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ABSTRACT

Arizona's English Language Development Model (ELDddl) is
intended to increase and accelerate the learniggmglish by English Language
Learners (ELLSs), so that the students can theré&dy, when they know the
English language, to learn the other academic stbjegether with their English
speaking peers. This model is part of a responsertiply with the Flores
Consent Order to improve services for ELLs in Anagublic schools.

Whether or not it actually has improved instructionELLs has been the
subject of much debate and, in 2012, after foursyefthe requirement to use
Arizona’s ELD Model, the ELL students who were itided as reclassified for
the six districts in the study did not pass thezéna’s Instrument to Measure
Standards (AIMS) test. The model’s requiremergdparate students who are
not proficient from students who are proficieng tissessment used for
identification of ELLs, and the Structured Englisimersion four hours of
English only instruction are at the nexus of thetowversy, as the courts accepted
the separate four hour SEI portion of the modelrstruction as sufficient to
meet the needs of ELLs in Arizona (Garcia, 2011rtMaz, 2012, Lawton, 2012,
Lillie, 2012).

This study examines student achievement in ReaahidgVath as
measured by AIMS standards-based tests in six Bupublic school districts
between 2007-2012. This period was selected tordaneyears before and four
years after the ELD model was required. Althodghrnumbers of ELLs have
decreased for the State and for the six urban elEmedistricts since the advent



of the Arizona ELD Model, the reclassified ELL suobgp in the studied districts
did not pass the AIMS for all the years in the gtuglased on those results, this
study concludes with the following recommendatidfisst, to study the coming
changes in the language assessments and theirtiop&t.Ls’ student
achievement in broad and comprehensive ways; setmndplement a model
change allowing school districts to support thait &in their first language; and,
finally, to establish programs that will allow ELEgl access to study with their

English speaking peers.



DEDICATION

For my family, the completion of this dissertatiproves once again, that
the family motto “I Am Ready” comes in its own tiimgut does come eventually
to all of us through education and perseverancemasay of us in my family
learned English as a second language, | am probé tble to better understand
the complexity of that feat, and | am especiallgtegful to have retained my first
language through the support and opportunities argrds provided for all nine
of us.

For my daughters, | dedicate a journey of life-ldegrning to both of
them; if not for my responsibility to them, | mayptnhave worked as hard, or
accomplished as much. | hope | have given thenngpration they gave me; to
continue their education throughout their lives aadeers. To Nicole, | say, you
only have to take the first step, and then the a&xt you will find yourself on
your way. To Karen, | say, look at what you hageamplished little girl, a BSN
is a great achievement, and now that you know youdo it, you can go further if
you like.

| would also like to dedicate this to my six yedd aiece, newly arrived
from Nicaragua in 2010, an American citizen bornroad; she entered
Kindergarten under an early Kindergarten programnrArizona public school in
the 2010-2011 school year. She was monolingual iSpaand AZELLA tested
into an ELD Model/SEI classroom. The teacher sertes home every day to
report on how her day went. The notes from teaghae by far mostly smiley
faces© when she was a well behaved student, and on&siate note for bad



behavior. The one and only one of those notes widad face came with the
comment that she was talking in class. We assumeéds for speaking out of
turn, but my niece explained that it was becausensds speaking Spanish to help
her a classmate understand the teacher’s instruciibe said she didn’t like to
speak Spanish anymore because the teacher didnit.liShe never brought home
a note with a sad face after that. After two yearSLD classrooms, supported of
course at home by bilingual adults, she has nom bedassified as proficient in
English and is in a ‘regular’"2 grade class. For her | will always make sure |
encourage her to be proud that she is bilingual,tamever forget she is special
and good, querida Adelita Nicole Roa.
For my governing board, thank you for supporting imeny academic

work, allowing and encouraging me to pursue andpieta this degree among all
the other important work we have done and we bktiNe to do on behalf of

English Language Learners and all students in upldatic schools.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| would like to acknowledge first and foremost mgmtors, Dr. René Diaz
and Dr. Georgina Takemoto, for giving me the coaregserve in an urban public
school in Arizona, and always being just a phorleasgay. | also could not have
done this without the support of my teammates akywespecially Kathy Garcia,
Tom Lind, and the many others who always encouragetlaccommodated my
schedule, supporting me through my journey. If I'messed acknowledging
anyone, please accept my thanks, there are so peapye that have helped.

| must also acknowledge the D.E.L.T.A. professdrat tgot us started,
helped us chose a topic that we were passionatet,atmod showed us how to
articulate our work in a scholarly fashion. It waide remiss of me not to mention
Dr. Gustavo Fischman, my Chair and most patienfiegswor; Dr. David Garcia for
help and insight into the world of SPSS and staisand Dr. Stephen Lawton for
agreeing to be a part of my committee and askingymiaportant questions to
help guide me in my work.

Lastly, | would like to acknowledge Dr. Arnold Dagzand Dr. Lynn
Davey for leading our D.E.L.T.A. students on anrastdinary international
experience through visiting Buenos Aires, Argentaina Oaxaca, Mexico to learn

about different cultures and educational systems.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES .. ..o ettt e b s emmnmme s eb e e X
LIST OF FIGURES ... ettt s s e aaas Xi

CHAPTER
1 INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXTUAL BACKGROUND.......... 1
U.S. Public Education and English Language Learners............ 1
Immigration and Sources of Immigrants ..., 1

Arizona and English Language Learners (Flores wigzoAa

Department of EAUCALION) .........eeviiiiiieeeeee e 10
Structured English Immersion Accepted by Courts................. 13
Statement of the Problem ..........cccoo o 14
Research QUESHIONS............ooo oo ceeereee e 15
Purpose of the StUdY ... 15
Relevance of the Study ... 17
Organization of the StUAY .........cccvviiiiecee e 18
2 LITERATURE REVIEW ..ottt 20
Language Education POIICIES ............coveeeiveeieiieiiiiiee e 20
Subtractive vs. Additive or English Only vadlish Plus ........ 21
The Varieties of Interventions for ELLS .occuveveveeiiiiiiieneens 23

The Arizona English Language Development (EMagel .... 26
Teacher Preparation, Endorsements, and Training................. 31
Arizona Teachers and the SEI/ELD 4-Hour Model.............. 33

Vi



CHAPTER Page

Reclassification of English Language LearnersS..................... 34

Standardized Testing and High Stakes Accountability............ 36
Language ASSESSMENT..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 36
Academic Content Assessment (Reading and Math)........... 37
Arizona’s A-F Accountability System and ELL Pa@nt............. 40

3 THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORKS..42

Theoretical Framework............ooouiiiiiieeeeeee e 42
Interactionist Language Acquisition TheorieS...................... 43
Methodological Framework .............coooiiieeeeeeiiiiiie e 46
Concentration of English Language Learners....................... 46
Sources of Publically Accessible Data................ccccccvvvvnnnneee. 47
Reclassification Rates for ELLS.........cccceeieieeiiiiiiiieeee e 47
Compliance with the ELD Model ............omiiieiieeniiiieenn. 48
Home Language SUurvey ISSUES ............ueeemmmmmeeeeeeeerevnnnnnnnnnnnns 49
4 FINDINGS. ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e aaes e ol
DesCriptive STatiStICS .......eeviieiiiiiiiemerre e 52
Arizona Auditor General REpOIt.........ccuveceeviieieeniiieeee e 60
Research Question 1 FiNAINGS .......ccuiiiimmmeeeeeee e 62
Trends in Percent Passing in AIMS Math and AIMSdRe&g....... 63
Trends in Student Achievement Gaps........cocoeceveeeeeeeiiiiiiennnn. 67
Trends in Growth before and after the ELD Model.................. 71

vii



CHAPTER Page
Research Question 2 FINAINGS .......ccuieiimemeeee e 75
Trends in Reclassification Rates Of ELLS...cccoocvvvveeeeiiiiiieennnn. 76
Trends in Federal and State Accountability for ELLs............... 78
Correlation between District %ELLs and State Rextf@sition of
B L LS i 79
Trends in AYP for ELL Subgroups ........ccvveeeomiiieeee e, 81

5 CONCLUSIONS .......ooiiiiiiie et e en e sniaee e ennneee s sneeeeennens A0 8
Summary of FINAINGS .....coooiiiiiiiiiie e 85
Research QUESHION 1 ............oooi e e 85

Percent Passing and Achievement Gap Trends................... 85

Pre- and Post-ELD Growth in Percent Passing.................... 86
Research QUESHION 2 ..........cooooiii e 87
Number of ELLS DeCliNINg .......cccuviiiiiiiiiiieiee e 87
LeSSONS LeAMNEd ..ottt 88
Gaps this Study IS Bridging ......ccccouruviieeeeeiiiiiieee e 88
Pedagogical Immplications ..............cc.veememmeeeeeeiereeeeeee e, 89
Other Factors and Trends to Consider .......ccccoeciieveeeiniiiinennn. 90
Challenges to Public School Funding ..........cccccocieiiiiiiiinnnenn. 90
Recent Developments with ELLS in Arizona .....ccccec.evveeeeennnnn... 91
Opportunities for Further Study ...........ccceceeviviiiiiiiiiiieceee e, 92

REFERENCES ...ttt e e ettt e s 93

viii



APPENDIX

A

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND EDUCATION

SETTLEMENT PRESS RELEASES. ...

Page

99



Table

10.

LIST OF TABLES

Page
Statistics for Percentage of Free/Reduceth for Six Districts .... 53
Statistics for Percentage of Group B Ebum for Six Districts....... 56
Mean Number of Students Tested in MathRealding for Districts 58
English Language Learners % Reclass#ietiState Level Poverty 60
District Compliance Status with Arizonaddor General ................ 62
Growth in AIMS Math Percent Passing PrédEnd Post-ELD ..... 71
Growth in AIMS Reading Percent PassingEB and Post-ELD . 73
Statewide LEA Determinations for the TitlkAnnual Measurable
Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) — Reclassified (YIN)........... 79
Percentage of ELLs by District v. Percgataf Reclassified ELLs by
State 2007-2011 Correlation CoeffiCients ......cccccccoovvvvveeeeennnnee. 80
Statewide LEA Determinations for the TitleAnnual Measurable
Achievement Objectives (AMAOSs) — ELL Subgroup Maktequate

Yearly Progress (Y/N) ... mmmmmeeeee e 82



LIST OF FIGURES
Figure Page
1.  Foreign-Born Population and Foreign Born as Peaggnof the Total
US Population, 1850 t0 2010 .......c.eveeiiicmreeeeeeeeeiiieeee e eireeeee e 3
2. Foreign-Born Population by Region of Bigtha Percentage of the
Total Foreign-Born Population: 1960 t0 2009 . .ooccvvveeeeeennnnnn. 4
3. Mexican Foreign-Born Residing in the Udiftates, 1850 to 2010... 5
4, Arizona Rate of LEP Growth 1995/1996-2@005 ................c.ce..... 10
5. Elementary School Districts in the CityR¥foenix ............ccccceeeeneee. a7
6. AIMS Math Percentage Passing for Districts andeS2@07-2012.... 64
7. AIMS Reading Percentage Passing for Ristand State
2007-2002....ceeeeeeeeeee e s .66
8. Achievement Gap in AIMS Math between Dis¢rand State
2007- 2002 eeear e 68
9. Achievement Gap in AIMS Reading betweestiidits and State
2007-2002....ceeeeeeeeee e s 69
10. Growth in AIMS Math Percent Passing Pe®Band Post-ELD ... 72
11. Growth in AIMS Reading Percent PassirggitD and Post-ELd..74
12. Percentage of ELLs by District v. Peragetof Reclassified ELLS by

State 2007-2012%......ooeieiiiiiiiiee e mrrren e —————— 1

Xi



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXTUAL BACKGROUND

U.S. Public Education and English Language Learners

Public schooling for English Language LearnersmWnited States has
been getting a lot of attention in the past fewrggeas the tenth anniversary of the
authorization of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) reveahat many public schools
still struggle to meet the standard of Adequaterlyerogress (AYP) (Center on
Educational Policy (CEP), April 2011). One of thain issues that public
schools report as the reason they do not attaiA¥ie goal is the low
achievement attributed to special student populatiboth the Special Education
subgroup of students, and the subgroup known aksBriganguage Learners
(ELLs). Closing the achievement gap of studentsowverty, minority students,
students in special education, and ELLs is the n@ajgoose for Federal funding
to assist public schools in this endeavor. “Thal @b OELA [Office of English
Language Acquisition] and Title Il is to ensuratlall federal dollars are spent to
"close the achievement gafor limited English proficient and immigrant
children” (USDOE, 2011). Though this achievemerg gaa national issue,
Arizona’s response to address the student achievssh&nglish Language
Learners has been challenging and has createdtapji@s to study the impact
of the Arizona English Language Development Model.
Immigration and Sources of Immigrants

The increase in the number of immigrants from coestwhose language
is other than English to the United States hasas®d dramatically in the last

1



several years. A history of immigration in Amergl@gows the increase since 1850
to 2010 both as total number of immigrants andogreentage of immigrants.
The sharp increase from 1970 to 2010 is depictédgare 1; immigrants

growing in number from 10 million to over 40 milhpand from approximately
4% to 13% of the population in the same time peritbds important to point out
that although the number of immigrants has incréatbe percentage in 2010 of
those same immigrants is less than the percenfagerogrants in the late 1800’s
and early 1900’s (13%:2010; 15%:1890-1915). Cyofadiscontent with the
number of immigrants in the U.S. and their percgimegative impact on the
nation’s resources revolve around trends in ecoaamwnturns; those who are
last to enter the country are usually blamed fdeast part of the problem of slow
economic recovery due to the perception of hawinghiare benefits during scarce
resources. In reality, the percentage of immigram®012 is about the same as
1900’s; as the entire population in America hasgr,oso has the number of
immigrants; and as Figure 1 indicates, the pergentd immigrants has increased
sharply in a short amount of time from the 1970'2010; from 5% to 13%
respectively, even though as previously pointed D8 is still lower than the
higher 15% in the early 1900’s. This steeper iasesfrom the 1970’s to 2010 is
also reflected in the same steep increase in tfeepeof Latin American foreign
born in the U.S. in Figure 2 and the number of Mawriborn residing in the U.S.

in Figure 3.



Figure 1 Foreign-Born Population and Foreign Born as Reege of the Total
US Population, 1850 to 2010
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Note: The term "immigrants” refers to people ragydin the United States who
were not US citizens at birth. This population utgs naturalized citizens, lawful
permanent residents (LPRs), certain legal nonimemnigr(e.g., persons on student
or work visas), those admitted under refugee oleasstatus, and persons illegally
residing in the United States.

Source: The 2010 data are from the US Census Bar@aerican Community
Surveys, the 2000 data are from Census 2000ngsecensus.goN All other
data are from Gibson, Campbell and Emily Lennon,G¢8sus Bureau, Working
Paper No. 29, Historical Census Statistics on treign-Born Population of the
United States: 1850 to 1990, US Government Prirbffgce, Washington, DC,
1999.

Today’s immigrants are mostly from Mexico, Centeald South America,

although there are also many immigrants from atisoaf the world. The source



of the immigrants by country and by percentagedxade is displayed in Figure

2 and Mexican-born immigrants in Figure 3.

Figure 2 Foreign-Born Population by Region of Birth aseadentage of the
Total Foreign-Born Population: 1960 to 2009
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Notes: 1. The term "foreign born" refers to peaelgding in the United States
who were not US citizens at birth. The foreign-bpapulation includes
naturalized citizens, lawful permanent residen®BRE), certain legal
nonimmigrants (e.g., persons on student or worasjighose admitted under
refugee or asylee status, and persons illegallgliresin the United States.

