Office of the Superintendent
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockville, Maryland

January 19, 2023

MEMORANDUM

To: Members of the Board of Education

From: Monifa B. McKnight, Superintendent of Schools w/
Subject: English Language Development Program Evaluation Report

On July 14, 2020, the Montgomery County Board of Education directed the superintendent to hire
an outside expert and convene a commission of stakeholders to examine student achievement data
for students receiving English Language Development (ELD) services and Hispanic/Latino
Students (Resolution No. 381-20). The Board called for a review of all aspects of the current
ELD model, including student achievement outcomes and the findings and recommendations
of the workgroups. The Board requested a final report and recommendations by March 31, 2021
(which could be extended or delayed, if necessary, due to ongoing COVID-19 health concerns).

The Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs (OCIP) submitted a Request for Proposal
(RFP) in the fall of 2020; however, the cost of consultant services far exceeded the initial budget,
resulting in no applicants. After approval to increase the funding, a second RFP was submitted
on August 30, 2021, and the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) was selected as an external
evaluator to collaborate with Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) stakeholders to conduct
research into current MCPS practices.

As part of this work, CAL analyzed data, reviewed documents, convened focus groups, collected
survey data, and conducted observations of classrooms that included Emergent Multilingual
Learners and/or Hispanic/Latino students.

OCIP received the final evaluation report on December 20, 2022. A copy of the report is attached.
The report provides MCPS with recommendations related to instructional methods and models;
communication and parent outreach; staffing; preparation for college and career readiness;

support for students with limited and interrupted formal education; and professional development
for MCPS staff.

This report initially will be discussed with the members of the Special Populations Committee
at its meeting on January 26, 2023. A response plan will be shared with the full Board
on March 7, 2023.



Members of Board of Education 2 January 19, 2023

If you have questions, please contact Ms. Niki T. Hazel, associate superintendent of curriculum
and instructional programs, via email or Ms. Vicky Lake-Parcan, acting director, Department
of English Learners and Multilingual Education, via email.

MBM:PKM:PAP:NTH:ds

Attachment

Copy to:
Executive Staff
Ms. Lake-Parcan
Ms. Webb



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics
Commission on ELD Instruction and
Latina/o Student Achievement in
Montgomery County Public Schools
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About CAL

The Center for Applied Linguistics is a private nonprofit organization dedicated to the study of language
and culture and the application of research on language and culture to educational and societal
concerns, with internationally recognized excellence in and understanding of effective instruction of
English learner (EL) students from a range of languages and cultures. Since its founding in 1959, CAL has
been active in educational research, technical assistance, professional development, information
collection and dissemination, policy analysis, language assessment, and program evaluation. CAL was
the first organization of its kind to focus on the development of research-based materials for English as a
second language, bilingual, and world language instruction. The organization continues to play a leading
role in articulating language- and culture-related issues that affect instruction of EL students in all
classroom contexts, including mainstream, sheltered, English as a second language (ESL), and bilingual
settings, and translating research into practical applications that enable EL students to succeed, as well
as developing solutions to support successful world language programs for learners at all levels of
instruction.

CAL has conducted language educational program evaluations for over 40 years.

Our approach to program evaluation begins with CAL’s mission and values. We believe that all
languages, dialects, and cultures deserve to be respected and cultivated and that multilingual learners
bring rich assets to the classroom.
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Executive Summary

Project Purpose
To examine EML and Latina/o student engagement and achievement in Montgomery County Public
Schools to understand:

(i) instructional practices,
(i)  accountability and program models, and
(iii) racial and linguistic equity.

Stakeholder Commission

Our work was guided by our Stakeholder Commission, a group of 26 individuals, representing a diversity
of voices from across MCPS, including elementary general education and ELD teachers, secondary
content and ELD teachers, principals, psychologists, social workers or guidance counselors,
paraeducators, district level administrators, and family or community members.

The Stakeholder Commission met four times.

e At meeting 1, stakeholders provided input for the creation of a data collection plan.
e At meeting 2, they reviewed and refined the data collection plan.

e At meeting 3, they reviewed initial recommendations.

e At meeting 4, they reviewed and prioritized final key findings and recommendations.

Feedback from each Stakeholder Commission meeting was incorporated into the next stage of the work
throughout the project.

Guiding Framework

Our work was informed by CAL’s scope of work and by the English Learner Toolkit for State and Local
Education Agencies (U.S. Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition, 2017) and
Monitoring Educational Equity (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019).

Based on these documents, we organize our work around eight key areas of inquiry:

1. Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities

2. Methods and Models for Instructing Emergent Multilingual Learners (EMLs), including Two-way
immersion (TWI) programs

Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students

Educator Assets and Supports

College and Career Readiness, including the Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA)
Newcomer Students, including students denied educational opportunities, i.e., students with
limited or interrupted formal education, and including the Multidisciplinary Education, Training,
and Support (METS) program

Emergent Multilingual Learners (EMLs) with Disabilities

8. Family Engagement
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Summary of data collection
Our mixed methods data collection included a variety of data collection elements.

e Focus groups — CAL conducted 18 separate focus groups in the period May 2022 through
October 2022, including 99 total educators, administrators, students, and family and community
members.

e Educator survey — a total of 888 participants responded to our survey of educators. Participants
included classroom teachers, special education teachers, paraprofessionals, and administrators.

e Family and community survey — 436 individuals responded to CAL’s family and community
survey, which was provided in paper format (and distributed at the August 27 Back to School
fair) and in electronic format.

e Classroom observations — we conducted a total of 358 classroom observations across 60
schools, including 43 elementary, 9 middle schools, 7 high schools, and one special school.

e Conversations and interviews — with MCPS central office staff.

e Document review — extensive review of internal and external MCPS documents, websites, and
handbooks.

e Quantitative data review — review of data provided by MCPS as well as publicly available data.

Synthesis of central findings

Our full list of findings and recommendations is presented below. For ease of summary review, we
synthesize our key findings around four critical themes: (i) nurturing relationships and a welcoming
environment; (i) system-wide shared responsibility; (iii) sufficient resources; and (iv) feedback loops for
accountability. Before we provide the synthesis, we present a background sketch of the EML and
Latino/a students in MCPS.

EML and Latino/a Students in MCPS — Backgrounds and Contexts

There are more than 28,000 Emergent multilingual (EML) students in MCPS, constituting 18% of the
total MCPS population. Latino/a students comprise one-third of all MCPS students, at more than 52,000
students. Most EML students (73.7%) are Latino/a.

Table 1: Numbers and proportions of MPCS students who are EML or Latino/a by school level, SY 2021-22

Elementary Middle High Special Total
Number of students 71,090 36,307 50,434 401 158,232
Number of EML students 18,207 4,626 5,568 88 28,489
Percentage of EML students 26% 13% 11% 22% 18%
Number of Latino/a students 24,741 11,865 16,132 116 52,854
Percentage of Latino/a students 35% 33% 32% 29% 33%

While Latino/a students are evenly distributed across schooling levels (elementary, middle, and high
schools), the proportion of EML students decreases across grade levels, as students exit EML status.



Students exit EML status when they meet the Maryland English language proficiency level of 4.5 on the
ACCESS assessment. Figure 1 shows the distribution of EML students by their English language
proficiency (ELP) levels 1-4, in elementary, middle, and high school.

Figure 1: EML Students’ ELP Level Distribution, by School Type

Elementary School 35% 18%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

BMELP1 MELP2 ELP 3 ELP 4

Recent data on academic performance should be interpreted with an understanding of the impact of
COVID on assessment data. Notwithstanding these nuances, the data are clear:

e Latino/a and EML students are consistently performing less well on standardized assessments of
ELA and mathematics than all students.

e Latino/a students tend to perform around 20 percentage points below average.

e EML students tend to perform around 30 percentage points below average.

COVID impacts can be seen in EML students’ English language proficiency growth metrics.

e Between 2020 and 2022, the number of students who achieved EML proficiency sufficient to
exit EML services declined by 2.3 percentage points.

e The number of students achieving year-on-year growth in their English language proficiency, as
defined by Maryland state metrics, fell by 6%, despite the fact that for 2022, this measure
included two years of growth rather than one, because of interruptions in assessment due to
COVID.

e The most precipitous declines were at seventh grade (18% decline), eighth grade (17% decline),
and ninth grade (19% decline).

Graduation data for EML and Latino/a students are sobering.

e Almost half of EML students and almost one-quarter of Latino/a students do not graduate in
four years.

e The four-year graduation rate for Hispanic or Latino/a students lags 12 percentage points below
the overall MCPS average, and 17 percentage points below White students.

e The four-year graduation rate for EML students lags 35 percentage points below the overall
MCPS average and 41 percentage points below White students.

e EML and Latino/a students in MCPS graduate at lower rates than the national averages for these
subgroups, and the gap between EML and Latino/a students and all students is wider than the
national average.



e When given an additional year to graduate, the percentage of Hispanic or Latino/a students
graduating rises by an average of 4%, and the percentage of EML students graduating rises by
8%.

Attendance data indicates that Latino/a and EML students face barriers to consistent attendance. MCPS
tracks rates of students with unexcused absences of more than 20 days.

e 13% of the total population (19,943 students) had more than 20 days of unexcused absences.

e 23% of Latino/a students (12,163 students) had more than 20 days of unexcused absences.

o 23% of EML students (6,583 students) had more than 20 days of unexcused absences.

e The rate of Latino/a students in this category (23%) closely tracks the rate of Latino/a students
who do not graduate within four years (23%-24%).

Nurturing relationships and a welcoming environment are critical for student engagement and
academic success

We saw evidence of a warm and nurturing We saw mixed perspectives on welcoming
environment with dedicated educators supporting attitudes to culturally diverse students

EML and Latino/a .students. Wet aﬁ1|so saw ev.ldence of [y S e A SY [
concern around biases and deficit perspectives, country and this district, all the opportunities we
focusing on what students lack rather than on their are given. The teachers care and always help.” —
assets. an MCPS student

Student engagement can be a challenging construct “EMLs are not seen as assets, and until the deficit
to measure, but one easily measurable aspect of point of view is eliminated, we won’t see this
student engagement is attendance or absenteeism school system progress.” —an MCPS educator

data — “Chronic absence is a powerful predictor of
achievement because it means students have missed a substantial portion of instructional time over the
course of the school year” (National Academy of Sciences, 2019, p.60).

Absenteeism is a risk factor for dropout; an additional risk factor is behavioral problems (Child Trends,
2013; Mac lver & Mac lver, 2009). Students who are less engaged and do not feel successful in academic
contexts, in turn, are more likely to exhibit problem behaviors. We find that EML and Latino/a students
face discipline disparities. We note that disciplinary measures have subjective elements, and we should
not discount potential impacts of bias in the implementation of disciplinary measures.

e In MCPS, Latino/a and EML students are suspended more than twice as often as White
students, and the rates in middle school are more than three times the rate of White students.

e EML students with disabilities are more than three times likelier to face suspension than White
students in elementary, middle, and high school.

For Latino/a students, strong and affirming relationships in a school community support engagement,
achievement, and graduation success (Suarez-Orozco, Rhodes and Milburn, 2009; Cooper 2012; for
similar findings for all students, see also Bridgeland, Balfanz, Moore & Friant, 2010; Child Trends, 2013;
Mac lver & Mac Iver, 2009). Strong relationships are built upon respect and acknowledgement of the
assets that students bring, including “the benefits of multilingualism and a positive orientation toward
the language and culture students bring to school” (Arias, 2022), as well as attention to students’ funds
of knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) and to students’ cultural and linguistic identities (Bucholtz, 1999; Rymes
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& Pash, 2004; Wortham, 2006). We provide recommendations around the need to continue the socio-
emotional interventions currently in place in MCPS, and to shore up the resources available to support
multicultural and multilingual students' mental and socio-emotional health.

Two-way immersion programs, which have the goal of nurturing bilingualism and biliteracy, are
particularly supportive for EML students. Research has shown that, when carefully designed and
implemented with fidelity, dual language programs benefit both EML students and their English-fluent
peers, and lead to achievement (measured in English) that is similar to or higher than that of matched
groups in English-only programs (Genesee et al., 2006; Steele et al., 2017; Thomas & Collier, 2012;
Umansky & Reardon, 2014). Currently, these programs serve only a small proportion of EML students.
Careful expansion of these programs, with appropriate resources allocated to ensure that programs are
of high quality, represents an area of promise for MCPS.

There is evidence that students see more optimal educational outcomes—including test scores,
academic attitude, fewer disciplinary incidents, and dropout protection—when there is a racial/ethnic
match between students and teachers (National Academy of Sciences, 2019). Latino/a students do not
see themselves proportionally reflected in the MCPS corps of educators — while 33% of students in
MCPS are Hispanic or Latino/a, only 7% of educators are. The corps of paraprofessionals are more
racially and ethnically diverse than the general pool of educators, and more likely to be multilingual. This
group represents a pool of talented and dedicated professionals who could be recruited to become
teachers.

A welcoming environment also includes the need to welcome families. We find that access to
interpretation and translation services for families is not sufficient and impacts parental involvement,
understanding of graduation requirements, and the evaluation, identification, placement and services
for EML students with disabilities.

Responsibility for EML students must be shared across all MCPS educators

Too often, responsibility for EML students is assumed to lie with ELD educators and the central office
which supports them. It is critical that content area and general education educators and administrators
also attend to EML students in order to support students’ achievement in content areas alongside their
growth in English language proficiency. The U.S. Department of Education, in its guidance to district and
state education agencies, affirms the importance of both language and content for students.

Appropriate EL services and programs enable ELs to attain both English proficiency and parity of
participation in the standard instructional program within a reasonable amount of time.
(U.S. Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition 2017, Ch. 2, p. 1)

Respondents to our recruitment of survey and focus group participants were disproportionately ELD
educators, and we consistently heard that the work of supporting EML students fell disproportionately
on these educators. More work is needed to ensure that all teachers feel the same sense of
responsibility toward EML students.

Content area educators need to be equipped with the skills and knowledge to support EML students,
including knowledge of pedagogical techniques in general, knowledge of pedagogical techniques specific
to their content area, and knowledge of pedagogical techniques specific to the language of their content
area (Bunch, 2013). Content area educators require appropriate professional development in these




areas in order to best support EML students. We find this is a particular area of need for high school
content educators.

Our recommendations include attention to enhancing professional development around pedagogical
language knowledge for content area and general educators (i.e., for those other than ELD educators).
This also includes competence around culturally responsive practices. We recommend this for educators
in the core content areas (i.e., math, science, social studies and language arts) and also for educators in
non-core areas such as art, music, or technology.

Sufficient resources must be allocated to support EML students’ language acquisition, content
learning, and socio-emotional needs

Survey and focus group participants clearly and consistently articulated their concerns with the level of
workload taken on by ELD instructors to support EML students.

While high schools have a dedicated “ESOL Resource Teacher” whose role is to support activities and
administrative work across teachers, there is no parallel role at the middle or elementary level, and we
recommend a clearly identified EML coordinator position at middle and elementary school levels to
support professional learning, mentoring, and the administrative work pertaining to EML students.
Based on FY 23 staffing formulas, ratios for EML students to ELD educators range from 1:20 to 1:88, well
above the national average of 1:12 (U.S. Department of Education, 2021, p. 61, p.108). We recommend
increasing the ratio of EML students to ELD educators.

Ensuring that a nurturing and welcoming climate is in place requires investment in staff with multilingual
and multicultural competencies, including counselors who can support students’ social and emotional
needs. We recommend adding additional multilingual and culturally competent counselors to support
students toward successful graduation.

In out work to understand family engagement, we find that translation and interpretation services are
not sufficient for the needs of MCPS families. In particular, there are challenges with the number of
translators and interpreters trained and available to support and communicate with families around
special education identification, evaluation, and implementation. Additional investment is needed to
ensure that there are sufficient numbers of trained translators and interpreters to meet the needs of
families.

Finally, our accountability recommendations, below, requires appropriate staffing levels in the MCPS
central office to monitor and evaluate accountability data, and to provide any needed supports which
emerge from evaluation of this data.

Transparent accountability feedback loops are needed to ensure that resources are allocated and
policies are implemented

At the elementary school level, outside of TWI programs, schools have flexibility to implement one or
more of several programs for EML students as documented in the elementary handbook. We find that
the models available are appropriate. Our observation of elementary classroom instruction, in both
general education and standalone (pullout) ELD classes, indicates that on average, instructional practices
are responsive to the needs of EML students. However, we see sufficient variability in these practices
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that we recommend strengthening accountability feedback to ensure that program model guidelines are
consistently implemented in every school for every student.

For secondary students, MCPS provides scheduling guidelines tailored to students’ level (middle or high
school) and English language proficiency level. When followed with fidelity, these guidelines are
intended to ensure that students receive an appropriate course of study to meet both language and
content needs. We heard concerns from research participants that scheduling guidelines are not always
implemented. We recommend implementing systematic accountability practices around scheduling
guidelines for students, and in particular, we recommend increased attention to scheduling and
supporting high school EML students to ensure that students are on-track for graduation requirements.

In our review of processes and procedures for EML students with disabilities, we find that there are
inconsistencies in services to these students. We were not able to identify clear guidelines for consistent
evaluation processes to be used across schools, and we heard from research participants that they see
widespread variability among schools in how they evaluate, place and serve EMLs with disabilities. We
heard from educators that they had not received training in how best to support this population of
students. Perhaps most concerningly, we heard mistaken beliefs that special education services trump
English language development service and that ELD services are dropped once a child is diagnosed with
a disability. In this area, we recommend developing clear guidelines for the evaluation and placement of
EMLs with disabilities, and also conducting periodic monitoring visits to ensure that schools are
implementing policies with fidelity.
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Summary of Key Findings and Recommendations

1: Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities

We combine our analysis of achievement outcomes with an analysis of opportunities to learn, stemming
from our understanding that students cannot pursue high levels of achievement without strong access
to the opportunities for engagement and advanced instruction.

For this area, we investigate current outcome data in MCPS (for example, assessment and graduation
data), as well as looking to see where opportunities are afforded to diverse students and areas in which
those opportunities may not be presented.

Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities: Key Findings
What are achievement outcomes for EML students and Latino/a students, and how do they compare
to outcomes for the total population of students?

Academic Achievement on the MCAP assessments of English language arts and mathematics (based
on 2019 and 2021 data)

e Latino/a students tend to perform around 20 percentage points below average.

e EML students tend to perform around 30 percentage points below average.

e Rates of proficiency for EML students with disabilities typically stand below 5% of students at or
above proficiency.

English Language Proficiency assessment

e We find a marked decline in students’ English language proficiency growth in 2022 data, as
compared to 2019 and 2020 data.

e The number of students who achieved EML proficiency sufficient to exit EML services declined
by 2.3 percentage points.

e The number of students achieving year-on-year growth in their English language proficiency, as
defined by Maryland state metrics, fell by 6%, despite the fact that for 2022, this measure
included two years of growth rather than because of interruptions in assessment due to COVID.
The most precipitous declines were at seventh grade (18% decline), eighth grade (17% decline),
and ninth grade (19% decline).

Graduation Rates (see also “College and Career Transitions” — we repeat our findings here)

e Almost half of EML students and almost one-quarter of Latino/a students do not graduate in
four years.

e The four-year graduation rate for Hispanic or Latino/a students lags 12 percentage points below
the overall MCPS average, and 17 percentage points below White students.

o The four-year graduation rate for EML students lags 35 percentage points below the overall
MCPS average and 41 percentage points below White students.

e EML and Latino/a students in MCPS graduate at lower rates than the national averages for these
subgroups, and the gap between EML and Latino/a students and all students is wider than the
national average.
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e When given an additional year to graduate, the percentage of Hispanic or Latino/a students
graduating rises by an average of 4%, and the percentage of EML students graduating rises by
8%.

Are EML and Latino/a students engaged in schooling? Are students consistently attending school?
Attendance

e MCPS tracks rates of students with unexcused absences of more than 20 days.
o 13% of the total population (19,943 students) had more than 20 days of unexcused
absences.
o 23% of Latino/a students (12,163 students) had more than 20 days of unexcused absences.
o 23% of EML students (6,583 students) had more than 20 days of unexcused absences.
o The rate of Latino/a students in this category (23%) closely tracks the rate of Latino/a
students who do not graduate within four years (23%-24%).

Academic Engagement as measured by advanced course taking patterns

e Latino/a students comprise 31% of the high school students in MCPS but only 25% of SAT
course-takers.

e EML students comprise 12% of the high school students in MCPS but only 8% of SAT course-
takers.

e EML students are less likely than their peers to succeed in challenging AP, IB or SAT courses.

e EML students are, however, more likely than their peers to succeed in AP language
examinations in Chinese, French, and Spanish.

Gifted and Talented programs

e Research participants expressed concern that Latino/a and EML students are underrepresented
in Gifted and Talented programs.

e 2022 data indicate that fewer than 1% of students identified as gifted are EML students, which is
a severe underrepresentation.

Are schools able to access and use these data, especially the equity/accountability data?

e We did not find widespread challenges or concerns from educators around accessing or using
data.
e One exception is the timing of students’ ELP data, which drives staffing and planning at the
onset of a school year; however, this is outside of MCPS control.
e We observe challenges with the use of data-driven metrics at the district level, including public-
facing accountability data, home language data, and data on gifted and talented students.
o The public-facing metrics for EML students focus only English language proficiency and thus
minimizes accountability for students’ performance in content areas.
o Home language data for EML students as extracted from MCPS data systems is challenging
to interpret. Data show 31% of students classified as EML have English recorded as their
home language, likely due to how data from the Home Language Survey is interpreted.



o Disaggregated data for student subgroups in the Gifted and Talented program were not
available.
e One data enhancement recommended by research is to track exited EML students to
understand the long-term impact of ELD services on students’ educational trajectories.

Additional Finding: Variation in parental refusal of ELD services

e Federal law requires that school districts allow families to refuse ELD services for their students.
e Nationally, the rate of refusal of services stands at around 3%-4%.

e |In MCPS the rate of refusal is 7% district-wide.

e There are 15 MCPS schools with a refusal rate that exceeds 20%.

Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities: Recommendations

1.1. Draft and implement an absenteeism response plan centering on Latino/a students, that examines
potential barriers to school attendance for this group of students in MCPS.
1.2. Provide annual data reports to the DELME office and the public that detail the:
e Proportion of exited EML students at or above proficient on ELA and mathematics assessments,
by grade level.
e Proportion of EML students with disabilities at or above proficient on ELA and mathematics
assessments, by grade level.
1.3. Review and revise criteria for outreach, identification, and inclusion in Gifted and Talented
programs to ensure that Latino/a and EML students have access to these programs.
1.4. Examine the way in which home language data is populated into central data systems, especially in
cases where the home language of EML students is identified as English.
1.5. Routinely monitor across schools for high rates of parental refusal of EML services and engage with
families to understand why they are refusing services.

2: Instructional Methods and Models

MCPS uses a variety of methods and models for ELD instruction. This area focuses on understanding the
span of the methods and models, and looking into whether they meet the current needs of MCPS EML
students. We include a special focus on Two-way Immersion (TWI) in this section. For a focus on the
Multidisciplinary Educational training and Support (METS) programs, see section 6, on newcomer
students and students with limited formal education; for a focus on the Career Readiness Education
Academy (CREA) program, see section 5 on college and career transitions.

Instructional Methods and Models: Key Findings
Are current classroom methods and models tailored to suit the needs of the current EML population?

e Qur observation of classrooms indicates that overall, classroom instruction is responsive to the
needs of EML students, with average ratings of 2.8 (elementary school), 3.1 (middle school), and
2.3 (high school). (Ratings range from 0-4, with ratings less than 2.0 considered areas for
growth, and areas greater than 3.0 considered areas of strength.)

e Middle school instruction is an area of strength overall, with overall average ratings above 3.0,
and average ratings above 3.0 for both standalone ELD and mainstream content classes.



METS instruction is an area of strength, with average classroom ratings greater than 3.0.
Secondary standalone ELD classes are an area of strength.

An area for growth is high school mainstream content classes, with an average classroom rating
of 1.7.

Our examination of documented program models indicates that available elementary program
models are appropriate for EML students. We note that schools do not provide feedback to
MCPS central office on the particular program models that they implement. At the secondary
level, programs are implemented via scheduling guidelines that route EML students through
particular instructional pathways. Likewise, there is no systemic review to ensure that these
guidelines are consistently implemented for every student.

Are current methods and models appropriate within Two-Way Immersion TWI programs?

TWI programs are currently growing in MCPS. Our findings should be interpreted as a snapshot
in time during the trajectory of that growth.

An area of current change is the move to embedded language arts into other core content
areas, rather than in a standalone language arts block.

While this approach can be effective, it is important to carefully manage the change as it can
present challenges for educators.

A second area of change is that in the future, all core content areas will not be taught in both
languages. While we do not have concerns with this approach, we found that educators
expressed some qualms at this change, and so again the change will need to be managed for
educator buy-in.

In observation of classroom instruction, we observed that educators consistently used the target
language and occasionally employed translanguaging practices.

Instructional strengths that were observed included facilitating access to content concepts,
including productive use of technology, consistently checking for understanding, providing
feedback, and appropriate wait time for students’ oral production.

Areas for growth included language-embedded supports in upper grades during Spanish
instruction, and building cross-linguistic connections.

How are content areas well-supported for EML students by the current methods, models, and
curriculum areas, and are there grade-level/content areas that could use additional support?

Average ratings in classroom observations were within acceptable ranges for elementary
general education (2.8) and secondary mainstream content classes (2.6).

Areas of instructional strength (average ratings higher than 3.0) in these settings included
presenting appropriate content concepts, providing comprehensible input, sufficient wait time,
pacing, and feedback to students.

Areas for growth include at the elementary level, connecting concepts to background
experiences (below 2.0), and at the secondary level, grouping configurations that support the
language and content objectives (below 2.0).

