You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The findings will be 

compiled across all the schools to help the division plan improvements to ELL programs. 

 

We've passed out some name tags we’d like you to wear to help us remember everybody’s names. We will 

be on a first name basis today, but we won't use any names in our reports. We also ask that each of you 

respect the confidentiality of anything that is shared in this room. 

 

 

1. Before we start, let’s get a show of hands. How many serve ELLs in: 

ESOL/HILT pull-out 

ESOL/HILT push in 

Co-taught classroom with general ed teacher 

Reading intervention groups or classes 

other?  

 

2. Let’s start by having everybody go around the table and introduce yourselves. Please tell me your 

name, what grade levels you teach, and whether you teach one or more particular subject areas. 

(D) 
 

3. Overall, how well do you think the school is doing in terms of educating ELLs: Is it doing an 

outstanding job, an adequate job, or does it need improvement?  

 

4. What are some things the school has done that you think have helped improve teaching and 

learning for ELLs? 

  

5. What are some things you think need improvement? (IPD3)  

 

6. In the last 3 years, what professional development and coaching have you and your colleagues 

received from the school or the district to address the needs of ELLs? (PD3) 

a. How would you rate the quality of the professional development and coaching you 

received?  
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b. Can you give me some examples of what you and your ESOL/HILT colleagues have tried 

in your classroom as a result of the PD? (PD5) 

c. In what ways has it made a difference in practice at your school? (PD5) 

 

7. In what ways do you collaborate with your general education colleagues? (ACI4) Let’s get 

another show of hands. How many of you participate in: 

 Grade level teams [elementary]/departmental teams [secondary]? 

 PLCs? 

 Analyzing student work 

 Collaboratively planning instruction? 

 Collaboratively implementing instruction? 

 Developing common formative assessments to inform instruction? 

a. How much time is provided in your schedules to facilitate this kind of collaboration? 

b. How well is the collaboration working? 

c. What additional support would be needed to support effective collaboration? 

 

CLOSING QUESTIONS  

 

8. Is there anything else you would like us to know about your school to help us understand your 

answers today? 

 

9. Of all the things we've talked about, what is most important to you?? 

 

Thank you. We very much appreciate your taking time in your busy day to meet with us.  

 

OPTIONAL QUESTIONS (as time allows) 

 

10. What kinds of opportunities do you have to examine ELL data or student work to monitor the 

progress of ELLs in your classroom? (AA7) 

a. In addition to classroom assessments, what kinds of data do you have access to? (e.g., 

state content assessments, state ELP assessments, district benchmark assessments, grades, 

student discipline history, attendance, other) 

b. How does the school support you to access these data? 

c. Is this done in teams, or is it up to each teacher? 

d. How often do you review these data? 

e. Can you provide some examples of ways you use ELL data to inform your practice? 

(AA8) 
 

 

11.  How would you characterize the school’s outreach program for ELL parents? (PCO2) 

a. What strategies does the school use to involve ELL parents in their children’s education? 

b. What barriers remain for the parents of ELLs? 

 

12. What more do you think needs to be done at the school or district level to support ELLs so that 

they can access the grade level curriculum once they are integrated into classrooms with native 

English speakers? (IPD6) 

 

a. What support is needed from the district in order to bring about these improvements? 

(L9) 
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Interview Protocol 

Family Involvement Focus Group 

 

Focus Group Discussion 
The participants will be divided into four groups by language (Spanish elementary, Spanish secondary, Arabic (all 

grades) and Amharic (all grades). Each group will have a GW-CEEE facilitator and a translator. As you begin the 

discussion, tell participants you would like to record the conversation just so you won’t forget anything, but the 

recording will not be heard by anyone except us. Ask if anyone has any objections. 

 

Introduction (10 mins.) 
• Welcome, make introductions and thank participants for coming. 

• Identify yourself by full name and position  

 

SAY: 

Hello, and welcome. Thank you very much for coming today.  

 

I am _______________, and I work for the George Washington University Center for Equity and 

Excellence in Education. The school district has asked us to look at educational programs for students who 

are learning English as a second language. Arlington Public Schools would like to learn what is working 

well for your children and what needs to be improved. 