2. In contrast to 1960 to 1990, nonresponse ontcponregion of birth in both
2000 and 2009 was allocated. For 2000, the "Nairted" category only includes
316 people who were born at sea. For 2009, petsamsat the sea were excluded
from the total estimate.

Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Censusedd 2600 and 2009 This
report is available at
http://www.census.gov/population/www/documentatiwps0029/twps0029.html
; For 2000 data refer to Census 2000 Summary Fil@Ble QT-P15. "Region
and Country or Area of Birth of the Foreign-Bornplatation: 2000"; For 2008
data refer to Table BO5006 "Place of Birth for Bgeeign-Born Population.”
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Figure 3 Mexican Foreign-Born Residing in the United S$ate850 to 2010
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Note: The term "immigrants" refers to people rasydn the United States who
were not US citizens at birth. This population utgs naturalized citizens, legal
permanent residents, certain legal non-immigraats (refugees and persons on
student or work visas), and persons illegally regjdn the United States.

Source: Data for 1850 to 1990, excluding 1940 &fDlare from: Campbell J.
Gibson and Emily Lennon, "Historical Census Statssbn the Foreign-born
Population of the United States: 1850-1990" US Qsiaureau, Population
Division, Working Paper No. 29, February 1999. Dfata1940 and 1950 are
from MPI analysis of decennial census data madaadla by Steven Ruggles, J.
Trent Alexander, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, héaitB. Shroweder, and
Matthew Sobek, Integrated Public Use MicrodatagdeNersion 5.0 [Machine-
readable database]. Minneapolis: University of Miswia, 2010. Data for 2000
are from MPI analysis of decennial census data ftst2010 are from MPI
analysis of data from the US Census Bureau's 20@8risan Community
Survey.



These figures support the fact that most immigranésfrom Spanish
speaking countries nationally; and the researahalpports that most ELLs
speak Spanish as their first language in ArizonaEA2011, Garcia, 2011).

In 2009, 80.0 percent of the entire US populatiga & and older said they

speak only English at home. The remaining 20.0grgr@r 57.1 million

people) reported speaking a variety of foreign legges.** Of them,

Spanish was by far the most commonly spoken larg(@® 1 percent),

followed by Chinese (4.6 percent), Tagalog (2.€eet), French

(including Cajun and Patois, 2.3 percent), Vietnsen@.2 percent),

German (1.9 percent), Korean (1.8 percent), Rugdi&percent), and

Arabic (1.5 percent)Notes * Refers to the 285.8 million people age 5

and older who resided in the United States atithe of the survey. **

These respondents might or might not speak Engtislome in addition

to a foreign language. (Migration Policy InstituP®11).

Garcia also presents data from the Centers foraes€ontrol that in 2005
indicated 24% of children born in the U.S. weregdisic (Christie, 2008).
“Rather surprisingly, Christie (2008) points outnSes Bureau data say that over
half of ELL children in our schools were born irett.S. These children make up
75% of the ELL students in grades K-5 and 57% o$éhin grades 6-12” (p. 469.
This indicates that the majority (75%) of ELL stateare U.S. citizens, even
though the general public perception is that if gounot speak English, you must
be a non-citizen, as evidenced by the many ordesgmroposed bills and acts in
various legislatures that attempt to regulate,tlemd restrict benefits for
immigrants (Auerbach, 2007). The idea that noiz@its are receiving the benefit
of a public education, and are becoming more afrddn than the educational
system was designed to bear has created an anyrtesgérds supporting any
additional services and funding to the perceivedtatizens (Casper, 2011).

Certainly, the political discourse on removingzstiship rights or status from
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children on illegal aliens in various states has &dverse effects on the idea that
public schools should have to educate those pexdeis ineligible for free and
uniform education guaranteed by most state ingiitgt(Casper, 2011).
Regardless of whether the children are immigram-citizens or U.S.
citizens, with 20% of the U.S. population speakargguages other than English
at home, public schools must pay attention to thecation of students who
comprise subgroup known as English Language Lesigils) (Stritikus, 2006,
Callahan, 2005, Garcia, 2011). Christie (2008gadhat the National
Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition dakeow that between 1995
and 2005, more than 10 states experienced gréate200% growth in the
number of ELL students”(p. 469). Figure 4 showsrthmber of Limited English
Proficient (LEPS) students in Arizona increaseanfrt2,253 in 1995-96 to
152,962 in 2005-2006, or as a percentage of tarallenent from 8.95% to
13.97%, and to compare to the data from the NaltiGlearinghouse, a 115.6%
growth from 1995-2005 (Arizona Department of EdigrgtOffice of English
Language Acquisition [OLEAS], August 2008). Thazana Auditor General’'s
report of 2011 states that ELL student populatias tlecreased to 106,000 in
2010 and that ELLs are concentrated in the elemggtades (Arizona Auditor
General, 2011, Callahan, 2005). The report attesbtite decrease to ELL
students becoming proficient in English at higlages, or students being
withdrawn by parent request, and that fewer new<hirived in Arizona
(Arizona Office of the Auditor General, 2011). Tidea that fewer new ELLs
arrived in Arizona may be attributed to severatdes, some less politically
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charged than others. The overall slowing of thenemy, having fewer casual
labor jobs available that are attributed to bedilby undocumented or recent
immigrants, fewer small business able to grow amdustained, may have
generated less interest of immigrant workers iniogrnto Arizona, either legally
or not (Passel, 2012). The more politically disagsconnection of the reason for
the decrease in ELLs (although not mentioned inAGereport) is to the
enactment of legislation to discourage, prevemniidy and remove
undocumented immigrants (Arizona State Legislat2@4,0) which is attributed
to sending the message that immigrants and theitiés are at risk of
deportation. As stated in the purpose statemeAtirona’s famous Senate Bill
1070:
The provisions of this act are intended to worketbgr to discourage and
deter the unlawful entry and presence of aliensemmthomic activity by
persons unlawfully present in the United Statesz@ra State Legislature,
2010).
Terms such as “anchor babies” are considered a8 Sp&ech” by most social
justice lens, yet the term has been used to suppousations that the children of
illegal immigrant parents use their U.S.-born cléhldto eventually gain
citizenship status for the rest of family, thusering the public perception that
ELLs were not “deserving” of public benefits andopa education (Auerbach,
2007, Casper 2011, Passel, 2012). Although mdtsydre introduced in
legislative sessions that are not passed into espurposes stated are to limit

and restrict public benefits for illegal immigranggizona’s HB 2624 clearly

states in an amendment proposed to Title 1, chapterticle 1, section 1-502



that illegal aliens must reimburse the state fdiliglbenefits, including C.2.(e)
public instruction in a kindergarten program ordgs one through 12 (Arizona
State Legislature, 2008). These unfortunate hamdgifor public perception of
immigrants and ELLs as the recipients of publiceadion further complicates
how states address the education of ELLs (Caspéd,)2 As the rate of ELLs
increased over the last decade, making their pceseore obvious in more
grades in more school settings, the ability of adois to meet their needs with
scarce public school resources drove a lawsuitrinofda to increase funding per
ELL student and to provide additional servicesHEat s to decrease the
achievement gap. The failure of the school systeiMdgales, Arizona to succeed
in teaching English skills to students led to sefadllawsuit against the state
claiming that inadequate funding, programs, anduges were preventing
children from succeeding in school. It was als@eitiby Federal accountability
for ELL subgroups through No Child Left Behind, atled in 2000, and

Arizona'’s Proposition 203 (2000) against bilingadlcation programs.



Figure 4 ArizonaRate of LEP Growth 1995/19-2004-2005.
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Arizona and Englislhanguage Learners (Flores \Arizona Department o
Education)

Even before NCLB was authorized in 2000, Arizonapublic schoo
system has been challenged by lower student acheveof ELLs and o
appropriating additional funding for the instructiof ELLs. In a lawsuit initially
filed in 1992 --Flores vs Arizona Department of Educationthe plaintiffs state
that Arizonadid not provide adequate funding to instruct ELO%e Flores vs
ArizonaDepartment of Education timeline below shows thghlights of the
progress of the lawsuitA convergence of the NCLB accountability challen
beginning in 2000, ofrizona’s passage of Proposition 203(English ¢
instruction against bilingual education) also i®@0both during the Flores cc
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study served to exacerbate the climate and limreipptiogram choices for ELLS in
Arizona.

The disposition of this lawsuit is critically ti¢d the instruction of ELLs
in Arizona, and the response to the lawsuit byleheslators in House Bill 2064
instructed the Arizona Department of Educationeiguire a new program,
namely the Arizona English Language Development éliaahd with additional
funding that aims to address the original concefribe plaintiffs (Arizona State
Legislature, 2007. Lawton indicates that from bleginning, this lawsuit was a
funding issue and not a program or model debatthesoourts had to determine if
the funding for ELLs was adequate, and was notggthto determine which
model would be adequate (Lawton, 2012). This ojpmaly to increase services
for ELLs by increasing funding was not fully takagvantage of to increase
programs that research shows are most effectivelibs to be able learn in their
first language and acquire a second language simedusly (Martinez-Wenzl,
2012).

The public perception against bilingual educatioogpams and the desire
to have English Only programs was evident in thesjpay of Proposition 203 in
Arizona in 2000, giving the litigation from the Fé&s suit a focus on increased
funding, and not increased bilingual programs, \thign alternative of the ELD
model taking shape in response to the lawsuit amdsponse to the Proposition

203.
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“Flores vs. Arizona

1988: State gives schools about $164 extra for each stugtid learning English.
A state survey determines schools spend about &8 on each student still
learning English. Number of English learners: 48,00

1992:Lawsuit in U.S. District Court claims state schomdse failed to identify
English learners and provide programs to help tidamber of English learners:
75,000.

2000:Court calls the state's funding for language le@rtarbitrary and
capricious." It orders the state to conduct a stsly and distribute money to
schools. Number of English learners: 126,000.

2001: State survey shows districts spend from $0 to @9 English-learning
student. Court orders a new study to specify appatgplanguage services and the
cost of providing those services. Number of Engléestrners: 153,000.
2002:Federal judge rejects the state's funding increa$850 per pupil because
it is not based on an actual cost study.

2004:National Conference of State Legislatures' costystaports that Arizona's
language learners need funding of up to $2,495 maelementary school and up
to $1,662 in high school to keep up with acadenaierp. Number of English
learners: 161,000.

2005: Court threatens to levy a $500,000 a day finesifesttoesn't comply with
order.

2006: Court rejects new state law to spend an additiphdlmillion a year.
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2008: State gives schools $40 million to establish a tewuage-learning
program, but maintains two-year limit on fundingop®als court says Arizona
hasn't complied with original court order.

2009: State schools superintendent Tom Horne and theslaggie's Republican
leaders say the court is meddling in Arizona'shess. They ask the U.S.
Supreme Court to step in. The justices agree totheacase. The Supreme Court
sends the cadmck to the appeals court, telling the court to consider changes

that Arizona has madein instructing English learners. Number of English
learners: 143,000” (Kossan, 2009).

The changes that Arizona has made in instructinigsedre embodied in
the Arizona English Language Development Model,clvhises Structured
English Immersion (SEI) to deliver instruction ugionly English. The ELD
model changes how ELLs are to receive instructath the intent on increasing
the rate of which the students are to learn thdi&mtanguage, and subsequently,
after English is acquired, to increase the rediassELLSs student achievement in
the core academic areas. The English Language @@aweint Model was required
to be implemented by all public schools by the 28089 school year (ADE,
2007).

Structured English Immersion Accepted by Courts

The response from the Arizona legislature to ther&me Court to remedy
the Flores lawsuit was to direct the Arizona Deparit of Education to mandate
and monitor a four hour Structured English Immerqi®EI) using only English
as the language of instruction to teach only thgligh language. The Supreme
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Court tells the appeals court to consider the cedaagdhis four hour SEI model,
and the Arizona English Language Learner Task Foreeommendations on
implementation and monitoring of the model. MatinNenzl, Perez and
Gandara (2012) of the University of California, LAsgeles conduct an analysis
of documents from the Task Force and concludedtiigathoice of the SEI four-
hour model mandated by the HB2064 law does notorgmstruction for ELLS
and “carries serious negative consequences fotitlests stemming from the
excessive amount of time dedicated to a sole foausnglish instruction, the de-
emphasis of grade level academic curriculum, teerdte skills approach it
employs, and the segregation of EL students frommstr@am peers” (p. 1).).
Statement of the problem

The Arizona ELD Model is Arizona’s response to tihallenge of
addressing the needs of English Language Learagtbe increase in the number
of ELLs over the last decade is critically tiedhe effort to meet federal
requirements for all students to make adequatdyypargress. The problem of
closing the achievement gap for ELLs is both aamati and a state issue.

For Arizona public schools the Arizona ELD modejuged a change in
the approach of language instruction for ELLs. Tdaures of the model that
pertain to grouping of students by proficiency,gerébing four hours for specific
areas of language instruction with focus on a digcskills inventory provide an
opportunity to study the impact of the model. Ptmthe requirement of the ELD
Model, all certified teachers and administratorsenequired to obtain a
Structured English Immersion (SEI) certificate arkenglish as a Second
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Language (ESL) or Bilingual Education Endorsemaraddition to their teaching
certificate, but at that time there were no spedifne allotments to language
were required, and ELL students were not requindaetgrouped by proficiency.
The Arizona ELD Model is intended to increase e that ELLs learn
English, so that they can then be reclassifiedagent in English and be better
prepared to achieve in the core academic areas.
Research Questions
1. Has the implementation of the English Language [g@veent model
produced changes in the academic achievement disBriganguage
Learners as measured by Arizona’s Instrument tosMeaStandards
(AIMS) for Reading and Mathematics?
2. Has the implementation of the English Language [@raent model
produced changes in the number of students idedt#s “English

Language Learners”?

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to discuss and anafyaed how the ELD
model impacted the academic achievement of ELImeasured by the AIMS
test scores in six urban public schools in Arizofae importance of the AIMS
test as an indicator is that it is the standar@bigh all students are measured for
performance in both the state performance labealdtanfederal adequate yearly
progress labels. Since No Child Left Behind reggithat every state administer

standardized tests, this is Arizona’s test for lbthstate and federal
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accountability requirements. AIMS was developedrige educational reform in
Arizona by ensuring more consistent and rigoroagesttandards of instruction
(Jorgenson, 1999). The test is administered sidéeto third graders through
high school and is widely reported to give a peotf student performance
(Jorgenson, 1999).

The State Board of Education considers the stasdard graduation
requirements and aligns the AIMS to those standafthe® standards are available
for all grade levels and are expressed throughtegobjectives that guide
teachers in their instruction. The AIMS test, aéd to the standards in the
subject areas of reading comprehension and matieneantent is a valid and
reliable assessment given consistently with stahzka testing protocol and
security. Arizona has adopted the new Common Ctanedards (and will align
the test to those new standards) scheduled fomfipliementation by 2013-14.

In the case of the AIMS Writing assessment thidystipes not compare
this component sub-test as there is more subjgctiviscoring than with other
tests, is not given in grades three and four, #hdwagh it has the same high
stakes as reading and mathematics, the interegdtabitity is less (Lopez, 2011).
The AIMs becomes even more important as studeateeguired to pass the
AIMS test for graduation from high school (Jorgamst999).

