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Executive Summary

No matter what lens one uses to evaluate nation-wide and state-wide demographic
data, it is clear that the number of English language learners (ELL) students in our
public schools is increasing and will continue to increase. The implications for the
teaching profession, from pre-K through college and university teacher preparation
programs, are profound. In order for our public schools to be successful in creating
positive pathways for the future for all youth served in our public schools, we must
immediately enhance the capacity of our K-12 teaching force so that they can
successfully serve the ELL population.

Based on the findings of a state wide purposive survey that informed the
recommendations contained in this report several significant points emerged in regard
to teacher preparation:

e A number of respondents across the board believe that the majority of the
teacher preparation programs do not adequately prepare preservice teachers to
successfully meet the needs of the English language learners.

e Coursework that supports effective instruction for working with ELL students
should become a requirement, not an elective in teacher preparation programs.

e There is high level of awareness, at both the K-12 and higher education levels,
regarding the need to enhance the ELL training preservice teachers receive. The
majority of educators believe that incentives, such as increasing teacher salary or
providing tuition reimbursement or loan forgiveness programs for preservice
teachers, are advisable.

University representatives, district representatives, and state and local
administrators have similar beliefs of what teacher candidates and currently certified
teachers should know in regard to supporting English language learners in
Washington’s public schools. These include:

e A basic understanding of stages of second-language acquisition and
expectations associated with each of the stages.

e The ability to effectively shelter instruction in the different content areas, making
adjustments for the language, cognitive, and educational levels of individual ELL
students (as provided through the Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction’s (OSPI) English Language Development (ELD) Standards.

e A basic understanding of the different stages of ELL student’s acculturation
process and how to effectively instruct students at each of these levels.

Supporting English Language Learners u



Professional Educator Standards Board

The ELL Work Group recommends that the Governor and the Legislature consider not
only these recommendations, but also provide adequate resources to successfully
implement them in school districts and teacher preparation programs.

Without financial support from state government it is clear to the constituencies we
surveyed that these recommendations, which we believe are essential to supporting the
academic achievement and success of ELL students, will not become a reality. The ELL
Work Group respectfully submits the recommendations outlined below to the Governor,
the Education and Higher Education Committees of the Washington State Legislature.

Consistent with the legislative charge and based on the results of the survey and
informed by the Northwest Regional Education Laboratory’s (NWREL) report, the
following ELL Work Group recommendations relate to both teacher preparation and
professional development for currently certified K-12 teachers.

Recommendations to Improve Teacher Preparation Programs

I. Knowledge and Skills- The Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB)
should work with the teacher preparation programs to review requirements
and make informed and necessary changes in the teacher preparation
curriculum. These recommendations are not necessarily a call for new
required courses, but rather are to ensure that competencies related to
English language learner instruction are met by teacher candidates. Under
Standard V, teacher preparation programs should assure that, as a
requirement for certification, all teacher candidates develop the five essential
competencies to support English language learners. These competencies
are:

e Stages of language development

e Sheltered instruction in academic content- Including knowledge and
application of the Office of the Superintendent of Public instruction’s
(OSPI's) English Language Development Standards (ELD’s)

e Student cultural identity

e Cultural relevance and competence

e Theory of second language acquisition

ll. Funding for Program Development and Design- The Legislature is asked to
provide adequate funding to develop, implement, evaluate and provide staff
for teacher preparation programs. Funding mechanisms may include:

e Waivers of tuition/fees for courses related to ELL competencies

e Loan forgiveness for students seeking ELL endorsements

e Salaries for addition of new faculty

e Support for faculty collaboration related to development of curriculum,
programs, school district and regional Educational Service District (ESD)
partnerships designed to support pre-service teachers to work effectively
with English language learners
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Recommendations related to Effective Professional Development
Programs for Currently Certified Teachers

I. Knowledge and Skills- Currently certified professional staff need the same five
essential competencies as required of preservice teachers. These
competencies are:

e Stages of language development

e Sheltered instruction in academic content- Including knowledge and
application of the Office of the Superintendent of Public instruction’s
(OSPI's) English Language Development Standards (ELD’s)

e Student cultural identity

e Cultural relevance and competence

e Theory of second language acquisition

Il. Professional Development Components- OSPI needs to work with school
districts and ESD’s to review professional development requirements and
make informed and necessary changes related to professional development
intended to support ELL students. The legislature is asked to provide
adequate funding to develop, implement, evaluate and provide staff for
professional development for teachers that is:

e On-going, adequately resourced and focused on deepening content
knowledge and/or pedagogy

e Research-based and utilizes multiple sources of data

e Job-embedded for each educator/not optional

e Aligned with state, school and district improvement plans, EALRS/GLESs

e Responsive to state and federal programs and requirements

e Includes program evaluation

lll. Professional Development Programs - Implementation and Design
e Districts and schools, in consultation with ESDs, should build on existing
analyses of ELL student needs to determine what professional development
is needed for currently certified professional staff and deliver the selected
program model effectively.

« Districts and schools, in collaboration with teacher preparation programs,
should support collaborative Professional Learning Community models
designed to support both teachers and pre-service teachers to work
effectively with English language learners in the school setting.

e The Legislature, in consultation with PESB, should expand existing

scholarship and loan forgiveness programs for teachers seeking ELL
endorsements.
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PESB Vision/Mission

Vision

The vision of the Washington Professional Educator Standards Board is educator
guality, recognizing that the highest possible standards for all educators are essential to
ensuring attainment of high standards for all students.

Mission
Establish state policies and requirements for the preparation and certification of
education professionals, ensuring that they:

- Are competent in the professional knowledge and practice for which they are
certified;

- Have a foundation of skills, knowledge and attitudes necessary to help students
with diverse needs, abilities, cultural experiences and learning styles meet or
exceed the state learning goals; and

- Are committed to research-based practice and career-long professional
development.

The PESB also serves as an advisory body to the Superintendent of Public Instruction
on issues related to educator recruitment, hiring, mentoring and support, professional
growth, retention, evaluation, and revocation and suspension of licensure.