 

The purpose of today’s discussion is to hear from you as families about your experiences with the school 

district and how you believe services for their children and partnerships with families could be improved in 

the future. These responses will be compiled and used to create recommendations for improving district 

services and programs. To protect your privacy, the report will not include anyone’s name or other 

identifying information, only a summary of the opinions expressed. Your participation is voluntary and it is 

okay if you do not wish to answer a particular question.  

 

We are going to discuss four topics. We have just an hour and a half, so we’ll spend just a few minutes on 

each topic. 

 

 ESOL/HILT  

 Access to Schools  

 Parent Involvement Opportunities  

 Parent and Community Partnerships 

 

Before we get started, please introduce yourselves. Tell me the ages and grade levels of your children and 

what schools they attend. 

 

Write the name of each topic as a heading on each of four pieces of easel paper. As the conversation proceeds, 

record participants’ opinions under each topic.  

 

For ESOL/HILT, record: 

 Current ESOL/HILT: ________ 

 Former ESOL/HILT _________ 

 Non ESOL/HILT _______ 

 Spanish instruction ______ 

 

For the other 3 topics: 

Draw a line down the middle of each piece of easel paper. Write a + on the left side (for positive comments) and a – 

on the right side (for negative comments). Each time you write a note, check with participants to make sure you 

have understood correctly. Make sure to leave the last 10 minutes to review the notes and check how many agree 

with each statement. 

 

Closing (10 mins) 
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Read aloud the notes that were recorded on easel paper. For each item listed, ask participants if they have any 

changes. Then ask them to raise their hands if they are in agreement with the statement. Next to each item, record 

the number of hands raised. End by asking participants if there is anything else they would like to add. 
 

 

Discussion Guide 

 

ESOL/HILT (5 mins.) 

 

I am going to start by asking you about the ESOL/HILT program in Arlington Public Schools. Just to be sure we are 

all familiar with this program, can you tell me what you know about it? (Clarify this is a program to help students 

learn English for school.) 

 

1. How many of you have children currently enrolled in ESOL/HILT? 

a. How many have children who were enrolled in ESOL/HILT in the past and have now exited? 

b. Have any of you chosen not to enroll your child in ESOL/HILT services? If so, why? 

2. How many of you have children who receive part of their instruction in Spanish (e.g.,at Key School, 

Claremont, Gunston, Carlin Springs, Barcroft, Barrett or Hoffman-Boston)? 

3. How many have children in  

a. elementary school (Grades K – 5) 

b. middle school (Grades 6 – 8) 

c. high school (Grades 9 – 12) 

d. a child who has graduated from HS in APS? 

 

Parent Access to Schools (20 mins) 

 

4. Do you feel welcome at your child’s school? How often do you visit your child’s classroom? (LC2)  

a. What happens when you visit that makes you feel welcome or not welcome? 

 

5. When/if you have a concern, is there someone you can talk to at your child’s school? 

 (PC2) 
a. Is there someone at the school who speaks your home language and understands your community?  

b. Tell me about the last time you spoke with such a person. What helped make you feel 

comfortable? What would make you feel more comfortable? 

 

6. How well does the school communicate about your child’s progress in school? (PC2) 

a. Do you receive information in your home language about decisions that affect your child’s 

education?  

b. Is the information useful for you? 

 

7. (Secondary parents) Let’s talk about the guidance you and your child received about the process of 

completing high school and preparing your child for college or career.(DEQ4) 

a. What information have you received about how to choose your student's courses? 

b. Do you feel your child has received a fair chance to take the courses he or she needs? 

c. What guidance have you and your child received about applying to college? 

 

Parent Involvement Opportunities (20 mins) 

 

8. Tell me about the last time you attended a meeting at the school? (parent-teacher conference, etc.) (PI2) 

a. What was your experience at the meeting? 

b. Did you feel your voice was included in the meeting? 

c. What would have helped you to get more from the meeting?  