The reclassification rate of ELLs assigned to sthtricts by the
Arizona Department of Education is not publicalsa#able, but is reported
through the Federal Title Il requirements for EslglLanguage Learners at a
district level with a “Yes” or a “No” as to wheth#re district met a 19% increase
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of reclassified students from the prior year. Wtigdy reports on whether the
districts met the Annual Measurable AchievementeOtyes (AMAOS) by the
reclassification of English Language Learners mgy¥rom pre-emergent,
emergent, basic, intermediate to proficient anchaded, by at least 19% of ELLs
reclassified as making progress in moving fromqmresrgent to proficient. All
six districts in the study made their AMAOs andlassified at least 19% of their
ELLs in the second year of the ELD model requirein2008-2009 through
2011-2012 (ADE, 2012). The ELLs that are reclasgifire then used to calculate
whether the district made Adequate Yearly Prog(a34°) in the ELL subgroup;
that is students who were ELLs and are now redladsas proficient in English
based on the AZELLA assessment are disaggregatsetd they also passed the
academic state test, the AIMS Math, Reading, andiivyr
Relevance of the Study

Over 100,000 students are eligible for English lLeagge services in
Arizona, and schools and districts are held acahlatfor their language
proficiency and academic performance reported bhassification rates in
meeting the Annual Measurable Achievement Objestared standardized test
scores captured by AIMS (Figure 4. Arizona RateEP Growth 1995/1996-
2004-2005, Office of the Auditor General Report]1 2D

It is important to study how the Arizona ELD models provided
challenges and opportunities for achieving quaddihguage development for
ELLs and all students and the results contribut@écexisting body of research
on efforts to improve academic achievement for all.
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Organization of Study

The overview of this study includes the backgrouridrmation of who
and where might English Language Learners come &oedisome historical
perspective of the percentage of immigrants to inamigrants over time. The
review of the literature is organized thematicatlyanalyze the common issues
and balance the perspectives of the authors apdned®sers. Literature
surrounding ELL student issues on language polahates, academic and
language proficiency testing, teacher preparatimhwvaarious models for ELL
instruction are reviewed. The theoretical and methagical frameworks are tied
to the research questions and describe the stepstages of data collection and
analyses. The findings and discussions include flam 2007-2012 and analyze
the selected districts, the school years studied tlae State for student
achievement in Math, Reading and ELL reclassiftcatiata available.

Data were obtained from the Department of Educatimebsite with
unidentifiable student information for the AlMs te$or school years 2007-2012.
ELL reclassification rates are only reported awl@ther a district met the
minimum 19% reclassification rate from the prioayender the Title 11l Annual
Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOS) by th&éna Department of
Education. Title Il is also known as the Englishnguage Acquisition, Language
Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act. Titlesla part of the federal
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and is specifigalérgeted to benefit Limited
English Proficient (LEP) children and immigrant ylouThe Act states that LEP
students must not only attain English proficienay $imultaneously meet the
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same academic standards as their English-speakarg p all content areas.
Federal funding is provided to assist State Edanakigencies (SEAs) and Local
Education Agencies (LEAS) in meeting these requaets (USDOE, 2012).

The unit of study for comparisons of student achmegnt and Federal
accountability is district-wide. The district datee compared to the state data for
K-8 schools. Percentage of ELLs and percentagevotbcio-economic status
(poverty) are factors reviewed for impact distmgte results (Hakuta, 1999).
Districts that are compliant with the ELD Modelidsntified by the Auditor
General’s report of 2011 will be compared to urdestricts of similar in size,
percentage of ELLs, and percentage of low socimweeuc status. The auditor
general’s report compares 60 districts for comkaim 2009-2010 fiscal year,
the third year of the required ELD model. Of the @l the urban districts in the
study, one is deemed fully compliant with the ELDdwal for both SEI model,
grouping of students by proficiency and providingiVidual Language Learner
Plans for students in schools and grades withthess20 ELLs (Auditor General,

2011).
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
A challenge for this study was to review the litara striking a balance
between research that supports time-on-task odegteglish only structured
immersion models like the current Arizona ELD modetl research that supports
integrated approaches to second language instnuctianguage programs that
use both first and second languages. This revidaiediterature is
contextualized around language education poliskstractive vs. additive
language policy debates, the multitude of modelsdoication for ELLs: Bilingual
Education and Structured English Immersion modeéher preparation and
training, reclassification of ELLs, and standardizesting and high stakes
accountability.
Language Education Policies
Since the federal No Child Left Behind reauthoiizatn 2001 calls for
high accountability for all children, the childrare in fact accounted for by
subgroups by ability such as Special Educationkaégethnicity and race as in
Hispanic, Native American, African American, amdlanguage as in English
Language Learners and the subgroup of poverty (AB804). This
reauthorization does not prohibit bilingual eduzatiyet it does not provide
federal support for any particular program for El(P&regoy, 2005). The
subgroups are reported and accounted in both #dte &bd Federal accountability
standards (AZLEARNSs and AYP respectively) (Abedi02). Federal Adequate
Yearly Progress or AYP uses standardized test seor@l groups and in
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subgroups. Wright (2005) points out that theregi®ament that the ELL
subgroup need extra attention and should haveatne figh standards as their
non-ELL peers to reach the same achievement, lwititothe restrictions
intended from Arizona’s Proposition 203 to endrgjlial education. The
disagreement is and has been how to provide sdat&ssyuage programs
(Martinez, 2012). Proposition 203 passed in 2@80fbnsidered a restricted-
oriented language policy as it limits the placendrLLs into bilingual
education programs and requires that ELLs be imaders English only (Wright,
2005, Wright, 2006, Johnson, 2005, Combs et al52Dawton, 2012, Martinez,
2012).

Subtractive vs. Additive or English Only vs. Erigidus

Bilingual education programs were originally degdrno meet the needs
of ELLs by allowing them to be taught literacy azahtent in both their native
language and in English (Rolstad, Mahoney & GI28685; Robledo-Montecel &
Cortez, 2002). Instead of supporting bilingual &tion as a preferred program,
the NCLB Act places heavy emphasis on English lagguroficiency, and
leaves the choices of the programs up to each($ategoy, 2005). Structured
English Immersion (SEI) is a program that uses Ehdb teach both the English
language and academic content in English, and reagbn as a transitional one-
year program for ELLs (Peregoy, 2005, Johnson, 2C@8ahan, 2005, Combs et
al., 2005, Clark, 2009, Crawford, 2000, Grisom,£00 Stritikus analyzes the
English-only programs in contrast to bilingual prams and questions whether
the Structured English Immersion for ELLs subtréaite away, or minimize

21



respect for cultural and linguistic differencesrigitus, 2006). Certainly the
reception a non-English family receives when emgla child in a school that
promotes English-only for its students can be dagrdnd insensitive to the
cultural challenges immigrants and non-native spesatace. Similar and prior to
Arizona, California’s Proposition 227 was seen afersupported initiative to
teach English only to ELLs, and to eliminate oragigreduce bilingual education
programs for ELLs (Stritikus, 2005 & 2006; Monz®05%; Thompson, DiCerbo,
Mahoney & MacSwan, 2002, Grisom, 2004, Lawton, 2012

Although the three states considered to have editathbilingual
education (California, Arizona, and Massachusétysyoter initiative (Prop 227,
Prop 203, and Question 2, respectively), and athese three states have some
provision for waivers and choices for parents,derarching messages sent by
the laws are to discourage bilingual education pieterred program and to
encourage support for programs that teach Englispuage in English (Clark,
2009; Peregoy, 2005; Stritikus, 2003, 2005, 2006nxb, 2005; Thompson,
DiCerbo, Mahoney & MacSwan, 2002, Grisom, 2004,0@ar2011, Lawton,
2012). Stritikus concludes the three states halbgactive language policies, and
Garcia describes these states to be “Pioneersstni&ee Policies” (Stritikus,
2006; Garcia, 2011, Lawton, 2012).

Language policies initiated by voter referendum roaytinue the trend to
prescribe interventions for ELLs intended to imgr®tudent achievement (Mora,
2000). Mora describes that even after voter itnts; research in academic
achievement of ELLs recommends a “well-paced, adgddcculturation” for
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ELLs, regardless of what intervention is mandaadithough this is not a focus of
the English-only programs (Mora, 2000).

The Varieties of Interventions for ELLs

Bilingual programs have many versions as therals@many types of
English Language Learners (Lopez, 2006). The @arograre designed to match
the learners’ needs, which can be interpreted maasy varieties as there are
languages; in this study English is the target lagg or majority language; and
immigrant or native language is the minority langeigFreeman & Freeman,
2004).

Peregoy (2005) recommends the programs for ELLsileg English
should be designed to match the learner. TransitiBiingual Education uses the
native or minority language to build literacy irethrst home language for one to
three years and then to stops teaching in the lwwmenority language in order
to begin developing English, which is usually tkeand language, as soon as
possible. In Transitional Bilingual Education stotteare usually separated from
English- speaking students until they are transgto regular classrooms
(Peregoy, 2005; Crawford, 2000; Hakuta, 1999). Bkzaration is supported by
the Lau vs. Nichols and Castafieda court rulingschwvere intended to give,
support the first or minority language of the learnThis same ruling is used to
support the Arizona ELD model for separating ELtanf native English-
speaking or proficient in English students, withoticourse the support for the

home or minority first language.
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Maintenance Bilingual Education is for students ane learning English
and are also supported in their home or minoritglege through all grades,
possibly even through high school, with the godudifbilingualism for ELLS,
and students are mainstreamed with English spedkarsontinue to receive
support in their first language (Peregoy, 2005; iHak1999). Two-way
Immersion Programs also known as “developmentaldubl education” serve
both ELLs and non-ELLs or native English speakgrptoviding second
language acquisition in classrooms where theramegual number of ELLs and
native English speakers. This program has muchastifpm the research if the
program is fully supported with a variety of attribs from Bilingual teachers,
culturally inclusive school/classroom culture, dadded adequately (Peregoy,
2005; Gomez, Leo, Freeman & Freeman, 2005; Morn2@52Combs et al., 2005;
Crawford, 2000; Robledo Montecel, 2002; CahnmanagdWiese, 2005; Stritikus
& Garcia, 2005; Hakuta, 1999). All the above peogs use the ELLS’ native
language, for either a separate transitional pesfdane or fully integrated with
the native English speaking peers. However, hedthas been to move away
from programs that use the non-English languagsspport ELLs and to move
to focus on teaching the English language and usigish only to teach content
(Garcia, 2011). Bilingual education programs aal-danguage programs are still
in place, but fewer are supported by the trendasfyictive language policies
(Garcia, 2011).

The trend away from programs that use the non-Emdginguages to
support ELLs has resulted in the use of sever&mit models to teach English
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only to ELLs with the primary purpose to teach Estglanguage so ELLs may
understand the academic content once they becaofieipnt. Unfortunately,
many of these programs have similar titles andrgens even though they differ
in structure. Sheltered English Immersion) progranesdesigned for ELLs that
have already reached an intermediate level of Ehglroficiency. They may also
be known as programs that use “Specifically Desigheademic Instruction in
English” or SDAIE and teach content in English watthemphasis on techniques
to deliver content or academic instruction that msg visual resources that are
not heavily based on text alone (Peregoy, 2005).

Students that are pulled out of their regular nte@asn classrooms for
extra support in learning English separately frogirtpeers have teachers tasked
with the goal of assisting ELLs to accelerate tipeaficiency and use the “ESL or
ELL pull-out” programs similar to a Special Educatipull-out program to
provide the additional time separately for theilEl(Peregoy, 2005). Other
English Language Development (ELD) programs may bésknown as English
as a Second Language (ESL) or English Speakershef Qanguages (ESOL)
where teachers, usually having an ESL endorsemédagtohing certificate, teach
while using English for all subject matters for ELWwith varying levels of
English proficiency; the teachers typically use $12AIE techniques for students
(Peregoy, 2005).

Structured English Immersion (SEI) programs alseehtaachers who
have an SEI or ESL endorsement who teach all comdfnglish with the
primary goal of teaching the English language &edprogram is not designed to
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teach bilingualism (Peregoy, 2005; Clark, 2009e RArizona ELD model is a
Structured English Immersion model where teachergacouraged to use
sheltered strategies to teach English to ELLs, antlemphasis on time on task
for grammar, vocabulary, reading, and writing. Rrezona ELD model requires
SEI to be used in a four-hour block to ELL studadéstified as not proficient in
English in a typically six hour school day (Gar@al1l).

The Arizona English Language Development (ELD) Mode

The Arizona English Language Learners Task Forcefaaned as a
result of legislation in 2006 with the intent toveééop and adopt “research based
models of Structured English Immersion (SEI) proggafor all schools and
school districts (ADE, 2008). The HB2064 law regsia minimum of four hours
per day for the first year for an “intensive Englianguage teaching
program...designed to accelerate the learningeoEtiglish language ...
distinguished from other types of instruction, engath, science, or social
science, in that the content ... emphasizes the &infinguage itself” (ADE,
2008). Wright and Choi (2006) conducted a surnfedOateachers throughout
Arizona and teachers reported “they have been diitenor no guidance over
what constitutes SEI...most ELL students in thelto®ls are receiving
mainstream sink-or-swim instruction”(p. 6). Thadt recommends that the state
department of education provide a clear definibbSEI (with primary or first
language support), and that students have acc&sgtsh instruction every day
for a minimum number of minutes, and that ELLs lm®fut in mainstream
classrooms until they are sufficiently fluent ingtish (Wright & Choi, 2006).
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The Task Force reported a summary of researchpjposuthe SEI models
with a total of eleven (11) subtopics with suppaytresearch ranging from very
early to very recent studies, some in context oflege acquisition, some in
context of time-on-task, specific grammar skillsgda@mphasis on vocabulary
(ADE, 2008). The subtopic of time-on-task, thedimstudent spends on
learning, is noted as key to student academic ssd@DE, 2008; Bloom, 1974).
Bloom’s article from 1974 and Carroll’s researabnfr 1963 on time-on-task are
cited by the Task Force as supporting the four fioequired of the SEI model
(ADE, 2008). The relationship between time-on-tastl student engagement is
described by the Borg’s study in 1980 with the ithest the time students are
engaged in learning is important to increased stuaehievement (ADE, 2008).
Karweit’s studies in 1983 reviewed 50 years of tometask research, concluding
that there is a positive relationship engaged aime student achievement,
although there was no emphasis on language adquisRDE, 2008). A review
of the Bloom’s 1974 “Time and Learning” article American Psychologistlso
cites “The Carroll Model” from 1963 and points bmé as the “central variable in
school learning and that students differ in the am@f time they need to learn a
given unit of learning to some set criterion” G83). Bloom also terms the entire
process of learning as dependent on the “qualitgsifuction ... when the
guality of instruction is high, then the level ah#gevement of the student and the
time on task increase” (Bloom, 1974, p. 687). Naithe Bloom or Carroll
research is specific to any content area; in fdob® mentions the time-on-task
is related to all subject areas that are essensatjuential to the units of
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instruction, which until a student needs to maatenit before the next unit can be
understood (Bloom, 1974). Bloom also states tatitme on task research is
“still in progress” and “hesitates to makes thesenare then highly probable
statements” (p. 688). Carroll's original studystdidents in 1963 measures how
long a group of students take to learn a made-uguiage based on two tests
given, the first test having fewer instructions ddder to understand than the
other. All the students were native English speakened on how long it took
them and how well they tested in learning a newengulanguage in a few hours
(Carroll, 1963). The Carroll article is about howceh time a student needs to
“learn” a task; in the model, a fake foreign langeias created with rules
regarding verb tense, using some rules for vowaliscansonants to create a verb
in the “Midimo” language. The hypothesis is that #mount of learning is solely
a function of the amount of time spent (controllfog quality of instruction)
(Carroll, 1963). The instruction is not directtmgtion, but the organization of
the booklets used for the task/test (Carroll, 1963he booklet was well
organized and defined as quality instruction, ttieeodisorganized and more
difficult to understand when read, while the extentvhich such an artificial
language can be generalized to the typical classituation may be limited,
given the latter typically uses a variety of instranal approaches (Carroll,
1963).