PESB Members

Jill Van Glubt - Chair PESB, Public school teacher, Lake Washington School
District

Lori Blanchard - Parent representative, Chair, Montesano School Board

June Canty - Professor and Director of Education Programs, Washington State
University- Vancouver

Gary Cohn - Superintendent, Port Angeles School District

Jim DePaepe- Director of Research, Evaluation and Assessment, Central
Washington University

Roger Erskine - Washington citizen, Board Member League of Education Voters
Theodore Howard Il — Public school principal, Seattle School District

Keith Hunziker - Public school teacher, Chehalis School District

Myra Johnson - Educational staff associate, Elementary school counselor, Clover Park
School District

Roshni Jokhi- Public School teacher, Sedro-Wolley School District

Shannon Lawson - Public school teacher, Cheney School District

Dora Noble - Public school teacher, Pasco School District

Ann Pulkkinen - Educational staff associate, School social worker, Tahoma
School District

Grant Pelesky - Public school teacher, Puyallup School District

Cindy Roaf - Paraeducator, Shelton School District

Stephen Rushing - Public school principal, Bethel School District
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Joyce Westgard - Dean, College of Education, St. Martin’s University
Terry Bergeson - Ex-Officio, Washington State Superintendent of Public

Instruction
PESB Staff

Jennifer Wallace - Executive Director

Pamela Cook - Executive Assistant

Esther Baker - Program Director, Teacher Assessments
Joseph Koski - Policy and Research Analyst

Mea Moore - Coordinator of Educator Programs and Standards
Erin Smessaert - Administrative Assistant

English Language Learner (ELL) Work Group
Members

Kevin Chase - Grandview School District, Superintendent

Howard DeLeeuw - Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI),
Migrant/Bilingual Program Administrator

Theresa Deussen - Northwest Regional Education Laboratory (NWREL), Unit Director,
Language and Literacy Evaluations

Naomi Elliott - Auburn School District, ELL Specialist / Executive Board member,
Washington Association of Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages
(WAESOL)

Patty Finnegan - Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI),
Migrant/Bilingual Program Supervisor

Elizabeth Padilla Flynn - Pasco School District, Executive Director, Student
Achievement

Bruce Hawkins - ESD 123, Superintendent

Craig A. Hughes - Washington Association of Colleges of Teacher Education
(WACTE); Faculty, Central Washington University; Board Member, Washington
Association of Bilingual Education (WABE)

Weiya Lang - Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB); Director, GEAR UP
Programs

Carol Maloney - Battleground School District, ELL teacher

Jackie Martinez - Highline School District; Manager, Migrant/Community Partnership
Programs

Mea Moore-Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB), Staff

Bill Nutting - Mt. Vernon School District, Director Human Resources

Bill O'Donnell - Aberdeen School District, Elementary Principal

Thomas Romero - ESD 105, Director Migrant/Bilingual Programs, Chair, Bilingual
Education Advisory Committee (BEAC)
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Background and Introduction

Senate Bill (SB) 6673 (Appendix A), enacted by the Legislature and signed by the
Governor after the 2008 session, charged the Professional Educator Standards Board
(PESB) with submitting a report by December 1, 2008 to develop recommendations
regarding pre-service and in-service training for teachers to address the needs of
English language learners in Washington State public schools. Senate Bill 6673
directed PESB as follows:

The professional educator standards board shall convene a work group to
develop recommendations for increasing teacher knowledge, skills, and
competencies to address the needs of English language learner students ... The
work group shall identify gaps and weaknesses in the current knowledge and
skills standards for teacher preparation and teacher competencies regarding
understanding how students acquire language, how to teach academic content in
English to non-English speakers, and how to demonstrate cultural

competence ...

The work group shall submit a report by December 1, 2008, to the governor and
the education and higher education committees of the legislature with findings
and recommendations to improve the teacher preparation knowledge and skills
standards and teacher competencies ... Recommendations shall also include
what professional development program components are most effective for
existing educators of English language learners...

Over the course of five months, starting in June 2008, the PESB:

Supporting English Language Learners

Formed an English Language Learner (ELL) Work Group whose members
included representatives from the Washington Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, school districts with significant populations of English
language learner students who speak a single language, school districts with
significant populations of English language learner students who speak multiple
languages, classroom teachers, English as a second language teachers,
bilingual education teachers, principals, the Migrant and Bilingual Education
Office of the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), and the
Higher Education Coordinating Board.

Collaborated with researchers at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
(NWREL) to review and report on what regular classroom teachers should know
in order to work effectively with English language learners.

Collaborated with other agencies, organizations and individuals to conduct a
statewide survey to gather purposive input on developing recommendations
related to this charge, resulting in 660 responses collected overall.
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Report Format

SB 6673 also directed the English Language Learner Work Group to build upon the
work started in 2007 by the Washington state legislature by requiring that the
Professional Educator Standards Board consider the findings of the Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL'’S) report that was required under Senate Bill 5481
and incorporate into its recommendations a review of the report. A copy of the entire
report, “What Teachers Should Know About Instruction for English Language
Learners” is included in appendix (see Appendix B, page 28).

The ELL Work Group has included a summary of NWREL's report (below) in regard to
what all classroom teachers should know in order to work effectively with English
language learners (ELLs). Additionally, findings of a statewide purposive survey, whose
respondents were identified by SB 6673 and the ELL Work Group will inform
recommendations and address the two primary charges in SB 6673:

1. To improve teacher preparation knowledge, skills, and competencies by
identifying the gaps and weaknesses in the following areas:
e Student Second Language Acquisition
e How to teach academic content to English language learners
e Teacher demonstration of cultural competency

2. ldentify the effective components of Professional Development Programs for In-
service teachers.

SB 5481 Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Summary

What Teachers Should Know About Instruction for English Language
Learners

The purpose of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) report is to
inform Washington state legislators and other policymakers about educational research
findings on effective instructional practices for English language learners (ELLSs). In
turn, this may influence training for teachers at both the preservice (teacher preparation)
and inservice (on-the-job professional development) levels.

The report responded to a direct request made in 2007 by the Washington state
legislature (SB 5481). One piece of that multifaceted legislation requested that NWREL
conduct a literature review and consult with nationally recognized experts to address the
following questions:

1. What should mainstream classroom teachers know (“foundational
competencies”) in order to work effectively with ELLs?

Supporting English Language Learners ﬂ
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2. How should ELL specialists and mainstream classroom teachers work together
for the benefit of their English language learners?

The report addressed these questions by reviewing existing research, assessing the
strength of its evidence, and summarizing it in language that makes sense to legislators
and other policymakers.

NWREL reviewed the research literature on effective instructional practices for working
with ELLs. Although there is not enough existing research to address all the important
guestions educators have, NWREL was able to identify 14 key principles that they
recommended teachers should learn in their preservice education. Furthermore, under
each principle, NWREL identified one or more instructional implication. Their report
recommended that teacher candidates might be introduced to those implications during
their preservice education, but that the implications should be a main focus of
professional development for currently certified teachers.