Middle school content classes were an area of strength, with an average rating above 3.0;
secondary math classes also had an average rating above 3.0.
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e High school mainstream content classes (i.e., non-sheltered) were an area for growth, with an
average rating of 1.7. Areas for additional attention included building background context for
lessons, fewer observed strategies such as scaffolding or creating opportunities for higher order
thinking skills, and fewer opportunities for practice and application of the lessons.

e Secondary program models are implemented via recommended scheduling guides.

e At the high school level, EML students are scheduled to take ELD classes which are aligned to
grade-level ELA standards. This practice allows for students to accrue credits for graduation (up
to two sheltered classes can be counted toward graduation credit).

e In high school, EML students at levels 1 and 2 take sheltered classes in science, social studies,
and math. Work is in progress to align science and social studies classes to grade-level standards
so that students can accrue graduation credits.

e EML students at all levels in middle school are placed in mainstream math, science, and social
studies classrooms. Scheduling guidelines recommend an ELD co-teacher for students at ELP
level 1, in math, but not in other areas or for students at higher ELP levels.

e Study participants expressed a need for more diverse representation across curricular materials.

e Study participants expressed concerns that curricular materials were overly challenging for EML
students, especially at the secondary level.

Do models ensure that EML students have ample opportunity to engage with their peers?

e At the elementary level, we see no concern over segregation of EML students. However, we are
unable to gauge how much time students spend in standalone pullout ELD classes.

e We find that MCPS is attentive to and has implemented programs in which EML students
experience minimal within-school segregation from fluent-English peers at the secondary level.

e In classroom observations, we find that students are consistently afforded opportunities for
peer interaction, except that in secondary mainstream content classrooms (for more proficient
EML students), we find that this is an area for growth.

e TWI classroom observations showed that structured peer interaction and purposeful grouping
was an area for growth.

Are EML students afforded the opportunity to access curricular and extracurricular activities,
comparable to their peers, such as access to the arts, technology, and physical education?

e EML students are consistently included in non-core curricular classes, such as arts, technology,
and physical education.

e One observation from secondary scheduling recommendation is that students in middle school
at ELP level 3 do not have a world language class on the recommended schedule.

e Students in focus groups expressed concerns about inclusion in afterschool activities,
particularly activities that conflict with paid or caregiving work.

Are staffing models and structures appropriate to support EML students and student growth? How are
schools translating their staffing allocations into individualized programs of instruction?

e A persistent challenge is that while staffing ratios are based on ELP levels of students, the ELP
levels of returning students are not known until close to the onset of the new school year.
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Educators pointed to the need for additional staffing resources, in particular for dedicated time
for co-planning, as well as the need for more bilingual staff and particularly more bilingual
counselors.

Our examination of recommended schedules for secondary pathways indicates that for content
classes in middle school and for non-sheltered (i.e., mainstream) content classes for students at
higher ELP levels in high school, ELD instructor support is not available to support content
learning.

Are staffing models and structures appropriate within TWI programs?

Educators express a continuing need for qualified bilingual educators, especially reading
specialists, special education teachers, and paraeducators.

TWI educators were engaged with professional learning and took advantage of professional
learning opportunities.

TWI educators could benefit from further professional learning in pedagogical language
knowledge, bilingual reading expertise and translanguaging pedagogical practices.

Expansion of TWI programs is desirable and research shows that it has beneficial impacts on
EML students. As MCPS considers both expansion in the elementary setting and expansion into
middle school, it is imperative to continue efforts to maintain consistency and fidelity to the
model, to recruit and retain qualified bilingual staff, and to streamline the process of acquiring
materials in Spanish.

Are staff members who are responsible for ELD programs sufficiently supported? Is their role diluted
with too many responsibilities?

This is an area of concern — please see Section 5 for additional information.

Instructional Methods and Models: Recommendations
2.1. Increase support from MCPS central office to elementary schools to ensure that appropriate
program models are in place in elementary schools.

While we did not find evidence that schools are not implementing appropriate models, we
recommend increasing accountability to ensure that all schools are appropriately implementing
MCPS’s program models in elementary schools.

MCPS central office should consider periodic and regular reviews of samples of elementary
schools to confirm that schools are implementing program models appropriately. Appropriate
resources should be provided to ensure that this can be executed effectively.

2.2. Increase support from MCPS central office to secondary schools to ensure that EML students are
being appropriately scheduled.

Institute a scheduling review process and ensure that processes are in place to reschedule any
students who are not in appropriate classes. Ensure that adequate staffing resources are
available to support this effort.

Create an accountability feedback loop to ensure that schools are staffed to support
recommended levels of ELD support.

2.3. At the secondary level, continue efforts to align sheltered classes in core content areas (science,
social studies, and math) to grade-level standards so that students can receive graduation credits
from these classes.
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2.4. To support a model in which EML students are instructed in mainstream classes in secondary
schools, increase ELD instructional supports in mainstream content classes in middle and high
school.

e Provide support from qualified ELD instructors in middle and high school mainstream content
classes.

e Ensure that mainstream content educators receive regular opportunities to engage in PD around
instructional practices for EML students.

2.5. Engage content area educators to enhance diverse cultural connections in content area curricula.

2.6. Ensure that content area educators in non-core curriculum areas (e.g., arts, music, physical
education) receive support on instructional methods for EML students.

Recommendations: Two-Way Immersion Programs

There are many promising practices that MCPS and school staff can build on, as well as some areas for
growth that, if pursued, would strengthen its TWI program and enhanced its ability to achieve its goals
of educating bilingual, biliterate and socio-culturally competent individuals who are college and career
ready. Recommendations for the improvement of the TWI program are described below under the
pertinent strand of the Guiding Principles for Dual Language Education (Howard et al., 2018):

2.7. Enhance TWI program structures

® Continue the efforts towards achieving consistency across elementary school campuses and
clearly communicate those efforts and the rationale behind them to the various stakeholders.

® Ensure that sufficient resources are made available in order to incorporate the language arts
standards into the curriculum of the other three core content areas and teachers have received
training around the new language and content allocation plan and have a good understanding of
how to execute it with fidelity before implementation begins.

® Monitor the implementation of the new language and content allocation plan to ascertain that
foundational language and literacy skills in the two languages are being taught and that students
have the opportunity to engage with literary and informational texts in all content areas.

® Include specials in the language allocation plan to ensure that 50% of total instructional time is
facilitated in Spanish.
e Continue the progressive expansion of the program by adding elementary programs, continuing
to expand into middle schools and eventually offering a PreK-12 pathway for TWI students.
2.8. Enhance TWI Instruction:

® Provide carefully planned and structured opportunities for students to engage in extended oral
discourse with peers in pairs or small groups strategically created in such a way that students
must work interdependently, with individual and group accountability for all group members
and social equity (Johnson & Johnson, 2009).

e Carefully consider the language demands of academic content during lesson preparation and
incorporate differentiated language-embedded supports to enable all students to engage in
sustained (oral and written) language use.

® Seek opportunities to bring the two program languages together to point out similarities and
differences between them at different dimensions of language (sound/letter, word/phrase,
sentence, and discourse) to promote cross-linguistic transfer and the development of
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metalinguistic awareness in EML students in all content areas. This practice will be even more
important when the new language allocation plan starts being implemented and content areas
are taught in one program language only by grade level and should take place in addition to end
of the unit Bridge lessons.

2.9. Enhance staff quality and professional development in TWI programs

2.10.

Continue to provide professional learning opportunities for TWI staff that focuses on moving
away from approaching instruction, assessments, and support services through a monolingual
lens, and toward adopting a holistic approach to language and literacy development that
considers students’ whole linguistic repertoires.

Provide PD and job-embedded coaching to TWI teachers and support staff that focuses on
purposefully enacting opportunities for the development of language and literacy in and
through teaching the core curricular content to enhance their pedagogical language knowledge
(Galguera, 2011) with an emphasis on the following areas:

O Promoting structured peer-to-peer interaction that incorporates differentiated
language-embedded supports to enable all students to engage in sustained (oral and
written) language use;

O Fostering cross-linguistic transfer and the development of metalinguistic awareness in
EML students to facilitate the use of their whole linguistic repertoire; and

O Translanguaging practices at different grade levels (an area teachers identified as
needed).

Enhance TWI support and resources

Continue efforts to hire bilingual staff including support staff (e.g., special education educators,
reading specialists) who can provide services in both languages, including reviewing Spanish
language materials. In particular, research on the education of EMLs has shown that EMLs who
receive instruction in their native language and English should receive reading interventions in
their native language (National Academies, 2017). One way to contribute to these efforts is to
consider hiring teachers from Spanish-speaking countries and providing them with the support
system needed to acclimate to the U.S. educational system and MCPS culture.

Continue to provide funding for TWI programs that is commensurate with the program’s vertical
and horizontal growth. Ensuring that adequate human and material resources are in place
(including in the partner language) before adding more programs will be critical to the
continued success of the program and its expansion into middle school and beyond.

3: Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students

Literature on best practices for multicultural and multilingual students consistently stresses the need for
understanding the linguistic and cultural assets that students bring to the classroom, and the harm that
is done via deficit perspectives on these students. We sought to understand how multilingual students
are recognized and celebrated; how their full linguistic repertoires are recognized and respected; and
the extent to which EML and Latino/a students experience nurturing and safe school climates.
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Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students: Key Findings
How are multilingual students recognized and celebrated?

Results on this question are mixed.

More than 80% of educator survey respondents agreed that their school, and MCPS in general,

work to provide a welcoming environment for students from diverse cultural and linguistic

backgrounds.

Students who participated in focus groups feel welcome and expressed that they were able to

rely on trusted adults in school, particularly ELD teachers.

o Astudent said: “l love being here. My family and | love this country and this district, all the
opportunities we are given. The teachers care and always help.”

Some educators noted that sometimes students’ assets were overlooked, particularly academic

skills in students who were not proficient in English.

An educator said: “EMLs are not seen as assets, and until the deficit point of view is eliminated,

we won’t see this school system progress.”

Focus group participants called for more Latino/as in leadership positions in MCPS as a way to

increase the depth of cultural proficiency in the district.

Are the full linguistic repertoires (including translanguaging abilities) of students recognized and
respected?

90% of survey respondents agreed that students benefit from using their home language in the
classroom.

Almost all of survey respondents 80% agreed that home languages and cultures are respected in
MCPS; conversely, there were 20% of survey respondents who did not agree that home
languages and cultures are respected.

Two-way immersion programs are a particular area of strength in the recognition and respect
for students’ full linguistic repertoires.

We find that Spanish for Spanish Speakers at Level 3 does not have an Honors designation, while
the parallel course Spanish 3 is offered at an Honors level.

Our examination of linguistic representation in the library catalog indicates that students from
diverse linguistic backgrounds may not see their linguistic identities reflected in school libraries.
Focus group participants expressed concern around the number of multilingual reviewers
available to participate in the MCPS book review process in order to approve texts in languages
other than English for both Library Media and instructional purposes.

How are resources assigned to two-way immersion programs? Should two-way immersion programs
be expanded, and if so, what barriers or obstacles exist?

There are currently four K-5 and two emerging TWI programs in the district (one is currently K-4
and the other K-1); once fully rolled out, we project that these programs have capacity to serve
approximately 6% of EML students and 4% of Latino/a students.

Should the district decide to expand these programes, it is critical that they be of high quality,
have clear goals and a vision of bilingualism, biliteracy, and sociocultural competence that are
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shared by the school community (Howard et al., 2018), and further that appropriate resources
be allocated for expansion.

Are there disparities in disciplinary practices between EML and Latino/a students, and the general
population of students?

Yes.

e In MCPS, Latino/a and EML students are suspended more than twice as often as White

students.

e In middle school, Latino/a and EML students are suspended at more than three times the rate

of White students.

o These disparities are less pronounced in elementary school.
e EML students with disabilities are more than three times likelier to face suspension than White

students in elementary, middle, and high school.

Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students: Recommendations

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

Continue to strengthen and expand antiracism and antibias work in MCPS by explicitly including
attention to anti-Latino/a bias and to linguistic bias.

Strengthen this antibias position by ensuring educators have access to professional learning
opportunities that focus on the assets of EML students, and to the deep connections between
students’ linguistic repertoires and their identity.

Offer Spanish for Spanish Speakers Level 3 as an Honors level class.

Expand multilingual library resources and ensure that there are sufficient multilingual staff
allocated to the review of titles in languages other than English.

Continue to monitor discipline disparities. Identify if there are particular schools in which Latino/a
or EML students are more likely to experience negative disciplinary consequences, and target these
schools for additional support.

Continue protective socio-emotional interventions to support decreases in discipline disparities.
Continue the work to diversify the educator pool. Monitor recruitment, retention, and promotion
of multilingual and Latino/a staff.

Carefully continue to grow TWI programs, taking into account the need for consistent program
structure, enhanced instruction, professional learning, and support and resources as outlined in
Chapter 2.

4: Educator Assets and Supports

Educator Assets and Supports: Key Findings

Educators bring critical assets to supporting ELD and Latino/a students, and we sought to understand
the strengths of MCPS educators in nurturing ELD and Latina/o students. We also examined the degree
to which further support is needed, including needs for credentialed teachers and professional
development in specific areas such as language development in content areas, culturally sustaining
pedagogy, and use of data to support student success.
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What assets do the cadre of MCPS educators bring with respect to education for EML and Latino/a
students? What supports are needed?

There is clear evidence of the care and responsibility that MCPS educators bring to EML and
Latino/a students, as demonstrated in data collected via survey and focus group participation.
Educators enjoy supporting their students, they have positive feelings toward them, and they
actively seek opportunities to enhance their professional knowledge to further support the
education of their students.

Survey and focus group participants were disproportionately ELD educators. More work is
needed to ensure that all teachers feel the same sense of responsibility toward EML students.
We find evidence of multilingual capacity among MCPS educators, and particularly among
paraeducators. The multilingual and multicultural prowess of paraeducators is an asset to be
celebrated.

Are the teachers of EML and Latino/a students comparable in their years of experience and level of
credentialling to the general population of teachers?

Latino/a and EML students may be more likely to be served by novice educators, and less likely
to experience classes with veteran teachers, than non-Latino/a students and students who are
not identified as EML.

Latino/a and EML students may be less likely to have teachers with Advanced Professional
certification, and more likely to have teachers with Conditional Certification or a Professional
Eligibility Certificate than other students.

Latino/a students do not see themselves proportionally reflected in the MCPS corps of
educators — while 33% of students in MCPS are Hispanic or Latino/a, only 7% of educators are.
The corps of paraprofessionals are more racially and ethnically diverse than the general pool of
educators, and more likely to be multilingual.

What opportunities are available for professional learning to support Emergent Multilingual Learners
(EML students) in the content areas, and what opportunities are needed?

DELME provides extensive professional development offerings to educators across the course of
a school year.

Educators expressed needs for training in socio-cultural competence (including anti-bias
training) and in trauma-informed education.

Educators also expressed that it was important for all educators to have the opportunities to
access PD that prepared them to support EML students, and that it was important to ensure
that this was not just the responsibility of ELD teachers.

Do educators in the district have preparation in the pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical content
knowledge and pedagogical language knowledge (Bunch, 2013) needed to support multilingual
learners?

We find that ELD teachers are more likely to seek out and value professional learning that
centers EML students, while content and general education teachers are less likely to do so.
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What opportunities are available for professional learning to support Emergent Multilingual Learners
(EML students) in the content areas, and what opportunities are needed?

DELME’s PD offerings include PD sessions targeted toward particular curricular elements in the
content areas, such as Lexia or Eureka math.

Survey and focus group participants expressed that general or mainstream education teachers,
as well as administrators and special education teachers, are in need of additional support to
clearly understand and implement their responsibilities for EML students.

Do educators bring an assets-based mindset to supporting EML students?

MCPS educators who participated in our research have an appreciation of the benefits of
multilingualism, express commitments to support their students and to build connections with
students’ families, and survey respondents overwhelmingly express that they enjoy their
interactions with EML students.

These educators also express concern that these views are not shared across the system and
that there are persistent deficit viewpoints surrounding EML students.

Do educators have tools to implement culturally sustaining approaches to Latino/a students and to
students from immigrant backgrounds?

Educators consistently requested additional professional learning around sociocultural
competence.

Additional finding — Educator workload

Survey and focus group participants clearly articulated their concerns with the level of workload
taken on by ELD instructors to support EML students.

At the high school level, there is a dedicated FTE role (“ESOL Resource Teacher”) to support
activities and administrative work across teachers.

At the middle school, the equivalent role is the “Content Specialist,” however this role usually
includes other areas in addition to support for EML students.

There is no parallel role at the elementary school level.

Administrators experience challenges in appropriately staffing for ELD teachers due to the
timing of official data from the state on the total numbers and ELP levels of EML students.

Educator Assets and Supports: Recommendations
4.1. Expand professional learning on strategies for EML students to include all teachers, not just ELD
teachers.

Distribute responsibility for professional learning on topics related to EML students so that
teachers who are supported by the College and Career Readiness programs and the PreK-12
Curriculum office receive appropriate training in supporting EML students.

Ensure that school leaders also receive appropriate training in supporting EML students.
Monitor progress to understand the extent to which general education and content area
teachers have received professional development in how to support EML students.
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4.2. Expand professional learning to include training in sociocultural competence (including anti-bias
training) and support for trauma-informed education.

4.3. Attend to equity of educator credentials and experience, implement measures to retain educators
at schools with majority EML and Latino/a student populations, and continue efforts to expand the
diversity of the teaching force.

4.4. Consider implementing or expanding paraeducator-to-teacher pathways, and incentivize
recruitment into these programs for Latino/a and multilingual professionals.

4.5. Ensure that there are clearly identified ELD coordinator positions, at all levels (elementary, middle,
and high school) within (or across) schools to support professional learning, mentoring, and the
administrative work that pertains to EML students, such as identifying students, managing testing, and
engaging with families.

4.6 Increase ELD teacher allocations in staffing formulas to reduce the ratio of EML students to ELD
instructors.

5: College and Career Transitions

As EML and Latino/a students move toward adulthood, we sought to understand how well prepared
they are for this transition. The experiences of early adulthood are diverse, and we would like to
understand how students are afforded opportunities for high school graduation, well prepared for
higher education, and/or supported in career opportunities.

College and Career Transitions: Key Findings
Are EML and Latino/a students appropriately prepared for college and career opportunities upon
leaving school?

e Graduation rates for EML and Latino/a students are of grave concern.

e More than two-thirds of educators surveyed feel that EML students and families do not have
clear access to information about graduation requirements.

e More than one third of educators surveyed feel that EML students and families do not have
clear access to information about community college pathways or college applications.

e  MCPS staff pointed to a need for additional bilingual guidance counselors to support
multilingual students.

Do students feel confident that they are prepared and supported upon leaving school?

e Educators expressed concern around a narrowed set of pathways for students emerging from
deficit perspectives.

e Students expressed that they would like to more pathways and opportunities made available to
them.

What is the graduation rate for EML and Latino/a students? How does it compare to all students in
MCPS, and how does it compare to national rates? (see also “Achievement Outcomes and
Opportunities” — we repeat our findings here)
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Almost half of EML students and almost one-quarter of Latino/a students do not graduate in
four years.

The four-year graduation rate for Hispanic or Latino/a students lags 12 percentage points below
the overall MCPS average, and 17 percentage points below White students.

The four-year graduation rate for EML students lags 35 percentage points below the overall
MCPS average and 41 percentage points below White students.

EML and Latino/a students in MCPS graduate at lower rates than the national averages for these
subgroups, and the gap between EML and Latino/a students and all students is wider than the
national average.

When given an additional year to graduate, the percentage of Hispanic or Latino/a students
graduating rises by an average of 4%, and the percentage of EML students graduating rises by
8%.

Are EML students scheduled to be on-track for graduation based on their scheduled course-taking?

Focus group participants identified course scheduling as a significant barrier to student success.
As schools do not receive firm numbers of EML students (or their levels) until late in summer,
appropriate scheduling is a structural challenge for schools.

Research participants also identified required Student Service Learning (SSL) credits as a barrier
to opportunity, especially to students who are engaged in paid employment. The Secondary
DELME team has been working with the SSL team to provide more opportunities for EMLs to
earn up to 30 SSL credits in ELD courses.

Research participants also pointed out concerns about multilingual students missing world
language credits for graduation, due to scheduling issues.

Are EML and Latino/a students afforded opportunities to engage in college preparatory programs
(e.g., IB and AP)? In gifted and talented programs? If not, what barriers exist?

There are disproportionalities in students’ patterns of course-taking. While 31% of high school
students are Hispanic or Latino/a, only 25% of SAT course-takers are Hispanic or Latino/a. While
12% of high school students are classified as EML, only 8% of SAT course-takers are EML.
Hispanic or Latino/a students are less likely than their peers to succeed in challenging AP, IB, or
SAT courses.

EML students are less likely than their peers to succeed in challenging AP, IB, or SAT courses.
EML students who take AP language examinations in Chinese, French, and Spanish outperform
their fluent-English peers; however, the number of EML students who participate is very small.

Are EML and Latino/a students provided with supports to transition to the workforce (community
college or career placement)?

Educators feel that EML and Latino/a students and their families do not have access to clear
information, in language that they understand, to support this transition.
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What are the assets of the Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA) program, and what supports
might this program need?

e The CREA program provides a space for career-oriented learning for students who cannot fulfill
the credit requirements needed to graduate but need systemic supports to acquire English and
train for career pathways. While this program does not provide a graduation track, students can
complete a GED.

e The program provides a nurturing and warm environment for its adult students.

e The program has seen a 30% increase in the number of students over five years, but with no
increase in staffing levels.

e Challenges identified by the program include, in addition to staffing, maintaining connections to
wraparound services for students, particularly the Wheaton Wellness Center, and to legal
supports for students who need to acquire appropriate paperwork for employment.

How many students have the opportunity to earn the Seal of Biliteracy at graduation, and of that
percentage how many in fact earn the Seal? Are students, their families, and their teachers aware of
the opportunity?

e Since 2020, 470 Latino/a students have achieved the Seal of Biliteracy.

e Latino/a students represent almost 40% of the students who achieve this qualification and
Latino/a students are more likely than other subgroups of students to achieve the Seal.

e Since 2020, 80 EML students, or 6% of the total awardees, have achieved the Seal of Biliteracy.

e Educators spoke to a need to enhance knowledge about this opportunity with their colleagues
and with families.

College and Career Transitions: Recommendations
5.1 Set benchmarks for improvement of EML and Latino/a four- and five-year graduation rates as a
matter of urgency.

5.2 Track and communicate graduation rate data for the following subgroups:

e Students who are former EMLs and have exited services. One way to examine whether ELD
services are appropriately supporting students is to confirm that once students exit services,
they are on track for academic success without the support of the ELD services.

e Students dually identified as EML students and students with disabilities.

e Newcomer students.

e Students with limited or interrupted formal education.

5.3 Improve accountability around scheduling to support graduation rates for EML students.

e At the beginning of the 2023-24 school year, begin a process to provide each entering ninth,
tenth, eleventh, and twelfth-grade EML student a personalized outline of graduation
requirements, with detail on which requirements should be met in which of their remaining
school years. Review and revise this outline at the end of each semester.

e If EML students enter MCPS mid-year after the beginning of ninth grade, provide a personalized
outline of graduation requirements and detail on which requirements should be met in which of
their remaining school years within 90 days of enrollment.
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Prioritize constructing schedules for EML students as early as possible in the scheduling process.
Examine the schedules of every EML student in high school to ensure that all required courses
are included within students’ schedules for the year.

Require each high school to provide an annual report to DELME and other relevant MCPS offices
charged with supporting students’ success toward graduation indicating how many, if any, EML
students have schedules that are missing courses that are included in those students’
personalized graduation requirements for the year.

5.4 Prioritize investment in nurturing relationships for EML and Latino/a students

Allocate additional culturally and linguistically competent counseling staff to support these
recommendations.

Empower counseling staff to escalate the need for a scheduling change if a student is at risk of
not meeting graduation requirements due to scheduling issues.

Ensure that students are included in the process and understand their own graduation
requirements, and provide caring and nurturing systems that support students who are not on
track.

5.5 Improve outreach to families around graduation requirements and college and career opportunities.

Ensure key information about graduation requirements is provided to families in a language that
they can understand. Routinely seek feedback from families to ensure that the information is
received and accessible.

Conduct college and career information sessions for multilingual families, including information
about Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), in a language that families can
understand.

Ensure that all relevant staff share responsibility for multilingual communication on college and
career opportunities, not just ELD teachers.

Ensure that college and career meetings are accessible to students who are in the workforce.
Train MCPS staff to be sensitive to students’ diverse immigration statuses when communicating
about college and career opportunities.

5.6 Examine specific graduation requirements identified as barriers

MCPS has an elective requirement for graduation which may be fulfilled by 2 credits of the same
World language. Explore avenues to waive this graduation requirement for EML students, who,
by definition, have fluency in a language other than English, while ensuring that advanced
course-taking opportunities in world languages are open to those who wish to pursue them.
Explore the state Student Service Learning (SSL) requirements to understand ways in which the
SSL requirement can be met by students currently experiencing challenges in meeting these
requirements. If hours are pro-rated for students who enroll in MCPS after the ninth grade,
ensure that students, families, and counselors have a clear understanding of the pro-rating
model.
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5.7 Support the assets of EML and former EML students in advanced coursework.

e Target EML students for participation in relevant advanced world language classes and
examinations.

e Continue to promote the Seal of Biliteracy, especially to EML students. Integrate DELME staff
into efforts to promote the Seal of Biliteracy.

5.8 Examine school accountability systems and ensure that such systems do not penalize schools for
allowing newcomer EML students to graduate in five years. Examine flexibility around original year of
graduation requirements for newcomer students who enter MCPS midway through the ninth grade.

5.9 Examine staffing for the CREA program to ensure that sufficient staff are available to accommodate
the increase in applicants and students, and to ensure that there are staff able to support the
community connections to healthcare, legal, housing and other services to support adult students.

6: Newcomer Students, Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE),

and the Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and Support (METS) Program

Many districts across the United States are seeing increases in students newly arrived in the US. In some
(but by no means all) cases, these students may have been denied educational opportunities (often
referred to as students with limited or interrupted formal education). We sought to understand how
these students are welcomed, what resources are available to support them, and what additional
supports might be needed to ensure that these students have access to opportunity.