The Task Force also lists a subtopic with empinieakarch supporting
allocation of “fixed periods of time to teachingtzen elements of the English
language,” yet notes that there is very little emcpl research on ELL children in
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school (ADE, 2008). This subtopic focuses on améstudy of ELLs given
separate blocks of time for English language depraknt (ELD blocks) that
show a “modest but significantly higher English Daaguage and literacy
scores” for students in the classroom with timeatled to oral language and
reading (ADE, 2008; Saunders, Foorman, & Carls0062. Again there is
agreement from language acquisition research tiadtamguage development is
important for all students, including ELLs (Saurgjéfoorman, & Carlson, 2006).
The Saunders et al. study also analyzed ELD blockdingual classrooms and
English Immersion classrooms so that class typepaogram (bilingual
programs: transitional bilingual, maintenance, daayuage vs. SEI) made no
significant difference as the focus was on the Hldrk or non-ELD block over a
variety of programs (Saunders et al., 2006, p..18he research for supporting
separate blocks of time in any amount or for foaurtblocks was not indicated in
the article, and only oral language developmentmeasured, not reading
comprehension or academic content knowledge (Sasietl@l., 2006). The
same study discusses that having targeted insgruigimore efficient in the
English Immersion models, and that learning inaedabut that this has not been
extensively discussed in SEI model context (Sauneteal., 2006). The separate
block of time for oral English for ELLs in the Salers et al. study (2006)
mentions that “For all students, especially ELLggting challenging academic
standards involves developing a strong commandgfigh, especially in terms
of its for academic uses” and also mentions thescters will need professional
development about the importance of using the degtumlized register of
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academic language during ELD instruction” ( p. 18@nlike the success of the
students oral language development from the sepgitdD block in the Saunders
et al. study (2006), the subtopic that addresss=areh supporting the explicit
teaching of grammar (also known as “discrete lagguskills”) notes a study in
1993 by Spada and Lightbown that shows decreasetide effectiveness when
teachers only addressed grammar in decontextudéssedns (ADE, 2008).
Krashen, Rolstad and MacSwan (2007) reviewed timoAa ELL Task
Force’s research supporting the SEI model overratitelels and came to very
different conclusions citing recent and relevant&s also. They reviewed
eleven subtopics and the research to support thte@as and concluded
additional research is important to take into cdesation when proposing
effective models for ELLs. In every subtopic Krashet al. (year) identify
additional research to expand the dialogue andhattéo provide opportunities
for the readers and possibly the Task Force toidenmore supported models,
chiefly models that are not structured through tonetask, teaching discrete
skills sequentially and expecting the acquisitibiEnglish in fixed periods of
time. The review supports the Task Force’s assethat reducing class size will
improve ELLs achievement (Krashen, Rolstad, & MaaByw2007). Teacher
gualifications and funding of ELL programs neectititon in Arizona as much as
the models proposed (Krashen et al., 2007). Mextgpecifically reviews the
Arizona ELD model’s use of prescriptive and Englestly and concludes that

there is overwhelming research that learning iEbBb’s native language assists
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and supports increased student achievement for ELather contexts and
academics (Martinez, 2012).
Teacher Preparation, Endorsements, and Training

All teachers and administrators are required @matstructured English
Immersion endorsement in Arizona. Teachers witm@ual or English as a
Second Language endorsement are exempt from adaitl training. The SEI
coursework may be taken as a course at a univeesitymunity college, or
school districts may offer an approved SEI curuaulfor their teachers.
Coursework consists of six semester hours or 9@shafunstruction covering the
history of language acquisition, cultural sensiyiwf diverse student cultures,
Specially Designed Academic Instruction in Eng{SIDAIE) techniques or
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIGRjtegies that use instructional
models tailored for ELLs. Training must includéeigrating comprehensible
input (making text easier to understand throughalsas an example), speaking
slower, giving wait time for students to listenesflic feedback, grouping
structures, building background and vocabulary thgreent, and student
engagement which are strategies supported by seareh for ELLs in both
SDAIE and SIOP models (Peregoy, 2005; ADE, 2011).

Funding from the Federal entitlement grants (Titk, Il and American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act/ARRA) allows schewold districts that are
eligible due to large numbers of student in povestyich also happen to have
large number of ELL students, to invest in teadhaning, recruiting highly
gualified teachers, and supporting supplementajrnamas to increase student
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achievement (USDOE, 2009). A report with recomnagioths for addressing the
needs of ELLs cites that there is a shortage of &&lorsed teachers as well as a
shortage of Bilingual teachers, and that thereoahg three states, Arizona,
Florida, and New York, which have teacher standédsstruction of ELLS
(USDOE, 2009).

Christie (2008) points to scholarly work by Hakuthich states 1) that
quality instruction is what matters, not just theaqgtity; 2) that training for
teachers is preferably imbedded in their work daysxplicitly address the needs
of ELLs; and 3) that teachers should work togetbdrave language development
in all content areas (Christie, 2008). Brock, Mnand Park (2007) discuss the
importance of compensating for the cultural mismeascthat may exist between
teachers and ELL students by explicitly prepargachers for delivering
instruction to students of diverse cultural backgrs. Brock (2007) reviews
“white, monolingual, middle-class” student teachamsd their reflections on their
experiences teaching diverse students literacye sfidy concludes in part the
need to prepare teachers, especially teacherarthfitom the cultural majority to
look beyond the ELLs seemingly deficiencies in laage, and strive to make a
connection to the students to meet their indivicesds.

As reforms continue to trend to English-only, thedretical framework of
language interactionist theory focusing on theratBon of the teachers with the
students is critical. Research indicates that teapteparation programs, whether
at colleges, universities, or school and distrie¢rtation, should emphasize that
learners’ needs are the priority and that learaisgcond language for the
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students may be just as challenging as the teaclearning to teach through
strategies to facilitate the ELLs achievement ithkacquiring language and
mastering content (Mora, 2000). Mora implores teather preparation
programs continue to emphasize the building ofucaltcapital for ELL students
to attain the opportunities of their native Englsgieaking peers.

Arizona Teachers and the SEI/ELD 4-Hour Model

The Civil Rights Project at UCLA published a stugpecific to Arizona’s
model in the context of teachers’ understanding;gions, preparation, and
effectiveness of the Arizona ELD Model (Rios-Agujla012). The study
findings show the complexities of the conditionsatmools with high Latino, high
poverty, and high proportion of ELLs and also répatl but 6% of the teachers
in the study had SEI, ESL, Bilingual Full or Pragizal Endorsements (Rios-
Aguilar, 2012). The interaction opportunities bétstudents to access English
speaking peers are limited by the separation duhiedour-hour block, and by
the high number of ELLs (Rios-Aguilar, 2012). Tieachers perceived that their
students were not getting access to rigorous adademtent, and that separation
from their peers was not considered an effectigehimg strategy (Rios-Aguilar,
2010).

Once an ELL student is reclassified as proficianbugh the AZELLA
assessment, the student may be moved into the tneggnsclassroom, and the
teachers receiving the student will need to comtittumake adjustments to
instruction to meet the needs of the ELL reclasdiBtudent. De Jong and Harper
(2005) propose that teachers of ELLs in mainstrelassrooms must go beyond
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“just good teaching (JGT)’and should develop skilleddition to regular teacher
preparation.strategies considered “just good te@thmay not address the ELLs
needs in the “domain of language and culture” Q)1 De Jong specifically
identifies issues with teachers interpreting assesss; “when assessing reading
comprehension, a common strategy that good teaoheetive English speakers
use is asking students to retell or summarize tathext has been read. Such
production tasks can seriously underestimate thgpoehension of ELs who can
typically understand more than they are able tapce in the second language”
(p. 103). This can be particularly important witetermining if an ELL is
proficient using the AZELLA, which may not captuhe true comprehension of
the ELLs and which may keep them out of the magastr classroom.
Reclassification of English Language Learners

AZELLA is the gatekeeper assessment for ELLs irzédma. Once a
student is deemed proficient, then the student megive instruction with their
native English-speaking peers in a mainstream rdass, assuming the student
was not on an Individual Language Learner Plan PILin a mainstream
classroom due to having fewer than 20 ELLs in @gilavel span. De Jong
(2004) points out that there is “little agreememt”when ELLs are proficient and
should be reclassified as no longer needing sesWadanguage. States and
districts and schools within states may view resifastion of ELLs differently,
with some states mandating certain scores on |gegassessments, standardized
test scores, or teacher judgment (De Jong, 200djuanti, 2001; Hakuta &
Butler, 2000; Mahoney, 2005; Grissom, 2004). Interesting to note that in the
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Arizona technical manual to meet Federal AMAOs nmexgliby Title Ill, a
baseline was established in 2003 using four oteegssment for ELLs, not the
current AZELLA assessment, which is currently unslgutiny from the U.S.
Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division (ADE)12).

There is also little agreement between supporteEnglish-only and
supporters of bilingual education on the time ketafor ELLs to become
proficient in English. There is abundant researdilable on how long it takes to
learn English when applying bilingual models: titinaal bilingual programs
may take 3 to 5 years; dual-language or two-wayension may take up to 7
years (Hakuta & Butler, 2000; Crawford, 1997; Cumgs, 1984; Krashen,
1996). The SEI or ELD models use English as thguage of instruction and
focus on the ELL students learning English rathantfocus on the ELL students
learning academic content, yet there is less reBear how long it takes to reach
proficiency (De Jong, 2004). The Arizona ELD madekpect to have students
reclassified as proficient after one year of SEtrnction in a four-hour block and
may use the AZELLA assessments to reclassify Elf_suwo times per year
(ADE, 2011; Clark, 2009). Language proficiencguigpposed to prepare the
student for academic content after they are reifikedsyet little data exists to
support that the reclassified ELLs perform as wsltheir native speaking peers
on state academic exams. The Auditor Generalsrtem the Arizona English
Language Learner Program states the SEI modefslesggned so that ELL
students could become proficient in one year” amthudes in part that
“although more students have attained English pieicy since the State adopted
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the SEI models in fiscal year 2008, other factansla explain the higher
reclassification rates” (ADE, 2011, p 3).
Standardized Testing and High Stakes Accountability

Language Assessment

The English language assessment tests like the REEre very different
from the standardized tests like the AIMS and aeduor different purposes.
The AZELLA is used to determine identification dflEs as to their level of
proficiency in English: pre-emergent, emergentjdastermediate, proficient, or
advanced. Once a student is deemed proficiensttiteent may be placed in a
regular education program and does not requiretiours of SEI, unless after
two years the student is tested again using AZELaid may be classified for a
third time back into an SEI program (ADE, 2008; AudGeneral, 2011). States
use many different assessments to determine laeguajciency, with some
states using academic content assessments lil&dhéord9 to determine ELL
status (Mahoney, 2005; De Jong, 2004).

Arizona uses a language assessment (AZELLA) for Biatus and an
academic content assessment for all students, IM& ARios-Aguilar, 2012).
Several recent studies noted that the AZELLA hanlmhanged often, making
comparisons of its effectiveness challenging, antartinez (2012) concludes
may have inflated reclassification of students exitl ELLs too soon, which is
recently supported by the Departments of JustideEatucation directive to
Arizona to change its assessment of its ELLs (US2012). The identification
of students as English Language Learners has aVvoler the time of this study
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with different preliminary questions about the sindand the family’s home
language driving the decision to assess the studé¢né English language using
different versions of the AZELLA language assessnoggrr this same period of
time. Of course, if the students are tested tordete if they are an ELL student,
the students are to receive instruction in Englistearn English in the Arizona
ELD Model, and if there is a concentration of Eltudents of a number greater
than 20 in a grade level span in a school, themstindents are placed in ELD
classrooms separate from English proficient stusl@Barcia, 2011). Recent
settlements in March of 2011 and August 2012 betviiee Federal
Government’s departments of Justice and Educatwirights divisions and the
Arizona Department of Education focus on the hoamgliage survey used to
determine whether to assess an ELL, with the fédéiiaes finding that the
current assessment is insufficient to meet the ie€&LLs due to the under-
identification of ELLs, and require an improvedessment to determine
proficiency to exit ELLs, yet makes no specificopgnendations to continue to
change the current ELD model of instruction fog&ied services for ELLs
(USDOJ, 2012).

Academic Content Assessment (Reading & Math)

Tests like the AIMS or the Stanford 9 are desigimecheasure what
students’ levels of achievement are for readingraath. Standardized test
scores may be misinterpreted, misreported, an@fitanith validity issues, yet
most all of the methods for analyzing comparatigggrmance between and
among students and student subgroups, distrietesstand the world use the
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scores (Thompson, DiCerbo, Mahoney & MacSwan, 28@2di, Hofstetter, &
Lord, 2004). Wright and Choi’'s (2006) study reconmehed excluding ELLs from
taking a high-stakes tests until they were profitia English; the Arizona State
Department of Education applied for this exclusamal was denied in 2006, as the
NCLB Federal requirements were to require all sabgs to take state
administered tests (Wright & Choi, 2006; ADE, 200&nken, 2006). The study
also recommended that ELLs have access to theiddinguage and access to a
full curriculum (not just tested subjects of ReayiMath and Writing), possibly
because teachers reported teaching more high-stak@scts and less non-tested
subjects, especially Science and Social Studiegyfv& Choi, 2006, Menken,
2006).

Tests are called “high stakes” when measured aehient are used either
for the state or the federal accountability and mesylt in the schools and
districts confronting reorganizing consequencehiging changing key staff,
and/or closing schools (Menken, 2006; Porter, l&Tmimble, 2005). The
sanctions are serious and schools focus on theglurm of the test (Abedi, 2004,
Porter et al., 2005). The importance of test schassincreased with No Child
Left Behind and Race to the Top (RTTT), competigvants for both states and
districts. Test scores are to be connected dyrémtieachers as a condition of
receiving the grants, and Arizona along with ottates has adopted guidelines to
use test scores for performance evaluations atldssroom level, the school label
level, and the district level (ADE, 2011). Schowisorrective action over not
making AYP from the federal accountability requiestts are usually lagging due
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to students in subgroups of poverty, race and eitlgrsubgroups, special
education, and language learners (Porter, et@05;2Abedi, 2004). Arizona has
added a new labeling system that weighs the bo2e¥h of student tests scores
twice, uses ELL reclassification rate-cut scorefants to meet a new A-F
accountability labeling system (ADE, 2011). ELLsshbe reclassified at 30% or
more for a school to receive three points for thzdna A-F label system, and
19% reclassification rates to meet Federal AMACdeauTitle IlI.

For ELLs, the challenges of high-stakes tests nbtimclude academic
language content, as mathematics curriculum insladenplex English more than
ever (Bielenberg & Fillmore, 2005). State mathgese more English language
with the word problems: students are measured antb@olve problems and
math is not just computations with formulas anymdieaching to the standards-
based and standardized tests usually drives Enghkstuction “where language is
purposefully used as the test preparation stratégghken, 2006, p. 537,
Bienlenberg & Fillmore, 2005). Arizona’s AIMS 201€st for Math was
significantly different from the previous years;ditferent that the Arizona
Department of Education indicated that test scyoes prior AIMS data could
not and should be compared with the new 2010 MahSAtest as the test was
more rigorous than in previous years and more diga@ron language through the
inquiry based word problems (ADE, 2010).

The stakes are indeed high for all students, sshaold district, but
especially for ELLs, as many state tests do na@ratcommodations
consistently. Arizona does not offer the AlMs tiesthe first language of the ELL
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as an accommodation and this omission will alscelostudent performance to
what it otherwise would be (Menken, 2006; AbediQ20Bielenberg & Fillmore,
2005).