The ELL Work Group recommends that the first five of NWREL'’s principles be taught as
part of all preservice teachers’ education, and because current teachers have not
necessarily had instruction in them, form the basis of professional development until
they are widely known by all teachers in the state. The five principles are:

= Principle 1: There is a difference between conversational and academic
language

e Principle 2: ELLs need to learn language and content at the same time

» Principle 3: ELLs typically move through different stages as they acquire English
proficiency

e Principle 4: ELLs have background knowledge that differs from the U.S.
mainstream students

e Principle 5: Knowledge that assessments measure language proficiency as well
as actual content knowledge

Teacher Preparation and Teacher Professional Development

In regard overall, teacher preparation and professional development for currently
certified teachers overall; the NWREL report noted that while teachers are prepared for
their careers during their preservice education at colleges and universities, the honing of
their skills occurs over many years, both on-the-job as they gain experience with
students, and in professional development opportunities, where they learn new
strategies and reflect on the effectiveness of their practice. Both in preservice
education and in their later professional development, teachers need training in how to
work effectively with ELLSs.

The expert Advisory Panel convened in support of the report unanimously agreed that
the principles identified here should be introduced to teachers during their preservice
education. To the degree possible, some exposure to the specific instructional
strategies teachers can use would also be helpful at that point.
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However, it is during professional development that practicing teachers can gain the
most from being exposed to the instructional strategies and practices highlighted under
each principle. Some of the practices can and should be conveyed during the induction
period (typically the first year or two of teaching), but they are likely to be most effective
once teachers are working regularly with ELLs and have a clear understanding of the
challenges their students face.

Beyond the Principles of Good Instruction

The NWREL report concludes that more is needed to ensure that ELLSs receive the
types of instruction and support that they need to be successful in Washington'’s public
schools; namely, an educational system that supports ELLs and supports the teachers
who are charged with educating them.

The high-quality instruction described in the report, with all its component features, is
only possible in a larger content in which:

e Schools have adequate curricular materials, sufficient staffing, and functional
facilities.

e Teachers have access to high-quality professional development followed up by
ongoing support.

e Students and their families, regardless of their national, linguistic, or cultural
background, feel welcome and cared for in their schools.

ELL Work Group Method for Developing Survey and
Recommendations

In addition to providing a review of the findings from the NWREL report, the ELL Work
Group’s project was informed by NWREL'’s literature review and the ELL demonstration
projects in public schools that were directed under SB 5481. The ELL demonstration
projects had just begun the implementation phase as this report was compiled and
therefore had not yet yielded results that could inform these findings.

Members of the ELL Work Group held a total of four meetings between June 25, 2008
and October 14, 2008. In June 2008 the group developed framing questions (Appendix
C) to address teacher preparation knowledge, skills, and competencies; and to identify
effective components of Professional Development Programs for in-service teachers as
they related to effective instruction and support for ELL students. Through collaborative
discussion, review of relevant research and prioritization of items a survey was
developed (Appendix D) to use with the constituencies identified in SB 6673. In
developing the survey the ELL Work Group members focused on the following topic
areas as identified by SB 6673:
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1. To improve teacher preparation knowledge, skills, and competencies by
identifying the gaps and weaknesses in the following areas:
e Student Second Language Acquisition
e How to teach academic content to English Language Learners
e Teacher demonstration of cultural competency

2. ldentify the effective components of Professional Development Programs
for In-service teachers.

SB 6673 required that representatives from specific constituencies have input on
developing recommendations to address the needs of English language learners in
Washington’s public schools. The survey was sent to the following educational
constituencies: colleges of education; school districts with significant populations of ELL
students (including districts with populations that speak multiple languages and districts
with English language learners who speak a single language other than English);
classroom teachers; ELL teachers; bilingual teachers; principals; migrant and bilingual
education program administrators; human resource directors, the Higher Education
Coordinating Board (HECB); and state educational associations.

The response and comment period for the survey occurred during the months of July
and August 2008 using an online survey format that allowed for efficient collection of
data. The response rate was limited due to the timeframe (summer) for survey
administration and collection. However, it was evident from the responses received, that
all topic areas outlined above were of significant importance to respondents and that
there was a high level of awareness at both the K-12 and higher education levels
regarding the need to enhance ELL training for all educators. These data, along with
the expertise of the ELL Work Group members and the findings of the NWREL report
has informed the recommendations contained in this report.

Overall Survey Response

It is important to note that the responses collected through the survey represents a
variety of stakeholder groups, but does not reflect a comparison among constituencies.
The ELL Work Group sent the survey to members of the following organizations:

Association of Washington School Principals (AWSP), ESD 105 Educators (ESD 105),
Washington Education Association (WEA), OSPI Migrant and Bilingual Program
Coordinators(OSPI), Washington Association of Bilingual Education and Bilingual
Education Advisory Committee (WABE/BEAC), District Superintendents*, Washington
School Personnel Association (WSPA), Washington Association of Colleges of Teacher
Education (WACTE), the Governor’s ELL P-20 Sub-Committee and Washington
Association of Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (WAESOL)**.

A total of 660 responses*** including responses from 84 school districts (Appendix E),
were received. Table 1 shows the number of responses by organization:
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Table 1. Overall Survey Responses

Group Number of Percentage of All
Respondents Responses
AWSP 259 39%
ESD 105 127 19%
WEA 112 17%
OSPI 85 13%
WABE & BEAC 34 5%
Superintendents 26 4%
WSPA 11 2%
WACTE**** 6 1%

*Statewide, district superintendents were also represented in other groupings.

** The ELL Work Group received a total of three responses from the P-20 ELL Sub-
Committee members and WAESOL representatives. These responses were included in
the WABE/BEAC results.

***Note: Not all survey respondents provided an answer to every question.
****The six responses from WACTE represent two-thirds of the public teacher education

programs in Washington State. While six of the nine public Washington institutions of
higher education were represented, their small number reduces their voice in the overall

results.
Survey Findings

Section | — Identification of gaps and weaknesses in the current
knowledge, skills and competencies for teacher preparation

Question: Are teacher preparation programs adequately preparing teachers to
teach ELL students?

Table 2: Responses related to adequate preparation by teacher education
programs to prepare teachers to teach ELL students

Constituent Group Number of | % Yes % No Don’t
Responses* Know
AWSP 252 19% 81% 0%
ESD 105 89 20% 66% 14%
OSPI 76 11% 64% 25%
WEA 59 22% 34% 44%
Superintendents 26 12% 65% 23%
WABE/BEAC 21 24% 62% 14%
WSPA 11 0% 73% 27%
WACTE *%k ** *%* *%*
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*Note: Not all survey respondents provided an answer to every question.
**Note: WACTE was not surveyed on this question.

Analysis: These data suggest that a number of respondents across the board believe
that the majority of the teacher preparation programs do not adequately prepare pre-
service teachers to successfully meet the needs of the English language learners. As
we know, the number of ELL students in Washington Public schools is increasing and
will continue to increase in coming years. Teacher preparation programs need to be
supported in order to ensure that all pre-service candidates are acquiring the skills and
knowledge related to language acquisition and cultural awareness and competency to
effectively support ELL students in public schools.