Newcomer Students, Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education, and the
Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and Support (METS) Program: Key Findings

Is there a welcoming and inclusive approach to EML students who begin their US educational career in
high school?

e Student participants in focus groups expressed positive experiences.

e Some educators expressed concern at the level of academic challenge presented to newly
arrived students with beginning levels of English.

e Survey respondents agreed that students in the METS program have access to socioemotional
support in a language that they understand, although they noted supports in languages other
than Spanish were limited.

e The corps of EML Therapeutic Counselors (ETCs) represents a critical element of the systemic
commitment to welcoming newcomer students, particularly as they work to support individual
students with barriers to attendance.
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What resources support students with limited or interrupted formal education? What are the assets
of the METS (Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and Support) program, and what supports might
this program need?

While focus group participants expressed concerns about the processes for screening and
identifying SLIFE students, we found that there are clear definitions and criteria in place.

Based on data available to us, we find that all of the students who met the criteria in middle and
high school were placed in the METS program.

Support for elementary SLIFE students transitioned in 2019-20 from placement for these
students in one of three elementary METS programs to placement at their neighborhood school.
Due to the timing of this change and the impact of the pandemic, it is not possible to
understand the impact of this change on students’ academic outcomes.

Most educators agreed that the secondary METS program meets students’ needs.

Educators did express concern over the variation in program implementation.

Our classroom observations identified instruction in the METS program as an area of strength,
with average classroom observation ratings higher than 3.0.

Participants had mixed concerns around the practice of placing students exited from the METS
program at their neighborhood schools.

Participants expressed a need for PD around supporting SLIFE students, especially around socio-
emotional supports for these students.

Participants expressed concern that METS students may not be appropriately referred for
special education services.

An area that was identified as particularly welcoming to elementary SLIFE students was TWI
programs.

Are newcomer students and students with interrupted formal education (SLIFE) afforded the
opportunity to access curricular and extracurricular activities, comparable to their peers?

We find that research participants expressed concern around MCPS not having a clearly
communicated definition of the term “newcomer” student — however, we also urge caution
around defining and tracking students based on their time of entry to the United States.
Student focus group participants expressed that they had challenges in accessing after-school
activities as they often had paid work or caregiving commitments.

Newcomer Students, Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE), and the
Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and Support (METS) Program: Recommendations

6.1. Continue the work that DELME is undertaking to monitor and evaluate the achievement and
opportunities for elementary SLIFE students now that these students are dispersed among multiple
elementary schools.

6.2. Should MCPS choose eventually to expand TWI programs, explore a priority pathway to these
programs for SLIFE students.
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e Engage the parents of SLIFE students in any planning to understand the impact of such change.
e Ensure that TWI schools have appropriate staffing in grades 3-5 to support SLIFE students.

6.3. Conduct annual reviews of data on the METS program, including numbers of students newly
identified as SLIFE, number served, number exited, and number of students meeting ELD and academic
content goals.

e Monitor these data to understand if site and staffing levels continue to be adequate or of
numbers of students served are fluctuating.

e Monitor these data to understand if students are meeting programmatic goals, including
graduation rates.

e Monitor these data to understand whether METS students are appropriately referred to special
education services if needed.

e Supplement Central Office staffing to ensure this goal can be met.

6.4. Provide professional learning to support both ELD and content area teachers in METS programs.

e Prioritize professional learning for content area teachers.
e Provide professional learning on trauma-informed instruction and socio-emotional support for
students with limited or interrupted formal education.

6.5. Expand the number of EML Therapeutic Counselors (ETCs) with the specific goal of understanding
and reducing individual students’ barriers to attendance.

6.6. Engage families, METS students, and their teachers in considering whether to follow the new
elementary model and serve students at their home schools, or to continue the centralized METS model.

7: Emergent Multilingual Learners with Disabilities

Students who are dually identified as EML and as a student with a disability require expert educators
and specialized supports. We sought to understand the extent to which educators are prepared to
support these students, and also will examine rates of identification, and ways in which multi-tiered
system of supports (MTSS) data are used to support these students.

Emergent Multilingual Learners with Disabilities: Key Findings
Do teachers who work with Emergent Multilingual Learner students with disabilities feel prepared to
support these students?

e Educators do not feel prepared to work with EML students with disabilities. The majority of
survey respondents had not received any preservice or in-service training to support this group
of learners.

e Educators expressed concern that special education evaluation processes and IEP or 504
meetings and written plans were inaccessible to families who need language access.
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Is there disproportional identification of EML students as students with disabilities (either over- or
under-representation)?

There is a slight overrepresentation of EML students among students with disabilities.

EML students are slightly overrepresented among students identified with speech or language

impairment.

EML students are more overrepresented among students identified with intellectual disability.

EML students are twice as likely to be identified with specific learning disability than are the

general population of students.

EML students are slightly underrepresented among students with emotional disability

Latino/a students are slightly overrepresented among students identified with a disability.

We uncovered two major misconceptions about EMLS with disabilities that pertain to the

identification and evaluation of these students.

o Some educators expressed the mistaken belief that EMLs should not be evaluated until after
they have been in the country for two years or until they learn English.

o Some educators expressed the mistaken belief that special education services trump English
language development service and expressed concern that ELD services are dropped once a
child is diagnosed with a disability.

We were unable to identify documented evaluation guidelines for EML students.

We were unable to identify clear guidelines from MCPS on best or expected practices for

outreach to parents of EML students.

Staff interviews indicate that there is considerable variability among schools in how they

evaluate, place and serve EMLs with disabilities.

How is data from MTSS being used in schools?

We did not find widespread use of data from MTSS to support EML students with disabilities.
When we probed educators on this question in focus groups, only one educator mentioned
familiarity with this process.

Additional Finding: Communication with the families of EML students with disabilities

Compelling evidence emerges from our research study that there are challenges when it comes
to communicating with the families of EML students with disabilities.

Focus group and survey participants expressed challenges within securing translation and
interpretation services to support evaluation and IEP and 504 meetings and documentation.
Examination of the systems around interpretation services indicate that there are challenges in
staffing these services.

We were unable to find evidence that assessment staff had the training to work effectively with
interpreters.
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Emergent Multilingual Learners with Disabilities: Recommendations

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Develop clear guidelines for the evaluation and placement of EMLs with disabilities.

Review comparable guidelines and toolkits, including the California Practitioners’ Guide for
Educating English Learners with Disabilities and Chapter 6 of the Office of English Language
Acquisition’s English Learner Toolkit for State and Local Education Agencies.

Ensure that the guidelines are appropriately communicated and that all stakeholders are trained
in processes and procedures for the evaluation and placement of EMLs with disabilities.

Hold schools accountable for implementing best practices.

Once guidelines are developed and implemented, conduct periodic monitoring visits to ensure
schools are implementing these best practices. A focus of these visits should be ensuring that
EMLs are provided with ELD services if indicated as well as special education and related
services.

Provide extensive professional learning opportunities to all MCPS staff.

Provide all schools with mandatory training in processes and procedures for the identification
and evaluation of EML students in cases of a suspected disability.

Provide training for ELD and special educators on best practices for instruction for EML students
with disabilities.

Create a pool of well-trained and well-paid interpreters.

Increase the pool of available interpreters.

Recruit qualified interpreters by increasing interpreter compensation and ensuring that
compensation for travel is included, as travel location is a current barrier to services.

Train interpreters on issues of assessments, confidentiality, and working with different language
and cultural groups.

Train MCPS special education assessment personnel on working effectively with interpreters.

8: Family Engagement

Family engagement is a key practice for all students and it is especially important to ensure that family
engagement practices meet the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse families. We investigated
MCPS family engagement practices, looking particularly at resources to support families from diverse
language and cultural backgrounds.

Family Engagement: Key Findings
Do families feel welcome at their schools?

Families in general felt welcome at MCPS and students observed that their parents were treated
well in school.

Some schools embraced their diverse families and made efforts to communicate in the language
and mode preferred by parents but those schools with fewer EMLs and Latinos did not do so
well.

Chinese parents in particular struggled to communicate with schools.
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Educators were able to highlight a broad and diverse range of strategies that they use to
welcome multilingual families into schools, including dedicated support staff, school events and
classes for parents, childcare services, and resource sharing.

While this is a key strength, and although MCPS has a commitment to cultural competence, we
also find that the adoption of these practices does not seem to be consistent across schools.

Is there appropriate communication between home and school, and are families receiving information
in languages that they can understand?

Language access appears to be a major issue.

While the Language Line is a useful resource, it is not always appropriate for more sensitive
topics.

Multilingual staff are a critical resource but are not compensated for the additional burden of
supporting multilingual family engagement.

While central office communications are often translated into Spanish, communications are not
routinely available in other languages. Family research participants pointed to the need for
Amharic and Pashto, among other languages.

Are school events (e.g., back to school nights) appropriately communicated to families, in languages
that they understand and via modes of communication that all families access (e.g., ensuring that
communication is not only digital)?

Information is sometimes, but not always, communicated in languages that families understand.
Participants reported that in-person and paper communication were always useful.

Families also noted a preference for digital communication via phone-based means (including
texting, WhatsApp, and calls) over digital communication that required internet and computer
access.

Are translation services available and are educators aware of and using these services?

Fewer than half of the respondents to the educator survey felt that translation services were

appropriately staffed.

Research participants raised multiple issues and concerns around the adequacy of translation

and interpretation services. Key concerns included:

o Availability and timeliness of services, and inadequate numbers of interpreters who can
provide services when needed,;

o Interpreters’ capacity to provide technical or specialized language around educational
contexts;

o Interpersonal challenges with interpreter-mediated communication;
More extensive translation of documents needed, particularly from Central Office; and
Need for greater representation of languages.

What barriers to enrolment and school engagement are faced by multilingual families?

Email communication was identified as a barrier.
Families preferred in-person or phone-based communication modes.
County-level communications should be available in multiple languages.
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e Parents identified the parent community coordinators as an excellent resource.

Family Engagement: Recommendations
8.1 Expand the use of interpretation and translation services.

Expand the number of staff available to support interpretation and translation services.
Expand the number of languages available.

Create a standardized list of educational terms and acronyms for translators and interpreters to
use.

Train interpreters and translators on key educational terms and concepts.

We note that this recommendation should be considered in conjunction with recommendation 7.4
in the chapter on EML students with disabilities.

8.2 Employ multiple modes of communication to reach parents of EMLs, including text, apps, and
paper communication.

8.3 Foster linguistic and cultural competence in MCPS staff.

e Offer professional learning opportunities for all staff on culturally responsive practices.

e Ensure that these practices are being implemented in all schools.

e Expand the share of MCPS staff who are bilingual and bicultural.

e For schools with large numbers of EMLs and Latino students, consider holding school
meetings in Spanish with interpretation for non-Spanish speaking parents.
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1. Introduction

Our evaluation report consists of two parts. Part 1, Introduction and Research Methods, introduces our
work and details the research methods that we employed to collect and analyze data. Part 2, Results,
Findings, and Recommendations, provides in-depth detail on research results, the findings from those
results, and the recommendations which emerge from the findings.

In this introduction to our evaluation report, we provide background on the impetus for the creation of
the evaluation and detail CAL’s approach to implementation. We describe our evaluation framework,
which consists of eight areas of inquiry, aligned with MCPS requirements and with two foundational
publications, namely the English Learner Toolkit for State and Local Education Agencies (U.S.
Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition, 2017) and Monitoring Educational
Equity (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019). We present our research
guestions, which are embedded within this framework, as well as a tabulation that aligns the areas of
inquiry with both the MCPS requirements and the foundational publications. Finally, we provide detail
on the four meetings of the Stakeholder Commission which informed our approach.

Our next chapter, Research Methods, provides in-depth detail on our methods, which include focus
groups, surveys, school observations, interviews, and review of documentation and quantitative data.

In Part 2, eight chapters present findings and recommendations aligned with each of the eight areas of
inquiry.

Background

In aJune 24, 2020, Memorandum, the Montgomery County Board of Education directed the
superintendent to convene a commission of stakeholders to review the current ESOL! model, including
student achievement outcomes, and to conduct a review and analysis of the data related to Latino/a
student achievement. The Memorandum is provided in Appendix A of this report.

On September 22, 2020, MCPS issued a request for proposals (RFP) from qualified vendors to conduct
the work. Due to a change in specification and timeline, the RFP was not awarded. On August 30, 2021,
the RFP was reissued. The intent of the RFP was as follows:

The purpose of this Request for Proposal (RFP) is to solicit a consultant with deep knowledge
and expertise in current research, programming, and effective practices to improve student
engagement and achievement of Multilingual Learners (MLs) in the English for Speakers of
Other Languages (ESOL) program, and Latinx students in various programs across the system.
These programs include, but are not limited to, Two Way Immersion (TWI), Students with
Limited or Interrupted Formal Education (SLIFE), Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA),
and other innovative language programs that have been implemented at the school level. The
consultant will lead and facilitate a commission of various stakeholders and provide
recommendations for innovative instructional models and practices, professional learning to
enhance teaching, learning and leading, and cultural and equitable practices to help improve

! Note that MCPS now prefers the term “English language development” or ELD. We use ELD throughout this
document except in cases where we are quoting prior documentation.
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student achievement. The consultant will work with district staff to analyze performance data,
benchmark with other districts, and use current research about MLs in English language
development programs (i.e., ESOL, TWI, CREA) to make recommendations. Ideally the district
would like to see students receiving ESOL services make the minimum language growth required
by Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), and Montgomery County Public School’s (MCPS) Evidence
of Learning Framework, as well as feel a sense of pride for their accomplishments.

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) is seeking an innovative approach to (1) improve
students’ academic and language proficiency growth (2) coordinate efforts to address the needs
of students receiving ESOL services and Latinx students (3) identify and select programming
options that best meet the needs of MLs and Latinx students that are recipients of ESOL
services.

The RFP requested that the vendor provide the following scope of services:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

g)

h)

j)

k)

Lead and facilitate a commission of multiple stakeholders to examine current instructional
practices, accountability and program models, and racial and linguistic equity.

Provide an initial analysis of instruction of ELs using evidence-based tools and provide areas for
improvement and pathways to achieve said improvements.

Analyze quantitative and qualitative data to determine root causes of the opportunity and
achievement gap.

Provide recommendations that align with Common Core State Standards, the Next Generation
Science Standards, and WIDA Standards for ELs that includes both theoretical and practical
pedagogical application for staff.

Make recommendations regarding new structures and processes that may be needed to
accomplish the goal of instructing ELs in a manner that leads to content and language
proficiency growth of a year or more.

Provide knowledge, guidance, and analysis about the implementation of translanguaging,
biliteracy, and biculturalism for all schools.

Provide knowledge and expertise in the idea that Bilingual Education is a vehicle for equalizing
opportunities for all students receiving ESOL services.

Provide culturally sustaining pedagogy (CSP) as the foundation for linguistic and racial equity.
Provide recommendations for MCPS K—12 programs that service all MLs, Latinx students
receiving ESOL services and are participating in other Language Development Programming (i.e.,
TWI, SLIFE, CREA).

Identify a virtual platform that will be used to maximize engagement of all stakeholders. In the
case where we return to in-person learning, the vendor should indicate how they will adjust
their services.

Provide teaching and learning recommendations for Emergent Bilingual students (Newcomers)
K-12.

Prepare an interim report to the Board of Education due in February 2022 and a final report due
May 2022.? Develop a comprehensive timeline of services that aligns with the delivery of the
interim and final reports.

2 Note that these dates were updated upon execution of the contract, which was awarded February 2022.
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Montgomery County Public Schools selected the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL), a DC-based non-
profit organization, to carry out the evaluation work. A contract was awarded to CAL on February 7,
2022.

Overall Approach

The CAL team worked alongside the MCPS Department of English Learner and Multicultural Education
(DELME) to execute the investigation. In partnership with DELME, CAL worked to convene a Stakeholder
Commission. The Stakeholder Commission met twice in the spring of 2022 to review the general scope
of the investigation and to provide input for the data collection process, and twice in the fall of 2022 to
review initial and final recommendations.

CAL’s mixed methods investigation proceeded in two phases. Phase 1 included focus groups, a survey, a
review of documents, and a review of quantitative data. Phase 1 data were analyzed and reviewed in an
interim report that we provided to MCPS for internal review in September 2022. Recommendations
from Phase 1 were reviewed by the Stakeholder Commission in the third meeting in the series (held
September 30). Phase 2 added extensive classroom observation, conducted in the fall of 2022, as well as
additional survey data, quantitative data, and further detail from reviews of documents. We also
conducted interviews with select MCPS staff in Phase 1 and Phase 2. The Stakeholder Commission
reviewed the process and provided input on data collection. Throughout the process, we were
supported in our understandings of the contexts and processes by DELME.

Figure 1 below outlines the integration and workflow emerging from the Commission inquiry
recommendations, through data collection, into the interim and final report.

Figure 1: Process for creation of the final report

Phase 1 data collection &
analysis: Focus groups;
survey; document review,
Stakeholder Commission creates Inquiry quantitative data

Recommendations around three areas:

i)  Instructional Practices
(i)  Accountability and Program Models
(i} Racial and Linguistic Equity

CAL creates Data
Collection Plan

Interim Report

Research & Practice Lenses:

= Align with Common Core State Standards, the Next Generation Science
Standards, and WIDA Standards for ELs, and includes both theoretical and
practical pedagogical and application for staff

=|denfify new structures and processes that may be needed to accomplish
the goal ofinstructing ELs in @ manner that leads to content and language
proficiency growth of a year or more

sProvide knowledge, guidance, and analysis aboutthe implementation of
translanguaging, biliteracy, and biculturalism for all schools

sProvide knowledge and expertise in the idea that Bilingual Educationasa
vehicle to equalizing opportunities for all students receiving ESOL services

= Align with culturally sustaining pedagogy (CSP)asthe foundation for
linguistic and racial equity

«Are inclusive of MCPS K—12 programs that service all multi-lingual learners,
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Latinx students receiving ESOL services and students who are participating

in other Language Development Programming (i.e., TWI, SLIFE, CREA). Final Report
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Areas of Inquiry

CAL structured the work around eight areas of inquiry, which emerged from the 7/14/20 MCPS Board of
Education memorandum on Examination of Student Achievement Data for English Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL) and Latino Students (Appendix A), and from the scope of work issued by MCPS for the
evaluator.

The areas are also informed by and in alignment with the English Learner Toolkit for State and Local
Education Agencies (U.S. Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition, 2017) and
Monitoring Educational Equity (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019).

The eight areas are:

e Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities

e Methods and Models for Instructing Emergent Multilingual Learners (EMLs) (including Two-way
immersion (TWI) programs)

e Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students

e Educator Assets and Supports

e College and Career Readiness (including the Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA))

e Newcomer Students (including students denied educational opportunities, i.e., students with
limited or interrupted formal education) (including the Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and
Support (METS) program)

e Emergent Multilingual Learners (EMLs) with Disabilities

e Family Engagement

Below, we provide a brief summary of each of these areas and their associated research questions.

Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities

We have deliberately combined our analysis of achievement outcomes with an analysis of opportunities
to learn, based on our understanding that students cannot pursue high levels of achievement without
strong access to opportunities for engagement and instruction.

For this area of inquiry, we investigate current outcome data in MCPS (for example, assessment and
graduation data). We also examine where opportunities are afforded to diverse students and where
opportunities may not be presented.

Research Questions
e What are achievement outcomes for EML students and Latino/a students, and how do they
compare to outcomes for the total population of students?
e Are EML and Latino/a students engaged in schooling? Are students consistently attending
school?
e Are schools able to access and use these data, especially the equity/accountability data?
e What data is being used to track outcomes of bilingualism and biliteracy in TWI programs?
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Methods and Models for Instructing EMLs

MCPS uses a variety of methods and models for ELD instruction. This area of inquiry focuses on
understanding the span of the methods and models and determining if they meet the current needs of
MCPS EML students.

In addition to examining elementary- and secondary-level programming, we will pay particular attention
to the following three programs:

Two-way Immersion (TWI)
Multidisciplinary Educational Training and Support (METS) programs, especially as they relate to
students with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE)

e Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA)

Research Questions

e Are current classroom methods and models tailored to suit the needs of the current EML
population?

e Are current methods and models appropriate within TWI programs?

e Specifically, how are content areas well-supported for EML students by the current methods,
models, and curriculum areas, and are there grade-level/content areas that could use additional
support?

e Do models ensure that EML students have ample opportunity to engage with their peers?

e Are EML students afforded the opportunity to access curricular and extracurricular activities,
comparable to their peers, such as access to the arts, technology, and physical education?

e Are staffing models and structures appropriate to support EML students and student growth?
How are schools translating their staffing allocations into individualized programs of instruction?

e Are staffing models and structures appropriate within TWI programs?

e Are staff members who are responsible for ELD programs sufficiently supported? Is their role
diluted with too many responsibilities?

Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students

Literature on best practices for EML students consistently stresses the need for understanding the
linguistic and cultural assets that students bring to the classroom, and the harm that is done via deficit
perspectives on these students. For this area of inquiry, we seek to understand how multilingual
students are recognized and celebrated; how their full linguistic repertoires are recognized and
respected; and the extent to which EML and Latino/a students experience nurturing and safe school
climates.

Research Questions

e How are multilingual students recognized and celebrated?

e Are the full linguistic repertoires (including translanguaging abilities) of students recognized and
respected?

e How are resources assigned to TWI programs? Should TWI programs be expanded? If so, what
barriers or obstacles exist?

e Are there disparities in disciplinary practices between EML and Latino/a students, and the
general population of students?
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e Do EML and Latino/a students experience nurturing and safe school climates?

Educator Assets and Supports

Educators bring critical assets to supporting EML and Latino/a students, and this area of inquiry seeks to
understand the strengths of MCPS educators in nurturing EML and Latino/a students. We also examine
the degree to which further support is needed, including needs for credentialed teachers and
professional development in specific areas such as language development in content areas, culturally
sustaining pedagogy, and the use of data to support student success.

Research Questions

e What assets do the cadre of MCPS educators bring with respect to education for EML and
Latino/a students? What supports are needed?

e Are the teachers of EML and Latino/a students comparable in their years of experience and level
of credentialling to the general population of teachers?

e Do educators in the district have preparation in the pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical
content knowledge, and pedagogical language knowledge (Bunch, 2013) needed to support
EMLs?

e What opportunities are available for professional learning to support EMLs in the content areas,
and what opportunities are needed?

e Do educators bring an assets-based mindset to supporting EML students?

e Do educators have tools to implement culturally sustaining approaches to Latino/a students and
to students from immigrant backgrounds?

College and Career Readiness

As EML and Latino/a students move toward adulthood, we seek to understand how prepared they are
for this transition. The experiences of early adulthood are diverse, and this area of inquiry examines how
students are afforded opportunities for high school graduation, prepared for higher education, and/or
supported in accessing career opportunities.

Research Questions

e Are EML and Latino/a students appropriately prepared for college and career opportunities
upon leaving school?

e Do students feel confident that they are prepared and supported upon leaving school?

e What is the graduation rate for EML and Latino/a students? How does it compare to all students
in MCPS, and how does it compare to national rates?

e Are EML students scheduled to be on track for graduation based on their scheduled course-
taking?

e Are EML and Latina/o students afforded opportunities to engage in college preparatory
programs (e.g., IB and AP)? In gifted and talented programs? If not, what barriers exist?

e Are EML and Latino/a students provided with support to transition to the workforce (community
college or career placement)?

e What are the assets of the Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA) program, and what
supports might this program need?
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e How many students have the opportunity to earn the Seal of Biliteracy at graduation, and of
that percentage how many earn the Seal? Are students, their families, and their teachers aware
of the opportunity?

Newcomer Students

Many districts across the United States are seeing increases in older students newly arrived in the U.S. In
some cases, these students may have been denied prior educational opportunities and are often
referred to as students with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE). For this area of inquiry, we
seek to understand how these students are welcomed, what resources are available to support them,
and what additional supports might be needed to ensure that they have access to opportunities,
comparable to their peers.

Research Questions

e Isthere a welcoming and inclusive approach to EML students who begin their U.S. educational
career in high school?

e What resources support students with limited or interrupted formal education?

e What are the assets of the Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and Support (METS) program,
and what supports might this program need?

e Are newcomer students and students with interrupted formal education afforded opportunities
to access curricular and extracurricular activities, comparable to their peers?

Emergent Multilingual Learners with Disabilities

Students dually identified as EML and as a student with a disability require expert educators and
specialized supports. For this area of inquiry, we seek to understand the extent to which educators are
prepared to support these students. We also examine rates of identification as well as ways in which
multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) data are used to support these students.

Research Questions
e Do teachers who work with EML students with disabilities feel prepared to support these
students?
e s there disproportional identification of EMLs as students with disabilities (either over or
underrepresentation)?
e How is data from MTSS being used in schools?

Family Engagement

Family engagement is a key practice for all students, and it is especially important to ensure that family
engagement practices meet the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse families. For this area, we
investigate MCPS family engagement practices, looking particularly at resources to support families from
diverse language and cultural backgrounds.

Research Questions
e Do families feel welcome at their schools?
e |sthere appropriate communication between home and school, and are families receiving
information in languages that they can understand?

1-7



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 1: Introduction and Research Methods

e Are school events (e.g., back to school nights) appropriately communicated to families, in
languages that they understand and via modes of communication that all families can access
(e.g., ensuring that communication is not only digital)?

e Are translation services available and are educators aware of and using these services?

e What barriers to enrollment and school engagement are faced by multilingual families?

Areas of Inquiry: Alignment with Foundational Documents

In the table below, we align the eight areas of inquiry to CAL’s scope of work and the 7/14/20 MCPS
Board of Education memorandum, Examination of Student Achievement Data for English Speakers of
Other Languages (ESOL) and Latino Students.

We also provide alignment with two other relevant publications that informed the scope of our inquiry:

U.S. Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition. (2017). English Learner
Toolkit for State and Local Education Agencies. Washington, DC: Author.
https://www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/english-learner-toolkit/index.html

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. (2019). Monitoring Educational
Equity. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/25389

We refer to the collection of these four documents as our “foundational documents” for the inquiry.
Table 1 lays out the alignment of the eight areas of inquiry with relevant sections in these documents
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Table 1: Alignment of eight areas of inquiry with relevant sections of foundational documents.