Arizona’s A-F Accountability System and ELL Points

State high-stakes assessments added in the lagetr® (2010-2011
&2011-2012) use the reclassification rate of ELh sriteasure a portion of the
school’s performance label. If a school exitsBlLLs at a rate of 30% or higher,
it receives three more points towards their A-Fdgrealculation. The
reclassification rates by school are not publishezh easily accessible dataset at
the time of this study, but the fact remains tr@t/HcLLs progress on the
AZELLA assessment from pre-emergent, emergentchedermediate to
proficient is counted towards a state accountglddibel that comes with
consequences of increased intervention from tte #ta school or district does
not attain a grade of C or better. It is interggthat the reclassification rate of
ELLs required to meet Arizona’s accountability igtrer (30%) than that of the
Federal government Annual Measureable Achievemeéjediives requirement at
19%. The difference in the measures may indideierhore weight or more
importance is given to the ELLs passing the languegsessment (AZELLA)
from a state perspective by the state’s assignofahtee points towards the state
accountability measures, where the Federal AMACessarre is more directly
tied to the ELL subgroups’ student achievementh@AIMS academic tests.

Both the state and the federal goals for successfldssification of ELLs are to
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increase student achievement in academics, buited by both measures, there
continues to be a gap in academic achievementlibs E

These high-stakes assessments and their consegqueqgoéee a balanced
review of all structured immersion models like tugrent Arizona ELD model
and other integrated approaches to second-langusigection in language
programs that use both first and second languagles.theoretical framework
reviews language acquisition theories that supptetaction of the student with
the teacher and interaction with other studentsateboth ELL and native-
English speakers. The methodological frameworkesgsidata from urban public
schools that have a concentration of ELLs and auresgtly will have the
requirement to place their ELL students in the émnia ELD Structured English

Immersion model.
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Chapter 3

THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORKS
Theoretical Framework

This theoretical framework contextualizes the regeabout acquiring a
second language by reviewing the general ideangfuage, how one acquires a
language, and the purpose of learning languagesed®ch questions concern
how fast learners of English are reclassified froon-proficient to being
proficient and how the English language learnefgoers on the academic tests of
the AlIMs in reading and mathematics. The intecasit theory of language
acquisition is discussed, and the basis for chgasia interactionist framework
for acquiring a second language is explained irctrgext of how and how much
the English language learner interacts before &ed the onset of the ELD
model. Recall the model prescribes the amountodss the students have to the
English language and to each other while learrfiegdnguage. The
methodological framework describes why the ungtotly and the source of the
data from urban K-8 public school districts thatveea high ELL population are
important to asking the question of how fast thé Etudents learn English. The
possible impact of the model can be analyzed asxlidsed through changes in
the reclassification rate of ELLs and/or the chammggcademic student
achievement in reading and math. Interactionkeyacomponent of the ELD
model being studied, including by the student exténg with the instructor,
interacting with other students, and accessingpodunities to interact with the
English language.
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Interactionist Language Acquisition Theory

The interactionist theory of language acquisiti®supported by the
sociocultural model developed by Lev Vygotsky, a8tan psychologist who
believed that a child observes first, then speakisi@arns a language (Peregoy,
2005). This interactionist theory builds on theligbfor humans to develop
language when interacting with others. Childrentgeiactions are a critical
element in the acquisition of language. When adaotesact with children, they
help the children to make modifications and coroed so that speaking naturally
aligns with the social and cultural appropriatenagte use of language
(Peregoy, 2005).
Learning a language in the context of culturallprapriate use and development
is one of the key contributions of this schoolledught (Carey, 2007). He
explains that this process can be compared to ladilegto understand the
nuances of a joke, or understanding the idioms ursddily conversation like
“kicking the bucket, or hanging one’s head” thatheaut the practice through
interaction, would not convey the intended meari®arey, 2007). Carey also
points out that the sequence of learning a langisaget orderly; that is, a child
does not necessarily go from listening to speatongading then to writing in
that order, but the child will skip around the fakills and that the skills are a
part of a common “linguistic data pool” (Carey, Z00 Understanding the
implications of learning a language in contextekeyant for this study because as
Cummins (1982), one of the leading researchergoonsl language acquisition
(SLA) points out, “students can and do learn lagguiarough content and
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content through language” and that this interacigsaomot made up of separate
sequences (Carey, 2007). Cummins’ (1982 &1999ydiamdings show that
learning a second language is best acquired byla®ug first the literacy in the
home or minority language, which then aids in thedfer of knowledge to the
target or majority language, in this case in Eigli€Summins is the early leader
as his work is cited extensively in later studi@s;studies in the 1980s found that
one’s first language is interdependent with oneguasition of second languages
(Lugo-Neris, 2010). Subsequent studies continwsaipport those early findings
that the use of the student’s first language itrucsion does increase the
students’ learning of the second language (Collef, Genesee, 2005;
McLaughlin, 2008; Coleman, 2010; Lugo-Neris 201@&réhez-Wenzl, 2012).
Peregoy (2005) and Martinez-Wenz| (2012) specifycslipport
Cummins’ theory that a “common underlying profiagr{CUP)” allows
knowledge transfer between the minority and theonitgjlanguage. This transfer
of knowledge is also supported by the interactiahisory and is again an
important lens for this study as the reclassifamabf ELLS and the student
achievement of ELLS may be impacted by the usenbf thhe majority language
in the Arizona ELD model (Collier, 2002; Genese@)Z, Coleman, 2010; Lugo-
Neris, 2010). Interaction and interdependence adeat with the common
underlying proficiency development using the flestguage to understand the
concepts, and then transfer the comprehensioretsdtond language. Krashen
(2007r) also discusses the importance of the iotieraof the learner with the
teacher and other students both in social settisggy Basic Interpersonal
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Communication skills (BICS) and in academic setinging Cognitive Academic
Language Proficiency skills (CALPS) to expressiskileas and concepts.
Findings from Thomas and Collier's (2002) natiosiaidy of long-term
academic achievement for ELLs demonstrate the itapoe of providing a socio-
culturally supportive school environment for langeaninority students that
allows natural language, academic, and cognitiveldpment to flourish in the
native and second language. They note that eadwolcbntext is different, and
significant elements within each context can sttpnffluence students’
academic achievement. Bilingually schooled studeatperform monolingually
schooled students in all subjects after 4-7 yefiliagual education (Thomas,
2002). This connection of the interaction of thretflanguage to the second
language, and to culturally sensitive instructiaisp supports the interactionist
theory of language acquisition. Four to seven yg&alsarn both a second
language and to perform well academically is alsectly counter to the one year
short-term Arizona ELD model. The short term progsaare not sufficient for
ELLs to acquire proficiency in English, and certginot in English only. “The
strongest predictor of the second language (L2eaement is the amount of
formal first language L1 schooling” (Thomas, 2002,8). This theoretical
framework of the interaction of language, studecitture, and sufficient time is

logical and research based, and is the lens fochwihis study views the data.
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Methodological Framework

Concentration of English Language Learners

The districts chosen for this study are locatednrurban area within the
metropolitan Phoenix area, are geographically &ijgand are similar in the ELL
and SES demographics so as to have an opportorcgnipare and contrast how
student achievement scores have changed beforaft@ndhe ELD Model was
implemented over six years (2006-2007 through 22012). Urban public K-8
schools are the focus of this study as many oEthes are in the lower
elementary grades and will have a more consistentping by language in
general education settings (Garcia, 2011). Oritbeokix urban districts has been
monitored and reported by the Arizona Auditor Gahas being fully in
compliance with the ELD Model’s requirements in #@98-2009 school year
(Arizona Office of the Auditor General, 2011). Astlict in compliance is one
that has all three main features of properly tggtssessing students for
proficiency; properly grouping students by profiatg; and to properly applying
the four hours of instruction using a Structuredlishm Immersion (SEI) model in
English only (Arizona Office of the Auditor GeneraD11).

This study does not, however, analyze the typeeptidof implementation
of the model, using instead the standard the Aaz0ffice of the Auditor General
reports as a school district being in complianciwhe ELD model (June, 2011
Report No. 11-06 State of Arizona Office of the AadGeneral “Arizona
English Language Learner Program”). The six Ke3redntary districts selected
range in total student enrollment from 1,000 td8,68tudents; are 80% to 100%

46



free and reduced lunchave30% to 55% Englislhanguage Learners within &
6 mile radius of the center of Phoenixd are considered “regular”’ element:
school districts (norharter school: in Figure 5.

Figure 5 Elementary School Districts in the City of PhoetfMay, 2011)
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Sources of Publically Accessible D:

Data for this study arpublically available for download from trArizona
Department of Education, AIMS rest at http://www.azed.gov/resea-
evaluation/aimsssessme-results (ADE, 2012). Data for 202008, 2009
2010, 2011 and 20M2ere downloaded into Excel spreadsheets with
following attributes selected for the study: Fi: Year,Local Education Agenc
or District (LEA), School NameGrade (3-8), Math Mean Scale ScdReading
Mean Scale Score. Thigstrictdemographics for poverggre downloaded fror

the ADE’s website fohttp://www.azed.gov/heal-nutrition/frpercentage for the

same schools years 20Q012. The data collected to determine the concentre

of ELL students is available online through thllowing links:
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http://www.azed.gov/finance¢hoosing “Submitted Files and Reports,

http://www.ade.az.gov/Districts/EntitySelection.apen selecting the districts

observed one by one through a drop down menu,

http://www.ade.az.gov/Districts/Default.asp?EntiwieriD=4256 then choosing

“Reports/Data” tab, choosing “All Fiscal Years” inathe Fiscal Year drop down
menu and “ELLS” from the “System” drop down merithe links for the ELL
reports by school year are available, choosingapert “ELLS 10A Report” for
each school year and each district.

Reclassification Rates for ELLs
The reclassification rate of ELL students is ndtaailable as an online

reportable dataset by school or by distridutéh://www.azed.gov/english-

language-learnersftitle-ijibnly if the school or district achieved the 19%

reclassification indicated by a “yes” or a “no”.dfschool district reclassifies 19%
or more of their ELL students, it is reported ttred district has met their Annual
Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOSs) undegdefal Title 11l reporting
requirement (ADE, 2012). The recent settlemennftbe U.S. Departments of
Justice and Education refer to the under-identificeof ELLs and directed
Arizona to change the assessment method it uskstéomine proficiency, a
change which may alter how Arizona determines ssifi@ation of ELLs in the
future (USDOJ, 2012; Martinez, 2012).

Compliance with the Arizona ELD Model

Districts that are in compliance with ELD modeldesined by the Arizona
Office of the Auditor General are compared to ditdrthat are not in compliance.
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A district is deemed in compliance if the distsefparates ELL students from
non-ELL students and provides instruction only ngksh to the ELLs for at least
four hours per day. Other factors that might ieflae the rate at which students
become proficient (or not) and the level of acadestudent achievement are
reviewed and analyzed for level of impact usingmjuiative data analyses. Two
key factors reviewed are the socio-economic st@&S: poverty as a percentage
measured by students receiving free and reduceth)wf the districts and the
amount of concentration of ELLs measured as a ptage of ELLs of the
district, data which are available by district be tArizona Department of
Education website. These key factors have beemeig¢o affect both academic
student achievement and the rate which a studemdea second language
(Hakuta, 1999). Measurements are quantitativeyressed through percent
passing for the AIMs in Reading and Math testssferurban elementary school
districts and the State for grades 3-8, and chaimgesrcentages of ELLs for the
districts in the study as compared to percent ssdiad by the State.
Home Language Survey Issues

When students are enrolled in a public schoolnzadwa prior to the
Arizona ELD model requirement in 2009, parents vwasieed three questions
about language: 1) What is the primary languagd usthe home regardless of
the language of the student? 2) What is the larguaast often spoken by the
student” and 3) What is the language the studesttdcquired? If any of the
answers given were positive, then the student wsasged for English language
proficiency using the state language assessmerzoffa English Language
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Learners Assessment: AZELLA). In July 2009, th&éna Department of
Education reduced the number of questions asked tlhoee to one question. The
one question was 1)What is the primary languagbestudent?, The idea that
this would simplify the process is countered byitlea that fewer students would
be identified as possible ELLs, with fewer ELLsntléed for services for the

ELD model, and fewer students being reported fading for ELL services. lItis
a bit of a catch-22 in that if fewer students aentified with a one-question
home language survey, then fewer students woutddpgred to be separated
from their Native English speaking peers, but waudtl be required to be
monitored for extra language services in a maiastrelassroom, and fewer
students would be counted for funding for langusg®ices. In March of 2011,
the Departments of Justice and Education settléutive Arizona Department of
Education to go back to the three questions omdthrae Language Survey.
Beginning in July 2011, all students enrolled tog 2011-2012 school year have
had the three question survey administered. Tédteeare available as of August
2012, and districts have been notified that theytarun-reclassify some portion
of their students and classify them as needing &#rlvices and to be re-assessed

and placed back into the ELD model (USDOJ, USDQH22.
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Chapter 4
FINDINGS

The research questions are analyzed over a sixpged from school
year 2006-2007 through 2011-2012 to review whahgka if any occurred over
time beginning with two years before the ELD Mowdels required through four
subsequent years for six school districts thatduaalar poverty and language
learner populations. The districts are also comgbém the State for both research
guestions on changes in AIMS Math and AIMS Readnegsured by percent of
students passing the tests, and changes in numibEtd.s by district and
reclassification rates of ELLs by State. The gapahievement for students in
the six urban districts is reported by calculating difference in percent passing
for AIMS Math and AIMS Reading between the indivadldistricts to the State
percent passing.

Tables capture information about the six urban sctstricts for poverty
statistics measured by Free and Reduced Lunchttatapncentration of ELLS
measured by the number of ELLs reported as fundeddch district, and the
number of students tested for each subject testtbee€2007 to 2012 school years.
These data show the demographic similarities ofitban schools districts with
the only demographic difference captured for thuslg is whether or not the
districts are in compliance with the ELD Model aparted by the Auditor
General’s report of 2011, of which only one is néed as fully compliant.
Realizing that there are many other factors thghimmpact and influence the
results of student achievement, this study focosestudent achievement trends
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of urban districts over time as compared to théeSta report what changes in
student achievement and numbers of ELLs eachdisind make
recommendations for further study.

The changes in the number of ELLs over the 20072Z@hool year are
reported by the number of ELLs funded by distridchwthe assumption that
decreases in the percentage of ELLs by districtilshcorrelate to the number of
ELLS reclassified (unless they all left of theirmaccord). Although the
reclassification rate of ELLs was not availabledistrict at the time of this study,
a comparison is made to the percentage of ELLassifled by the State, with
references to the state level report from the Audieneral in 2011 regarding
their findings on why the number of ELLs is repdrtes declining at least through
2010.

The differences in the variances of the percengipgsare also analyzed
by calculating average growth pre- and post- thve BED Model by defining the
school year of the ELD Model requirement and conmggthe districts’ average
growth with the State growth in AIMS Math and AIMRRading percent passing
in the context of the ELD Model. These comparisessk to find patterns and
trends of student achievement over a period of fonasing on data that are
pertinent to ELLs and time periods that span th® Blodel introduction.
Descriptive Statistics

The six districts are in close proximity geograg@lii, in an urban core in
the City of Phoenix. They districts have a minimam77 % Free and Reduced
Lunch, which is considered high poverty by bothestand federal guidelines, and
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high concentrations of ELL students as shown infellewing tables for the
districts and the State. The districts in this gtwill be named District U through
District Z, and the school years are for the stisgd3007-2012. Tables 1 through
4 show the summaries on percentages for Free atalcBe Lunch, percentages
of English Language Learners for the districtsha $tudy and the average
number students tested by year for both Math aratliRg. The State level data
show percentage of ELLSs reclassified, percent eefand Reduced Lunch as an
average of all reporting districts in the state anmber of students tested in
Math and Reading K-8. The trends that are depictédese descriptive statistics
are that poverty continues to be a main demogrdphite districts in the study,
and that the number of ELLs is decreasing ovetithe period of the study for
the districts.