Question: What incentives are needed to support ELL course programming in
Colleges of Education?

Table 3: Responses related to incentives for ELL course programming in
colleges of education

Requirement for graduation and/or certification 76
Tuition reimbursement or loan forgiveness 30
State-funded salary incentives 18

It should also be noted that many respondents did not feel that incentives should be
made available. What they did propose is the requirement that all teacher candidates be
trained in proven ELL strategies. Indeed, these respondents indicated that:

e Training for working with ELL students should become a requirement, not an
elective.

The response of one of participant conveys the strength of this need. They
stated, "REALITY!!! This is crucial. It must be a requirement, and perhaps hard
data of the amount of ELLs in schools today and their dropout rate may convince
them.”

e A second participant provided a very astute conceptualization of the issue. "The
most significant concept here is that in a global workforce, every teacher is
potentially a facilitator for an ELL population sometime in their professional
career.

Other respondents did support some incentives and their recommendations fell into two
main areas:

e Increase funding available to universities and/or districts. Respondents felt that
money was needed to pay for training of teacher candidates. This broke down
into the actual payment of course tuition and fees while the students were taking
them or in the form of loan forgiveness programs.

e Provide a state-funded salary incentive for those who had completed specialized
training for ELL students to increase the number of teacher candidates who took
such courses.
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Analysis: There is high level of awareness, at both the K-12 and higher education
levels, regarding the need to enhance the ELL training pre-service teachers receive.
The majority of survey respondents believe that incentives, such as increasing teacher
salary or providing tuition reimbursement or loan forgiveness programs for pre-service
teachers, are advisable. Other respondents simply assert that certification requirements
need to be refocused to address the reality that the number of ELL students in
Washington public schools is on the rise.
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Question: In regard to teacher preparation, the ELL Work Group has identified
the following areas as critical for increasing teacher candidate’s knowledge, skills
and competencies to meet the needs of ELL students. Indicate on ascale of 5-1
(5 = being essential and 1 = not needed), each area in regard to the importance to
you and your program and/or constituency:

Note: For these questions, all participant responses are aggregated and the data are as
follows:

Table 4: Teacher candidate’s knowledge, skills and competencies needed to meet
the needs of ELL students

Percent of Respondents Indicating Topic is
"Essential" or "Important"

Stages of language development

Shelteredinstruction in academic content

Cultural identity O Essential

Cultural relevance or competence B Important

Theory of 2nd language acquisition

0] 20 40 60 80 100

Percent

= The majority of respondents, 88%, believe that it is essential or important for
teachers in Washington public schools to understand the stages of language
development.

e The majority of respondents, 87%, believe that pre-service teachers should know
and understand strategies for providing sheltered instruction in content areas for
ELL students.

e Most respondents, 79% believe that it is essential or important for pre-service
teachers to be exposed to theories of cultural identity and the role that plays in a
student’s development.

e In addition, 78% of respondents believe that it is essential or important for pre-
service teachers to understand the rationale for providing culturally relevant
programming to students and for teachers to meet a proscribed minimum
threshold of cultural competency before entering the classroom.
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e 77% of respondents believe that instruction in the theory of second language
acquisition is essential or important.

Analysis: University representatives, district representatives, and state and local
administrators have similar beliefs of what teacher candidates should receive
before entering the field. These include:

e A basic understanding of stages of second-language acquisition and
expectations associated with each of the stages;

e The ability to effectively shelter instruction in the different content areas, making
adjustments for the language, cognitive, and educational levels of individual ELL
students (as provided through OSPI's ELD standards).

e A basic understanding of the different stages of the acculturation process and
how to effectively instruct students at each of these levels.

Section Il — Identification of what professional development program
components are most effective for in-service teachers

Perceptions of adequacy of current professional development

Respondents were asked to document their perception of the efficacy of professional
development training designed to improve teachers’ knowledge and skills as they relate
to the instruction and support of ELL students.

Question: Are districts providing currently certified teachers with adequate
professional development and continuing education opportunities to effectively
support ELL students?

There were a total of 526 responses to this question. Principals and human resources
(HR) directors reported their perceptions of the adequacy of personal development as a
yes/no response to the survey question. For both groups, most felt that current
professional development was not adequate.

Table 5 AWSP and WSPA Responses to adequate opportunities for Professional
Development for Currently Certified Teachers

Constituency | Number Yes No
Principals 250 37% 63%
WSPA 11 18% 82%
respondents

In addition, the ELL Work Group received 265 responses from Superintendents,
Educators in ESD 105, OSPI Migrant/Bilingual Program Coordinators, WABE/BEAC
members, and WEA. WACTE was not surveyed on this question. From these
responses, 50% said yes, while 50% said no. In addition to yes/no responses, these
groups also qualified their answers as follows:
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Table 6: ESD 105, WEA, OSPI, WABE/BEAC and Superintendents responses to
adequate opportunities for Professional Development for currently certified
teachers

Of those who said yes... Of those who said no...

e 20% noted that these professional
development opportunities were
optional and that teachers are not
required to attend.

e 8% noted that professional
development models were not
based on research or best

e 28% noted that professional
development opportunities were
limited due to funding restrictions.

» 5% noted that professional
development related to ELL
students was not offered at the
secondary level.

practices, and were not effective.

* 5% noted that this professional
development was only offered only
at the elementary level.

» 3% referred to a preferred model
where the district/state provides
funding to support teachers to add
ELL endorsements.

Analysis: A majority of principals and district HR directors do not believe that districts
are currently providing certified teachers with adequate professional development and
continuing education opportunities in the area of ELL instruction. The remaining groups
are more equally divided on this question, and provide a more nuanced set of qualifiers
related to district professional development activities.

Question: What intervention(s) has your district utilized to support ELL student
academic success are you most proud of and have been the most effective?

Perceptions of effectiveness of existing programs

Respondents were asked, on an open-ended item, what intervention(s) their districts
had utilized to support ELL student academic success that had been successful. As
respondents were able to identify more than one intervention, a total of 736 responses
were provided for this question. These responses fit into 11 major interventions that are
employed statewide to support ELL student academic success. These interventions are
defined and listed in rank order below.

1. Sheltered Instruction (209 responses)

* GLAD - Guided Language Acquisition Design. GLAD is a professional
development model that promotes English language acquisition, academic
achievement and cross cultural skills. (98 responses).

e SIOP — Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol. The SIOP model includes
strategies for classroom organization, delivery of instruction and making
content area material comprehensible for ELL students. (87 responses).
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e SDAIE - Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English. Teaching
approach used with academic content areas. (24 responses).