 

9. What makes it hard to attend meetings at the school? (PI2) 

a. Does the school provide transportation? child care? food? 

b. What other support would you need so you could attend school meetings and events? 
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Family and Community Partnerships (20 mins) 

 

10. What opportunities have you had to learn more about the school system in the United States? (PI1) 

a. What opportunities have you had to learn how to support your child’s success in school? 

b. What opportunities have you had to prepare you for a leadership role in the schools? 

c. How many of you have participated in PESA training? PARTICIPA? Reach for reading? Other 

family workshops? 

 

11. What community organizations do you belong to that support you and your children to succeed in school? 

(PF3) 
 

12. What more do you wish the school would do to support you and your children? 
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Interview Protocol 

Student Focus Group 

(Adapted from Krueger http://www.tc.umn.edu/~rkrueger/story.html) 

Hi. My name is  _______  and this is ______________. We’re visiting your school today to find 

out what students like yourselves think. We would like to know about your experiences going to 

school here at [HIGH SCHOOL] and learning English at the same time. We would like to hear 

about your teachers and about what your classes are like. 

 

Ask students to raise their hands if they have been in Arlington for: 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, 4 – 6 

years, 7 years or more. Make note of the counts. Then (except for Spanish-speaking group) ask 

what native languages they speak. 

We are going to discuss 3  topics. First, we are going to talk about what has helped you do well 

in school, and what support (if any) you have received to achieve your hopes for the future. Then 

we will talk about what barriers you have faced as a student. Finally, we will talk about what 

additional support you would like to help you achieve your goals for the future. We have just 45 

minutes, so we’ll spend just a few minutes on each topic. 

 

Make sure to leave the last 10 minutes to review the notes and check how many agree with each 

statement. 

 

Today, we’re going to try something different. How many of you have done a Think-Pair-Share? 

[Wait to see how many raise their hands.] 

 

Good. The way you do a Think-Pair-Share is first, we’ll ask you a question. Second, you will 

think about the question for a minute. Third, you will share your thoughts with the person sitting 

next to you. 

Interviewer 1: We are going to model the first question for you. The first question is: What are 

your hopes for the future? So be sure to think for a minute. Then, tell the person your name, and 

what grade you are in.  Then tell your partner something you feel comfortable sharing about 

your hopes for the future. When you are done, your partner will share what you said, and you 

will share what your partner said. So be sure to listen carefully! OK, XX, are you ready? What is 

one interesting or unusual thing about yourself? 

Interviewer 2: First, I am going to think for a minute….Ok, now I am ready to share with my 

partner. 

Now you try this with your partner. Think for a minute about about your hopes for the future. 

Then ask your partner about his or her hopes for the future. Don’t forget to ask their name and 

their grade level. Listen carefully to your partner so you can report what they said. 

http://www.tc.umn.edu/~rkrueger/story.html
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1. Some of you have been going to school in Arlington for a long time. Others are relatively 

new. In your time in school here in Arlington (in this school and any other Arlington 

schools you have attended), you have probably had ups and downs, times when things 

were going well and times when things were not going well. Think about a time that 

stands out to you as a high point - a time when you felt most engaged in school. It could 

be something recent or something a while ago.  

a) What was going on? 

b) Who were the significant people who supported you? [parents, teachers, other 

significant adults, peers] 

c) What helped make this a good time for you? 

2. Now think about a time when things were not going so well for you. 

a. What happened? 

b. Who was there? 

c. What made this hard for you? 

d. What kind of support do you wish you had gotten? 

3. What are the most challenging courses you have taken?  

a. How many of you have taken an intensified course, advanced math or advanced 

placement course? 

b. What has helped you do well in those classes?  

c. What barriers have kept you from getting in to those courses?  

d. Was there anything that prevented you from succeeding in those courses? (e.g., an 

assignment that was particularly hard for you) [write these notes on the negative 

(–) side] 

4. What are three wishes you have that would make your experiences in school better?  

a. What do you wish your teachers and other adults in school would understand 

about you and other students like you? 

b. What do you wish the adults in the school would do differently to help you and 

other students like you in the future? 

Last 10 minutes 

Review the notes. Read each item aloud. Take a count of how many participants agree 

with each item. Ask if anyone has any changes/additions. 