Area of Inquiry

Relevant Sections of Foundational Documents

Achievement
Outcomes &
Opportunities
Methods & Models

Assets-based
Approach to
Multicultural and
Multilingual
Students

Educator Assets and
Supports

College and Career
Readiness

Newcomer
Students

English learner
students with
disabilities

Family engagement

MCPS BoE memorandum 7/14/20

OELA Toolkit Chapter 9

NAS Indicators 3, 5

CAL SOW task d) Provide recommendations that align with Common Core
State Standards, the Next Generation Science Standards, and WIDA
Standards for ELs that include both theoretical and practical pedagogical
applications for staff.

CAL SOW task e) Make recommendations regarding new structures and
processes that may be needed to accomplish the goal of instructing ELs in a
manner that leads to content and language proficiency growth of a year or
more.

MCPS BoE memorandum 7/14/20

OELA Toolkit Chapter 2

OELA Toolkit Chapter 5

OELA Toolkit Chapter 9

NAS Indicator 12

CAL SOW task f) Provide knowledge, guidance, and analysis about the
implementation of translanguaging, biliteracy, and biculturalism for all
schools.

CAL SOW task g) Provide knowledge and expertise in the idea that Bilingual
Education is a vehicle to equalizing opportunities for all students receiving
ESOL services.

CAL SOW task i) Provide recommendations for MCPS K—12 programs that
service all MLs, Latinx students receiving ESOL services and are participating
in other Language Development Programming (i.e., TWI, SLIFE, CREA).

NAS Indicator 14, 15

CAL SOW task h) Provide culturally sustaining pedagogy (CSP) as the
foundation for linguistic and racial equity.

OELA Toolkit Chapter 3

NAS Indicator 10

CAL SOW task i) Provide recommendations for MCPS K—12 programs that
service all MLs, Latinx students receiving ESOL services and are participating
in other Language Development Programming (i.e., TWI, SLIFE, CREA).

OELA Toolkit Chapter 4

NAS Indicators 4, 6, 7, 11

CAL SOW task i) Provide recommendations for MCPS K—12 programs that
service all MLs, Latinx students receiving ESOL services and are participating
in other Language Development Programming (i.e., TWI, SLIFE, CREA).

OELA Toolkit Chapter 4

OELA Toolkit Chapter 6

NAS Indicator 13

OELA Toolkit Chapter 10
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We also provide detail on two external documents (English Learner Toolkit for State and Local Education
Agencies [U.S. Department of Education, Office of English Language Acquisition, 2017] and Monitoring
Educational Equity [National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019]).

Figure 2 shows chapters in the English Learner Toolkit for State and Local Education Agencies that are
included within the Areas of Inquiry. Select elements, e.g., coverage of the identification of EML
students, or coverage of exiting students from programs, were not included in our inquiry as they were
not directly related to the SOW issued by MCPS.

Figure 2: Chapters in the English Learner Toolkit for State and Local Education Agencies that are included
within the Areas of Inquiry

OELA Toolkit (2017) — List of Chapters
Bolded items are aligned with the areas of inquiry.

Chapter 1: Tools and Resources for Identifying All English Learner Students

Chapter 2: Tools and Resources for Providing English Learners with a Language Assistance
Program

Chapter 3: Tools and Resources for Staffing and Supporting an English Learner Program

Chapter 4: Tools and Resources for Providing English Learners Meaningful Access to Core
Curricular and Extracurricular Programs

Chapter 5: Tools and Resources for Creating an Inclusive Environment for and Avoiding the
Unnecessary Segregation of English Learners

Chapter 6: Tools and Resources for Addressing English Learners with Disabilities

Chapter 7: Tools and Resources for Serving English Learners Who Opt Out of EL Programs

Chapter 8: Tools and Resources for Monitoring and Exiting English Learners from EL Programs and
Services

Chapter 9: Tools and Resources for Evaluating the Effectiveness of a District’s EL Program

Chapter 10: Tools and Resources for Ensuring Meaningful Communication with Limited English
Proficient Parents

Figure 3 similarly indicates which of the National Academies of Science (2019) indicators of educational
equity fell into the scope of our evaluation. Early learning and kindergarten readiness were not in the
scope of our evaluation. While exposure to racial, ethnic, and economic segregation is an important
indicator of educational equity, this has been extensively studied in MCPS’ recent Districtwide Boundary
Analysis® and was not included in our inquiry.

3 See 2.3. Data Analysis: Diversity, available at
https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/uploadedFiles/departments/publicinfo/Boundary Analysis/interim-
report/02c Diversity.pdf
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Figure 3: National Academies of Science Indicators of Educational Equity that are included within the
Areas of Inquiry

National Academies of Science (2019) — Indicators of Educational Equity
Bolded items are aligned with the areas of inquiry.

Domain A: Kindergarten Readiness

e Indicator 1: Disparities in Academic Readiness

e Indicator 2: Disparities in Self-Regulation and Attention Skills
Domain B: K-12 Learning and Engagement

e Indicator 3: Disparities in Engagement in Schooling

e Indicator 4: Disparities in Performance in Coursework

e Indicator 5: Disparities in Performance on Tests
Domain C: Educational Attainment

e Indicator 6: Disparities in On-Time Graduation

e Indicator 7: Disparities in Postsecondary Readiness
Domain D: Extent of Racial, Ethnic, and Economic Segregation

e Indicator 8: Disparities in Students’ Exposure to Racial, Ethnic, and Economic Segregation
Domain E: Equitable Access to High-Quality Early Learning Programs

e Indicator 9: Disparities in Access to and Participation in High-Quality Pre-K Programs
Domain F: Equitable Access to High-Quality Curricula and Instruction

e Indicator 10: Disparities in Access to Effective Teaching

e Indicator 11: Disparities in Access to and Enrollment in Rigorous Coursework

e Indicator 12: Disparities in Curricular Breadth

e Indicator 13: Disparities in Access to High-Quality Academic Supports
Domain G: Equitable Access to Supportive School and Classroom Environments

e Indicator 14: Disparities in School Climate

e Indicator 15: Disparities in Non-Exclusionary Discipline Practices

Stakeholder Commission
MCPS DELME staff identified and invited members to join the Stakeholder Commission Group.

A total of 40 individuals were identified and invited to join. Of these, 27 were in attendance at at least
one Stakeholder Commission Meeting.

Stakeholder Commission members were distributed across multiple roles within MCPS. Table 2 provides
information about their professional roles.
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Table 2: Stakeholder Commission members by role

District-level administrator 18%
Elementary ELD teacher 7%
Elementary general education teacher 7%
Elementary school principal 7%
Other 18%
Paraeducator 7%
Parent or community member 7%
School psychologist, social worker, or guidance counselor 4%
Secondary content teacher 7%
Secondary ELD teacher 18%

Commission members were important stakeholders in the three programs of particular interest to the
evaluation, with 32% indicating that their work supported Two-way Immersion programs; 61% noting
that their work supported the Multidisciplinary Education, Training, and Support (METS) programs; and
18% who shared that their work supported the Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA).

The three MCPS unions were represented as follows: 57% of Commission members indicated that they
were Montgomery County Education Association (MCEA) members; 29% were members of the
Montgomery County Association of Administrators and Principals (MCAAP); and 7% were members of
Service Employees International Union (SEIU).

Demographic data was collected anonymously from the participants in Stakeholder Commission
Meeting 1. There were 81% of surveyed Commission members who identified as female, 4% as male,
and one member who did not specify gender. Thirty-seven percent of the participants identified as
Latina/o, and 63% did not.

Table 3 shows the proportions of the group that indicated each racial and ethnic identity. Note that
participants could select more than one category so the figures may not sum to 100%.

Table 3: Racial and ethnic identities of Stakeholder Commission members

American Black or Hispanic Asian or White or Native Multiracial Prefer
Indian or African or Latino Asian Caucasian Hawaiian not to say
Alaska American American or other
Native Pacific
Islander
7% 37% 37% 4% 41% 0% 4% 0%

Participants were also asked if they spoke a language other than English “at home or in your classroom.”

Table 4 shows that the majority of participants indicated that they spoke Spanish (63%); however, in
their self-reports, some participants noted that they had minimal proficiency.
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Table 4: Multilingual proficiencies of Stakeholder Commission members

Spanish German Korean* French Japanese
63% 7% 7% 15% 4%

CAL convened four meetings of the Stakeholder Commission to steer the work of our evaluation. Each
meeting was structured around the eight areas of inquiry.

Meeting 1: March 30, 2022 — this meeting was intended to support the creation of a detailed data
collection plan. For each of the areas of inquiry, Commissioners were asked about current strengths,
weaknesses, and places where the evaluation team could learn more (for example, schools to observe,
documents to review, data to examine).

Meeting 2: April 28, 2022 —in this meeting, the Stakeholder Commission reviewed and commented on
the data collection plan. The Commission members also supported the creation of an outreach plan for
family and community engagement, providing a list of community and family organizations that would
be central to reaching the families of multicultural students.

Meeting 3: September 30, 2022 — by our third meeting, CAL had already completed a good deal of data
collection, analysis, and synthesis. At this meeting, Stakeholder Commission members were invited to
review and comment on initial recommendations. This review was incorporated into the final set of
recommendations.

Meeting 4: December 7, 2022 — at this meeting, CAL presented key findings and recommendations to
the Stakeholder Commission in a virtual gallery walk, Commission members participated by commenting
with sticky notes and using colored dots to indicate recommendation areas of priority.

Agendas for the Stakeholder Commission meetings are provided in Appendix B. Below, we provide
detailed descriptions of each meeting, including meeting evaluations from participants.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 1: March 30, 2022

The first stakeholder meeting was held on March 30, 2022. CAL provided two options for attendance,
with one session at the end of the workday for educators (4:30PM) and the second session in the
evening (6:30PM) to allow parents and other community stakeholders the chance to join after the end
of regular business hours. The sessions had the same agenda and content. The meetings were held via
Zoom.

e Thirteen Stakeholder Commission members attended the afternoon session.
e Seven Stakeholder Commission members attended the evening session.

4 One Stakeholder Commission participant identified a language of their home or classroom as “Kosraen” which is
a language of a small Pacific island community with about 6,000 speakers. We believe this is likely a typo for
Korean.
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To begin the meeting, the facilitator welcomed the group, introduced herself and Dr. Norton, and
reviewed group norms for full and engaged participation. Next, the CAL project director provided a brief
overview of the project goals and activities, including details about the role of the Stakeholder
Commission and a disclosure that Commission members would be acknowledged by name. The bulk of
the meeting time was occupied by a small-group breakout session.

Our meeting design was intended to welcome participants into groups that were amenable to intimate
discussion and sharing, allowing participants a breadth of opportunities to give input. Our design
included an extended small-group breakout session, followed by a “walkthrough” during which
participants had the opportunity to add comments to the discussion notes of other small groups.

The facilitators created four small groups, each with a breakout room and a set of Google Jamboards,
which allowed multiple contributors to add input online. Participants self-selected groups, although they
were asked to move between groups if group sizes were imbalanced. Participants successfully
negotiated a balanced set of four groups within the first few minutes of the group breakouts. The four
groups were:

Two-way Immersion (TWI) programs

Secondary students — moving toward successful graduation

EML students in elementary settings

MCPS Core team — this group was made up of MCPS Central Office staff who oversaw the
evaluation work

s wnN e

Each small group, facilitated by a CAL staff member, engaged with four of the areas of inquiry. Table 5
shows the distribution of areas of inquiry across groups.

Table 5: Tabulation of the distribution of inquiry areas across small groups
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Achievement Outcomes and X 1
Opportunities
Methods and Models for Instructing X X X 3
EMLs
Assets-based Approach to Multicultural X X 2
and Multilingual Students
Educator Assets and Supports X X 2
College and Career Transitions X X 2
Newcomer Students X X 2
Emergent Multilingual Students with X X 2
Disabilities
Family Engagement X X 2
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Group members were led through each area of inquiry by the CAL facilitator. For each area, three
questions guided discussion:

e For this area, what are current MCPS assets? What is the district doing well?

e For this area, what challenges do you see? What supports are needed?

e For this area, how can we learn more? We welcome your suggestions on programs or schools to
observe, individuals or groups whose voices we should include, and any reports or documents
that we can use to learn more about MCPS in this area.

Participants used Google Jamboard to provide responses, allowing the facilitator and group members to
collaborate on note-taking in real time using virtual “sticky notes.” Figure 4 illustrates a screencap of a
Jamboard in one of the small group breakouts.

Figure 4: An example of a small-group Google Jamboard in Stakeholder Commission Meeting 1

Questions:

1. What are current MCPS assets?
What is the district doing well?

2. What challenges do you see? What
supports are needed?

3. How can we learn more?

e CLudic e Small Group Discussion - Group 2 - Secondary Students

e e infmmafion that the " &
but didnt gather a lot | international office Moving Toward Successful Graduation
of traction: can give to the

= fldocs.google.co families that
ooy W inciudes, time the
VMRsxEmgMyayMéa_w school is open in the
PVcutSTuydThoGraGea. summer, a list of
rDOLuglcopy who to ask for, ect.

Area 3 - Family Engagement - Newcomer Student Families & Communities

TRANSCRIPTS! Qur
newcomers tend to sit

Asset: ESOL Counselor

in classes because the
transcript review
process tends to take
such a long time and
it only hinders them
from earning correct
high school credit.

It would be great to
see Counselor
representation
when it comes to
our Welcome Center

A current MCPS asset
is that we are getting
a brand new Welcome
‘Center and that will
allow for the process
not only to be
streamlined but also
accessible for all
families.

Meeting
families where
they are is
KEY!

It's important for
staff to gather voice
data from families
to know what they
need.

Having a countywide
standard process for
welcoming families
into the school
building is needed.
You would never
know how many
schools I've come

How do schools
prepare for

Newcomers coming in

and communicate

who connects with
and supports the
family. Challenge: The
ESOL Counselor is
shared between
schools and is only
accessible on
scheduled days.

across that just miss

with families the
;:;m:;.k with our basics of
transportation,
scheduling, lunch,
materials, school
structure, etc.?

Participants spent 45 minutes in small-group discussions. Once the discussion time had ended,
participants engaged in a self-paced Jamboard “walkthrough” for 10 additional minutes. In this section
of the meeting, participants were provided with links to the Jamboards for each of the other small
groups and had the opportunity to add to the comments.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 1: Evaluation

After the meeting, participants were provided with a link to complete an anonymous online survey.
Results are provided in Table 6. The majority of participants agreed or strongly agreed that they
understood the purpose of the commission and their role. Participants also felt that the main meeting
facilitator and the small group leads were well-organized and that the virtual meeting technology was
appropriate. The majority of participants agreed or strongly agreed that their voice and perspectives
were welcomed, and that they have had input into the direction of the evaluation. The final column of
the table provides the average rating for each question, where a “Strongly Agree” has a value of “4” and
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“Strongly Disagree” has a value of “1.” Note that one survey participant consistently marked “Strongly
Disagree” in each column.
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Table 6: Results of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 1 Evaluation Survey

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly Average
Disagree Agree
| understand the purpose of the commission. 5% 5% 45% 45% 33
I understand my role. 5% 5% 70% 20% 3.0
The main facilitator was organized and well- 5% 0% 40% 55% 3.4
prepared.
The small group facilitator was organized and 5% 0% 45% 50% 3.4
well-prepared.
The virtual meeting technology was appropriate 5% 0% 35% 60% 3.5
for my needs and | could participate.
| feel that my voice and perspectives were 5% 5% 35% 55% 3.4
welcomed.
| feel that | have had some input into the 5% 10% 50% 35% 3.1

direction of the evaluation.

Participants were also invited to provide open-ended comments. One respondent expressed their
appreciation for the meeting organization:

The meeting was so well-organized, provisioned, and facilitated. Communication before and during were
excellent!

However, another respondent expressed concern about uptake of the input:

I have been on workgroups with MCPS before. They meet with *stakeholders* and then do what they
want. Today felt rushed, but maybe that will be adjusted. | would like to know what IS possible. Because
often our solutions are met with...“That cannot work”

Most participants did not provide any additional comments.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 1: Outputs

The CAL team collected Jamboard notes and facilitator notes, and entered these into a spreadsheet,
coded by session (afternoon or evening), group (TWI, Elementary, Secondary, or MCPS Core), and
inquiry area. There were a total of 441 individual lines in the notes spreadsheet, each representing a
Jamboard note or an individual facilitator note.

The spreadsheet was examined to further flesh out questions and to integrate observations into the
data collection plan. As the team examined the meeting outputs, we noted that there was a subset of
comments from Meeting 1 that recommended a change or a course of action. For example, a participant
made the following comment in Meeting 1: “Provide general educators and other instructional staff
additional PD on working with EMLs.” To elevate specific recommendations from the Stakeholder
Commission, we moved a subset of these into our workflow for Meeting 2. We refer to these
recommendations as “Commission Proposals.”

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2: April 28, 2022
Stakeholder Meeting 2 was also conducted virtually, and we hosted sessions at 4.30PM and 6.30PM.
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e Seventeen Stakeholder Commission members attended the afternoon session.
e Eight Stakeholder Commission members attended the evening session.

The introduction to the meeting followed the same format as Stakeholder Meeting 1, with the facilitator
welcoming the group, making introductions, and reviewing group norms for engaged participation. The
introduction also included a brief overview of the purposes and aims of the Stakeholder Commission
and the evaluation in general, both as a reminder and as an orientation to those participants who had
not attended Meeting 1.

A major purpose of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2 was to examine data collection proposals. The
CAL project director presented an overview of the plans to collect data, with specific emphasis on family
and community engagement in focus groups. Participants were invited to identify community groups
that they recommended for outreach in the recruitment of participants for focus groups. The two
sessions provided a rich list of groups that advocate for or serve EML and/or Latina/o students.

After the presentation of the data collection plan, participants again moved to small-group breakout
rooms, using the same four categories as in Meeting 1.

Two-way Immersion (TWI) programs

Secondary students — moving toward successful graduation

EML students in elementary settings

MCPS Core team — this group was made up of MCPS Central Office staff who oversaw the
evaluation work

el S

Each group looked at a set of “Commission Proposals” generated during Meeting 1, and responded to
three discussion questions:

e What is the current situation?
e What actions would help implement this change?
e Who can support implementing this change?

Figure 5 shows an example of the note-taking tool that participants could access in Google Docs. Both
participants and the small-group facilitator could take notes and groups had flexibility in choosing how
they wanted to capture their data.
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Figure 5: Small-group breakout note-taking tool for Meeting 2

Commission Proposal 1: Provide general educators and other instructional staff additional
PD on working with EMLs.

What is the current situation?

What actions would help implement this change?

Who can support implementing this change?

At the conclusion of the breakout groups, each group reported back on one of the proposals that they
had considered.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2: Outputs
The following were the outputs of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2:

e Alist of community groups (and in some cases, contacts) for use in family and community focus
group recruitment outreach

e A deeper dive into the “Commission Proposals,” including details on the current state of affairs,
areas to probe for data collection, and key elements of MCPS organizational structure that
might support the inquiry (uncovered in the element “Who can support implementing this
change?”)

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2: Evaluation

Results of the evaluation of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2 are provided in Table 7. The majority of
participants agreed or strongly agreed that they understood the purpose of the commission and their
role. Participants felt that the main meeting facilitator and the small-group leads were well-organized
and that the virtual meeting technology was appropriate, although there were participants who
indicated that it would have been beneficial to provide more background on the purpose and direction,
specifically for those individuals who had not attended Stakeholder Commission Meeting 1. The majority
of participants agreed or strongly agreed that their voices and perspectives were welcomed, and that
they had input into the direction of the evaluation. The final column of the table provides the average
rating for each question, where a “Strongly Agree” has a value of “4” and “Strongly Disagree” has a
value of “1.”
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Table 7: Results of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2 Evaluation Survey

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly Average
Disagree Agree
I understand the purpose of the commission. 0% 6% 29% 65% 3.6
I understand my role. 0% 0% 47% 53% 3.5
The main facilitator was organized and well- 0% 18% 41% 41% 3.2
prepared.
The small group facilitator was organized and 0% 18% 41% 41% 3.2
well-prepared.
The virtual meeting technology was appropriate 6% 0% 53% 41% 33
for my needs and | could participate.
| feel that my voice and perspectives were 0% 18% 24% 59% 34
welcomed.
| feel that | have had some input into the 6% 13% 38% 44% 3.2

direction of the evaluation.

Participants were additionally invited to provide open-ended comments. As noted above, participants
who did not attend Meeting 1 expressed that they would have appreciated additional background
information.

Prep new participants so they can be fully aware and involved.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3: September 20, 2022
Stakeholder Meeting 3 was also conducted virtually at hosted sessions at both 4.30PM and 6.30PM.

e Seventeen Stakeholder Commission members attended the afternoon session.
e Eight Stakeholder Commission members attended the evening session.

The meeting began with a re-introduction of key project staff, followed by a review of the project goals,
of the eight areas of inquiry, and of the roadmap of the four Stakeholder Commission meetings. We also
informed participants that CAL had completed some of the data collection and had crafted initial
recommendations for review. We provided a brief overview of data collection and analysis to date.

The facilitator then provided participants with the full set of initial recommendations in writing, and
projected the recommendations (in condensed format) on screen.

Next, participants were invited to join small breakout sessions. There were two consecutive sets of
breakout sessions. The first set covered three areas of inquiry: Instructional Methods and Models (Two-
way immersion); Family Engagement; and MCPS Educators. The second set covered four areas of
inquiry: College and Career Transitions; Newcomer and SIFE Students; EML Students with Disabilities;
and Assets-based Approaches to EML and Latino/a Students.

As data collection and analysis were not completed at the time of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3,
no recommendations were presented in the area of Achievement and Opportunity. In the area of
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Instructional Methods and Models, recommendations were presented on the area of Two-way
immersion only.

Participants self-selected their breakout room of interest and engaged in a 25-minute discussion of the
recommendations. Facilitators began each breakout session by presenting the full list of
recommendations to the participants, and then invited discussion of the recommendations. Discussions
included any critical gaps in the recommendations or areas that participants felt warranted further
inquiry. Facilitators took on-screen notes using prepared Google docs.

At the conclusion of the meeting, the facilitators thanked the participants, wrapped up the meeting, and
provided a link for an evaluation tool.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3: Outputs
The following were outputs of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3:

e Detailed notes on Stakeholder Commissioners’ responses to the initial set of recommendations

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3: Evaluation

Results of the evaluation of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3 are provided in Table 8. All participants
agreed or strongly agreed that they understood the purpose of the commission and their role, that the
main facilitator was organized, that their voices and perspectives were welcomed, and that they felt that
they had input into the direction of the evaluation. The majority of participants agreed or strongly
agreed that the small groups were organized and well-prepared, and that the technology was
appropriate for their needs. The final column of the table provides the average rating for each question,
where a “Strongly Agree” has a value of “4” and “Strongly Disagree” has a value of “1.”

Table 8: Results of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 3 Evaluation Survey

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly Average
Disagree Agree
I understand the purpose of the commission. 0.00% 0.00% 23.08% 76.92% 3.8
I understand my role. 0.00%  0.00% 46.15% 53.85% 3.5
The main facilitator was organized and well- 0.00% 0.00% 41.67% 58.33% 3.6
prepared.
The small group facilitator was organized and 0.00%  7.69% 46.15% 46.15% 3.4
well-prepared.
The virtual meeting technology was appropriate 0.00%  7.69% 38.46% 53.85% 3.5
for my needs and | could participate.
| feel that my voice and perspectives were 0.00%  0.00% 30.77% 69.23% 3.7
welcomed.
| feel that | have had some input into the 0.00%  0.00% 33.33% 66.67% 3.7

direction of the evaluation.

Participants were additionally invited to provide open-ended comments. Select comments are
summarized below:

e One participant shared some discomfort with sharing freely in the breakout room as their
supervisor was also present.
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e A participant advocated for greater communication and coordination between central offices.

e A participant advocated for content scaffolding for content teachers to be built into the
curriculum.

e Arespondent recommended clarity in distinguishing between recommendations that were
intended for elementary SLIFE students and those intended for secondary students in METS
programs.

e Two respondents requested more time for the future meetings and more detail on
recommendations to be provided in advance of the meetings.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 4: December 7, 2022
For our final Stakeholder Commission meeting, based on patterns from meeting 3, we held one session,
from 5-7PM.

e 13 Stakeholder Commission members attended the meeting.

This meeting took the format of a virtual gallery walk, in which partcipants reviewed and commented on
the final set of recommendations. We began with a brief introduction, re-orienting participants to the
work to date. We also provided an high-level overview of the data collection work.

Participants were then invited to comment on key findings and recommendations by dropping sticky
notes in to provide feedback. Participants were also invited to support prioritization, by using a sticky
dot to indicate recommendations that they felt were important to elevate. Figure 6 shows an example of
this process.

Figure 6: A example jamboard, showing comments and virtual “sticky dots” to indicate elements of
recommendations that Stakeholder Commission members felt were important to prioritize

5. College and Career Transitions - Recommendations

5.6 Examine specific graduation requirements identified as barriers

Explore the state Student Service Learning (SSL) requirements to understand ways in which the SSL requirement can be
met by students currently experiencing challenges in meeting these requirements. If hours are pro-rated for students
who enroll in MCPS after the ninth grade, ensure that students, families, and counselors have a clear understanding of
the pro-rating model.

® MCPS has an elective requirement for graduation which may be fulfilled by 2 credits of the same World language.
Explore avenues to waive this graduation requirement for EML students, who, by definition, have fluency in a language
other than English, while ensur@at advanced course-taking opportunitiesin world languages are open to those

who wish to pursue them.

5.7 Support the assets of EML and former EML students in advanced coursework. O

Target EML students for participation in relevant advanced world language classes and examinations.
Continue to promote the Seal of Biliteracy, especially to EML students. Integrate DELME staff into efforts to promote
the Seal of Biliteracy.

What if DELME and
the World
Languages offices
worked together on
a joint effort to
promote the Seal of
Biliteracy?
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Faciltators were available in breakout rooms to support questions from participants. Because
participants were self-directed in reviewing each of the areas, there was no formal wrap-up at the
conclusion of the meeting, and participants left once they completed their review.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 4: Outputs
The following were outputs of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 4:

e Commentary on select findings and recommendations.
e Data on areas which participants collectively found to be of high priority.