Table 1

Statistics for Percentage of Free and Reduced LéoicBix Districts

Mean | Minimum| Maximum Range Std. Deviation
2006-2007| 85.50 77 92 15 5.089
2007-2008| 85.50 77 92 15 5.089
2008-2009| 84.00 75 91 16 6.633
2009-2010| 84.33 72 93 21 8.017
2010-2011} 90.67 85 95 10 4.227
2011-2012| 91.50 87 97 10 3.937

Source: Arizona Department of Education — Nutritizepartment.
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The pattern of increasing poverty over time fortladl six districts in the study
may impact the student achievement negatively. Bafi999) points out that
poverty is a key factor in student academic achrear®, and that it is harder for
students in poverty to perform well academicallynakes sense that students
who have less resources at home will have lessrappty and access to printed
material, technology, and even language developfoerither ELL or non-ELL
students. The challenges and purpose for thegstiiool system has always
been to provide free and uniform access to edutédioall students. The
districts in the study show that poverty is incregsrom having 7 out of 10
students living below the standards set by theréddgpiidelines in 2006-2007 to 9
out of 10 students in poverty. Poverty is a fathat has always been used to
calculate additional funding from the federal gaowaent, and accountability
goals are created for students in poverty to leaore than a year’'s worth of
academics in order to close the achievement gap. siidents are also often
students in poverty, as recent immigrants statongstablish their families will
often not earn enough to meet or exceed the stdnlat a family of four earns
$23,050 for the year in 2012 (Health and Human iSesy 2012). That means
that if both parents work 40 hours per week, thd¢s$s than $11/hour combined,
or less than the minimum wage ($7.65/hour in Arazéor 2012) for both earners;
either one is working less than full time or is onpdoyed.

The data for Group B ELL students is availabletigh the Arizona
Department of Education School Finance websitee Atmber of average daily
membership days for English Language Learnersigaet of all students in a
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district’'s average daily membership. These numbgstudents are used to fund
both general education and incremental fundind=tdrs for districts.
Membership days are reported for the"i@@y for each district, and the
percentage of Group B ELL students is calculateditging the ELL
membership days from the total student membershyp dn the 100day. For
the sake of explanation, a membership day is whetndent is enrolled in the
school. If a student is enrolled on the first d&dgchool and is still enrolled at the
100" day of school (usually in late January or earlprary depending on the
school’s calendar) then that student has one fathbership and is funded as one
student. If a student leaves before the™@@y, for instance on the B@ay, then
that student is funded at .9 and 90% of the fundiiigoe calculated for that
student. Conversely, if a student arrives afterfitst day of school, the funding
is prorated/reduced for that student; for instaheestudent arrives on the 20
day after school starts and stays enrolled thrabgl 08" day, funding for that
student is calculated at .8 or 80%. Data are wg@davery 20 days to the
department of education to calculate membershig,dayoth general student
counts and categories of student counts. If aestiid identified as an ELL
student through the home language survey and thrineggAZELLA language
assessment, that student is counted as an ELLrdgtiadeGroup B categorical
funding.

The six districts show the average percent of Bhdger around 32% in
2006-2007 and 2007-2008 before the ELD Model; #tarts to decrease a bit in
2008-2009 at 28%, then 23% in 2009-2010. The rangestandard deviation for
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percentage of ELLs show that there is more diffeean concentration of ELLS
in 2006-2007 and 2008-2009 (wider range), leshanyears between 2008-2009
to 2010-2011, then more again in 2011-2012. Thesnseto be corroborated by
the Auditor General's report that the State algoeelenced a reduction in ELL
students, which the report attributed to ELLs l@sgrEnglish at a faster rate
(being reclassified as proficient), some withdrayvirom the program (15%), and
less enrolling in Arizona schools (35% less) (AnadAuditor General, 2011).
Table 2

Statistics for Percentage of Group B ELL CountSo¢ Districts

Mean | Minimum| Maximum | Range Std. Deviation
2006-2007| 32.25 2( 43 2B 8.013
2007-2008| 31.75 23 38 1b 6.140
2008-2009| 28.50 21 34 18 4.626
2009-2010{ 23.14 15 238 18 4.664
2010-2011| 18.39 17 24 1P 4.769
2011-2012| 17.33 11 32 21 7.608

Source: Arizona Department of Education School ktea(% is calculated).

With the number of Group B students by districtsloinool year generally
declining over the course of the years of thisgtadook at the total number of
students tested is important to review to seeeifdlwere changes over the same
period of time in and were the changes in the sdinegetion as the ELLs

(decreasing).
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The data in Table 3 show that there were an alemsal number of
students tested in AIMS Math as there are in AIM&dRng in each district in
each school year, a good check to see the samenssudok the same tests.
There is a decline in number of students tested thetime period studied, with
Districts Y and Z losing 3% and 7% of their studeower six years, and Districts
U and W losing 17% of their students, and Distvidosing 11%. If the number
of students tested decreased by the same amothr@ psrcent of ELLs also
decreased, then the concentration of ELLs is faiolystant, and the number of
students reclassified may not be as great, alththahnit of data is not available.
One can calculate mathematically that as genegallption decreases, the
percent of the subpopulation targeted should lwké&ihto make sure the program
is not just losing students. Many districts inzoma experience declines in total
student population due many factors (charter s&hacline in economy in the

neighborhood, competition from other public schhols
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Table 3

Mean Number of Students Tested in Math and Reddirgistricts

)

Mean # District | District | District | District | District | District
Students Teste] U V W X Y Z
Math 2007 829 843 270 377 791 131
Reading 2007 829 841 270 381 789 131
Math 2008 794 819 247 370 794 127
Reading 2008 795 819 247 370 794 127
Math 2009 780 802 238 351 800 128
Reading 2009 780 802 238 351 800 128
Math 2010 745 789 240 345 710 124
Reading 2010 744 789 240 345 710 124
Math 2011 689 756 225 330 741 123
Reading 2011 689 756 225 330 742 123
Math 2012 692 751 223 311 762 122
Reading 2012 692 751 223 311 763 122
Average 2007- 754.4 793.C 240.5 3471 766.3 125.§
2012
Change in -137 -9C -47) -7Q -249 -9
number
Change in 179 -11% -17% -18% -3% -79%
percent
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Decline in districts notwithstanding, the Stateatigsive statistics have
similar trends over time in number of ELLs, povedgd number of total students
tested. The Department of Education reports tteaBtlate has reclassified ELLs
as proficient at increasing percentages from 20@&¢20 2010-2011, 12% to
23% respectively. The state level reports of FreeReduced Lunch also
increase in poverty similar to the six districtshe study, but not as steeply with
changes moving from 50% Free and Reduced to 59% 2@07 to 2012. The
number of students tested also declines from 20@6oand 81,500 reduced to
79,000 third through eighth graders in 2012, simiadirection to the districts in

the study, but less at the state level of -3-4%idedm students since 2007.
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Table 4

English Language Learners % Reclassified and Stevel Poverty

% of % of # Students | # Students| # of ELLS
ELLs Re-| Free & Tested Tested from Group
classified | Reduced Math Reading | B Counts for
Lunch Title 1l
Allocations

2006-2007 12 50 81,744 81,442 *
2007-2008 22 51 81,076 80,840  **
2008-2009 29 53 81,671 81,502 150,078
2009-2010 30 57 80,463 80,512 123,082
2010-2011 23 57 80,555 80,861 89,400
2011-2012 * 59 78,876 79,209 71,010
2012-2013 * * o * 69,804
Change in -2,868 -2,233 -80,274
number
Change in -4% -3% -53%
percent

Source: Arizona Department of Education (*not ygtarted, **not available).

Arizona Auditor General Report

As reported by the June 2011 Arizona Auditor Gahéhne following data

are available for the six urban school districenitfied in this study as District U,

District V, District W, District X, District Y andistrict Z. Student data were

collected from the Arizona Department of Educatgindent Accountability

Information system for sixty districts for the Atideport. The report stated that

over two-thirds of the districts audited were motompliance with the Arizona

ELD model either by not grouping students sepayat¢hey were identified as
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ELLs through AZELLA test data or, if less than twestudents were identified,
there may not have been appropriate Individual bagg Learner Plans (ILLPS)
for the ELLs. Districts that did not have a StruetliEnglish Immersion (SEI)
model as prescribed by the State’s requirements alep found out of
compliance. The districts in this study are ideedi by letters W-Z in Table 5,
listing whether or not they were found partiallyrgaliant, fully compliant, or not
audited. The report states that the data wasatetldor school year 2009-2010,
in the second year of implementation of the ELD Rkloth addition to student
data collected, the data consisted of observabbokssrooms, survey of
responses from school districts, and monitoring @daid letters from the Arizona
Department of Education (Arizona Auditor Gener&l12). The report also
shows that there has been progress made in régiagdtLLs, despite the non-
compliance of over two-thirds of the districts, asdommends that more
monitoring by the ADE be conducted to ensure ireedaand continued

compliance with the Arizona ELD model requirements.
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Table 5

District Compliance Status with Arizona Auditor @esl

District SEI ILLP Fully Compliant
District U YES YES NO

District V YES NO NO

District W YES YES NO

District X YES YES NO

District Y YES YES YES

District Z Not Audited Not Audited Not Audited

Source: Office of the Arizona Auditor General, J@204.1.

This study examines six urban districts over sewgars; one year before

ELD and five years after ELD to study any changestudent achievement or

changes in percentages of ELLs, with the identifbcaof one of the six districts

as being in full compliance with the ELD Model, nelyy District Y. Changes in

AIMS Math and AIMS Reading for the six districteealso compared to the State

AIMS test scores for a point of reference to sttigytrends.

Research Question 1 Findings

1. Has the implementation of the English Language @rmeent model

produced changes in the academic achievement disEnginguage

Learners as measured by AIMS (Reading and Matheg)ati

To begin to answer this question, the data arenizgé in the following

charts to show the changes using trend lines énepériod before and after the

ELD model was in place for the six districts in ABMReading and AIMS Math.
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The percent passing for all grade 3-8 studentsrinoAa is also plotted to provide
a consistent reference point for both the grougbotirban districts studied over
the time period before and after the ELD model.ri&ge percent passing for
AIMS Math and AIMS Reading in grades three throegiht are represented for
Districts U, V, W, X, Y and Z as well as the Staf@e District Y trend line is
bolded to highlight that it is the district that sueeported as “Fully Compliant”
with the Arizona ELD model as was indicated in Eabl
Trends in Percent Passing in AIMS Math and AIMSdRen

Figure 6 shows the average percent passing of tiwodigh eighth grade
students for each district in the study for AIMSthlaompared to the State. In
general, all six districts show the same trendhareases and decreases of all
grade 3-8 students’ percent passing AIMS Math,thede increases and
decreases are all below yet closely parallel tcStiage, with the following noted
exceptions. In school year 2007, Districts V andh&d the lowest AIMS percent
passing, Districts U and Y the next highest, anstiizits Z and X the next
highest, which are all lower than the State perpassing in AIMS Math. In
2008, the highest percent passing in AIMS Math aeclin Districts X & Z at
63% and 62% in 2008, compared to the State at 689%img. The lowest percent
passing in AIMS Math occurred in Districts V & W %4% and 53% passing,
with District U and Y in the middle of the high alwiv districts at 56% and 57%

passing in 2008, respectively.
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Figure 6. AIMS Math Percentage Passing by Districts atadeS2007-2012.
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Increases in percent passing in AIMS Math betwd#)¥ z2and 2008
occurred both statewide and for all six districteept for District X, although
District X is still the highest percentage passmg@008. The year the ELD model
is required to be implemented is school year 200@92with test results for the
districts showing more variance as follows: Didticand Z, still having the
highest % passing at 57% and 58% both show incsdem® 2008, while District
V is flat at 54% and District Y decreases to 55%stiirt W and U both increase
to 58% passing for 2009, in the first year of inmpéntation of the ELD model.

District Y is the district that has been deemetu#lg compliant with both
the Structured English Immersion model and Indigidianguage Learner Plans
(for groups of students less than 20 in a grade)sgrad does not increase in
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percent passing in Math in the first year of impdetation and compliance, but in
fact takes a dip from 57% to 55% passing. Allriits and the State decreased in
percent passing moving from 2009 to 2010, andensdime general amount of
percentage points lost, District Y losing the muosints.

The decrease of all six districts and the Sta#®lMS Math in FY2010 may
be attributed to the change in the actual AIMS Matt. The Arizona
Department of Education issued a statement thaltS Math test had changed
dramatically and should not be compared to theipuswear percent passing
(ADE, 2010). All districts increased in percentsiag for AIMS Math in 2011
and 2012, still following the same general incregdrend as the State, with the
exception of District Y, which had more increase#&IMS Math percentage
passing than the trends in the other districtsthadstate in 2012. District Y
moved from the lowest of the group at 43% in 2G1thbdest increases at 45% in
2011 moving from last in this group of six distsidb third to last at 52% in 2012.

This sharper increase in 2012 for District Y ampared to the other districts
and the State only occurred in the 2012 school, yat should be looked at more
closely, as the factors of poverty and percentldf &udents did not change in
the same sharper difference in any of the distgetsthe data in Tables 1 and 2,
nor did the mean number of students tested chantheisame sharper difference
in Table 3. For the most part, the trends in AIM&th percent passing in the six
districts continue to be below and somewhat pdraléhe State, indicating that
the gap in student achievement for all student®isclosed, and that the Arizona
studied. This unclosed gap is also seen in the AR&8ding.
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Figure 7. AIMS Reading Percentage Passing by DistrictsState 2007-2012.
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For AIMS Reading, the trend for all six districtsto increase similar to
the increase for the State, although with someanag between the districts.
District W started at the lowest percent passimgdidS Reading at 41%
passing, rising through the years up to 66% utl1? then experiencing a
decrease to 62% in 2012. Although the State als@ases steadily until 2011,
the percent passing for all grade 3-8 studentatisrbm 2011 to 2012 at 77.33%.
District V is the next lowest at 44% passing in ABNReading in 2007, rising in
percent passing to 64% until 2011, then a sligbtatese to 62% in 2012. District
U is the third lowest at 46% in 2007 up to 68% @12, with a one percentage
point decrease to 67% in 2012. District Y, X, afibllow in a similar pattern to

each other and the State showing increases inmggrassing steadily until 2011,
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with no change to 2012 at 66%, 68%, and 72% pa$siAgMS Reading,
respectively. This mirrored the flat no increasenf 2011 to 2012 of percent
passing in AIMS Reading of the State, which promd@esecond check of the data
by grade level. There were definitely changesai@ent passing between 2011
and 2012 between grades 3 through 8 in the StadienaDistricts Y, X, and Z,
yet the averages of the percent passing are eg@alli2, respectively. The
increases in AIMS Reading between 2007 to 2012 girogress in the entire
State and in the six districts studied, indicatimgt the improvements occurred,
certainly good news in general. As will be demaatsd by the following
analysis, the Arizona ELD Model did not produceragles in student achievement
in AIMS Reading percent passing in the districtthia study. A look to what
changes in the gap in student achievement betvineesix districts and the State
follow in Figures 8 and 9 for AIMS Math and AIMS &sing.
Trends in Student Achievement Gaps

The gap in achievement is calculated by subtra¢hiegaverage percent
passing of each district to the average percersipg®f the State in AIMS
Reading and AIMS Math. The difference is then aged for all the districts by
year. Figure 8 shows that all districts lowereg ploints between the percent
passing in AIMS Math from 2007 to 2012, with somereases in the gap in
achievement between 2010 and 2011 for District¥,XZ; and increases in the

gap between 2011 and 2012 for Districts V and W.
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Figure 8 Achievement Gap in AIMS Math between Districtsl &@tate 2007-
2012.
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District U is the only district with continued deases from each year to
the next spanning 2007 to 2012. When averagedjapen achievement
decreases each year except for a small two terfthpdrcentage points increase
between 2010 and 2011, recalling that there waajarmhange in the AIMS
Math test in 2009, one indicator that all distriesperienced similar challenges to
the change in the test, with the average changiéodistricts’ achievement gap
slightly decreasing in 2012 by seven-tenths ofragreage point. Depending on
the perspective of the Arizona Department of Edooadtating that the AIMS
Math test scores should not be compared due tchidwege in the test, the data
does show that the decreases in the districtsestwaere similar to the State.