 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
GW-CEEE 

The George Washington University Center for Equity & Excellence in Education 

www.ceee.gwu.edu 

800.925.3223 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ceee.gwu.edu/

	APSReport_FINAL_09-18-12
	APS_FullReport_FINAL_09-18-12.pdf
	APSReport_FINAL_09-17-12_ro.pdf
	AppendicesFINAL
	Appendix K
	AppK_working.pdf
	Appendix K
	K-Data Collection Instruments1-3.pdf
	4-PEASCOP_Rev06-18-2012
	5-AdminInterview06-18-12
	6-GenEdteacherInterview06-18-12
	7-ELLteacherInterview06-18-12
	8-FamilyInvolvementInterviewProtocol06-18-12
	9-StudentInterviewProtocolAPS06-18-12

	Revised_K2.pdf
	Cover pages for surveys
	Survey_Admin
	Survey_Teach
	Survey_Biling


	4-9_sections
	4COP.pdf
	5AdminInterview
	6GenEd
	7ELLteach
	8Family
	9Student
	blank




	input_342959760_60_4430284954_0: Off
	input_342959760_60_4430284955_0: Off
	input_342959760_60_4430284956_0: Off
	input_342959760_60_4430284957_0: Off
	input_342959760_60_4430284958_0: Off
	input_342959760_60_4430284959_0: Off
	input_349308561_60_4415317311_0: Off
	input_349308561_60_4415317312_0: Off
	input_349308561_60_4415317313_0: Off
	input_349308561_60_4415317314_0: Off
	input_349311902_60_4425668430_0: Off
	input_349311902_60_4425668431_0: Off
	input_349311902_60_4425668432_0: Off
	input_349311902_60_4425668433_0: Off
	input_349311902_60_4425668434_0: Off
	input_350548730_60_4421713826_0: Off
	input_350548730_60_4421713827_0: Off
	input_350548730_60_4421713828_0: Off
	input_350548730_60_4421713829_0: Off
	input_350548730_60_4421713831_0: Off
	input_342959774_20_4430178862_0: Off
	input_342959774_20_4430178863_0: Off
	input_342959774_20_4430178864_0: Off
	input_342959774_20_4430178865_0: Off
	text_342959774_4430178860: 
	input_348844985_20_4430204713_0: Off
	input_348844985_20_4430204714_0: Off
	input_348844985_20_4430204715_0: Off
	input_348844985_20_4430204716_0: Off
	text_348844985_4430204711: 
	input_349308284_10_0_0: Off
	text_342959777_0: 
	input_348825616_20_4425388030_0: Off
	input_348825616_20_4425388031_0: Off
	input_348825616_20_4425388032_0: Off
	input_348825616_20_4425388033_0: Off
	input_348825616_20_4425388034_0: Off
	input_348825616_20_4425388035_0: Off
	text_348825616_4425388028: 
	input_350544657_20_4430214594_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214595_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214596_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214597_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214598_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214599_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214600_0: Off
	input_350544657_20_4430214601_0: Off
	text_350544657_4430214592: 
	input_348838017_60_4420450599_0: Off
	input_348838017_60_4420450600_0: Off
	input_348838017_60_4420450601_0: Off
	input_348838017_60_4420450602_0: Off
	input_348838017_60_4420450603_0: Off
	input_348838017_60_4420450604_0: Off
	input_350553594_10_0_0: Off
	text_348838017_0: 
	input_348835381_20_4430241010_0: Off
	input_348835381_20_4430241011_0: Off
	input_348835381_20_4430241012_0: Off
	input_348835381_20_4430241013_0: Off
	text_348835381_4430241008: 
	input_349314602_60_4430242810_0: Off
	input_349314602_60_4430242811_0: Off
	input_349314602_60_4430242812_0: Off
	input_349314602_60_4430242813_0: Off
	input_349314602_60_4430242814_0: Off
	input_342959742_60_4420375405_0: Off
	input_342959742_60_4420375406_0: Off
	input_342959742_60_4420375407_0: Off
	input_342959742_60_4420375408_0: Off
	input_348830212_60_4430250434_0: Off
	input_348830212_60_4430250435_0: Off
	input_348830212_60_4430250436_0: Off
	input_348830212_60_4430250437_0: Off
	text_342959742_0: 
	input_342959785_60_4430253513_0: Off
	input_342959785_60_4430253514_0: Off
	input_342959785_60_4430253515_0: Off
	input_342959785_60_4430253516_0: Off
	input_342959785_60_4430253517_0: Off
	input_342959785_60_4430253518_0: Off
	input_342959786_60_4420369246_0: Off
	input_342959786_60_4420369247_0: Off
	input_342959786_60_4420369248_0: Off
	input_342959786_60_4420369249_0: Off
	input_342959786_60_4420369250_0: Off
	input_342959775_60_4421690389_0: Off
	input_342959775_60_4421690391_0: Off
	input_342959775_60_4421690393_0: Off
	text_342959776_0: 
	input_342959771_60_4420464928_0: Off
	input_342959771_60_4420464929_0: Off
	input_342959771_60_4420464930_0: Off
	input_342959763_60_4430265913_0: Off
	input_342959763_60_4430265914_0: Off
	input_342959763_60_4430265915_0: Off
	text_348836754_0: 