Stakeholder Commission Meeting 4: Evaluation

Results of the evaluation of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 4 are provided in Table 8. Note that only 4
of the participants completed the evaluation. As we noted above, this meeting had no formal wrap-up,
and the evaluation link was disseminated the next day via email rather than in the Zoom chat at the
meeting close. We believe this difference may account for the smaller number of respondents.

The particpants that responded either “agreed” or “strongly agreed” with all the items on the
evaluation.

Table 9: Results of Stakeholder Commission Meeting 4 Evaluation Survey

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly Average
Disagree Agree
I understand the purpose of the commission. 0.00% 0.00%  25.00% 75.00% 3.75
I understand my role. 0.00% 0.00%  25.00% 75.00% 3.75
The main facilitator was organized and well- 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 4.00
prepared.
The small group facilitator was organized and 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 4.00
well-prepared.
The virtual meeting technology was appropriate 0.00% 0.00%  25.00% 75.00% 3.75
for my needs and | could participate.
| feel that my voice and perspectives were 0.00% 0.00%  75.00% 25.00% 3.25
welcomed.
| feel that | have had some input into the 0.00% 0.00%  50.00% 50.00% 3.50

direction of the evaluation.

Participants were additionally invited to provide open-ended comments. Select comments are
summarized below:

e One participant felt that they would have appreciated a wrap-up to bring participants back
together at the end of the meeting.

e Another commenter found the self-paced format conducive to reading and digesting the
recommendations.

e  “Love the constructive feel of the meeting.”
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2. Research Methods

Our mixed-methods analysis employed four major data collection efforts: focus groups, surveys,
document review, and classroom observations. In addition, the CAL team met weekly with
representatives from DELME. These weekly meetings had two major purposes: first, to support logistical
and practical aspects of data collection; and second, for CAL to have the opportunity to deepen
understandings of MCPS data, practices, documents, and other key contextual factors at play in the
district.

This chapter describes each of these methods, including, where relevant, recruitment, instrumentation,
characteristics of participants, and methods of analysis.

Focus Groups
A series of focus groups was conducted in May and June of 2022, and in October of 2022. Focus group
participants included MCPS educators, students, and family and community members.

CAL created four distinct focus group protocols and recruited participants for a total of 18 focus groups.
Each of the four focus group protocols is provided in Appendix C. Focus groups were organized to ensure
that multiple perspectives of educators with diverse professional lenses were included. We also
recruited students and family and community members to participate in focus groups to ensure that
their perspectives were represented. Table 1 lists the four focus group protocols, and the targeted
participants for the 18 focus group meetings.

In line with focus group methodological recommendations (Kruger & Casey, 2014), we targeted five to
eight participants for each focus group.

2-1



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 1: Introduction and Research Methods

Table 1: List of targeted participants for focus groups, by protocol type

Protocol 1: Classroom Educators (virtual)

Focus Groups:
TWI program educators
Elementary school educators — ELD educators/paraeducators
Elementary school educators — Content area educators/paraeducators
Secondary school educators— ESOL educators/paraeducators
Secondary school educators— Content area educators/paraeducators, including those in METS
program/classes

6. Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA) educators

7. Special education teachers
Protocol 2: Administrators & Other Staff (virtual)

Focus Groups:

8. TWI principals

9. Elementary school principals

10. Secondary school principals

11. Guidance counselors

12. Secondary school master scheduling staff
Protocol 3: Students (in-person)

Focus Groups:

13. High school students at Seneca Valley High School

14. High school students at Wheaton High School (with CREA students from Thomas Edison High

School of Technology)

Protocol 4: Family & Community Groups (virtual and in-person)

Focus Groups:

15. In-person Group 1

16. Virtual Group 1

17. Virtual Group 2

18. Virtual Group 3

e

Recruitment

For the classroom educators, administrators, and other MCPS staff, CAL created recruitment materials,
and DELME disseminated these among various channels, including email lists. All of these focus groups
were conducted virtually, in the late afternoon or early evening. Interested participants registered via a
link in the recruitment email. Only the CAL staff who conducted the focus groups were able to access
the names of participants. Registration was capped at ten participants per virtual focus group to ensure
that all participants could have a chance to express their views.

The student groups were held in-person, during the school day. DELME staff collaborated with CAL staff
to identify two high schools for recruitment, prioritizing schools which were accessible to students
enrolled in a CREA program, to support inclusion of these students. School principals supported the
recruitment of students. Students under the age of 18 participated with parental permission, which was
made available in eight languages. A pizza lunch was provided to student participants.

Recruitment for the family and community groups proved the most challenging. At Stakeholder
Commission Meeting 2, participants were invited to nominate Montgomery County community, affinity,
and stakeholder groups who might be contacted to disseminate information about the focus groups
widely across the community. At a meeting that followed Stakeholder Commission Meeting 2, the MCPS
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Core team reviewed the list that was generated and added additional groups. The following list of
community groups and MCPS staff roles were included in outreach:

Latino Student Advocacy & Action Group (LSAAG); Identity; Montgomery County Council of
Parent-Teacher Associations — Diversity & Inclusion Committee; Asian Pacific Islander Student
Achievement Action Group (APISAAG); Parent community coordinators; CASA de Maryland; Judy
Centers; Linkages to Learning; George B. Thomas. Sr. Learning Academy, Inc. - Saturday School;
Association of Viethamese Americans (AVA); LEAAP: League of Educators for Asian American
Progress; Hispanic Alliance of Educators; ESOL Parent Liaisons; Maryland Vietnamese Mutual
Association; MCPS Black and Brown Coalition; Impact Silver Spring

CAL created an invitation to participants, which was translated into seven languages by MCPS
translation services. The MCPS Core Team disseminated the invitation across the community groups.
Focus groups were offered in both virtual and in-person formats to allow participants to choose their
preferred format. Participants were invited to request language support services upon registration.

CAL prepared recruitment materials for two virtual focus groups in June 2022, each with a
Spanish/English bilingual facilitator. For each of these groups, ten participants registered, and were
provided with a link for a virtual focus group. Unfortunately, no participants attended either of these
focus groups.

An in-person focus group was conducted in June 2022, with a Spanish/English bilingual facilitator and a
second facilitator to support participants who wished to use interpretation services. This group was
sparsely attended and none of the participants were parents of EML students.

In the fall of 2022, CAL worked with MCPS to reach out again to ensure that community voices were
included in the focus groups. This effort was successful, and we hosted two focus groups in October
2022.

Table 2 provides detail on the number of focus group participants.

Table 2: Number of focus group participants in total and by focus group type

Focus Group Type Number of Participants
Protocol 1: Classroom Educators 35
Protocol 2: Administrators & Other Staff 27
Protocol 3: Students 24
Protocol 4: Family & Community Groups 13
Total 99

Focus Group Meeting

Each focus group began with the facilitator welcoming participants and orienting them in completing
informed consent forms. For virtual focus groups, participants were provided with a link to an electronic
consent form. Virtual focus group consent forms were provided in eight languages. For in-person focus
groups, paper consent forms were provided, and were available in eight languages. For participants in
focus groups who were under 18 years of age, paper parental consent forms (available in eight
languages) were collected in advance, and student assent forms (available in eight languages) were
provided.
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Facilitators proceeded through the set of focus group protocol questions, and took running notes.
Participants were anonymized in the focus group notes (e.g., “HS Principal 1”) and the names of the
participants were not recorded except on consent forms.

Focus groups for Protocol 1, Classroom Educators, and Protocol 2, Administrators & Other Staff, were
conducted in English. A bilingual (Spanish-English) facilitator conducted the TWI focus groups. Bilingual
(Spanish-English) facilitators conducted the student focus groups. A bilingual (Spanish-English) facilitator
conducted each of the family and community focus groups. We collected information on language
access needs when participants registered for the family and community focus group sessions, and
MCPS supported the provision of interpreters as needed.

Analysis Methods

Focus group notes were analyzed using Atlas.ti, a qualitative analysis software program designed for
complex coding tasks that involve multilayered coding and examination of interactions between codes
(Lewis, 2004). The notes were loaded into a single “Hermeneutic Unit” (Atlas.ti file) and analyzed as a
set to look for patterns across focus groups. Data were coded for participants—group type (i.e.,
administrators and other staff, classroom educators, family and community members, or students) and
then for subgroups, or specific participant roles (principal, counselor, ESOL teacher, classroom teacher,
parent, student, etc.). Data were then coded for emergent themes using a grounded theory approach
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008), within the context of the research questions and eight areas of inquiry. Codes
were assigned to relevant sections of the notes, with the sizes of coded sections ranging from entire
conversations around a single focus group question to a single comment made by a participant. Notes
were coded for the eight areas of inquiry and new codes were added as new themes emerged. Codes
were further arranged in a hierarchical thematic structure as themes and sub-themes emerged. In total,
311 codes were used in analyzing the focus group data.

Survey of MCPS Educators

Recruitment
CAL surveyed MCPS educators in June of 2022. The survey instrument is provided in Appendix D. The
survey was conducted in English only. The survey was conducted online using SurveyMonkey.

CAL prepared recruitment materials for MCPS educators that described the purpose of the evaluation
and the role of the survey in the evaluation process. MCPS staff disseminated the survey recruitment
materials. The survey remained open for four weeks. CAL staff periodically reviewed the composition of
survey respondents during the survey period. Three survey recruitment reminder notices were sent.

Characteristics of Survey Respondents
There were a total of 888 responses to the survey.

Demographics of Survey Respondents
The majority of respondents were female (85.52%).

Table 3 provides detail on the ethnic and racial identities of survey respondents. The majority of survey
respondents were White (61.76%). There were 15.87% of respondents who identified as Latina, Latino,
Latine, Latinx or Hispanic, and 11.99% who identified as Black or African American. Note that
respondents were invited to select multiple categories. There were 477 respondents who identified as
White and no other ethnicity, constituting 54.45% of respondents.
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Table 3: Race and ethnicity of survey respondents

Which of these groups do you identify with? Select all that apply to you:

Answer Choices Responses

| prefer not to answer. 6.28% 55
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.80% =
Asian 9.02% 79
Black or African American 11.99% 105
Latina, Latino, Latine, Latinx, or Hispanic 15.87% 139
Middle Eastern or North African 2.74% 24
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.46% -
White 61.76% 541
Some other race, ethnicity, or origin (please specify) 2.17% 19

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Respondents were also asked about their current language practices. Data are provided in Table 4. The
majority of respondents use English at home and with their families (87.12%). Some participants
(15.05%) use Spanish at home or with their family. An additional 11.63% use other languages, for a total
of 27% of survey respondents who use a language other than English at home or with their family.
Respondents indicated the languages that they used, with some respondents using up to four languages.
There were a total of 41 additional languages indicated, including Korean, French, Portuguese,
Mandarin, and Arabic.

Table 4: Language practices of survey respondents

Please indicate which languages you speak at home or with your family. Select all that

apply to you:

Answer Choices Responses

| prefer not to answer. 3.08% 27
| speak English at home and with my family. 87.12% 764
| speak Spanish at home or with my family. 15.05% 132
| speak another language at home or with my family. (please specify) 11.63% 102

Educational Contexts of Survey Respondents

We asked survey respondents to estimate the proportion of students that they serve who are (a)
identified as EML and (b) identify as Hispanic or Latino/a. Results are provided in Table 5 and Table 6
below. Note that the results here are based on respondents’ estimations only and not on data on actual
numbers of EML or Latino/a students.

Respondents were roughly even on the proportion of EML students that they served, tending toward
respondents who served greater proportions of EML students. There were more respondents serving in
contexts with higher proportions of Hispanic or Latino/a students, with more than 40% reporting that
they served in contexts with greater than two-thirds of their students from this ethnic heritage.
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Table 5: Respondents’ estimates of the proportion of EML students that they serve

Thinking about the students that you serve in your classroom, school, or in other capacities,
approximately how many do you believe are Emergent Multilingual learners?

Answer Choices Responses

Fewer than one-third 23.04% 203
One-third to two-thirds 35.87% 316
More than two-thirds 38.14% 336
Don't know or not applicable 2.95% 26

Table 6: Respondents’ estimates of the proportion of Latino/a or Hispanic students that they serve

Thinking about the students that you serve in your classroom, school, or in other capacities,
approximately how many do you believe identify as Latina/o/e/x or Hispanic?

Answer Choices Responses

Fewer than one-third 15.38% 136
One-third to two-thirds 40.72% 360
More than two-thirds 41.52% 367
Don't know or not applicable 2.38% 21

Professional Roles and Experience of Survey Respondents
Table 7 through Table 10 provide an overview of the professional roles and years of experience of
survey respondents.

Most respondents were classroom teachers, and slightly more than one-third (36.30%) were ELD
teachers. Less than one-third (29.08%) were general education or content area teachers. School building
administrators comprised 6.31% of respondents. There was representation from both Special Education
teachers (33 respondents, or 3.72% of respondents) and from psychologists, social workers, and
counselors (31 respondents, or 3.49% of respondents). Paraeducators constituted slightly more than
10% of respondents. There were also 18 responses (2.03% of respondents) from individuals who
identified as parent or community members. Note that the survey did not target this population
specifically — the survey target audience was MCPS educators; however, respondents were invited to
“check all that apply” and may have been MCPS educators in addition to identifying themselves as
parent or community members.

A plurality of respondents (45.41%) held ESOL certification. Slightly more than half (50.76%) held the
Advanced Professional Certificate (APC). The survey participants were largely experienced teachers, with
more than half of the respondents (55.72%) indicating more than 16 years of experience. Only 11.33% of
respondents indicated that they had five or fewer years of experience.
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Table 7: Professional roles of survey respondents

Which of the following best describes you? Please check all that apply.

Answer Choices Responses
Elementary general education teacher 9.13% 81
Elementary English Language Development (ELD) teacher 22.32% 198
Elementary Two-way Immersion (TWI) teacher 1.47% 13
Secondary content teacher (e.g., math, physical education, music, science) 19.95% 177
Secondary ELD teacher 13.98% 124
Special education teacher 3.72% 33
SLIFE coach 0.34% -
Elementary school administrator 4.40% 39
Middle school administrator 0.90% -
High school administrator 1.01% -
Paraeducator 10.03% 89
School psychologist, social worker, or school counselor 3.49% 31
District-level administrator 3.04% 27
Parent or community member 2.03% 18
Other (please specify) 12.74% 113
Answered 887

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Table 8: Survey respondents’ areas of teaching certification

Please indicate your areas of teaching certification, if applicable. Please check all that

apply.

Answer Choices Responses
English for Speakers of Other Languages 45.41% 371
Early Childhood/Elementary Areas 39.29% 321
Middle School Areas (4-9) 15.54% 127
General Secondary Content Areas (7-12) 21.42% 175
Special Education 17.75% 145
Other Specialty Areas (e.g., art, health, world languages) 12.48% 102
Administrative or Supervisory Areas 14.44% 118
Counselor, social worker, or school psychologist 5.02% 41
Other (please specify) 14.32% 117
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Table 9: Survey respondents’ level of teaching certification

Please indicate the type of certification you hold, if applicable. Please indicate
the highest level of certificate that you hold.

Answer Choices Responses

| do not hold a teaching certification. 11.90% 102
Professional Eligibility Certificate (PEC) 2.10% 18
Standard Professional Certificate | (SPC 1) 11.09% 95
Standard Professional Certificate Il (SPC Il) 4.55% 39
Advanced Professional Certificate (APC) 50.76% 435
Resident Teacher Certificate (RTC) 0.23% -
Conditional Certificate (CDC) 1.98% 17
Administrator | 4.78% 41
Administrator Il 7.70% 66
A different type of certification (please specify) 4.90% 42

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Table 10: Survey respondents’ years of teaching experience

Please select your number of years of experience as an educator (including
teaching, school administration, and/or other school support roles).

Answer Choices Responses
None of the above 0.79% -
0-5 11.33% 100
6-10 13.59% 120
11-15 18.57% 164
16-20 21.74% 192
21 or more 33.98% 300

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Survey Analysis
We conducted both quantitative and qualitative survey analyses.

The quantitative analysis took the form of descriptive statistics. We provide tabulations throughout this
report of relevant proportions and numbers of respondents. To protect the privacy of survey
respondents, we suppress n-counts for cell sizes smaller than 10.

Open-ended survey questions were analyzed for emergent themes within Microsoft Excel. This was
done due to the limited number of open-ended items, and in order to maintain links between coded
responses and other survey data (e.g., respondent role). Each survey question was analyzed within a
separate worksheet and themes were identified in columns, with responses coded with Xs within the
code columns. Additional information about responses relevant to a particular code was added next to
the X. For example, for responses indicating needs with regard to interpretation of less common home
languages, any languages mentioned specifically by respondents were included next to the X so that
responses could be easily tallied following coding as necessary. Number of responses coded for each
theme were tallied using the COUNTIF function within Excel in order to identify the most common
themes among survey responses for each open-ended survey question.
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Family and Community Survey

A family and community survey was conducted in the fall of 2022. The survey was conducted in two
phases to maximize opportunities for participation. Phase 1 was a paper survey instrument, distributed
during the August 27 MCPS Back to School Fair at Westfield Wheaton. The survey was available in
English, Amharic, Chinese, French, Korean, Portuguese, Spanish, and Vietnamese. A total of 58
participants responded. Phase 2 was an electronic survey instrument, distributed via SurveyMonkey, in
October and November of 2022. There were a total of 378 respondents, for a grand total of 436 survey
respondents. For more detail about the respondents to the family and community survey, see Chapter
2.8. The survey instrument is provided in Appendix G.

Interviews and Input from MCPS Central Office and Other Staff

CAL conducted weekly meetings with staff from the MCPS Department of English Learners and
Multilingual Education (DELME). DELME staff supported CAL in key contextual understandings of the
MCPS system, and details from these conversations are woven throughout the report. DELME staff also
facilitated additional conversations with key staff in various roles in MCPS. To ensure that individual staff
members are not identifiable, we include insights from MCPS staff interviews as contextual elements
throughout our report but do not identify staff by name or role.

Document Review

CAL examined numerous documents provided by MCPS. An initial set of 41 documents were provided by
MCPS. These were added to on an ad hoc basis throughout the duration of the investigation. CAL also
drew publicly available documentation from the MCPS website, and the Maryland Department of
Education website. Documents included past research reports, handbooks, staffing formulas,
guantitative reports, and other miscellaneous documents. Analyses of documents and findings which
arise from them are discussed across the chapters of the report.

Quantitative Data

CAL submitted a request for summary quantitative data to the MCPS Office of Shared Accountability.
Data supplied to CAL were summary data only, and no identifiable student data or staff data were
shared with CAL. The DELME team facilitated the delivery of quantitative data to CAL. CAL also included,
where appropriate, publicly available data drawn from the MCPS or Maryland State Department of
Education websites.

Classroom Observation

CAL observed a total of 358 classrooms in 60 schools between May 2022 and November 2022. Below,
we describe our process to select schools and classrooms, and the instrument that we used to conduct
classroom observations.

Selection of Schools for Observations
CAL received a list of 206 schools from MCPS, consisting of 135 Elementary Schools, 40 Middle Schools,
25 High Schools, and 6 Special Schools. Of these, 200 were used to a sample of schools for observation.

One of the list of 206 was the designation “Alternative Programs” with a total enrollment of 1, and so
this was excluded from the sample. In addition there were five two-way immersion (TWI) schools on the
list received from MCPS. As we intended to conduct observations in all five of these schools, they were
excluded from the general pool to construct the sample of non-TWI schools.
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A total of 200 schools (130 elementary, 40 middle, and 25 high schools, and 5 special schools) were used
to construct the observation sample. We aimed for a representative sample across the following
categories: proportion of Latino/a students in the school, proportion of EML students in the school,
geographic school area, and Title | status.

Proportion of Latino/a Students in the School

We sampled to ensure that schools in the observation pool represented schools with small, medium,
and large proportions of Latino/a students. We defined these groups by ranking the schools by the
proportion of students who are Latino/a, and then dividing the group into three, representing schools
with a large population of Latino/a students (greater than 41%), schools with a medium population of
Latino/a students (19%-40%), and schools with a small population of Latino/a students (0%-18%).

Proportion of EML Students in the School

Our sample also includes schools with small, medium, and large proportions of EML students. As the
proportion of EML students in schools tends to decrease from elementary to middle to high school (as
students exit the category), these three categories were computed differently for elementary, middle,
and high schools, as follows. The category definitions for small, medium, and large proportions of EML
students by school type were computed so that they divided the groups into approximately thirds. Table
11 describes how these were defined for each of the school types. To illustrate how categories were
defined, for all of the elementary schools in the sample, approximately one-third had proportions of
EML students greater than 25%, approximately one-third had proportions between 15% and 24%, and
approximately one-third had proportions of 14% or less.

Table 11: Category definitions for schools with small, medium, and larger proportions of EML students

Category Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Small proportion 0-14% 0-7% 0-5%
Medium proportion 15%-24% 9%-16% 6%-10%
Large proportion 25% plus 17% plus 11% plus

Our aim is for proportional numbers of schools from each category in the sample.

Other Characteristics
We aimed for the sample to be representative on two other characteristics:

e Geographic representation
e Representation of schools that receive Title 1 schoolwide services

Summary Characteristics of the Population
Table 12 provides characteristics of the total group of 200 schools from which we sampled.
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Table 12: Select relevant characteristics of the population of MICPS schools

Category Elementary Middle High Total
Schools Schools Schools
Proportion of Small proportion 45 13 6 64
Latino/a students Medium proportion 44 11 10 65
Large proportion 42 16 9 71
Total 130 40 25 195
Proportion of EML Small proportion 42 13 8 63
students Medium proportion 41 13 7 61
Large proportion 47 14 10 71
Total 130 40 25 195
School Area Area 1 43 13 9 65
Area 2 44 15 8 67
Area 3 43 12 8 63
Total 130 40 25 195
Title 1 Status Title 1 Schoolwide 31 2 0 33
Not Title 1 Schoolwide 99 38 25 162
Total 130 40 25 195

Note: For proportions of EML students, proportions are computed differently for elementary (Small = 0-14%; Medium = 15%-
24%,; Large = 25% plus), middle (Small = 0-7%; Medium = 9%-16%; Large = 17% plus), and high schools (Small = 0-5%; Medium =
6%-10%; Large = 11% plus). Proportions are computed differently for school types because there are smaller proportions of
EML students in high school, as students exit the category. Proportions of Latino/a students are more constant over school
type. Proportions of Latino/a students are computed as follows: Small = 0-18%; Medium = 19-40%; Large = 41% +.

Characteristics of the Sample
Special Schools

Two of the 5 Special Schools were selected.

Two-way Immersion Schools

All 5 TWI schools were included in the observation.

High Schools, Middle Schools, and non-TWI Elementary Schools

A final sample of 58 additional schools was selected. MCPS Core team staff reviewed the sample. The
initial sample draw slightly oversampled K-2 elementary schools, so a single substitution was made. This
substitution did not impact the representativeness of the sample compared to the population.

Table 13 provides characteristics of the final sample of 58 non-TWI schools.
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Table 13: Select relevant characteristics of the sample of MCPS schools

Category Elementary Middle High Total
Schools Schools Schools
Proportion of EML Small proportion 13 3 3 19
students Medium proportion 11 3 2 16
Large proportion 14 4 5 23
Total 38 10 10 58
Proportion of Small proportion 12 3 2 17
Latino/a students Medium proportion 13 2 4 19
Large proportion 13 5 4 22
Total 38 10 10 58
School Area Area 1 12 4 5 21
Area 2 15 3 3 21
Area 3 11 3 2 16
Total 38 10 10 58
Title 1 Status Title 1 Schoolwide 12 1 0 13
Not Title 1 Schoolwide 26 9 10 45
Total 38 10 10 58

Note: For proportions of EML students, proportions are computed differently for elementary (Small = 0-14%; Medium = 15%-
24%,; Large = 25% plus), middle (Small = 0-7%; Medium = 9%-16%; Large = 17% plus), and high schools (Small = 0-5%; Medium =
6%-10%; Large = 11% plus). Proportions are computed differently for school types because there are smaller proportions of
EML students in high school, as students exit the category. Proportions of Latino/a students are more constant over school
type. Proportions of Latino/a students are computed as follows: Small = 0-18%; Medium = 19-40%; Large = 41% +.

Additional relevant characteristics of the sample include the following:

e The sample includes at least 3 elementary schools with greater than 50% EML students.

e The sample includes at least 2 high schools with greater than 50% Latino/a students.

e The sample includes representation of schools with METS programs. Seven of ten high schools in
the sample have a METS program (compared with 12/25 in the population) and five of ten
middle schools in the sample have a METS program (compared with 10/40 in the population).

e One of the high schools in the sample has a CREA program.

Observation Instrument

All classrooms except for the five schools in TWI programs® were observed using the Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model. A copy of the SIOP protocol is provided in Appendix E.
The protocol is a research-based and validated observation instrument and instructional model that has
proven effective in addressing the academic needs of EMLs throughout the United States.

The SIOP Model consists of thirty features across eight interrelated components:

e Lesson Preparation

e Building Background

e Comprehensible Input
o Strategies

e Interaction

1 As TWI programs have distinct instructional practices, CAL used the CAL Dual Language instruction Observation
Protocol to observe these contexts. Further discussion of this instrument is provided in Chapter 2.2; the instrument
is included in this report as Appendix F.
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e Practice/Application
e Lesson Delivery
e Review & Assessment

The model was developed by researchers at California State University, Long Beach (Jana Echevarria and
Mary Ellen Vogt), and the Center for Applied Linguistics (Deborah J. Short), under the auspices of the
Center for Research on Education, Diversity & Excellence (CREDE), a national research center funded by
the U.S. Department of Education from 1996 through 2003.

The model can be used as an observation instrument to understand the extent to which educators are
implementing instructional features that support emergent multilingual learners, as a framework for
teachers to plan integrated language and content lessons (Short, 2013), or as a framework for
professional learning. In MCPS, CAL used the model as an observational protocol.