Decreases in the gap in achievement in 2012 idigtgcts are rank ordered from
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lowest gap to highest in percentage points: Dis#i¢3), District X (6), District U
(10), District Y (11), District V (13), and Distti®V (15). The gap in
achievement does show progress, but the differenbestrict Y, the district in
compliance, does not show much more favorable pesgthan the other urban
districts in the study, as it is rankell iy within the six districts. The decreased
gap in achievement in AIMS Reading follows a simpattern, especially in the
rank order of the gap in achievement measureddglifference in percentage
points passing for each district as compared tcthee.

Figure 9 Achievement Gap in AIMS Reading between Distrasts State 2007-
2012.
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Again, the gap is calculated as the differenceen€entage points passing
in AIMS Reading for each district to the State petgassing. There is a
decrease in the gap in achievement for all distfrctm 2007 to 2012, again with

69



some variances in between districts and in betwleeischool years, culminating
in the average change in the gap in achievementisga slight increase from
2011 to 2012. Relative to the behavior of the @erpassing of the State flat
increase from 2011 and 2012 in Figure 7, the aemm@nt gap moves one
percentage point as an increase, certainly ndtardirection of improving or
closing the gap in the 2012 school year, but iregarover the longer span of
time between 2007 to 2012 a closing of the avesatyeevement gap between the
State and the six urban districts of eight pergmaoints in AIMS Reading.
Trends in Growth before and after the ELD Model

The percent passing of AIMS Math and AIMS Readexgjd are key
attributes to categorize performance and growthHeroth the state and the
federal accountability targets. Arizona’s A-F Aaotability system uses growth
to assign points to the scores for schools, asagelhe reclassification of ELLs to
award points towards school and district perforneanc

Growth in percent passing in AIMS Math and AIMS Rieg before the
2009 school year (pre-ELD) and after the 2009 skchear (post-ELD) are
reported in the following table and charts. Thiewdation used for this analysis
is to subtract the 2006-2007 percent passing fla2007-2008 percent passing
in each subject area of Math and Reading. The sacaculated for the second
growth point, subtracting the 2007-2008 from th@&@009 percent passing;
these two growth points are then averaged togéthdgtermine average growth
in percent passing for each subject area for pre-glowth measurement. The
2008-2009 school year was when the ELD model wae tstarted, measured and
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monitored by the ADE and subsequently the Arizondifor General June 2011
report gathers data for 2009-2010 school yearqdgitend year implementation
was to have occurred) (Auditor General, 2011).

Subsequently, the 2008-2009 is considered theyiat of
implementation for this study and is not used tioudate growth to 2009-2010,
due to the similar issues encountered with the ghamthe AIMS Math test in
2010, the data does not compare well in the fiestr pf change. The post-ELD
growth points are calculated by subtracting 2009620om 2010-2011 and
subtracting 2010-2011from 2011-2012, respectivdlye state growth is also
calculated on the same basis as the districtsistidy.

Table 6

Growth in AIMS Math Percent Passing Pre-ELD andtHelsD

Average Average | DIFF
DIFF | DIFF | Growth | DIFF | DIFF | Growth POST-
2008- | 2009-| PRE- 2011-| 2012- | POST- PRE-
2007 | 2008 | ELD 2010 | 2011 ELD ELD
DIST. U 3.17| 1.67 2.42| 3.83 2.5 3.17| 0.75
DIST. V 5.33] -0.17 2.58 4 -0.5 1.75| -0.83
DIST. W 5| 5.33 5.17 2.5 0 1.25| -3.92
DIST. X -1.5| 4.33 1.42] -1.17 1.33 0.08| -1.34
DIST. Y 3.17 -2 0.58 2.5 6.5 4.5 3.92
DIST. Z 1.17) 1.17 1.17| 1.33 2 1.67| 0.50
AVERAGE 2.72| 1.72 2.22| 2.17 1.97 2.07| -0.15
STATE 0.83] 1.33 1.08| 2.33 1.5 1.92| 0.84

Both Table 6 and Figure 10 show the average grawpiercentage points
before the ELD Model and after the ELD Model waguieed in each district and
the State, and also the average of the averade alistricts. The average of the

average growth pre-ELD and post-ELD for the diséris 2.22 and 2.07
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respectively, showing slightly lower growth postiELfor a difference of -0.15.
In contrast, the State shows slightly higher gropakt-ELD (1.92) to post-ELD
(1.08) for a difference of 0.84. The data from élverage growth calculations
supports the data calculated for the average chartge gap in student
achievement for AIMS Math as previously depictedrigure 8, and that the
implementation of the ELD Model did not produce mfpas in the AIMS Math
student achievement, neither for the State noth@isix districts in the study.
Figure 1Q Growth in AIMS Math % Passing Pre-ELD and PosBEL

Growth in Math % Passing Pre-ELD and Post-ELD for Districts and State
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Growth in percent passing for AIMS Math is attrigdito the very distinct
change in the AIMS Math test. More specificallystiict Y showed the most
growth pre- and post-ELD going from .58 to 4.5 ager growths in percent

passing in AIMS Math. District U showed growth pasd post-ELD going from
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2.42 to 3.17 over the calculated growth pointsstiiit V, W, Z and the State
experienced average growth greater than one pagepbint post-ELD, but
District V, W, and X saw less growth, post-ELDthvDistrict V losing 3.92
percent passing points between pre- and post- gegmr@wth points (see Table 6,
last column to the right). As reported in 2010, AAMWath scores dipped
significantly statewide from 2008-2009 to 2009-2040d it may be that it took a
year to get used to the new Math standards todberthe growth between 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011as schools, teachers and stuatgnsted to the new Math
standards and the new AIMS Math test in 2010.

Results for average growth pre-ELD and post-ELDAIMS Reading are
summarized in Table 7 and Figure 11. AIMS Readisg ahows growth pre-
ELD, but less growth for the six urban districtslahe State.

Table 7

Growth in AIMS Reading Percent Passing Pre-ELD Bodt-ELD

Average Average | DIFF
DIFF | DIFF | Growth | DIFF | DIFF | Growth POST-
2008- | 2009-| PRE- 2011-| 2012- | POST- PRE-
2007 | 2008 | ELD 2010 | 2011 ELD ELD
DIST. U 3.17| 6.5 483| 5.33| -1.33 2| -2.83
DIST. V 3.67| 1.17 2.42| 6.83 -1.5 2.67| 0.25
DIST. W 5.83] 8.5 7.17| 5.33| -3.67 0.83] -6.34
DIST. X 1.33| 4.83 3.08| 3.83| -0.17 1.83| -1.25
DIST. Y 2.67| 1.83 2.25| 4.83 0.83 2.83] 0.58
DIST. Z 3.17| 4.83 4 6.5| -0.33 3.08| -0.92
AVERAGE 3.31] 4.61 3.96| 5.44| -1.03 221 -1.75
STATE 1.67 3 2.33| 3.17 0 1.58| -0.75

The data is also consistent with the decreaseeigdp in student

achievement in AIMS Reading from the data graphefigure 9, which shows
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the slight increase in the gap from 2011-2012 @addd) for the districts. The
data in Figure 15 represents the data in Tabladlymg the average growth for
all the districts, the average of the districts2ge growth and the average
growth for the State in AIMS Reading before anérafihe ELD Model was
required in 2009.

Figure 11 Growth in AIMS Reading Percent Passing Pre-EbD Bost-ELD

Growth in AIMS Reading % Passing Pre-ELD and Post-ELD for Districts and State
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The growth for AIMS Reading between pre-ELD andtgeisD for all
districts and the state are less, but the averauyetly post-ELD is still positive
for all districts and the State. The behavior & #iverage growth is more
consistent in AIMS Reading than in AIMS Math, pagindicating that as all
districts make progress towards increased studémntd\'ement, the state is also
seeing modest gains in average growth post-ELDIMSAReading and that the
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change in the AIMS Math test affect the consistentys notable that District Y,
which is the district that is reported as fully qadrant with the ELD Model shows
about the same growth pre-ELD as post-ELD with 228 2.83 respectively,
with a .58 in average growth between pre-and pagi-€alculations (see Table
7).

An interesting outlier, District W grew the mostfae the ELD with 7.17
average growth in AIMS Reading, and shows littld Hre least growth after the
ELD at .83 percentage points, even though it waadgartially compliant in
implementing the ELD model, with the Auditor Gerdraeport showing it did
comply with having an SEI model and Individual Laage Learner Plans in
place during the audit period. Gathering moreitlatato how and what District
W might have experienced during the studied pemag illuminate the
differences in average growth in reading. Theeemaany factors that may affect
positive growth in student achievement that arecaptured in these many views
of the data, such as new reading and math progrBmessecond research
guestion regarding the reclassification rate of Elld the relationship with
student achievement are analyzed next, showinggehds in changes in numbers
of ELLs.

Research Question 2 Findings

The second research question may be addressed d&sunmg changes
over time of the percentage of ELLs and comparitgt twith State
reclassification rates and the Federal Title llc@mtability measures for ELL
subgroups. The Auditor General Report from 201irbaites a decline in ELLS in
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2008, 2009, and 2010 to several factors; “ELL shigl became proficient at
higher rates, 15 percent withdrew from the prograng there were 35 percent
fewer new ELL students” (Auditor General, 2011).
2. Has the implementation of the English Language [@raent model
produced changes in the number of students idedt#s “English
Language Learners”?
Trends in Reclassification Rates of ELLs

Reclassification rates of ELLs at the school arstridit level were not
available at the time of this study, and only th&t&level reclassification data
will be reported in Figure 16, along with Federat@untability measures from
Title Il for the Annual Measureable Achievementj@tiives (AMAOSs). Figures
8-13 reported the percentages of ELLs as compartdtktpercent passing for
AIMS Math and Reading for six districts and thet&ta

Comparing the six districts’ percentage of ELL3rd007-2012 and the
State’s percentage of reclassification of ELLs skhiaw inverse relationship
(Figure 12). As more ELLs are reclassified, theeefawer ELLs identified at the
districts, which may mean that are exited out efv.D program. With the
exception of District Z in 2011-2012, all districE_L percentages decreased
over the 2007-2012 time frames studied (State ssifleation data are not yet

reported for the last year of the study in 2011201
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Figure 12 Percentage of ELLs by District v. Percentage etIRssified ELLs by

State 2007-2012*.
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*State reclassification of ELLs not yet reported.

The trend in Figure 12 shows the percentage ofsHubhded for the

districts in general decreases steadily for alridts except for district Z, which

shows a jump from 2011 of 20% ELLs to 2012 at 32%4 which is back

almost to the 2007 percentage of 36% ELLs. Alkottiistrict decreased to less

than 20% ELLs in 2012. District X shows a lowergamtage of ELLs than the

other districts at 20% in 2007, but the trend fastict X steadily decreases to

11% in 2012, behaving more like the other districibe State percentage of

reclassified ELLs starts at 12% in 2007 an increasere than double to 33% of
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reclassified ELLs in 2011 (2012 data was not yeilable statewide). This trend
would indicate that as the percentage of ELLs deszé for these urban districts,
the percentage of ELLs that are exited from the EBhdlel would increase.
Trends in Federal and State Accountability for ELLs

The targets for reclassification are less for #aefal accountability
measures at 19% than the state A-F accountabikigsores which require
reclassification rates of 30%. Of course if thdrtbss made sufficient progress to
reach the state target of 30% reclassification theyld also meet the Title Il
Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOSs)iéral requirements of
19%. The schools that met the state’s 30% targeefdassification of ELLs are
eligible to receive three extra points towardsdtate A-F labels, and all possible
points are important, especially for high needsaarpublic schools. Data for the
school level for this study is not available, but the district levels, a “Y” for
“yes” in the Title Il AMAOs determination was prst in all the districts in the
study for years 2009, 2010, 2011 as Table 8 de=xhklow. The “Yes”
indicates that the district reclassified 19% or enBt.Ls based on the AZELLA

assessment tests given to ELLs to determine if thay exit the ELD program.
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Table 8

Statewide LEA Determinations for the Title Il AmhMeasurable Achievement
Objectives (AMAOSs) — Reclassified (Y/N

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
DISTRICT U No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
DISTRICT V No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
DISTRICT W Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
DISTRICT X No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
DISTRICT Y No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
DISTRICT Z Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

YES = 19% OR MORE ELLS WERE RECLASSIFIED TO MEET AN®

Source: Arizona Department of Education - Officécafylish Language
Acquisition Services (OELAS, 2012).

Correlation between District % ELLs and State Rssification of ELLS

Using a simple correlation statistics test, theeget of ELLs in each of
the districts decreases from 2007 to 2012 andéheept of ELLs reclassified by
the State increases. As shown in Table 9, the latioe coefficients are negative
between all districts and the State. Correlatsostiong if it approaches 1 or -1,
with the positive correlation indicating that oreriable behaves and moves in
trends the same as the comparison variable. Negeadrrelation indicates that as

one variable decreases, the comparison variableases in the same way.

Table 9
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Percentage of ELLs by District v. Percentage ofl&sified ELLs by State 2007-
2011 Correlation Coefficient

STATE
% % % % % % | % RE-
ELL ELL ELL ELL ELL ELL | CLASS-
DISTRICT U V W X Y Z IFIED
U 1
V 0.94| 1.00
W 0.80] 0.87| 1.00
X 0.99] 092 0.81] 1.00
Y 099 094, 0.78] 0.97] 1.00
Z 0.70/ 0.74] 0.96| 0.70]f 0.67| 1.00
STATE %
RE-
CLASSIFIED -0.61] -0.78| -0.94| -0.60] -0.59| -0.92 1

The last row of Table 9 reflects a -0.61 negatimealation for District U,
-0.78 for District V, -.94 for District W, -0.60 fdistrict X, -0.59 for District Y,
and -0.92 for District Z; from very strong negato@relations in Districts W and
Z of 0-.94 and -0.92 respectively, and strong niggatorrelation for District U at
-0.78; with Districts X and Y hovering at 0-.60 whiis still considered closer to -
1.0 for the same negative correlation directiohisTnakes sense because as the
State reclassification percentage increased, mganare ELLs scored proficient
on the AZELLA, thus there are less ELLs in the betdgrmula to fund. The
relationship between how the state counts and fehdls should be correlated to
how the state counts ELLs that have been recladsifs proficient on the
AZELLA assessment. Whether or not the AZELLA assgnt is in fact related
to student achievement is not studied in detaithaglata at the ELL student level
is not used in this study, but the following Fedi@ndicators tend to show that

ELLs that are deemed proficient on the state lagg@ssessment (AZELLA) are
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still not passing the state academic tests for MathReading (AIMS). Federal
accountability for ELLs is calculated by whethemot ELLsS met or exceeded the
AIMS test in subgroups of 40 or more. If there 4eor less ELLs in the
subgroups of a district, then this calculationas measured.
Trends in AYP for ELL subgroups

For the districts in this study, all districts ha@hcentrations of ELLs as
measured by the Group B ELL counts as a percemtiaigéal students funded,
which is not an official reclassification rate, odicates a decrease in ELLsS
being identified or conversely can be an indicatomore ELLs being identified
as proficient. It is important to note that theadfr percentage of ELLS is
collected from the ADE Group B counts, not from #otual counts of students
passing the language assessment (AZELLA). Yet gweng the Federal
accountability requirements for ELLs passing th#Al it is evident by the “NO”
answer for all the Districts in 2012 that ELL suingps did not make Adequate
Yearly Progress in Table 10, even if they adeqyatadlassified as in Table 9,
gathered from the data contained in the same Mittederal report of AMAOSs.
This means that for the majority of the six diggjof the ELLs that were deemed
proficient, those proficient (reclassified) ELLgIdot pass the AIMS and did not
make progress (AYP) in the ELL subgroup in thedwaihg Title 1l AMAO

determinations.