	input_342959750_10_0_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272570_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272571_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272572_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272573_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272574_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272575_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272576_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272577_0: Off
	input_342959766_60_4430272578_0: Off
	text_342959744_0: 
	text_342959746_0: 
	input_347060889_60_4427908333_0: Off
	input_347060889_60_4427908334_0: Off
	input_347060889_60_4427908335_0: Off
	input_347060889_60_4427908336_0: Off
	input_347060889_60_4427908337_0: Off
	input_350615545_60_4428054776_0: Off
	input_350615545_60_4428054777_0: Off
	input_350615545_60_4428054778_0: Off
	input_329965714_60_4405119972_0: Off
	input_329965714_60_4405119973_0: Off
	input_329965714_60_4405119974_0: Off
	input_329965714_60_4405119975_0: Off
	input_329965714_60_4405119976_0: Off
	input_329965714_60_4405119977_0: Off
	input_347058234_60_4420073501_0: Off
	input_347058234_60_4420073502_0: Off
	input_347058234_60_4420073503_0: Off
	input_347058234_60_4420073504_0: Off
	input_347058234_60_4420073505_0: Off
	input_347058234_60_4420073506_0: Off
	input_329965692_60_4430338416_0: Off
	input_329965692_60_4430338418_0: Off
	input_329965692_60_4430338420_0: Off
	input_329965692_60_4430338422_0: Off
	input_329965692_60_4430338424_0: Off
	input_348866154_60_4420075903_0: Off
	input_348866154_60_4420075905_0: Off
	input_348866154_60_4420075907_0: Off
	input_348866154_60_4420075909_0: Off
	input_348866154_60_4420075911_0: Off
	input_347065040_60_4419216485_0: Off
	input_347065040_60_4419216486_0: Off
	input_347065040_60_4419216487_0: Off
	text_347079644_0: 
	input_329965707_10_0_0: Off
	input_349164737_60_4405462711_0: Off
	input_349164737_60_4405462713_0: Off
	input_349164737_60_4405462715_0: Off
	input_349164737_60_4405462717_0: Off
	input_329965668_60_4405257414_0: Off
	input_329965668_60_4405257415_0: Off
	input_329965668_60_4405257416_0: Off
	input_329965668_60_4405257417_0: Off
	input_347065514_20_4432309101_0: Off
	input_347065514_20_4432309102_0: Off
	input_347065514_20_4432309103_0: Off
	input_347065514_20_4432309104_0: Off
	input_347065514_20_4432309105_0: Off
	input_347065514_20_4432309106_0: Off
	text_347065514_4432309099: 
	input_329965695_60_4420444819_0: Off
	input_329965695_60_4420444821_0: Off
	input_329965695_60_4420444823_0: Off
	input_329965695_60_4420444825_0: Off
	input_329965695_60_4420444827_0: Off
	input_329965695_60_4420444829_0: Off
	input_350060202_60_4430058678_0: Off
	input_350060202_60_4430058680_0: Off
	input_350060202_60_4430058681_0: Off
	input_350060202_60_4430058683_0: Off
	input_329965709_10_0_0: Off
	input_329965706_60_4426170166_0: Off
	input_329965706_60_4426170167_0: Off
	input_329965706_60_4426170168_0: Off
	input_329965706_60_4426170169_0: Off
	input_329965706_60_4426170170_0: Off
	input_349247689_60_4427942927_0: Off
	input_349247689_60_4427942928_0: Off
	input_349247689_60_4427942929_0: Off
	input_349142494_10_0_0: Off
	input_347059649_60_4427901887_0: Off
	input_347059649_60_4427901888_0: Off
	input_347059649_60_4427901889_0: Off
	input_347059649_60_4427901890_0: Off
	input_347059649_60_4427901891_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964754_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964756_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964758_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964760_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964762_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964764_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964766_0: Off
	input_349145642_20_4427964750_0: Off
	other_349145642_4427964750: 
	input_349145643_20_4419665296_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665297_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665298_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665316_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665317_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665318_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665319_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665320_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665321_0: Off
	input_349145643_20_4419665293_0: Off
	other_349145643_4419665293: 