The individual components of the model are backed by empirical research; in addition, validation
research supports the protocol as an observational instrument.

In a study examining the validity and reliability of the protocol (Guarino, Echevarria, Short, Schick,
Forbes, & Rueda, 2001), four highly qualified raters, used the 30-item SIOP to evaluate six video
recordings of teachers using sheltered instruction. The 30 items comprised three dimensions, which
were treated as subscales. Half of the recordings were highly aligned to the principles of sheltered
instruction, while half were not, as determined by specialists. Reliability thresholds assessed by
Cronbach’s alpha were set at .90 for the three subscales. All three subscales reached or exceeded this
level of acceptance. Discriminant functional analysis was used to assess criterion validity. Three
subscales (Preparation, Instruction, and Review/Evaluation) were used as predictors for membership in
two groups based on instruction type (sheltered and non-sheltered). Statistically significant differences
were found between the two groups for all three subscales, with the sheltered instruction group scoring
higher. The results of this study indicate that the SIOP is a reliable and valid instrument for measuring
sheltered instruction.

Each component of the SIOP Model is supported by empirical studies (for overviews and meta-analyses
see August & Shanahan, 2006; Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2006) and the model
itself has a solid and growing research base (Echevarria, Richards-Tutor, Canges, & Francis, 2011; Short,
Fidelman, & Louguit, 2012; Friend, Most, & McCrary, 2009; Mclintyre, et al., 2010; Song, 2016; Watkins &
Lindahl, 2010).

For the purposes of the MCPS research study, the instrument was uploaded into SurveyMonkey. An
experienced CAL SIOP user validated the instrument in this format using a simulated classroom
observation with data collected from prior observations to confirm ease of use in the electronic
environment.

A team of trained CAL personnel worked to observe classrooms using the SIOP protocol. All of the
observers had prior experience in using the SIOP model and all participated in a training session
designed specifically for the MCPS observation data collection. In this training, observers viewed training
videos of classrooms and practiced using the SurveyMonkey format. Observers also had the option of
recording observations on paper and entering the paper data after the end of the observation.
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1. Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities

Summary of Recommendation

1.1. Draft and implement an absenteeism response plan centering on Latino/a students, that examines
potential barriers to school attendance for this group of students in MCPS.

1.2. Provide annual data reports to the DELME office and the public that detail the:
e Proportion of exited EML students at or above proficient on ELA and mathematics assessments,
by grade level.
e Proportion of EML students with disabilities at or above proficient on ELA and mathematics
assessments, by grade level.

1.3. Review and revise criteria for outreach, identification, and inclusion in Gifted and Talented
programs to ensure that Latino/a and EML students have access to these programs.

1.4. Examine the way in which home language data is populated into central data systems, especially in
cases where the home language of EML students is identified as English.

1.5. Routinely monitor across schools for high rates of parental refusal of EML services and engage with
families to understand why they are refusing services.

Background
The disparate achievement outcomes of EML and Latino/a students are referenced explicitly in the
MCPS memorandum calling for a Stakeholder Commission, which notes that:

ESOL students, and more specifically Limited English Proficient students, have struggled to attain
proficiency on state math and literacy assessments and continue to underperform as compared
to their English-proficient peers.

The MCPS Latino student population continues to underperform as compared to White, Asian,
and African American students overall, including a lower overall graduation rate.

In this chapter, we examine achievement data for EML and Latino/a students in MCPS in math and
literacy, and achievement data for EML students on English language proficiency. We note that any
review of data must be sensitive to the impacts of COVID on the 2019-20 and 2020-21 school years, and
data should be reviewed with care for the disparate contextual impacts of the pandemic, with particular
reference to students who are “missing” from data sets. Data on graduation rates are presented in
Chapter 7, College and Career, but we reiterate the findings in this chapter as they are intrinsically linked
to the research questions around achievement outcomes.

We additionally recognize that achievement is inextricably linked to opportunity. If there are disparities
in opportunities to learn, there will inevitably be disparities in achievement — and furthermore,
disparities in achievement cannot be rectified until barriers to opportunity are removed. In this chapter,
we consider evidence surrounding students’ levels of engagement in schooling, using absenteeism data.
We include a research question pertaining to participation in gifted and talented programs in this
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chapter. We incorporate findings on high school students’ participation in advanced coursework (e.g.,
Advanced Placement [AP] or International Baccalaureate [IB] courses) but present the data on these
questions in Chapter 7, College and Career.

Before considering the achievement and opportunity data, we begin with a snapshot of key
characteristics of the EML and Latino/a student populations. We further examine the population of EML
students by ethnicity, home language distribution, and grade level.

Characteristics of the EML and Latino/a Student Population in MCPS

There are more than 150,000 students enrolled in MCPS. EML students comprise 18% of the total
student body and Latino/a students represent one-third of all MCPS students. Table 1 provides total
numbers and proportions of EML and Latino/a students and breaks down these numbers by school level.

Of note is that the proportion of students who are identified as EML tends to fall as students reach
middle and high school. This pattern is expected, as students who enter elementary school and achieve
English language proficiency are reclassified and therefore are no longer counted in the EML category.

Table 1: Numbers and proportions of MPCS students who are EML or Latino/a by school level, SY 2021-22

Elementary Middle High Special Total
Total number of students 71,090 36,307 50,434 401 158,232
Total number of students 18,207 4,626 5,568 88 28,489
identified as EML
Percentage of students 26% 13% 11% 22% 18%
identified as EML
Total number of students 24,741 11,865 16,132 116 52,854
who identify as Hispanic or
Latino/a
Percentage of students who 35% 33% 32% 29% 33%
identify as Hispanic or
Latino/a

Table 2 further illustrates the diversity within the EML population. While the majority of EML students
are Latino/a (approximately three-quarters), there are also substantial numbers of EML students who
are Asian and who are Black or African American.
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Table 2: MICPS EML population by race and ethnicity, SY 2021-22

Elementary

American Indian or Alaskan Native 0.2%
Asian 12.6%
Black or African American 10.5%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 0.1%
Islander

White 4.6%
Two or More Races 0.6%
Hispanic/Latino 71.3%

Middle High Special County
0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
7.5% 6.4% 13.6% 10.6%

10.4% 10.8% 14.8% 10.5%
0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
4.6% 3.3% 4.5% 4.4%
0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 0.5%

76.8% 79.2% 67.0% 73.7%

When compared with the total population of MCPS students, the EML population has a greater share of
Latino/a students, and a smaller share of Asian, Black or African American, White, and multiracial

students. Figure 1 illustrates these characteristics.

Figure 1: Demographic characteristics of the total MCPS population and the EML population, SY 2021-22

Demographics of the Total MPCS Population

m Black or African American
m White

® Hispanic/Latino

Demographics of the EML Population in MCPS

m American Indian or Alaskan Mative

. — |

n Asian
» Mative Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

» Two or More Races

The EML population in MCPS is linguistically diverse, and MCPS data shows students from 107 distinct

language backgrounds.

The collection of EML students’ home language data is often complex. Home language data is typically
collected during the intake process through a Home Language Survey administered to all students. The
purpose of the survey is to identify students who may be eligible for language services. Students

identified in the Home Language Survey as eligible for services are next typically assessed to determine
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their level of language proficiency (Henry et al., 2017; Lhamon & Gupta, 2015; Linquanti & Bailey, 2014).
For students who are identified as EML, the home language survey provides data on the languages other
than English that are spoken in the students’ homes.

The state of Maryland includes three questions on the Home Language Survey. If students indicate a
language other than English for two or more of these screener questions, the student is then referred to
the assessment stage. Note that question 1 and question 2 allow for the possibility of more than one
language.

The three questions are®:
1. What language(s) did the student first learn to speak?
2. What language does the student use most often to communicate?
3. What language(s) are spoken in your home?

Data from the Home Language Survey for students who are ultimately identified as EML are then
populated in Synergy (the internal MCPS data system).

Table 3 provides data on home language as reported in Synergy for EML students in the 2022-23 school
year (data drawn October 2022).

The majority of EML students (57%) have Spanish as a home language.

Surprisingly, for more than 9,000 EML students, English is listed as the home language. CAL examined
this pattern further with MCPS personnel. We believe that for some students in multilingual households
where English is spoken along with another language, families are (appropriately) including multiple
languages for questions 1 and 3 on the Home Language Survey. In some cases, where a family might
answer, for instance, that English and Urdu are spoken in the home, the data system is capturing English
as the home language, rather than Urdu, for an Urdu-speaking EML student from a multilingual
household. For this group of students, MCPS does not have easily available data on the non-English
home language of the student.

There are a total of 119 home languages listed in Synergy data. The 10 languages listed in Table 3
account for the home languages for 96% of EML students in MCPS. The remaining 4% of students have
109 languages among them, and for 60 of these languages, there are five or fewer students.

1 https://www.marylandpublicschools.org/programs/Documents/English-Learners/HLS/HLS English.pdf
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Table 3: Top 10 Home Languages as identified in Synergy for EML students, October 2022

Language Number of EML students Proportion of

EML students
Spanish 16,729 57%
English 9,209 31%
Ambharic 514 2%
French 441 1%
Chinese 392 1%
Portuguese 371 1%
Pushto; Pashto 202 1%
Japanese 170 1%
Korean 159 1%
Russian 146 0%

Finally, we consider the population of EML students by grade-level distribution. Table 4 provides this
distribution.

Table 4: Number of EML students by grade level and proportion of the total of MCPS EML students, 2022

Grade Level Number of EML Students Proportion

of the EML Total
Kindergarten 3,206 10%
Grade 01 3,482 11%
Grade 02 3,162 10%
Grade 03 3,295 11%
Grade 04 3,204 10%
Grade 05 2,911 9%
Grade 06 1,924 6%
Grade 07 1,579 5%
Grade 08 1,594 5%
Grade 09 3,058 10%
Grade 10 1,369 4%
Grade 11 853 3%
Grade 12 1,021 3%
Total 30,661 100%

Note: The total N of EML students differs from that in Table 1, as data were collected at different points in time.

More than half of all EML students are in fourth grade or below. As students who were identified as EML
in Kindergarten begin to exit services, the number of students per grade level tends to fall.

Of note is a sharp rise in EML students in the ninth grade — this is an artifact of when the data were
drawn as well as international intake processes. When international students first arrive in MCPS, there
is sometimes a lag time in processing students’ intake documents. Students may need to have past
educational records translated, or a student may not have past educational records available. Until
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schools have information that indicates an appropriate grade-level placement, all incoming international
students are coded as ninth graders.

Of note also is the fluctuation in the number of EML students. There are approximately 2,000 more EML
students in the dataset that MCPS provided to populate Table 4 than in the data set for Table 1. These
totals were taken at different points in time, and the difference likely represents students enrolling
during the course of the school year.

Finally, for further context about the EML student population in MCPS, we present data on students’
English language proficiency level.

Students’ English proficiency is expressed according to WIDA levels as follows:

1-Entering — A student requires significant visual cues to support comprehension and responds
in single words or set phrases using the words that are most common and frequent in English.

2-Emerging — A student understands general language in a familiar context and responds using
phrases or short sentences, making frequent errors that interfere with communication.

3-Developing — A student understands and uses specific language related to various topics and
uses expanded sentences in expanded discourse and makes some errors that can confuse
communication.

4-Expanding — A student understands and uses more complex language, including some
technical vocabulary and makes errors that do not impede communication.

5-Bridging — A student is using language to communicate at a level approaching the proficiency
of English-proficient peers.

6-Reaching — A student is using language to communicate at a level comparable to that of
English-proficient peers.

In Maryland, students who reach an overall English language proficiency level of 5.0 (Bridging) are exited
from the ELD program. Data on the distribution of students’ ELP levels are provided in Table 5.

Table 5: ELP levels of students, by school type and for all students, 2022

School Type ELP1 ELP 2 ELP3 ELP 4 Total EML
Students
Elementary School Number 7,130 3,680 6,321 2,032 19,163
Percent 37% 19% 33% 11%
Middle School Number 1,121 791 2,156 996 5,064
Percent 22% 16% 43% 20%
High School Number 2,193 1,143 2,173 729 6,247
Percent 35% 18% 35% 12%
Special Program Number 70 9 11 1 92
Percent 76% 10% 12% 1%
Total Number 10,514 5,623 10,661 3,758 30,566
Percent 34% 18% 35% 12%
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Results

In the sections below, we provide results from our mixed methods inquiry. Details of the methods are
provided in Chapter 1.2. In this chapter, we provide detailed results from focus groups, a survey of MCPS
educators, and review of quantitative data and relevant MCPS documents.

Focus Groups

Our focus group results around achievement and opportunity include students’ perspectives on
engagement, educators’ perspectives on achievement measurement, and two specific challenges
around opportunity — namely course scheduling and gifted and talented programs.

Student focus group participants largely conveyed a sense of engagement and a desire to be involved in
meaningful instruction and other school activities. One school administrator in the TWI groups noted
that student engagement was less evident in the weaker language.

Administrators expressed frustration over the timing of the delivery of WIDA ACCESS scores, which leads
to later-than-desired numbers to drive ELD teacher recruitment.

One teacher commented that METS students do better than students in standard ELD programs because
of frequent progress measurement, offering a sense of the utility of data gathering and sharing.

A key theme that emerged from early Stakeholder Commission meetings was that for middle school and
high school students, course scheduling was a specific challenge. Students identified as EML must have
access to ELD services, and scheduling conflicts can lead to missed opportunities for these students to
participate in challenging coursework or to engage in non-core or extracurricular courses. Concern was
expressed that in extreme cases, insufficient quality control over scheduling might situate a student
such that they were mathematically unable to acquire the credits needed for graduation. We explored
the question of scheduling further in focus groups with school administrators. School administrators
noted the importance of two elements in crafting appropriate schedules for EML students. First, they
offered that it is important to ensure that school counselors are involved in the creation and review of
students’ schedules. Second, they recommend that because EML students have particular needs for
course-scheduling to accommodate their ELD courses, their schedules should be constructed first, rather
than trying to fit in the requirements of EML students toward the end of the process. Please see Chapter
2.5, College and Career, for further discussion of scheduling as it impacts graduation requirements.

Gifted and Talented Programming

In the family and community focus groups, concerns were raised regarding the proportion of Latino/a
students identified for gifted and talented programs. A parent noted that her Latino family felt very
alone in this program and expressed a need for community affinity groups. Parents noted that they felt
that EML students were absent from gifted and talented programs. Families identified several obstacles
to participation. First, they felt that communication to families regarding entry requirements into these
programs was not clear. They also raised questions about cultural alignment in gifted and talented
programs, including concerns about students being the “only” student from their cultural background,
and also about representation among the MCPS staff, especially in senior positions. We note that the
disproportionate access to gifted and talented programs was also a concern of Stakeholder
Commissioners.
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One parent focus group participant who had a child identified as gifted and talented shared several
challenges. The participant said that the “lack of Latino kids in gifted programs is very telling,” sharing
that their family has felt isolated within the program. They expressed a desire to connect with other
Latino/a families in gifted and talented programs. They further shared that communication about the
program needs to improve, saying that families are not clear on what is needed to get into the program,
and that English language skills unfairly impede students’ entrance into the program. They also said that
Latino/a families they know value being in their local schools and may be less interested in sending their
children to magnet schools to pursue access to gifted and talented programs. They expressed a desire
for more gifted and talented programs to be integrated into local schools to allow families to participate
in the program while remaining in their neighborhood school, saying this would be a more “culturally
sensitive” approach.

We note here that Stakeholder Commissioners also raised concerns about access to Gifted and Talented
programs, specifically around the underrepresentation of EML students. One additional concern that
was raised was that in some schools, parents may be refusing EML services out of a belief that these
services would render students ineligible for participation in Gifted and Talented programs.

Survey
Our survey examined educators’ beliefs about students’ opportunities to learn (

Table 6). The majority of educators believed that EML students can access learning opportunities,
indicating that they agreed or strongly agreed that EML students had opportunities to engage in
challenging courses (70.26%); opportunities to engage with a broad curriculum including music, arts,
world languages, and physical education (84.00%); and opportunities to participate in a range of
extracurricular activities (70.53%).

Table 6: Educators’ beliefs about EML students’ opportunities to learn

Please rate each of the following statements:

Strongly  Agree Disagree  Strongly N/A Weighted
Agree Disagree Average
The Emergent Multilingual 17.73%  52.53% 16.67% 2.40% 10.67% 2.04
students that | serve have
opportunities to engage in
challenging courses.
The Emergent Multilingual 33.87% 50.13% 6.80% 1.73%  7.47% 1.74
students that | serve have
opportunities to engage with a
broad curriculum including music,
arts, world languages, and physical
education.
The Emergent Multilingual 22.80% 47.73% 15.87% 2.53% 11.07% 1.98
students that | serve have
opportunities to participate in a
range of extracurricular activities.
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Quantitative Data and Document Review

CAL requested data from the MCPS Office of Shared Accountability on numerous aspects of EML and
Latino/a student characteristics, including content area achievement, ELP progress, school attendance
and absenteeism, and participation in gifted and talented programs.

Achievement Data — English language arts and mathematics
We present achievement data for the 2018-19 and 2020-21 school years. Achievement data for all
students, Hispanic students, and EML students are from the MSDE website.

2018-19 is the last school year for which full data are available on the Maryland State Department of
Education website. MDSE reports that “Maryland received waivers from the US Department of
Education for the 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 school years which impacts the data available. No
assessments were administered in 2019-2020, and the state administered a shortened assessment for
the 2020-21 school year during the early fall of the 2021-2022 school year.”

Table 7 and
Table 8 show data for the 2018-19 school year, for English language arts and mathematics, respectively.

Table 7: Students at a proficiency level of 4 or 5 on the 2019 MCAP assessments of English language arts

Grade level  All students Hispanic students EML students

3 50.50% 28.10% 16.30%
4 53.40% 33.00% 15.00%
5 53.70% 31.80% <5%
6 50.70% 27.80% <5%
7 56.70% 33.80% <5%
8 55.40% 32.10% <5%
10 52.70% 30.70% <5%

Table 8: Students at a proficiency level of 4 or 5 on the 2019 MCAP assessments of mathematics

Grade level All students  Hispanic students EML students
3 54.60% 32.40% 24.70%
4 52.50% 31.30% 18.30%
5 47.70% 26.70% 6.40%
6 40.20% 17.40% <5%
7 26.30% 12.80% <5%
8 <5% <5% <5%
Algebra | 33.50% 12.70% <5%
Algebra Il 95.00% * *
Geometry 88.40% 73.40% &

*Proportion suppressed to avoid identification of students OR data unavailable

Table 9 and Table 10 show data for the shortened 2020-21 assessment administered during the early fall
of the 2021-2022 school year. These tables also include columns for Hispanic students, current and
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reclassified EML students, and for EML students with disabilities. These last two data fields were
provided by MCPS; other data are from the MSDE website.

Table 9: Students who met or exceeded expectations on the shortened MICAP assessments of English
language arts for 2021

ELA All students Hispanic EML Current & EML students
students students reclassified EML with
students disabilities

3 36.3 15.7 13.6 16.9 1.3
4 34.1 15.2 10.4 16.2 1.9
5 33.9 13.8 9.4 18.0 0.2
6 61.5 40.5 28.3 43.3 3.1
7 41.3 21.9 6.4 24.5 0.8
8 42.0 22.9 5.4 26.3 1.0
10 64.7 41.7 12.1 45.2 2.5

Table 10: Students who met or exceeded expectations on the shortened MICAP assessments of
mathematics for 2021

Math All students Hispanic EML Current & EML students
students students reclassified with
EML students disabilities

3 22.8 7.8 8.8 10.3 3.0
4 34.6 13.7 12.8 18.8 3.7
5 34.3 13.1 10.2 18.8 1.1
6 31.2 11.9 7.6 16.9 1.1
7 5.4 <=5.0 <=5.0 2.2 0
8 <=5.0 <=5.0 <=5.0 0.8 0
Algebra 1 10.3 <=5.0 <=5.0 5.8 0
Algebra 2 52.6 17.9 * 20 0
Geometry 259 9.6 11.4 59.6 0

Each of these data sources includes some limitations around interpretation. The 2018-19 data is now
four years old, and the 2021 data is a shortened form of the assessment. Notwithstanding these
nuances, the data are clear: Latino/a and EML students are consistently performing less well on
standardized assessments of ELA and mathematics than all students. Latino/a students tend to perform
around 20 percentage points below average, and EML students tend to perform around 30 percentage
points below average.

One data point that can be useful in understanding the long-term impact of services for EML students is
the performance of students once they exit services. Unfortunately, these data can be complex to draw.
For example, if a student exits services in the fourth grade, without planned longitudinal data tracking, it
is complex to understand that student’s performance as part of the group of exited EML students once
that student is in the tenth grade. The aggregated performance of that group of students, however, can
be extremely useful for gaining an understanding of the long-term impact of ELD services.
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Finally, the picture for EML students with disabilities is particularly sobering — in no cases were there
more than 5% of the students from this group who met expectations in either English language arts or
mathematics.

Achievement data — English language proficiency
For the 2021-22 school year, 28,659 students participated in the ELP assessment; of these, 3,305, or
11.5%, reached a proficiency sufficient to exit services.

Compared to prior years, there is a dip in the number of students who achieved sufficient scores on the
ELP assessment to exit services. From 2018-2020, between 13%-14% of students exited services. For
2022, only 11.5% of students exited services. Note that no data are available for 2021 due to the impact
of COVID. These data, in total and by grade level, are shown in Error! Reference source not found..

Table 11: Proportion of EML students who exited services, by year, by grade level

2018 2019 2020 2022

K 9.2% 7.3% 6.1% 3.4%
1 6.4% 5.3% 5.2% 5.3%
2 6.8% 6.3% 9.5% 6.4%
3 11.9% 12.7% 15.6% 10.1%
4 35.0% 37.2% 35.2% 29.1%
5 26.6% 30.1% 33.3% 33.7%
6 9.3% 7.0% 6.2% 3.9%
7 10.3% 10.8% 10.0% 5.7%
8 12.7% 14.6% 14.0% 7.6%
9 13.3% 8.4% 8.6% 4.9%
10 12.7% 10.7% 11.9% 10.2%
11 16.3% 10.3% 11.9% 9.8%
12 12.3% 6.8% 5.7% 7.2%
Total 13.6% 13.4% 13.8% 11.5%

No data available for 2021 due to the impact of COVID.

Error! Reference source not found. shows that many students exit services in the fourth or fifth grade.
This is consistent with national patterns in EML students’ achievement (see e.g. Center for Applied
Linguistics, 2022). The greatest changes between 2020 and 2022 data (with more than five percentage
points fewer EML students exiting services) are at third, fourth, and eighth grade.

Unlike assessments of ELA and mathematics, it is not expected that all students should be proficient on
the ELP assessment. Literature on time to proficiency for students classified as English learners suggest
four to seven years as the typical time length that it takes for students to be reclassified (see e.g.,
Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 2000; Cook, Boals, & Lundberg, 2011; Umansky & Reardon, 2008; Thompson,
2015). Newly entering students are not expected to achieve proficiency in their first, second, or even
third year. In addition to considering students who exit EML status, it is also important to review English
language proficiency growth. This measure looks at the year-on-year change of a student’s ELP measure.
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ELP accountability growth targets are set at the state level. Targets vary by students’ incoming ELP level.
Students meet the growth target when the difference between their ELP level on the current year’s test
exceeds their ELP level on the prior year’s test by an amount greater than the growth target. Students
did not receive ELP levels for 2021. The state of Maryland therefore uses the growth between 2020 and
2022 to compute 2022 growth. Table 12 shows data for students’ growth in 2019, 2020, and 2022.

Table 12: Proportion of students who met state targets for ELP growth, 2019-2022

2019 2020 2022

1 74% 75% =
2 60% 67% 76%
3 51% 63% 62%
4 84% 84% 77%
5 74% 68% 71%
6 33% 28% 20%
7 50% 41% 23%
8 53% 48% 31%
9 59% 51% 32%
10 52% 46% 37%
11 47% 34% 38%
12 34% 23% 28%
Total 61% 60% 54%

No data available for 2021, or for first grade students in 2022, due to the impact of COVID.

The overall number of students who meet targets drops in 2022, despite the fact that this number
represents two years of growth — if anything, this data overestimates students’ actual growth
trajectories. The most significant declines are found in seventh grade (18% decline), eighth grade (17%
decline), and ninth grade (19% decline).

In terms of public-facing data on EML students’ achievement, MCPS uses a measure of ELP growth in the
MCPS Equity Accountability Model (EAM).> The EAM data provide “a detailed and focused assessment of
school success and publicly monitors and reports all students’ performance.” We note that this model
appears to entrench some deficit perspectives. The model uses the outdated term “Limited English
Proficient.” Additionally, the only measure on EML students within this equity matrix is a measure of
language proficiency, which narrows the accountability focus for EML students to English language
proficiency alone.

School Engagement

CAL reviewed unexcused absences for the 2021-22 school year. Table 13 shows numbers of students
who had more than 5, 10, or 20 days of unexcused absences, for all students, Hispanic or Latino/a
students, and EML students, and also shows these numbers expressed as a proportion of total students
from each subgroup. We note that these data are preliminary data provided to CAL and are not the final
SY data.

2 https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/data/equity-accountability-model.html
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Table 13: Numbers and percentages of students with more than 5, 10, or 20 days of unexcused absences,
for all students, Hispanic or Latino/a students, and EML students

5+ days 10+ 20+ days
days
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
All students 79,022 50% 45,883 29% 19,943 13%
Hispanic/Latino 37,700 71% 25,346 48% 12,163 23%
EML 20,897 73% 13,932 49% 6,583 23%

Almost one-quarter (23%) of Latino/a students and almost one-quarter (23%) of EML students had more
than 20 days of unexcused absences in the 2021-22 school year.

To interpret these numbers more appropriately, we look at the proportion of students in each of these
unexcused absence categories who are Hispanic/Latino/a or EML, and compare that proportion to the
share of the Latino/a or EML students in the population. All else being equal, these proportions should
stay level. Table 14 provides detail on disproportional risks for Latino/a and EML students among
students with extended rates of absences.