2. Program models (127 responses) — Research-based models such as dual
language, two-way immersion, developmental bilingual, transitional bilingual,
content-based ESL and newcomer programs.

3. Staff (111 responses) — The hiring of additional certificated, ELL endorsed and
paraprofessional staff members to support ELL student instruction.

4. Title I/Reading Programs (69 responses) — Assignment of ELL students to school-
wide remedial reading instructional support programs.

5. Professional Development for Teachers (57 responses) — Researched-based
trainings for teachers on effective strategies to support ELL students.

6. Curriculum and Materials (41 responses) — Purchase and use of curricular
materials that are aligned with state standards and grade level expectations.

7. Bilingual Programs (35 responses) — Instructional programs that support the use
of a student’s native language in addition to English.

8. Outreach (34 responses) — Home-parent connections, bilingual staff and school
resource coordinators.

9. Tutorial/Extended Day (26 responses) — The use of paraprofessionals to provide
small group tutoring, before and after school programming, and in a small number
of cases, summer school programs.

10.ELL Curriculum (18 responses) — Purchase of curriculum specifically designed for
ELL students and based on principles of second language acquisition.

11.0OLE (9 responses) — Optimum Learning Environment. A literacy program
developed through special education research.

Analysis: Respondents identify a wide variety of interventions that they believe are
proving effective given their ELL student demographics. Included in these interventions
is the use of sheltered instruction protocols, specific program delivery models, targeted
hiring of professionals to enhance the instructional capacity of individual buildings, and
various curriculum driven activities.

(note: The ELL Work Group did not collect data that would permit us to evaluate the
effectiveness of any of these interventions).
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Question: What incentives are needed to support professional development and
continuing education opportunities for teachers to work effectively with ELL
students in school districts?

Respondents were able to identify more than one incentive they feel would support
opportunities for professional development related to ELL students. The total number of
responses for this question was 431. The responses are listed in rank order below.

1. Increased Funding (293 responses)

e Funding for districts to provide release time for professional development for
teachers (86 responses)

e Stipends for teachers to attend professional development trainings (82
responses)

e Funding to pay for college credit or clock hours for teachers (52 responses)

e Funding to pay for teachers to add ELL endorsement (52 responses)

e Funding to add staff position to serve ELL students (21 responses)

2. Support to deliver strong research based professional development models (72
responses)

3. Support to strengthen Professional Learning Community models in schools and
acknowledge the time requirements needed for study, mentoring, coaching and
collaboration (66 responses)

Analysis: A majority of responses, 68%, identified the need for additional funding as
the key incentive districts could employ to support professional development and
continuing education opportunities for teachers. However, within that overall category,
respondents did offer a number of different ideas as to how that funding could be
utilized. It is also important to note that the other responses given such as providing
researched based professional development models and supporting professional
learning community models in schools could also have significant funding implications.

Supporting English Language Learners m




Professional Educator Standards Board

Conclusion

Collectively, members of the ELL Work Group have a great deal of knowledge,
expertise and familiarity with the issues discussed in this report. Recommendations
from both the NWREL report and the survey results confirm what these experts have
experienced in working with programs or initiatives that are designed to support
effective instruction for ELL students. It is therefore the conclusion of the ELL Work
Group that the recommendations included in this report should be funded through a
variety of mechanisms to ensure that program models, time, resources, support and
appropriate planning occurs at the district, regional and university levels. Without
funding mechanisms to move these recommendations forward, members of the ELL
Work Group do not anticipate significant change in the academic achievement levels or
enhancement of career and workforce options for Washington state’s ELL students.
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Summary of Findings Senate Bill 6673
ELL Work Group Survey July- August 2008

Summary of Findings: ELL Work Group Survey

Survey Item: Are teacher preparation programs adequately preparing teachers to teach ELL students?

Findings: Respondents from all constituencies believe that the majority of teacher preparation programs do not
adequately prepare pre-service teachers to successfully meet the needs of the English language learners.

Survey Item: Are districts providing currently certified teachers with adequate professional development and continuing
education opportunities to effectively support ELL students?

Findings: A majority of principals and HR directors do not believe that districts are providing certified teachers with
adequate professional development and continuing education opportunities in the area of ELL instruction. The remaining
groups are more equally divided on this question, and provide the following set of qualifiers related to district professional
development activities:

professional development opportunities are limited due to funding restrictions

e professional development opportunities are optional and as so teachers are not required to attend
professional development is often offered only at the elementary level; not at the secondary level.

supported models where the district provides funding for teachers to add ELL endorsements.
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Summary of Findings: ELL Work Group Survey

Survey Item: What intervention(s) has your district utilized to support ELL student academic success are you most proud
of and have been the most effective?

Findings: Respondents identified a wide variety of interventions ranked below:

Sheltered Instruction
0 GLAD - Guided Language Acquisition Design
0 SIOP - Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol
o0 SDAIE — Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English
Program models — dual language, two-way immersion, developmental bilingual, transitional bilingual, content-
based ESL and newcomer programs.
Staff — Hiring additional certificated, ELL endorsed and paraprofessional staff members to support ELL student
instruction.
Title I/Reading Programs
Professional Development for Teachers
Aligned Curriculum
Bilingual Programs
Outreach — Home-parent connections, bilingual staff and school resource coordinators.
Tutorial/Extended Day
ELL Curriculum — specifically designed for ELL students and based on principles of second language
acquisition.
OLE — Optimum Learning Environment. A literacy program developed through special education research
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Summary of Findings: ELL Work Group Survey

Survey Item: What incentives are needed to support professional development and continuing education opportunities
for teachers to work effectively with ELL students in school districts?

Findings: The majority of responses identified the need for additional funding as the key incentive districts could employ
to support effective professional development and continuing education opportunities for teachers. Respondents offered a
number of suggestions as to how funding could be utilized including:

e Funding for districts to provide release time for professional development for teachers

e Stipends for teachers to attend professional development trainings

e Funding to pay for college credit or clock hours for teachers

e Funding to pay for teachers to add ELL endorsement

e Funding to add staff position to serve ELL students

e Support to deliver strong research based professional development models

e Support to strengthen Professional Learning Community (PLC) models in schools and acknowledge time

requirements needed for study, mentoring, coaching and collaboration
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Summary of Recommendations Senate Bill 6673
ELL Work Group November 2008

Recommendations to Improve Teacher Preparation Programs

1. As arequirement for certification, the PESB work with the Colleges of Education to ensure that all teacher

candidates develop the five essential competencies to support English Language Learners. These competencies
are:

Stages of language development

Sheltered instruction in academic content- including knowledge and application of the Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (OSPI's) English Language Development Standards(ELD’S)
Student cultural identity

Cultural relevance and competence

e Theory of second language acquisition

2. The Legislature and PESB should work with the teacher preparation programs to review requirements and make
informed and necessary changes in the teacher preparation curriculum. The Legislature is asked to provide
adequate funding for Colleges of Education to develop, implement, evaluate and provide staff for teacher
preparation programs. Funding mechanisms may include:

e Waivers of tuition/fees for courses related to ELL

e Loan forgiveness for students seeking ELL endorsements

e Salaries for addition of new faculty

e Support for faculty collaboration related to development of curriculum, programs, school district and regional

(ESD) partnerships designed to support preservice teachers to work effectively with English language
learners
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Recommendations related to Effective Professional Development Programs for Currently Certified Teachers.