	input_329965713_20_4427952623_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952624_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952625_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952626_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952627_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952628_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952629_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952630_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952631_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952632_0: Off
	input_329965713_20_4427952620_0: Off
	other_329965713_4427952620: 
	input_347056689_60_4400058095_0: Off
	input_347056689_60_4400058096_0: Off
	input_347056689_60_4400058097_0: Off
	text_329965673_0: 
	text_329965676_0: 
	input_329965686_20_4405457552_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457553_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457554_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457555_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457556_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457557_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457558_0: Off
	input_329965686_20_4405457549_0: Off
	other_329965686_4405457549: 
	input_345582813_20_4419671659_0: Off
	input_345582813_20_4419671660_0: Off
	input_345582813_20_4419671661_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531120_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531121_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531122_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531123_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531124_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531126_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531127_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531128_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531129_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531130_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531131_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531132_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531133_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531134_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531135_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531136_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531137_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531138_0: Off
	input_346076772_60_4419531139_0: Off
	text_347047076_0: 
	text_346076772_0: 
	input_347046705_60_4426054105_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054106_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054107_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054108_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054109_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054110_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054111_0: Off
	input_347046705_60_4426054112_0: Off
	input_347055923_60_4426111092_0: Off
	input_347055923_60_4426111093_0: Off
	input_347055923_60_4426111094_0: Off
	input_347055923_60_4426111095_0: Off
	input_347055923_60_4426111096_0: Off
	input_347055923_60_4426111097_0: Off
	input_346076769_60_4426118980_0: Off
	input_346076769_60_4426118981_0: Off
	input_346076769_60_4426118982_0: Off
	input_346076769_60_4426118983_0: Off
	input_346076769_60_4426118984_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985005_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985006_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985007_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985008_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985009_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985010_0: Off
	input_347046317_60_4411985011_0: Off
	input_347049936_60_4419514752_0: Off
	input_347049936_60_4419514754_0: Off
	input_347049936_60_4419514757_0: Off
	input_349743199_20_4419544394_0: Off
	input_349743199_20_4419544396_0: Off
	input_349743199_20_4419544397_0: Off
	input_349743199_20_4419544398_0: Off
	input_349743199_20_4419544399_0: Off
	input_349743199_20_4419544400_0: Off
	text_349743199_4419544389: 
	input_346134028_10_0_0: Off
	input_349247180_20_4406246448_0: Off
	input_349247180_20_4406246449_0: Off
	input_349247180_20_4406246450_0: Off
	text_346076745_0: 
	text_346076742_0: 
	input_346076748_20_4412034601_0: Off
	input_346076748_20_4412034602_0: Off
	input_346076748_20_4412034603_0: Off
	input_346076748_20_4412034604_0: Off
	input_346076748_20_4412034605_0: Off
	input_346076748_20_4412034597_0: Off
	other_346076748_4412034597: 