Table 14: Proportions of Latino/a and EML students in the total population, among those absent for 5+,
10+, or 20+ days, and risk ratios for absenteeism

Proportion Proportion of students among those absent for 5+, 10+ and 20+
of students days
in total 5+ days 10+ days 20+ days
population
Hispanic/Latino 33% 48% 55% 61%
students
Risk ratio n/a 1.43 1.65 1.83
EML students 18% 26% 30% 33%
Risk ratio n/a 1.47 1.69 1.83

While Latino/a students constitute only 33% of the population, they are 61% of the group of students
who have unexcused absences of more than 20 days; EML students, at only 18% of the total population,
comprise 33% of those absent for 20 or more days. Both Latino/a and EML students are at elevated risk
for absenteeism.

Gifted and Talented
CAL requested data on the total number of students, and the number of EML students identified as
Gifted and Talented. This data is provided in Table 15.
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Table 15: Total students and EML students identified as Gifted and Talented, 2021-2022
All Students EML Students

Total Number of Students 158,232 28,489
Number identified as Gifted & Talented 33,667 113*
Proportion identified as Gifted & Talented 21.3% 0.4%

*Data was drawn in 2022-23 school year
As these data show, EML students are essentially unrepresented in this group.

The current MCPS strategic plan includes attention to access to enriched and accelerated opportunities
for EML students:

“Employ a universal review process to reduce barriers to access and ensure all students have an
opportunity for recommendation to enriched and accelerated programming.”
MCPS Strategic Plan FY 2022-253

Parental Refusal of EML Services

Following up on the suggestion of the Stakeholder Commission, CAL investigated variation around
parental refusal of EML services. While local education agencies (LEAs) must identify students who are
eligible for language instruction services, parents have the option to refuse participation in these
services. Nationally, the rate of participation in language instruction services stands around 96%-97%
(U.S. Department of Education, 2021).

The overall MCPS parental refusal rate stands at 7% of identified EML students, a total of 2,192
students. The rate of parental refusal varies markedly across schools. Some schools have very low rates
of parental refusal (fewer than five students among hundreds, with rates as low as 1%). The majority of
schools have rates of 10% or less. However, there are several schools with extremely high rates, with 15
schools with rates of more than 20%, and one middle school with a parental refusal rate of 49%. An
overview of numbers of schools with varying rates is provided in Table 16.

Table 16: Variation in parental refusal rate across schools — rates of refusal and numbers of schools in
each band

Proportion of parents of students identified as EML who refused services Number of schools

5% or less 93
6%-10% 54
11%-15% 25
16%-20% 20
21%-30% 10
31% or more 5

3 https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/campaigns/Strategic-Planning-FY22-25/
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Findings
What are achievement outcomes for EML students and Latino/a students, and how do they
compare to outcomes for the total population of students?

Academic Achievement on the MCAP

CAL examined data on the Maryland Comprehensive Assessment Program (MCAP) for English language
arts and for mathematics. To ensure that interpretations were not overly affected by impacts of COVID
on student participation in assessments, we reviewed data for 2019 and 2021. Assessment data were
not collected in 2020 due to COVID.

We find consistently that Latino/a students tend to perform around 20 percentage points below
average, and EML students tend to perform around 30 percentage points below average.

For EML students with disabilities, rates of proficiency on these standardized assessments are extremely
low; in all of the grades and years that we examined, the rate of proficiency for EML students with
disabilities stood below 5%.

English Language Proficiency Assessment

EML students in MCPS are assessed annually on their English language proficiency until such time as
they meet the requirements to be reclassified and are no longer classified as EML. Studies show that
students, on average, take four to seven years to gain sufficient English language proficiency to be
reclassified (see e.g., Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 2000; Cook, Boals, & Lundberg, 2011; Umansky & Reardon,
2008; Thompson, 2015). There is no a priori expectation that a certain threshold number of students
should be proficient each year. The more meaningful interpretive measure is English language
proficiency growth.

We find a marked decline in students’ English language proficiency growth in 2022 data, as compared to
2019 and 2020 data. The number of students who achieved EML proficiency sufficient to exit EML
services declined by 2.3 percentage points, and the number of students achieving year-on-year growth
in their English language proficiency, as defined by Maryland state metrics, fell by 6%. The most
precipitous declines were at seventh grade (18% decline), eighth grade (17% decline), and ninth grade
(19% decline).

Graduation Rates

The following findings pertain to graduation rates. The data supporting these findings are provided in
Chapter 7, College and Career. We repeat these findings in this section as they are relevant across
multiple research questions.

e Almost half of EML students and almost one-quarter of Latino/a students do not graduate in
four years.

e The four-year graduation rate for Hispanic or Latino/a students lags 12 percentage points below
the overall MCPS average, and 17 percentage points below White students.

e The four-year graduation rate for EML students lags 35 percentage points below the overall
MCPS average and 41 percentage points below White students.

e EML and Latino/a students in MCPS graduate at lower rates than the national averages for these
subgroups, and the gap between EML and Latino/a students and all students is wider than the
national average.
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e When given an additional year to graduate, the percentage of Hispanic or Latino/a students
graduating rises by an average of 4%, and the percentage of EML students graduating rises by
8%.

Are EML and Latino/a students engaged in schooling? Are students consistently attending
school?

Engagement in schooling is a complex construct with multiple facets, including behavioral components,
emotional components, and cognitive components. As such, it is not necessarily easy to measure as a
single unit, although specific aspects of engagement are more amenable to understand at a systems
level than others (National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019). There are a number
of indicators which have been proposed to understand “behavioral engagement,” defined as
“participation in the schooling process ... include[ing] involvement in academic, social, and
extracurricular activities” (National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019, p. 58).
Emotional and cognitive engagement are more challenging to measure as they relate to students’
subjective experiences and are not directly observable.

For indicators of engagement, the National Academies of Sciences recommend (i) rates of absenteeism
and (ii) other more disparate indicators of academic engagement such as time on homework,
preparation for class, class participation, participation in school-based activities, adherence to classroom
rules, and risk behaviors. We include some of these elsewhere in the report (e.g., participation in
advanced classes is included in the section on college and careers, and adherence to rules is potentially
a partial aspect of the discipline data in the section on assets-based perspectives). We were able to
gather some information on students’ engagement via focus groups, but our primary findings on
engagement are around school attendance and absenteeism.

As we consider school engagement in 2022, we would be remiss if we did not also overlay an
understanding of the disproportionate impact of COVID on communities of color, including Latino/a
communities, and on immigrant families — not only in terms of the immediate health impact, but also in
terms of mental health impact, stress, and job and income loss (National Academies of Science,
Engineering, and Medicine, 2021; Uro, Lai, & Alsace, 2020). One 2021 estimate suggests that of the
children who lost a caregiver to COVID, almost 40% were Latino (Treglia et al., 2021). While our inquiry
does not directly address this impact, we feel that any efforts to increase students’ engagement must be
sensitive to the disparate impacts of the pandemic.

Engagement

Students who participated in CAL’s focus groups reported that they were engaged with their schooling
and valued engagement. A limitation of this finding is that the students who participated were a self-
selecting group — and likely the most engaged students would elect to participate.

Attendance

Chronic absenteeism (defined as missing 10% or more of enrolled school days) is negatively correlated
with student achievement and student graduation rates (National Academies of Science, Engineering,
and Medicine, 2019; Child Trends, 2013; Mac Iver & Mac lver, 2009).

Nationally, the chronic absenteeism rate for Latino/a students is 20%, which exceeds the rate of 14% for
White students. The national rate of absenteeism for English learner students is 13.7%, but the rate is
higher for English learners who are also Latino/a.
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We find that both Latino/a and EML students are more likely than average to have extended levels of
absenteeism.

e For 2021-22, there were 19,943 MCPS students with unexcused absences of more than 20 days
—this is 13% of the total MCPS student population.

e Among Latino/a students, 12,163 had unexcused absences of more than 20 days, representing
23%, or almost one-quarter of Latino/a students.

e Among EML students, the number with unexcused absences of more than 20 days was 6,583,
representing 23%, or almost one-quarter of EML students.

We note also that the proportion of Latino/a students who are chronically absent tracks with the
proportion who do not graduate on time.

The following findings pertain to advanced course-taking rates. The data supporting these findings are
provided in Chapter 7, College and Career. We repeat these findings in this section as they are relevant
across multiple research questions.

e There are disproportionalities in students’ patterns of course-taking. While 31% of high school
students are Hispanic or Latino/a, only 25% of SAT course-takers are Hispanic or Latino/a; while
12% of high school students are classified as EML, only 8% of SAT course-takers are EML.

e Hispanic or Latino/a students are less likely than their peers to succeed in challenging AP, IB, or
SAT courses.

e EML students are less likely than their peers to succeed in challenging AP, IB, or SAT courses.

e EML students who take AP language examinations in Chinese, French, and Spanish outperform
their fluent-English peers; however, the number of EML students who participate is very small.

e While not directly related to the question of engagement, we also found a perception that EML
students and Latinos are not proportionately represented in gifted and talented programs.

Are schools able to access and use these data, especially the equity/accountability data?
We did not uncover wide-spread challenges or concerns from educators around using achievement
data.

Educators mentioned that the lag time in receiving students’ ACCESS data results in challenges in
planning for the upcoming school year — schools may not know in advance how many EML students they
have or at what level, due when schools receive students’ ACCESS data. We note that this is out of the
control of MCPS.

In working with MCPS achievement and opportunity data, we do notice some challenges in the use of
data-driven metrics at the district level, including public-facing accountability data, home language data,
and data on gifted and talented students.

Public accountability data — the MICPS Equity Accountability Matrix

First, from the perspective of public accountability, in our analyses of the publicly available equity and
accountability data on the MCPS data dashboard website, we found that the only accountability
component specific to EMLs focused on the English language growth of these students. While language
growth is a critical component of accountability for EML students, we would encourage a perspective
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that is more well-rounded and does not focus simply on what EML students are lacking. We also had
challenges in understanding the growth metric as it was explained on the web pages. We also advise
updating this public-facing webpage to remove the deficit-based terminology.

A Stakeholder Commission member commented on the publicly available data, noting that "l want to
learn more about the types of outward facing data that can be used for content performance
accountability. What can we do to hold the whole system accountable for EMLs?"

Home language data
A key finding in our data analysis is that home language data is not easily retrievable at a system level.

Data on students who exit services

As we noted above, maintaining data on students who exit EML services is complex, however, we
suggest that this is an area in which MCPS might enhance data systems to allow a view of the long-term
impact of ELD services.

Additional findings — variation in parental refusal of EML services

In addition to the findings above, we believe that the variation across schools in rates of parental refusal
warrants further investigation. Nationally, 96%-97% of students identified as English learners under Title
Il of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) receive language instruction services (U.S.
Department of Education, 2021). In MCPS, the rate of parental refusal of services is 7%, and there are 15
schools where the rate exceeds 20%. While additional investigation of these individual schools is outside
of the scope of our evaluation, we recommend that MCPS reach out to schools with higher rates to
understand the reasons that parents have for opting out of EML services.

Recommendations

1.1. Draft and implement an absenteeism response plan centering on Latino/a students, that examines
potential barriers to school attendance for this group of students in MCPS.

1.2. Provide annual data reports to the DELME office and the public that detail the:
e Proportion of exited EML students at or above proficient on ELA and mathematics assessments,
by grade level.
e Proportion of EML students with disabilities at or above proficient on ELA and mathematics
assessments, by grade level.

1.3. Review and revise criteria for outreach, identification, and inclusion in Gifted and Talented
programs to ensure that Latino/a and EML students have access to these programs.

1.4. Examine the way in which home language data is populated into central data systems, especially in
cases where the home language of EML students is identified as English.

1.5. Routinely monitor across schools for high rates of parental refusal of EML services and engage with
families to understand why they are refusing services.
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2. Instructional Methods and Models

Summary of Recommendations

2.1. Increase support from MCPS central office to elementary schools to ensure that appropriate
program models are in place in elementary schools.

e While we did not find evidence that schools are not implementing appropriate models, we
recommend increasing accountability to ensure that all schools are appropriately implementing
MCPS’s program models in elementary schools.

e  MCPS central office should consider periodic and regular reviews of samples of elementary
schools to confirm that schools are implementing program models appropriately. Appropriate
resources should be provided to ensure that this can be executed effectively.

2.2. Increase support from MCPS central office to secondary schools to ensure that EML students are
being appropriately scheduled.

e Institute a scheduling review process and ensure that processes are in place to reschedule any
students who are not in appropriate classes. Ensure that adequate staffing resources are
available to support this effort.

e Create an accountability feedback loop to ensure that schools are staffed to support
recommended levels of ELD support.

2.3. At the secondary level, continue efforts to align sheltered classes in core content areas (science,
social studies, and math) to grade-level standards so that students can receive graduation credits
from these classes.

2.4. To support a model in which EML students are instructed in mainstream classes in secondary
schools, increase ELD instructional supports in mainstream content classes in middle and high

school.
e Provide support from qualified ELD instructors in middle and high school mainstream content
classes.

e Ensure that mainstream content educators receive regular opportunities to engage in PD around
instructional practices for EML students.

2.5. Engage content area educators to enhance diverse cultural connections in content area curricula.

2.6. Ensure that content area educators in non-core curriculum areas (e.g. arts, music, physical
education) receive support on instructional methods for EML students.
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Recommendations: Two-Way Immersion Programs

There are many promising practices that MCPS and school staff can build on, as well as some areas for
growth that, if pursued, would strengthen its TWI program and enhanced its ability to achieve its goals
of educating bilingual, biliterate and socio-culturally competent individuals who are college and career
ready. Recommendations for the improvement of the TWI program are described below under the
pertinent strand of the Guiding Principles for Dual Language Education (Howard et al., 2018):

2.7. Enhance TWI program structures

Continue the efforts towards achieving consistency across elementary school campuses and
clearly communicate those efforts and the rationale behind them to the various stakeholders.

Ensure that sufficient resources are made available in order to incorporate the language arts
standards into the curriculum of the other three core content areas and teachers have received
training around the new language and content allocation plan and have a good understanding of
how to execute it with fidelity before implementation begins.

Monitor the implementation of the new language and content allocation plan to ascertain that
foundational language and literacy skills in the two languages are being taught and that students
have the opportunity to engage with literary and informational texts in all content areas.

Include specials in the language allocation plan to ensure that 50% of total instructional time is
facilitated in Spanish.

Continue the progressive expansion of the program by adding elementary programs, continuing
to expand into middle schools and eventually offering a PreK-12 pathway for TWI students

2.8. Enhance TWI Instruction:

Provide carefully planned and structured opportunities for students to engage in extended oral
discourse with peers in pairs or small groups strategically created in such a way that students
must work interdependently, with individual and group accountability for all group members
and social equity (Johnson & Johnson, 2009).

Carefully consider the language demands of academic content during lesson preparation and
incorporate differentiated language-embedded supports to enable all students to engage in
sustained (oral and written) language use.

Seek opportunities to bring the two program languages together to point out similarities and
differences between them at different dimensions of language (sound/letter, word/phrase,
sentence, and discourse) to promote cross-linguistic transfer and the development of
metalinguistic awareness in EML students in all content areas. This practice will be even more
important when the new language allocation plan starts being implemented and content areas
are taught in one program language only by grade level and should take place in addition to end
of the unit Bridge lessons

2.9. Enhance staff quality and professional development in TWI programs

Continue to provide professional learning opportunities for TWI staff that focuses on moving
away from approaching instruction, assessments, and support services through a monolingual
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lens, and toward adopting a holistic approach to language and literacy development that
considers students’ whole linguistic repertoires.

Provide PD and job-embedded coaching to TWI teachers and support staff that focuses on
purposefully enacting opportunities for the development of language and literacy in and
through teaching the core curricular content to enhance their pedagogical language knowledge
(Galguera, 2011) with an emphasis on the following areas:

O Promoting structured peer-to-peer interaction that incorporates differentiated
language-embedded supports to enable all students to engage in sustained (oral and
written) language use;

O Fostering cross-linguistic transfer and the development of metalinguistic awareness in
EML students to facilitate the use of their whole linguistic repertoire; and

O Translanguaging practices at different grade levels (an area teachers identified as
needed)

Enhance TWI support and resources

Continue efforts to hire bilingual staff including support staff (e.g., special education educators,
reading specialists) who can provide services in both languages, including reviewing Spanish
language materials. In particular, research on the education of EMLs has shown that EMLs who
receive instruction in their native language and English should receive reading interventions in
their native language (National Academies, 2017). One way to contribute to these efforts is to
consider hiring teachers from Spanish-speaking countries and providing them with the support
system needed to acclimate to the U.S. educational system and MCPS culture.

Continue to provide funding for TWI programs that is commensurate with the program’s vertical
and horizontal growth. Ensuring that adequate human and material resources are in place
(including in the partner language) before adding more programs will be critical to the
continued success of the program and its expansion into middle school and beyond.

Background: Instructional and Program Models for the Instruction of EML Students in

MCPS

The US Department of Education’s Office of English Language Acquisition Toolkit (OELA, 2017) provides
guidance on program models for the instruction of students identified for English language development
services. This document states:

LEAs have the flexibility to choose the EL services and programs that meet civil rights
requirements and best meet the needs of their EL population. Appropriate EL services and
programs enable ELs to attain both English proficiency and parity of participation in the standard
instructional program within a reasonable amount of time.

(OELA 2017, Ch. 2, p. 1)

The document goes on to describe the standards for such programs:

These standards, established in Castaiieda v. Pickard, include a three-pronged test: First, is the
program based on an educational theory recognized as sound by some experts in the field or
considered a legitimate experimental strategy? Second, are the programs and practices
(including resources and personnel) reasonably calculated to implement this theory effectively?
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Third, does the program succeed in producing results indicating that students’ language barriers
are being overcome within a reasonable period of time?

(OELA 2017,Ch. 2, p. 2)
MCPS provides a variety of programs to meet the needs of students identified as EML.

Elementary Instructional and Program Models

MCPS uses several program models at the elementary level. In documentation provided to the state,
MCPS outlines these program models: “English Language Development services at the elementary level
are provided to all eligible students via a co-teaching, plug-in, pull-out or Two-Way Immersion model.”

March 2022 Monitoring Visit Indicators for English Learners and Title Il Services: English
Learners and Immigrant Students Response Checklist

Further expansion on these types of models and their subtypes is provided to MCPS educators via the
Elementary ESOL English Language Development Program (ELDP) Staff Handbook. CAL examined the
2021-22 edition of this handbook to further understand program and instructional models for EML
students in MCPS. The document provides guidance to school building leaders in selecting an
instructional model, as well as detail on factors that should be taken into account when a school selects
a model (e.g., grade levels, numbers of EML students, languages) and critical elements of such models
(e.g., importance of small group learning with exposure to English proficient peers, greater amounts of
language instruction for students at beginning levels of proficiency).

The document identifies the following models for use in MCPS (pp. 45-46):

e  Plug-In/Push-In —in this model, an ELD teacher “pushes in” to a general education classroom to
support EML students in content area instruction. There are several subtypes, which include:

o Team Teaching (Co-Teaching) — “A classroom teacher and ELD teacher plan, instruct,
assess and analyze results together. The classroom teacher focuses on content
knowledge while the ELD teacher focuses on teaching the language of the content. Both
teachers share responsibility for the content learning and language development of all
students in the class.” (p. 46).

o Pull-Aside (Station Teaching) — in which an ELD teacher works with a small group of
students at a station, “to provide language-focused instruction in support of the content
standards” (p. 47).

o Support Services Staff Push-in/plug-in — this subtype includes bilingual staff (in addition
to an ELD teacher) who also support language access or language services.

e Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) — as an instructional model, the eight
components of the SIOP model are used for lesson design and delivery. (Note that this protocol
can also be used as an instrument to observe instruction. Please see below.)

e Pullout—in which ELD teachers work with EML students outside of regular content classrooms
to provide instruction “that focuses on the academic language necessary for success” for their
grade-level content. (p. 47)

e  Two-Way Immersion (TWI) —a model which aims for bilingualism and biliteracy as outcomes,
addressed in greater detail below.

2-4



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

e Hybrid — as needed, a school may also combine relevant models listed above and use more than
one of them.

Schools typically do not provide systematic information back to MCPS central office regarding the types
of programs that they have selected. A 2020 survey of principals in MCPS elementary schools sought to
elicit information on EL programs from elementary school principals. The results of the survey are
reproduced below. We note that the set of models included in the 2020 survey differs from the current
list. First, at this time, there were still METS programs in elementary schools. Second, this list includes
co-teaching as a program model.

Table 1: Results from 2020 MCPS Survey of Elementary School Principals

Number and Percent Reporting English Language Models in Use at Their Schools (Valid N=83)

ELD Model 1 %%

Plug-in/push-in 72 88.9
Pull-out 66 81.5%*
Co-teaching between ESOL and classroom teachers 52 64.2%
Pull aside 41 50.6
Sheltered content instruction (STOP) 6 7.4
METS program 3 3.7
Two-way/dual language 3 3.7

MNote. The percentage of responses may exceed 100% because respondents could check all that apply. *Indicates
statistically higher use of co-teaching between the High ELs and Title I schools relative to Non-Title I schools
** Indicates higher use of Pull out in non-Title I and K-5 schools relative schools not in these categories.

Source: MCPS Office of Shared Accountability Elementary Principal Survey: English Learner Program Spring 2020

Secondary Instructional and Program Models
A description of the programming and instruction for EML students in secondary programs is available in
the MCPS Secondary ELD Scheduling Guide. CAL reviewed the 2022-23 version of this document.

In middle and high schools, instructional pathways are based on students’ ELP levels. Instructional
pathways for middle and high school students are presented in Figure 1 and Figure 2 below.
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Figure 1: Instructional pathway for middle schools EML students, based on ELP level

Suggested Middle School Instructional Pathway

Subjects ELP1 ELP 2 ELP3 ELP 4

ELD/ELA English for ELs 1 (DP) | English for ELs 2 (DP) | English for ELs 3 (SP) | Grade-level English course

(aligned to grade level) with ‘40" suffix

DP-Double Period

SP-Single Period

Reading -or- World Language | World Languages (e.g, | World Languages Reading Intervention | World Languages
S81) (e.g., SS2) (based on data)

Math Grade Math with ELD | Grade Level Math Grade Level Math Grade Level Math
co-teacher

Science Grade Level Science Grade Level Science Grade Level Science | Grade Level Science

Social Studies Grade level Social Grade Level Social Grade Level Social Grade Level Social Studies
Studies Studies Studies

PE/Health PE PE or Health PE or Health PE or Health

Elective Arts Music Music Music

Source: Secondary ELD Scheduling Guidelines
Figure 2: Instructional pathway for high school EML students, based on ELP level

Suggested High School Instructional Pathway

Subjects ELP1 ELP 2 ELP3 ELP 4
ELD/ELA English for ELs 1 English for ELs 2 English for ELs 3 (SP) Grade-level English
(aligned to grade level) -and- -and- -0r- course with "40" suffix

ELD Seminar | ELD Seminar Il ELD Seminar Il
DP-Double Period (ELP -and/or-
1&2) o Grade-level English course
SP-Single Period (ELP 3 with ‘40’ suffix

&4)

World Languages World Language (e.g., SS2) World Language (e.g., Reading Intervention (based AP Spanish Language

-or- Reading SS3) on data) -or-
AP Spanish Literature

Math Sheltered or Bilingual Sheltered Algebra 1 -or- Algebra |, Geometry, Algebra |, Geometry,
Algebra 1 or Geometry Sheltered Geometry Algebra Il, Pre-Calculus or Aigebra Il, Pre-Calculus
Calculus or Calculus
Science Sheltered or Bilingual Sheltered Chemistry -or- Biology, Chemistry or Biology, Chemistry or
Biology -or- Sheltered Sheltered Biology -or- Physics Physics
Physics Sheltered Physics
NEW! Earth Systems and NEW! Earth Systems and
Sustainability Sustainability
Social Studies Sheltered Modern World Sheltered US History -or- NSL Government -or- US History -or- NSL
History -or- Sheltered US Sheltered Modern World Modern World History -or- Government -or- Modern
History History -or- Sheltered US History World History

NSL Government

Electives PE -or- Arts PE -or- Arts -or- Music PE -or- Arts -or- Music -or- CTE Coursework
CTE coursework

*"METS students may need fo take either intervention courses for both literacy and math to address their interruption in education. See separate METS
instructional oathwavs and resources.

Source: Secondary ELD Scheduling Guidelines
At both the middle and high school level, ELD instruction takes place within the ELA block, either in

sheltered classes or in co-taught classes with a content area and ELD instructor (or in some cases, a
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dually-certified instructor). For students at ELP level 3, schools have flexibility in how they implement
the pathway for language arts and may schedule students either in sheltered courses or mainstream
courses.

MCPS ELD curriculum at the secondary level is aligned with the grade-level ELA standards. This allows for
students to remain on grade level in language arts and in some cases apply their joint ELD/ELA classes to
graduation credit. The Maryland State Board of Education requires 4 language arts credits for
graduation; and while the sheltered English classes are aligned to the grade-level language arts
standards, a student may only use two sheltered ELD courses to count toward the graduation credit
requirement.

In other content areas, at the middle school level, EML students are placed in general education classes
for science, social studies, and math; according to MCPS guidelines, only ELP Level 1 students are
provided with a ELD co-teacher, and only in math. At the high school level, ELP Level 3 and Level 4
students are placed in mainstream classes for science, social studies, and math. While this model has the
advantage of placing students with their peers, it requires that content area instructors have well-honed
skills to deliver instruction to students who are learning in their second language.

Efforts are currently underway to align sheltered science and social studies curricula to grade-level
standards.

In terms of monitoring and accountability, while DELME requests that schools provide copies of
students’ schedules, typically these are not analyzed in the aggregate to understand the extent to which
schools are placing students into the appropriate settings based on their EML level.

In addition to the general secondary pathways for EML students, MCPS maintains two special programs.
The Multidisciplinary Education Training and Support (METS) program is targeted toward students with
limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE). We address this program in Chapter 2.6 on newcomer
and SLIFE students. The Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA) is for students 18 years of age or
older who are seeking career and technical training. This program is addressed in Chapter 2.5 on college
and career.