1. The Legislature and PESB is asked work with OSPI to ensure that currently certified professional staff have the
same five essential competencies as required of preservice teachers. These competencies are:

e Stages of language development

e Sheltered instruction in academic content- Including knowledge and application of the Office of the Superintendent
of Public instruction’s (OSPI's) English Language Development Standards(ELD’s)

e Student cultural identity

e Cultural relevance and competence

e Theory of second language acquisition

2. OSPI should develop professional development expectations for use by districts with all currently certified
professional staff. The content of professional development shall include the following five principles:

e Principle 1: There is a difference between conversational and academic language

e Principle 2: ELLs need to learn language and content at the same time

e Principle 3: ELLs typically move through different stages as they acquire English proficiency

e Principle 4: ELLs have background knowledge that differs from the U.S. mainstream students

e Principle 5: Knowledge that assessments measure language proficiency as well as actual content knowledge

3. The legislature is asked to provide adequate funding to develop, implement, evaluate and provide staff for
professional development for teachers that is:

e On-going, adequately resourced and focused on deepening content knowledge and/or pedagogy

e Research-based and utilizes multiple sources of data

e Job-embedded for each educator/not optional

e Aligned with state, school and district improvement plans, EALRsS/GLESs

e Responsive to federal programs and requirements

e Includes program evaluation

4. Districts and schools, in consultation with ESDs, should build on existing analyses of ELL student needs to
determine what professional development is needed for currently certified professional staff and deliver the
selected program model effectively

5. Districts and schools, in collaboration with teacher preparation programs, should support collaborative Professional
Learning Community models designed to support both teachers and preservice teachers to work effectively with
English language learners in the school setting

6. The Legislature, in consultation with PESB, is asked to expand existing scholarship and loan forgiveness programs
for teachers seeking ELL endorsements
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Appendix A
Text of SB 6673 Calling for This Report

Appendix A SB 6673 NEW SECTION. Sec. 8. The legislature finds that educators are
faced with the complex responsibility of educating an increasing population of English
language learners who speak a wide variety of languages and dialects and may come
with varying levels of formal schooling, students who come from low-income households
and students who have learning disabilities. These educators struggle to provide
meaningful instruction that helps students meet high content standards while
overcoming their challenges.

The 2007 legislature directed the Professional Educator Standards Board to begin the
process of adopting new certification requirements and revising the higher education
teacher preparation program requirements. Additionally, the Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction was directed to contract with the northwest regional
educational laboratory to review and report on the ongoing English as a second
language pilot projects and best practices related to helping students who are English
language learners. It is therefore the intent of the legislature to build upon the work
started in 2007 by requiring that the professional educator standards board consider the
findings of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory and incorporate into its
ongoing work a review of how to revise the current certification requirements and
teacher preparation programs in order to better serve the needs of English language
learners.

The professional educator standards board shall convene a work group to develop
recommendations for increasing teacher knowledge, skills, and competencies to
address the needs of English language learner students. The work group shall include
representatives from the Washington association of colleges for teacher education,
school districts with significant populations of English language learner students who
speak a single language, school districts with significant populations of English
language learner students who speak multiple languages, classroom teachers, English
as a second language teachers, bilingual education teachers, principals, the migrant
and bilingual education office in the office of the superintendent of public instruction,
and the higher education coordinating board. In making its selections, the professional
educator standards board must include members from diverse cultural backgrounds and
strive to promote geographic balance. The professional educator standards board shall
invite participation by the northwest regional educational laboratory.

The work group shall identify gaps and weaknesses in the current knowledge and skills
standards for teacher preparation and teacher competencies regarding understanding
how students acquire language, how to teach academic content in English to non-
English speakers, and how to demonstrate cultural competence. The work group shall
look to the English as a second language demonstration projects under RCW
28A.630.058 and the accompanying research and evaluation by the northwest regional
educational laboratory.
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The work group shall submit a report by December 1, 2008, to the governor and the
education and higher education committees of the legislature with findings and
recommendations to improve the teacher preparation knowledge and skills standards
and teacher competencies in the areas identified under subsection of this section.
Recommendations shall also include what professional development program
components are most effective for existing educators of English language learners.
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development or other uses of ELL specialists’
time.

What researchers are currently
recommending for this role: Researchers
believe there are several things that help
making coaching more effective: training the
coaches in both the content and in working
with adult learners, making sure teachers
know and understand the role of the coach,
defining their responsibilities, and building
trust with teachers. However, research in this
area is still emerging.

ELL specialist as supervisor of
instructional aides

What it looks like: In a variation of the pull-
out model described above, instructional aides
provide all or most of the English language
development instruction to ELLs, while an
ELL specialist supervises their work, makes
decisions about materials and activities, and

may also provide professional development to
instructional aides. Often this model is used
when two or more schools share a single ELL
specialist.

Likely to be used when: When schools have
small ELL populations, they sometimes decide
to share an ELL specialist position across two
or more schools. This specialist then
coordinates and supervises the work of
instructional aides, who are responsible for
the majority of instruction.

Effectiveness: At present, there is no research
on this approach.

What researchers are currently
recommending for this role: Although this is
a common approach, there is a dearth of
literature describing it or its effectiveness. It is
likely that here, as in all models, collaboration
with the mainstream classroom helps to build
a more coherent curriculum for students.
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APPENDIX 2: METHODOLOGY

Scope of work

In 2007, the Washington state legislature charged NWREL with conducting a literature review and
consulting with nationally recognized experts to address the following questions:

1. What should regular classroom teachers know (“foundational competencies”) in order to
work effectively with English language learners (ELLs)?

2. How should English as a second language (ESL) teachers and mainstream classroom teachers
work together for the benefit of their ELLs?

To carry out this work, NWREL conducted a review of published research in ELL instruction, and
convened an advisory panel of experts in ELL instruction. Each of these is described in more detail
below.