Table 10
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Statewide LEA Determinations for the Title Il AmhMeasurable Achievement
Objectives (AMAOSs) — ELL Subgroup Made AdequatelyBeaogress (Y/N)

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
DISTRICT U No No No No No No
DISTRICT V No No No No No No
DISTRICT W No No No No No No
DISTRICT X No No No Yes No No
DISTRICT Y No No No No No No
DISTRICT Z No No Yes Yes Yes No
YES = ELLS THAT ARE PROFICIENT IN AZELLA ALSO MET &
EXCEEDED (PASSED) AIMS TEST TO MEET AMAO

Source: Arizona Department of Education - Offic&eafylish Language
Acquisition Services (OELAS, 2012).

District X had one year where they met the ELLggobp Adequate
Yearly Progress in 2010, meaning that either the &lbgroup passed the AIMS
tests, or there were not enough ELLs in the sulm(ass than 40) to count
against the district per the Title Il Accountabyilformula. Subsequently, District
X did not have their proficient ELLs pass the AINESt in 2011 or 2012. District
Z had the most years where proficient ELLs passedMMS test in 2009, 2010,
and 2011, but did not make AYP for the ELL subgrou@012, which is also the
year District Z had an increase in ELLs that weseproficient going from 20%
ELLs not proficient to 32% ELLs not proficient, aeasured by the % of ELLs
counted as their Group B reported ELL studentstridi<Z is also the smallest
district with approximately 130 students in sixdga tested {38"). It is more
likely that with 20 % ELLSs for district Z that wadilmean about 26 total for the
district in 2011, which is less than the 40 requiit@ even have the calculation for
ELL subgroups. Itis possible that District Z maéP for the ELL subgroup

simply by not having enough to count for the accahitity formula.
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Chapter 5
CONCLUSIONS
The debates surrounding effective instructionEnglish
Language Learners continue as the data show thet# ia gap in achievement
between ELLs and their non-ELL counterparts. Pgvanid concentration of
ELLs may affect the outcome as much or more thanrastructional program or
model (Garcia, 2005; Hakuta, 1999). The six unthatricts in this study have
similar concentrations of ELLs and poverty, ang@meral are increasing student
achievement in both AIMS Math and AIMS Reading, asc group are closing
the achievement gap over the time of this studys $tudy informs the
community that the Arizona ELD model is not deciegshe achievement gap
nor does it use the interactive language acqumsttieories that have been
supported by the research (Carey, 2005; Pereg®s)20he Arizona ELD
model does not conform to the language acquisthenries supported by the
research, especially with the features of sepayatative English or proficient
English students from non-proficient students; gstMartinez-Wenzl (year) and
others have noted, Arizona chose to use a modeistihhat based previous
research supporting language acquisition suchaasifey in an ELL’s native
language to assists and supports achievement fios ELother contexts and
academics, but that points to English only striedummersion in a separate
context, and separating students by language poéyg focused on using
discrete skills and separate standards for Enghsiguage Development
(Martinez, 2012).
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Summary of Findings

Research Question 1

The first research question asked about chang&Bs Math and AIMS
Reading for the six districts. The study focusadinalyzing trends of the six
districts using percent passing in Math and Readargpared to the State,
calculating the achievement gap from the percessipg for the tests, and finally
looking closely at the growth in percent passinfpteethe ELD Model
requirement and after the ELD Model requirementr @we school years 2007-
2012. The implementation of the Arizona ELD Model dot produce changes in
AIMS Math or AIMS Reading, as the gap in achievetimtween urban public
school districts and the State continue to exist.

Percent Passing and Achievement Gap Trends

In general, the increases and decreases in pgrassing were similar for
all six districts and the State, which supportsabeclusion that no real changes
were produced in student achievement after theemehtation of the Arizona
ELD Model. The visual representation certainly\sbd the lines on the graph
moving in the same direction. A closer look atthanges in the percent passing
in the districts with relation to the State yieldedliew of the trends for gaps in
achievement between the districts and the Stateulating the gaps in
achievement for the districts compared to the Sigteubtracting the averages of
all the districts in the study from the State shouwereases in percent passing by
only four percentage points in AIMS Math and byyoeight percentage points in
AIMS Reading over 2007-2012 school years.
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Pre- and Post-ELD Growth in Percent Passing

Looking at trends over a shorter time span for years before and two
years after the ELD Model and skipping the middigetperiod shows a different
view that again indicates the new ELD model doggonaduce changes in student
achievement. In both AIMS Math and AIMS Reading @verage growth for all
districts was more in the pre-ELD section of tirR&2 vs. 2.07 and 3.96 vs. 2.21
post-ELD. Student achievement in the State coeWyegrew more post-ELD
than pre-ELD in AIMS Math with 1.92 vs. 1.08, whiishnot attributed with the
ELD Model but to the change in the AIMS Math tes$tudent achievement in
the State grew more pre-ELD in AIMS Reading 2.331v88, which tracks with
the flat growth in AIMS reading statewide from 20®12012. In general, the
average growth of all six districts post-ELD wadydifteen tenths (.15) higher
than the State in AIMS Math.

In AIMS Reading, District Y is the only districtahmaintained positive
average growth in both pre- and post-ELD and ateavgnore in the post-ELD
time frame of 2010 through 2012. District Z, altgauhe smallest district that
also was not audited for compliance with the ELDddlp showed the most
growth post-ELD with 3.08 average growth. Overgitbwth in AIMS Reading
was more pre-ELD and less post-ELD for the six arthiatricts and the State,
which confirms that the ELD Model did not produd¢egnges in the AIMS

Reading percent passing.
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Research Question 2

The second research question focuses on the chempesnumber of
ELLs over the time period of the study and comp#reschanges in the districts
Group B ELL student count to the changes in théeStclassification rate for
ELLs. As the number of ELLs decreases over tinmelfe districts, the number of
ELLs reclassified at the State level increasess #howing a strong negative
correlation. The implementation of the ELD Modehdze seen as decreasing the
number of ELLs identified as the number of ELLsdad decreased and the
number of ELLs reclassified increased, yet themedevelopments with the
Office of Civil rights point to the identificatioprocedure being a factor to exit
ELLs before proficiency was attained.

Number of ELLs Declining

The success of whether the districts’ ELL subgrqugessed the AIMS test
is reported in the Title Il AMAO determinations lystrict. For this, each of the
districts in the study is reported as not makingPAfér ELLs in 2012. This data
is supported by the recent findings from the feldegancies that report that the
AZELLA language assessment used by the State timgxir reclassifying ELLs
too soon, counting them as proficient in Englistt, s evidenced by the ELL
subgroups not passing the AIMS tests, the profeyien English is not matching
the non-proficiency in the academics. The ELL sabgs for the districts in the
study are not passing the AIMS tests as measuréaebiitle 11l AMAOS report.

There are many measures of success for ELLs, anditg English is of course
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necessary for their success in learning acadeimitghe ELD Model and the
various features of the Model is not meeting thedseof ELLs.
Lessons Learned

As shown by the data in this study, the Arizona EhBdel which
requires students to be separated and groupedility atblanguage is not
meeting the needs of Arizona’s ELLs. Native Erfgbpeaking peers and ELLs
that have been reclassified as proficient are ggdup regular or mainstream
classes, but as shown by the Title [l AMAOSs, thelassified students are not
making Adequate Yearly Progress after four yeath@ELD Model. Moreover,
the data supports the interactionist language attopn criticisms that separating
non-proficient English and proficient children doex close the achievement
gap.

The districts do not have any major differencesveen them in terms of
the performance of their students on AIMS, regaslltef their degree of
compliance with the ELD Model, whether fully congit, partially compliant, or
not at all compliant. District Y that is fully cori@nt ranks fourth in closing the
achievement gap for both AIMS Reading and AIMS Matkr the 2007-2012
school years. This trend indicates that being fatimpliant with the ELD model
does not necessarily increase or decrease thenstacl@evement, the
reclassification, or the gap in achievement betwherdistricts and the State.
Gaps the Study is Bridging

The gap that this study is bridging is to analymethallenges for the
urban public school districts as compared to tlaeStThe trends over six years
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for six very similar districts in that they haveghiconcentrations of ELLs and
poverty, and are geographically located in the midx@e of Phoenix, Arizona
show that more needs to be done to support theeatadtudent achievement for
the ELLs in the schools that have the most studarttee ELL subgroups that are
not making AYP.
Pedagogical Implications

The findings from this study inform that the ELD W& is not sufficient
to meet the needs of the ELL subgroups in the digmudistricts. Perhaps support
for a student’s first language, and allowing studea interact with their all of
their peers would be a better model to support Elfltke literature on the topic
is to be our guide The abundance of research stipgptanguage acquisition
theories that include extensive interaction fodstu to student, teacher to
teacher, while also providing support to incred&eliteracy of the students in
home language should be revisited, and at least alistricts to use alternative
models to support their ELL students, especialltheaurban core, where high
concentrations of ELLs, along with high concentnasi of poverty provide unique
challenges that should be met with innovative apghes for all students. The
opportunity for Arizona to heed the suggestiontheffederal agencies to develop
a better language assessment and support theitdakhers is here, now after
several years of unsuccessful results from thesattELD Model.

Work has already been done by many urban disthetshave submitted
alternative models to the ELL Task Force to trynicrease the support for their
ELL students. Blending of the Common Core starslfwd English Language
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Arts with the English Language Proficiency standarthy be necessary to
provide quality language development (QLD) in ediocawith an emphasis on
academic vocabulary for all students. Extra supfoorELL students should be
provided during the school day in all classroonentded with many levels of
language learners. English-speaking students ienppean benefit from an
alternative model focusing on rigorous vocabulargt English grammar,
especially young elementary students.
Other Factors and Trends to Consider

Although the concentration of ELLs and high poveatg key factors that
have been deemed to negatively impact both acadsodent achievement and
the rate which a student learns a second langtizgye, are many more factors
that are important in considering what might affgtcident achievement. Other
key factors that may impact student achievementeaeher quality, class size,
cultural sensitivity, parent involvement, leadepsuality, and general district
stability (Peregoy, 2005; Combs et al., 2005; Coadjf 2000; Cahnman &
Varghese, 2005; Stritikus & Garcia, 2005; Haku&99).
Challenges to Public School Funding

The trend for the entire state shows an increapeverty, and Arizona is
not the only state that has had to survive thelehgés of the latest economic
downturn which negatively impacted budgets fopalblic schools in Arizona
and the nation. Millions of dollars were cut frémeal school budgets in Arizona
during the span of time of this study. A repoadnfrthe Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities states that “Arizona had the lagigdecrease in per-student
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spending since fiscal 2008 among the 48 stategpthdish education budget data.
Since then, per-student spending dropped 21.8 penvéh the Arizona spending
less per student since 2008 to 2012 (Center fogBuand Policy Priorities,
2011). Although the Federal government lent sorsestsice in 2009 and 2010
through ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestmerttad@2009) funding,
which some districts used to save teacher jobda@ns on supporting language
development and reading, this has now ended.

It is important to note that the ELD model did mak&ool districts pay
attention to how they delivered instruction tosalidents, especially to ELLS in
urban schools as the concentration of ELLs in thechools studied averaged 30
%., Even if ELL students were reclassified, théeTitil AMAOSs did not support
the notion that ELLs moving to “proficient” werelalio grasp the academic
language enough to pass the Math and Reading A&dIS.t

The ELD program will require more research andegtures may have to
be customized to suit the school districts mostaoted, that is the schools that
have the most ELLs, whether reclassified or not.

Recent Developments with ELLs in Arizona

The percentage of ELLs to be served in 2012-20%3d&e recalculated
based on these settlements between the U.S. Degdstof Justice and
Education civil rights divisions and offices an@ tArizona Department of
Education. The first agreement in 2011 to chahgenhbme language survey back
to three questions was directed for the 2011-2@h2d year, and some districts
have been notified that they must un-reclassifyes&il students that had
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previously been exited out of the ELD model requieats. The second settlement
in August of 2012 states that although the ADE dassconcur with the findings,
the ADE agrees to create a different assessmelniotdetermine that the ELLs
proficiency has been reached and matched morelglmsthe subgroups ability
to pass the AIMS. Districts have been reclassiffLL students based on the
current AZELLA test which has been deemed unsatisfg by the USDOJ and
USDOE.
Opportunities for Further Study

It will be important for future studies to analyte effect of any change
in language assessment will have on how distrigts@address the needs of
English Language Learners in Arizona. These chg#le address recent past and
current years’ student achievement and will onlyrmee challenging with the
new Common Core Standards that Arizona has adapteel fully implemented
in all grades by 2014. There is an opportunity thdgona should pursue,
allowing programs that serve both ELLs and non-Etdgether. Providing first-
language support for ELLs in small group instructicsing SDAIE or SIOP
techniques and enriched academic vocabulary valsaall students to be
successful. Fully supporting such programs withgadée funding, high quality
teachers, and high quality of teacher traininggbLs, as well as culturally

inclusive school/classroom culture, would be cait®upports to ensure success.
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APPENDIX A

JUSTICE NEWS

Department of Justice

Office of Public Affairs
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Friday, August 31, 2012

Departments of Justice and Education Reach Settlement
with Arizona Department of Education to Ensure That
ELL Students Are Properly Identified and Not
Premaiturely Exited

The Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division, and the Department of Education, Office for Civil
Rights, today entered into a settlement agreement with the Arizona Department of Education (ADE)
that requires ADE and Arizona public schools to offer targeted reading and writing intervention
services to tens of thousands of English Language Learner (ELL) students who were prematurely exited
or incorrectly identified as Initially Fluent English Proficient (IFEP) over the past five school vears.

The agreement also requires ADE to develop proficiency eriteria that accurately identify and exit ELL
students.

“Proper classification of ELL students is essential to ensuring that students receive the services they
need to help them overcome language barriers and participate equally in the instructional process,”
said Thomas E. Perez, Assistant Attorney General for the Civil Rights Division at the Department of
Justice, “We commend Arizona’s Superintendent of Public Instruction and ADE for voluntarily
agreeing to take significant steps to address the needs of Arizona’s ELL students.”

“This agreement highlights our commitment to ensuring that all ELL students receive the services they
need to learn,” said Russlvnn Ali, Assistant Seeretary for the Office for Civil Rights at the Department of
Education. “All students are entitled to equal opportunities, and this resolution will help to make sure
Arizona students receive the education they deserve.”

‘With the cooperation of ADE and Arizona school distriets, the Departments of Justice and Education
conducted an extensive investigation of the state’s ELL policies and programs, and determined that
tens of thousands of ELL students had been misidentified as IFEPs or exited from ELL services without
sufficient English proficiency in reading and writing, which is key to academic success. Because of this,
the Departments found that ADE was in viclation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) as
well as the Equal Educational Opportunities Act. While ADE disagrees with OCR’s and DOJ’s findings
of noncompliance, ADE entered into the agreement to voluntarily resolve the matter.

The enforeement of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act, which requires state and local education
agencies to take appropriate action to overcome language barriers that impede students’ equal
participation in instructional programs, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which bans
discrimination on the basis of race and national origin by schools that receive federal funds, are top
priorities of the Justice Department’s Civil Rights Division, Additional information about the Civil
Rights Division of the Justice Department is available on its website at v,
Enforcement of Title VI is also a top priority of the Department of Education’s Dfﬁce fc:r Civil Rights,
Additional m.formaﬁon about the Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights is available on its
website at v e

12-1070 Civil Rights Division