Advisory Panel

In December 2007, NWREL invited a group of nationally recognized scholars and researchers of
English language learner instruction to participate in an Advisory Panel to guide NWREL in
accomplishing the work of this report. Members were invited based upon their expertise in ELL
issues broadly, as well as their specific areas of research and knowledge, with the goal of balancing
the panel across content areas.

Two meetings with the Advisory Panel and NWREL staff members were held. The first meeting on
April 22, 2008 acquainted members to the project scope and intended use of the report, solicited input
on the direction of the literature search, and asked panelists for feedback on an early draft. The
second meeting on August 20, 2008 focused on panelist feedback on a second draft of the report, with
particular attention to the principles and instructional implications derived from the research base.

In addition, Advisory Panel members provided essential guidance, resources, and feedback to
NWREL staff members between and after these meetings via e-mail and telephone. A list of
Advisory Panel members, along with other meeting participants, is provided in Appendix 1.

Research Summary

The first stage of the research summary was to conduct a literature search gathering published
research on ELL instruction. This began with the establishment of inclusion criteria, or guidelines
used to first screen and then either retain or exclude resources. To ensure that the research summary
included only solid research, parameters for inclusion were set as follows:

1. Source: The research was published in a peer-reviewed journal or an edited book. This
included syntheses and meta-analyses of previously published research.

2. Methods: The research methodology was experimental, quasi-experimental, or correlational
with statistical controls. There was some connection to student outcomes. Meta-analyses and
summaries of these types of research were also included.

3. Locale: The research was conducted with students learning English in the United States.
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4. Sample: The students in the study were in grades K-12, and the sample size was large enough
that the study could be generalizable to the larger population (i.e. no single case studies were
included; a sample size of three would also be considered too small).

Searches were conducted by NWREL library staff members of several key databases (such as the
ERIC/EBSCO interface, Education Full Text/Wilson, PsychInfo/OvidSP, and Multisearch: Education)
utilizing key terms, combining those specifying the group of interest (such as “English language
learners” or “English as a second language”) with content terms (such as “science” or “literacy”).
After NWREL library staff members identified materials, the report authors then screened them to
determine if they met the inclusion criteria outlined above.

However, due to the limited amount of research on ELLs in some content areas, it was sometimes
necessary to expand the inclusion criteria to include additional works, such as qualitative studies or
program evaluations. In addition, NWREL included materials that were recommended by members
of the Advisory Panel. When materials that did not meet the inclusion criteria are included, it is
clearly explicated in the report so the reader can distinguish between the highest quality research,
and other, less rigorous research.

Strength of Research

Throughout this report, the research supporting each instructional implication is referred to as
“strong,” “moderate,” or “suggestive.” We hope that this helps policymakers, professional
developers, and school staff members understand the relative strength and demonstrated
effectiveness of each instructional practice, from those that have solid evidence as working with
ELLs, to those that have some evidence but are less proven.

We used the following rubric to sort the existing research into one of these three levels:

Strong
*  One or more meta-analysis, research summary or synthesis
e Multiple rigorous studies with similar results

Moderate

*  One rigorous study

*  One or more rigorous studies that test multiple components, where the impact of individual
components cannot be isolated

*  Multiple studies that include student outcomes but may lack appropriate comparison groups
or have other limitations

* Strong evidence with general student populations, but not yet tested specifically with ELLs

Suggestive

* Strong descriptive studies

*  One or two studies that include student outcomes but may lack comparison groups or have
other limitations

* Expert consensus
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APPENDIX 3:
SUMMARY OF OTHER WORK FOR SENATE BILL 5841

This review of the research on effective instructional practices serves as the interim report to the
Washington state legislature, as requested by SB 5841 in 2007.

That same bill requested two additional pieces of work:

» Afield study documenting the instructional programs and practices currently being used to
instruct ELLs by districts in the consortium in and around the Yakima Valley (south-central
Washington)

» Evaluation of the projects undertaken by the five multi-language districts which received
demonstration grants under the same legislation

This appendix reports briefly on these pieces of work, which are currently on-going. The findings
from both pieces will be presented in the final report, due December 1, 2009.

Field study of instructional programs and practices in south-central Washington

Superintendents from 14 districts in south-central Washington have come together in recent years to
discuss, among other topics, the academic needs and challenges of the many ELLs they serve. These
districts are Bickleton, Grandview, Granger, Mabton, Mt. Adams, Prosser, Royal, Sunnyside,
Toppenish, Wahluke, Wapato, Yakama Nation, Yakima and Zillah.

Superintendents from the consortium requested that the Washington state legislature include a
provision in SB 5841 for a field study to document the programs and practices currently being used to
work with ELLs in those districts. This information can be used as a baseline from which to make
decisions about program changes or teacher professional development in order to enhance the
education of ELLs.

The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) is currently conducting this field study.
The research addresses nine questions, within and across districts:

How are districts structuring the education of their ELLs?
How are districts assessing their ELLs?
How do districts staff their approach to working with ELLs?

How are districts using their ELL specialists?

G L

What professional development related to ELLs have district teachers participated in over the
past five years?

3

What practices to support their ELLs are classroom teachers using on a regular basis?

What other initiatives (interventions, summer school programs, family outreach efforts)
targeting ELL students are going on at the district?

8. Opverall, and by district, what trends are visible in student achievement, as measured by the
WASL and WLPT, over the past five years?

Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 67



9. How does student achievement in each of the districts compare to statewide achievement
levels predicted by poverty levels?

A variety of data collection procedures are being used to address the nine questions. These include:
e  Short phone interviews with district superintendents

* Surveys of principals

* Surveys of ELL specialists

* Surveys of regular classroom teachers

® Observations in randomly selected classrooms (at least 18 per school)

e WASL and WLPT data

* Document review

The classroom observation component is the most labor-intensive component of this work. They
began in March 2008 with the two-day training of nine site visitors. They were trained in use of the
Sheltered Instructional Observation Protocol (SIOP) to observe classrooms and rate teachers’ use of
30 different practices. In April and May 2008, the site visitors conducted observations in five districts
(Grandview, Mabton, Prosser, Sunnyside, and Zillah; these were the five districts that expressed
interest in beginning the data collection last spring). In each participating district, site visitors
observed classes at two schools. Two visitors spent two entire days at each school and generally
observed 18 classes over those two days. For two classes, the two visitors observed together and
rated separately. This allowed us to examine inter-rater reliability on the SIOP ratings.

Site visits are continuing in fall 2008. A second training for site visitors was conducted in September
2008, with eight of the original site visitors as well as five new ones. Meanwhile, instrument
development and other data collection efforts continue. The complete evaluation plan is available
upon request from the principal investigator, Dr. Theresa Deussen: deussent@nwrel.org.

Evaluation of demonstration project grantees

The legislation provided funding for districts that serve ELL populations from multiple language
backgrounds to implement demonstration grants. Ten districts applied, and the five with the
highest-rated proposals were funded: Camas, Federal Way, Fife, Spokane and Tukwila.

The evaluation questions include the same nine questions used for the field study in south-central
Washington (listed above). In addition, the evaluation raises the question:

10. When districts or schools are not able to implement research-based practices, what obstacles
contribute to this?

Districts first received their funding in winter 2008 and began implementing their projects in the
winter and spring. Data collection for the evaluation of both the implementation and impact of those
projects was postponed until the 2008/2009 school year, so that schools would have time to get the
projects fully in place. Interviews with the grant coordinators began in October 2008. Site visits, with
classroom observations using the same SIOP protocol, will take place in the winter of 2009. Those
observations will be conducted by some of the same site visitors trained in September 2008. Other
data collection will occur during the winter and spring of 2009.
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Appendix C
ELL Work Group Survey Framing Questions

These questions framed the discussion for the first ELL Workgroup meeting that
occurred in June 2008.

For Teacher Preparation
Principles of Language Acquisition

Teacher preparation programs produce a beginning teacher with a tool kit that
will grow as the teacher becomes more experienced in the profession. With
respect to ELL students, what specific skills and knowledge does every
beginning teacher need in their toolkit?

How are College of Education programs preparing future teachers to support ELL
students in Washington State? How are principles of language acquisition and
linguistics addressed in teacher preparation programs?

Cultural Competency

The ELL Work Group will review themes of cultural competency from research
and the PPA to come to an agreed upon inclusive definition.

What specific knowledge and skills in regard to cultural competency should be
included in teacher preparation programs?

How are principles of cultural competency currently addressed in teacher
preparation programs?

For Professional Development /Instructional
Practices for Currently Certified Teachers
K-12 Instructional Practices

From a research and student academic achievement standpoint, what are the
most effective instructional strategies and program models in elementary,
secondary content area and language acquisition classrooms?

How is cultural competency incorporated in instructional practice for currently
certified teachers?

How are principles of language acquisition and linguistics incorporated in
instructional practice for currently certified teachers?

Continuing Education for K-12 teachers

From a research standpoint, what are the most effective continuing education and
on-going support models for currently practicing teachers related to language
acquisition, cultural competency and supporting the academic and cultural needs
of ELL students in Washington state public schools?

How is cultural competency addressed in continuing professional development for
currently certified teachers?
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e How are principles of language acquisition and linguistics addressed in continuing
professional development for currently certified teachers?

e What continuing professional development opportunities exist for currently
certified teachers in the area of cultural competency and principles of language
acquisition?
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Appendix D
ELL Work Group Online Survey and Cover Letter

The following cover letter and online survey were sent out to multiple constituent groups
in July 2008.

Senate Bill 6673 ELL Work Group/Washington State ELL Stakeholder Survey

Dear Colleagues,

Senate Bill 6673 instructed the Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) to
convene the English Language Learner (ELL) Work Group to provide the Governor and
members of the Legislature with recommendations on how to assist English Language
Learners in Washington State K-12 public schools. The members of the SB 6673 ELL
Work Group are asking for your input on the following survey questions. Your input is
crucial to developing recommendations that reflect a statewide response to assisting
ELL students and educators in regard to academic success for all students in K-12
public schools.

In-Service Teachers: Professional Development and Continuing Education
1. On a scale of 1-5, rate your school district’s level of concern regarding the

academic performance of ELL students: (1 not concerned- 5 very concerned)

1 2 3 4 5

2. On a scale of 1-5, how important is it that your school district have a formal
protocol (policy, procedure or other formal indication) for supporting academic
success for all ELL students?: (1 not important- 5 very important)

1 2 3 4 5

3. What intervention(s) has your district utilized to support ELL student academic
success are you most proud of and have been the most effective?

e Are teacher preparation programs adequately preparing teachers to
effectively teach ELL students?

What incentives are needed to support ELL course programming in
Colleges of Education?

e Are districts providing currently certified teachers with adequate
professional development and continuing education opportunities to
effectively support ELL students?
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e What incentives are needed to support professional development and
continuing education opportunities for teachers to work effectively with
ELL students in school districts?

5. Are principles of language acquisition and linguistics incorporated into
Professional Development opportunities related to differentiated instruction?

Senate Bill 6673 ELL Work Group Washington State ELL Stakeholder Survey
Teacher Preparation

The ELL Work Group has identified the following as critical for increasing teacher
candidate’s knowledge, skills and competencies to meet the needs of ELL students.
Indicate on a scale of 1-5, each area in regard to the importance to you and your
program and/or constituency (1 being not needed, 5 being essential). Please add
comments/other in space provided.

1. SLA Theory (Basic fundamentals of subsequent language acquisition-
Social/Academic language and quadrants, threshold hypothesis, affective filter,
comprehensible input, identity).

1 2 3 4 5
2. Stages of Language Development and Proficiency levels.
1 2 3 4 5
3. Cultural Identity and Development (self and others, Assimilation vs.
Acculturation, Discourse styles and learning styles).
1 2 3 4 5
4. Cultural Relevance/Cultural Competency

1 2 3 4 5

5. How to shelter content to maintain Cognitive complexity and Linguistic simplicity
based on the ELD standards?

1 2 3 4 5

Comments/Other:
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Appendix E

School Districts Responded to ELL Work Group Survey (84)

Asotin- Anatone
Battle Ground
Bellevue
Bellingham
Bethel
Bridgeport
Cascade
Central Kitsap
Central Valley
Centralia
Cheney
Clarkston
Colfax

Deer Park
East Valley
(Spokane)
Eastmont
Eatonville
Entiat

Everett
Evergreen
(Stevens)
Federal Way
Fife

Freeman
Grandview
Granite Falls
Griffin
Highline
Issaquah

Lake Stevens
Longview
Mabton
Manson
Marysville
Mead
Medical Lake
Monroe
Moses Lake
Mossyrock
Mount Vernon
Mukilteo
Naselle-Grays
River Valley
Newport
Nooksack
North Kitsap
North Thurston
Oak Harbor
Okanogan
Olympia
Orondo

Pasco
Peninsula
Pomeroy
Pullman
Quincy
Renton
Republic
Richland

Riverview
Royal

Seattle
Sedro-Woolley
Sequim
Shelton
Shoreline
Snohomish
South Bend
South Whidbey
Sultan

Sumner
Sunnyside
Touchet
Tukwila
Tumwater
Union Gap
University Place
Vancouver
Vashon Island
Walla Walla
Washougal
Wenatchee
West Valley
(Spokane)
White River
Woodland
Yakima