Results
Focus Groups

Program Models, Identification, and Placement

The processes for identifying students as EMLs and for conducting WIDA testing were discussed by focus
group participants in two groups. A challenge reported by a school administrator was the delay in
receiving WIDA test results, which they said created challenges with regard to staffing programs, since
ELD teachers have to be hired over the summer once they have final numbers of EMLs. Challenges with
WIDA processes at the beginning of the school year were discussed by ELD teachers and a coach in
another focus group, including the amount of staff time consumed by the process, with one teacher
indicating it took two weeks with two teachers at their school. The counselor suggested that time would
be better spent on informal assessments. The group also discussed changes in the process, including the
fact that the ACCESS report can no longer be used as a student work sample.

A content teacher and counselor in the same focus group shared concerns about the placement of EMLs
in classes with SPED students, relating the situation to the limited availability of the ELD teacher and the

2-7



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

absence of an available ELD paraprofessional. They said that this situation resulted in EMLs receiving
little to no language support. Related staffing issues are discussed further below in the subsection on
staffing.

Two participants mentioned pull-out versus push-in instructional models explicitly. One administrator
said that pullout is not the best practice and that instead all teachers should be skilled in ELD strategies
and provide this instruction within content area courses. An ELD teacher said that another teacher is
pushing back because the ELD teacher does pullout during some instructional time, a complaint they
perceived as misguided. Many others discussed needs with regards to support within content
instruction, which are discussed below in the subsection on content area support.

Two students shared a desire to be in integrated classrooms. A student in general education said, “We
need a variety of people in the class. We need to mix up the classes with the English students. We need
to integrate our classes so we can learn English better.” Another student, who is in CREA, agreed, saying,
“They think that if they put us all together, Latinos with Latinos, we’ll learn better. But that’s not true.
We need to be with other students so we can learn English. | learn more English in my class with no
other Latinos than in the ones where we are all together. How can | learn English if the person next to
me doesn’t know it any better?” The first student also noted that needing to use English with peers in
class helps take away their fear of using English.

A final comment on placement, from the family focus group, was that grade-level placement is a cultural
expectation specific to U.S. schooling, whereas, in some other countries, children are placed by ability
rather than age. They suggested that students be placed in lower grade levels as needed, especially for
ELA.

Curriculum

Participants in six focus groups cited challenges with the curriculum. A school administrator said the
curriculum is too difficult for students, and that students are “academically overwhelmed.” Parents
shared that the math curriculum is “very language-heavy.” Students in one focus group suggested that
the curriculum for EML students be looked at and revised, saying it was too difficult. One student said,
“The curriculum is just too difficult. | was in ESL 1 and was asked to write a formal letter in English. It’s
like I’'m in ESL 1 but doing the work of another student in ESL 3. Those two classes are very different, but
we have to do the same kind of work.” In another focus group, two counselors reported issues with the
new curriculum, one saying that teachers with whom they work are saying that EML students aren’t
learning English, and that this happened when the curriculum changed. Another counselor added that
the new curriculum is very structured and the pacing is very strict.

Six ELD teachers and a content teacher across two focus groups emphasized the inappropriateness of
EML curriculum as a critical issue that needs to be addressed. In one of the groups, an ELD teacher and
content teacher often returned to the topic of the curriculum during questions on other areas, seeing it
as such an important and misaligned piece of EML instruction. The ELD teacher said, “We have the
wrong curriculum. The ELD students only have two years to master 9th grade ELA curriculum. They are
asked to do what the general education Spanish students are not asked to do. It’s not the same
demands.” Both teachers said the ELA curriculum was inappropriate, that tasks were above students’
proficiency levels, and that students were, therefore, unable to keep up—even students at higher
proficiency levels—and that many students “just stop.” The other focus group, which included five ELD
teachers, similarly focused a lot of attention on problems with curriculum. These teachers noted issues
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in particular with Study Sync, which they said was developed for native English speakers and too difficult
for EML students, especially newcomers and second-year students. One noted that Study Sync is the
only developed curriculum for secondary EML students (“the only thing available for second- and third-
year students”), adding that its lowest Lexile reading level is 600, whereas many newcomers and
second-year students have a Lexile reading level closer to 300. One teacher shared that they create a lot
of their own materials, and that the students tend to do better with teacher-created materials and
Nearpod. These ELD teachers also discussed the McGraw Hill curriculum, one noting that McGraw Hill
materials for newcomers are better than StudySync, but “not robust enough for language structures, nor
of high interest.” One of the teachers said the curriculum needs to be reconsidered in light of the
student population, in terms of the large numbers of EMLs as well as the characteristics of the EML
students entering MCPS.

Parents also shared that the curriculum is not culturally inclusive. They said they want topics related to
Latino/a culture and heritage year-round, “not just as a snapshot,” and for there to be “truly diverse
representation” within the curriculum.

Instructional Strategies

Focus group participants reported effective instructional strategies in classrooms and also noted areas
for improvement, with one administrator noting there is “lots of variability in instructional practice”
across classrooms.

Some of the instructional strategies reported by focus group participants include the following:

¢ Differentiation
e Scaffolding
e Small-group work

Instructional strategies reported as needing to improve or increase by focus group participants include
the following:

e Language support and accommodations, broadly
¢ Differentiation

e Scaffolding

e Teacher modeling

e Use of first languages, in particular Spanish

In one focus group, students described some instructional needs they perceived as necessary in order
for them to succeed in their classrooms. They discussed how they need more time to work on
assignments and more days to hand them in. They said the work is given out to be completed, but it is
not scaffolded for different proficiency levels. They then described actions teachers could take to make
it easier for them, like visuals, word banks, sample answers, teacher modeling, extra time, and feedback
on what they have done correctly and what needs to be corrected. In the other student focus group, a
student in general education said, similarly, “They need to improve how they teach. Not to just tell us
what to do, but really teach.”

School administrators in two focus groups also discussed classroom assessment. One school
administrator noted “exam stress” among students. In another group, an administrator similarly
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mentioned that EMLs are taking on-grade assessments with “no grace given,” and that this is part of an
overall instructional approach that provides too little support for EML students.

Content Area Support

Focus group participants described instructional methods that support EML students, such as
scaffolding, while also reporting that EMLs are left insufficiently supported in many content area
classrooms. A school administrator described the challenges faced by some EMLs in mainstream content
classes, for example, a WIDA Level 1 student in English 11 reading Macbeth with modification, and a
Level 3 student doing the same with no modification. A school administrator in a different focus group
expressed the need for content teachers to be skilled in integrating ELD strategies into content
instruction, and another administrator in the same group said they’d like to “elevate teachers so all
teachers become teachers of language and academic content.” A contrast between the mindset with
regards to EMLs and SPED was further identified in another administrator focus group, with one
administrator noting that special educators are told “Every teacher is a special educator,” but there is
not a comparable expectation that all teachers are ELD teachers, adding that the district “needs to
prioritize learning about EML students across general education.”

A few teachers made comments about the needs within math and science instruction. ELD teachers in
one focus group said there’s a need for more structure in math classes. They said the requirements in
place do not reflect the strengths of EML students, emphasizing that while the curriculum needs more
structure, it should still allow flexibility for teachers to match instruction with students’ strengths and
knowledge areas. One of the teachers said that ELD teachers have to “build a plan in-flight” for EMLs
taking math and science, because the “content teachers just can’t help them.”

A content teacher reported needing materials to be able to better support EML students in their
classroom. They emphasized the need for Spanish-language materials in particular.

Access to Curricular and Extracurricular Activities

Student focus group participants reported barriers to participation in the full curricular and
extracurricular offerings available to the general student population. Many of the students in the focus
groups were CREA students or former METS students, who have particular contextual factors and
barriers that may inhibit their participation. The concerns of these students are described further in the
CREA and Newcomer sections. However, some of the students in one of the student focus groups were
enrolled in the general education program, and they similarly described some lack of opportunity
relative to the whole MCPS student population. They said that if an activity is not available during the
day, they can’t participate due to work after school or family responsibilities such as caring for younger
siblings. Two of the students reported breakdowns in communication about available activities. One
said, “Sometimes there are sports activities, but we don’t find out how to participate. For example, they
had tryouts for soccer, but no one told us about it so we couldn’t participate. It would have been nice to
participate. But no one told us about the tryouts, dates, times, or how to sign up.” Another student
shared, “I’'ve never seen a dance or show here at the school, and if there was one, we weren’t told
about it.”

Staffing
Staffing was described as a challenge by many focus group participants, with an emphasis on the need
for ELD teachers and paraeducators to be available to support EML students.
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ELD Teachers

A theme across focus groups was the need for more ELD teachers to be available to provide language
support for EMLs. Limited availability of ELD teachers was noted in five focus groups (by 3
administrators, 1 counselor, 2 content teachers, and 2 ELD teachers). As described above, a school
administrator noted one challenge with ELD staffing related to the timing of the availability of WIDA
results, leading to ELD teachers needing to be hired over the summer. They also said that increases in
enrollment, which were mentioned by others as well, were part of the issue: “Enrollment is up. Staffing
is not keeping pace.”

Closely tied to the issue of the need for more ELD teachers was the workload expected of current ELD
teachers. One administrator noted, “A LOT of responsibility is placed on ELD teachers,” describing how
they have to prepare for their own classes, support content teachers, and do paperwork, adding, “It’s
untenable for these teachers, really challenging.” One ELD teacher reported that their caseload was 50
students. An administrator shared that an ELD Resource Teacher with whom they work said that there
needs to be additional staff, since the ELD teacher has to teach classes on top of administering WIDA
tests for 500 students. Another administrator said the staffing plan doesn’t factor in that ELD teachers
have to work across multiple grade levels.

One approach to changing the staffing structure was described by an administrator whose school is
bringing ELD under ELA so that ELD is coordinated within the ELA content area. They reported that this
change has encountered challenges because of staff bias about what ELD is, and what people believe
about the students. They said that teachers are pushing back on accommodating EML students, but that
leadership is working to overcome that.

Paraeducators
The benefits of having paraeducators available to support EMLs were cited across a number of focus
groups. This theme was also closely tied to the workload and availability of ELD teachers.

Participants described a need for greater availability of paraeducators to sufficiently support EML
students across programs, especially in general education classrooms. A counselor noted the lack of
paraeducators in secondary classrooms, saying that this, combined with the lack of training for general
education teachers to work with EMLs, means that “kids spend most of their days lost and not aware of
what is being taught.” An administrator similarly noted that insufficient allocation of paraeducators for
their EMLs leaves many of these students unsupported in content classes.

Counselors

Among the many varied supports needed for EML students and their families, the availability of school
counselors was cited as a key support by some focus group participants. A content teacher said that
some schools have counselors specifically for EMLs, enabling these schools to provide robust support for
students and their families. Participants in four focus groups reported a need for more counselors. One
counselor shared that MCPS does not have enough counselors, although more keep getting added. They
further said that counselors spend too much time on administrative tasks and not enough time with
students directly. A counselor in the same group shared that ELD counselors have caseloads of over 150
students. A counselor in another group expressed concern that low-incidence schools, in particular, have
insufficient counseling support, saying they would like to see a cohort of ELD counselors and staff
trained for these settings in order to support students and their families. A need for bilingual counseling
for students and families was a specific need shared by an ELD teacher in another group.
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Bilingual Staff

A counselor noted the benefits of bilingualism among staff, saying that their own bilingualism and
understanding of families’ cultural contexts enables them to interact with families not only in their
language but also in culturally appropriate ways. They mentioned other bilingual colleagues as well, who
they said are very helpful in promoting good communication with students’ parents. Parents in the
family focus group noted challenges in speaking with staff due to lack of availability of bilingual staff.

Teacher Collaboration

Focus group participants conveyed an overall sense of the value of collaboration, co-teaching, and co-
planning among teachers, sharing examples of successful collaboration and noting a number of
limitations or challenges.

A few examples of collaboration were shared in the focus groups. Two counselors in the same group
shared that teachers representing different areas were collaborating, with one sharing that teachers
met every two weeks. The other counselor said that ELD teachers are paired with content teachers but
did not elaborate on the details of their collaboration. An administrator in another focus group shared
that a new ELD teacher tries to collaborate with classroom teachers. However, this participant and two
other administrators in the same focus group expressed that collaboration was limited due to staffing
and the large workloads of ELD teachers.

Focus group participants were asked specifically about co-planning among teachers, and some gave
examples of productive co-planning while others noted challenges. One school administrator reported
having successfully facilitated co-planning between ELD and content areas at their school. An ELD
teacher in another group said that they plan with content teachers. However, several other participants
said there was limited co-planning between content and ELD teachers. An ELD teacher and content
teacher in the same group said that ELD and content teachers do not plan together due to the low
number of EMLs at their school. The content teacher noted that they had more time to co-plan when
they were working virtually, whereas now, they have a large number of courses to prepare for and there
is no time for co-planning. An ELD teacher in another group said they would like to have greater
consistency in planning with other teachers. In another focus group, a content teacher said co-planning
is inconsistent across levels, and that many teachers plan individually. An ELD teacher in the same group
said that their recommendations were not listened to or implemented; this appeared to be a barrier to
effective co-planning with colleagues teaching content classes.

As part of the broader context of the interaction and relationships between ELD and other areas,
including content areas, an ELD teacher expressed a desire for ELD to be better integrated with other
staff and departments. They said, “It’s like we are in silos—on our own—more isolated than we were
during the pandemic,” adding that ELD needs to be empowered as a department within the district.

Observations
CAL observed a total of 317 classrooms across 55 schools. A full description of the sample of schools
selected for observation can be found in Chapter 1.2, Research Methods.

MCPS facilitated the request for CAL observers to visit schools, and response rates were high. Of the
schools targeted in the sample, 92% responded and provided access for a school visit. Table 2 provides
an overview of the number of schools targeted, and the number observed.
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Table 2: Total number of schools and classrooms targeted for observation, and total number observed

Number of schools in target Number of schools % Response rate
sample observed
Elementary 38 38 100%
Middle 10 9 90%
High 10 7 70%
Special 2 1 50%
Total 60 55 92%

All of the targeted elementary schools, and all but one of the targeted middle schools responded to the
request for observation. It was more challenging to schedule observations in high schools, and MCPS
engaged in several rounds of outreach and follow-up with schools to request access for CAL observers.
Of the ten high schools targeted for inclusion, seven responded. One of two Special schools responded.

Each school was asked to construct a schedule for observers that allowed for six classroom observations.
We requested a schedule that was representative across the instructional settings that EML students
experience in MCPS, including ELD classes and non-ELD classes, and across a diverse range of grade
levels. Schools were asked to include at least one non-core curriculum class (e.g., art, music, PE, career
or technical classes, world languages). In elementary schools with SLIFE students, schools were asked to
include one or two classes including these students. In secondary schools with METS programs, schools
were asked to include at least two classes in the METS program.

Some schools scheduled more than six classrooms for observation. All classrooms which had
observation data logged were included in our analysis. A small number of classes scheduled for
observation could not be observed for a variety of reasons (e.g., a fire drill, an absent teacher, a class on
the schedule in which the students were engaged in reading in the media center).

Table 3 provides detail on the numbers of classes observed at elementary, middle, and high school
levels.

Table 3: Total numbers of classes observed at the elementary, middle, and high school level

Elementary Middle High Total
Number of classrooms observed 226 52 38 316

At the elementary level, 226 classroom observations were conducted across 38 schools. Of these, one
was a partial observation, as most of the classroom instruction was an assessment in which the teacher
was unable to assist students, and so not all the observation features were relevant.

At the middle school level, 52 classroom observations were conducted across nine schools.
At the high school level, 38 classroom observations were conducted across eight schools. One of the

schools was a Special school, with two observations. To ensure that educators and classrooms from this
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setting are not identifiable, we include these observations within the overall sample and discuss them
separately where appropriate.

Inclusion of Students with Disabilities Among Observed Classrooms

Students with disabilities were represented in observed classrooms. Observers were sometimes
informed about the participation of these students, and in some contexts, instructional contexts were
designed specifically for these students. As we did not want to collect identifiable student data, we did
not collect the total number of students with disabilities in the classrooms that we observed. However,
observers were able to collect evidence of the inclusion of students with disabilities in other ways.

At the elementary level, a SPED inclusion math class was observed, with one identified EML. Two classes
were co-taught with a SPED teacher. Another observation included an ELD teacher pushing into a
general education classroom to work with three EML students who were identified by the instructors as
students with disabilities. A math class included two students with disabilities who were not EML
students.

Among observed middle school classrooms, two mainstream classrooms included students with
disabilities—a language arts classroom with three students with disabilities and a math class in which
many students were either EMLs or students with disabilities. Two classes of targeted, specialized
instruction also included students with disabilities—one ELD class in which all students were EMLs with
IEPs, and a developmental reading class in which the observer noted that some students were EMLs and
most were students with disabilities.

At the high school level, as noted above, two of the observations were conducted at a Special school, in
which instruction was tailored and delivered specifically for students with disabilities.

Overall Observation Ratings

Observed classrooms were rated using the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP)
instrument, which includes 30 features organized into eight components, which, together, indicate the
extent to which sheltered instructional strategies are being implemented in classrooms. Please see
Chapter 1.2, Research Methods, for further information about this instrument.

Each of the 30 features was rated by a trained observer on a scale of 0-4. Observers could also indicate
“N/A” or leave a feature blank if they were unable to rate the feature, for example, if that feature did
not apply to the context or if they were unable to ascertain whether a feature was included.

Overall ratings for observed classrooms varied by instructional context, including educational level,
standalone ELD classes versus mainstream or general education, and content area.

Average overall classroom ratings for each of the three levels (elementary, middle, and high) are
presented in Table 4 below. Within the rating scale range from 0-4, we consider ratings of 3.0 or above
to be areas of strength, and ratings of less than 2.0 to be areas for growth. Middle school classrooms
were, on average, the most highly rated, and high schools were the least highly rated.

2-14



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

Table 4: Average ratings among observed classrooms at the elementary, middle, and high school levels

Level Number of Average Rating Lowest Rating Highest Rating
Observations

Elementary 226 2.8 0.6 4.0

Middle 52 3.1 1.1 4.0

High 38 2.3 0.0 3.8

Overall Observation Ratings by Instructional Context

At the elementary level, overall average ratings were the same for ELD pullout and general education
contexts (see Table 5 below). When looking at specific features, however, there are differences between
ratings within these two contexts, with higher scores for some features among ELD pullout classes and
higher scores for other features in general education classes. These will be discussed below.

Table 5: Average ratings by class type in elementary school classroom observations

Instructional Context Number of Average Rating Lowest Rating Highest
Observations Rating

ELD pullout 36 2.8 0.6 4.0

General education classes 184 2.8 0.9 4.0

Average ratings for observation of sheltered instructional features varied by instructional context among
observed secondary classrooms. Table 6 presents average ratings for secondary classrooms (middle and
high school combined) for four broad instructional contexts: ELD classes; mainstream content classes (a
broad category that includes ELA, math, science, social studies, and non-core curriculum classes);
sheltered content classes (math, science, and social studies for students at lower ELP levels); and METS
classes.

Table 6: Average ratings by instructional context in middle and high school classroom observations

Instructional Context Number of Average Rating Lowest Highest
Observations Rating Rating
ELD classes 25 3.2 1.5 3.9
Mainstream content classes 42 2.6 0.0 4.0
Sheltered content classes 13 2.4 0.8 3.8
METS classes 10 3.1 1.3 3.7

This analysis revealed higher average ratings in ELD classes (3.2) and METS courses (3.1), and lower
averages in content classes, both mainstream (2.6) and sheltered (2.4).

Next, we disaggregate these data by middle (Table 7) and high school (Table 8) contexts. We do not
report averages for cases in which we have fewer than five observations in the category, both to ensure
that we do not make generalizations based on a small number of cases, and also to ensure that no
classrooms included in the study are identifiable.
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Table 7: Average ratings by instructional context in middle school classroom observations

Instructional Context Number of Average Rating Lowest Highest
Observations rating rating
ELD classes 16 33 2.0 3.9
Mainstream content classes 30 3.0 1.1 4.0
Sheltered content classes 1 -- -- --
METS classes 5 3.5 3.0 3.7
Total 52 3.1 1.1 4.0

Table 8: Average ratings by instructional context in high school classroom observations

Instructional Context Number of Average Rating Lowest Highest
Observations Rating Rating
ELD classes 9 2.9 1.5 3.8
Mainstream content classes 12 1.7 0.0 3.1
Sheltered content classes 12 2.3 0.8 3.6
METS classes 5 2.7 1.3 3.6
Total 38 2.3 0.0 3.8

The same pattern holds — that ELD classes and METS classes tend to have average higher ratings than
mainstream and sheltered content classes. Middle school classes also have higher ratings than high
school classes.

At the high school level, sheltered content classes were rated higher than mainstream content classes.

In Table 9, we present data organized by subject area. To ensure we have enough observations for
analysis, we combine middle and high school classrooms in this table.

Table 9: Average ratings by content area in middle and high school classroom observations

Content Area Number of Average Rating Lowest Highest
Observations Rating Rating
ELD classes 25 3.2 1.5 3.9
Language Arts 30 2.9 0.6 3.8
Math 11 3.1 1.9 4.0
Science 5 2.9 2.7 3.2
Social Studies 10 2.1 0.6 3.6
Other mainstream 8 1.9 0.0 35

content classes*
*These include courses such as physical education, art, computer skills, music, and health.

ELD classes and math classes have the highest ratings.

Both language arts and science have ratings of 2.9. Social studies classes have a rating of 2.1, with a
broad range (0.6 to 3.6). Other mainstream content classes —i.e., non-core curriculum classes — have the
lowest average rating, with a rating of 1.9, and a wide range of classroom ratings, from 0.0 to 3.5.
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In summary, in terms of instructional contexts, we find that middle school, overall, is an area of
strength, with ratings consistently higher than 3.0 for middle school on average, and also for each of ELD
classes, mainstream content classes, and METS classes. We also find that math classes in high school
rate on average above 3.0.

Mainstream content classes in high school (including core and non-core curriculum classes) tend to be
an area for growth, with an average rating of 1.7.

Overall Ratings of Specific Features of Sheltered Instruction

As noted, the classroom observations were conducted using the SIOP instrument, providing a rating of
0-4 (or N/A or blank, as appropriate) for 30 features organized into eight overarching components. See
Table 10 below for average ratings for each feature by level (elementary, middle, high). Again, ratings of
3.0 or higher are interpreted as “strengths” and indicated with green shading below. If a feature is a
strength across all school levels (elementary, middle, and high), the feature itself is shaded green (e.g.,
3. Content concepts). Ratings lower than 2.0 are interpreted as “areas for growth” and shaded in red.
Other areas not indicated as particular areas of strength or as in need of growth are no less important
and should still be considered areas of interest when planning for professional development and
curriculum and instruction. However, this report will focus on instructional strategies that are already
being implemented across MCPS classrooms and on areas in need of growth, overall, as well as in
specific instructional contexts.
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Table 10: Average ratings of SIOP features among observed classrooms

Component | Feature Average Rating

Elementary Middle High
(n=229) (n=52) (n=39)
Overall Rating 2.8 3.1 2.3
Lesson 1. Content objectives 2.5 2.9 2.6
Preparation | 2. Language objectives 2.1 2.4 1.9
3. Content concepts 3.6 3.7 3.2
4. Supplementary materials 3.1 3.1 2.6
5. Adaptation of content 2.6 3.1 2.3
6. Meaningful activities 2.9 3.1 2.6
Building 7. Concepts linked to background experiences 1.9 3.3 1.8
Background | 8. Links with past learning 3.0 3.4 1.7
9. Key vocabulary 2.8 3.1 1.9
Compre- 10. Appropriate speech 3.3 3.7 3.4
hensible 11. Clear explanation of tasks 3.1 3.8 3.1
Input 12. Variety of techniques 2.9 3.1 2.2
Strategies 13. Learning strategies 2.9 3.0 1.2
14. Scaffolding techniques 2.7 3.1 2.3
15. Higher order thinking 2.3 3.0 1.9
Interaction 16. Opportunities for interaction 2.6 2.5 2.4
17. Grouping configuration 2.7 2.4 1.8
18. Wait time 3.0 3.8 2.8
19. L1 clarification 2.2 3.1 2.8
Practice/ 20. Materials and/or manipulatives 2.7 2.8 1.8
Application | 21. Apply content and language knowledge 2.8 3.1 2.3
22. Integrate all language skills 2.8 2.8 2.1
Lesson 23. Lesson supports content objectives 2.6 3.7 2.7
Delivery 24, Lesson supports language objectives 2.2 3.0 1.5
25. Student engagement 3.1 3.3 2.6
26. Pacing 3.1 3.4 3.2
Review and | 27. Key vocabulary review 2.6 2.7 1.5
Assessment | 28. Key content concepts review 2.7 3.0 2.1
29. Feedback to students 3.1 3.4 2.7
30. Asses.sment of student comprehension and 26 33 53
learning

Features with average ratings of greater than 3.0 are considered areas of strength, and coded in green; features
with average ratings of less than 2.0 are considered areas for growth, and coded in red.

Turning to the specific features and components of the model, strengths observed overall across
contexts include incorporating content concepts appropriate for the age and educational background
level of students, use of speech appropriate for students’ proficiency levels, clear explanation of
academic tasks, and appropriate pacing.

Across the board, observed classrooms addressed content concepts appropriate for the age and
background levels of students (feature 3), receiving an average rating above 3 at each level
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(elementary, middle, high). Elementary classrooms were rated highest overall on this feature, with an
average score of 3.7, and a rating of 4 in 69% of observed elementary classrooms.

Speech used by teachers was also a broad strength across contexts, as observers indicated that teacher
talk was, largely, speech appropriate for students’ proficiency levels (feature 10). Average ratings on
this feature remained above 3 when examined for different instructional contexts (e.g., ELD classes,
general education, and various content areas), except for the area of non-core curriculum and the
secondary level.

Observers also indicated that teachers largely provided clear explanations of academic tasks (feature
11) with average ratings above 3 at all three levels (elementary, middle, and high), with middle school
rating highest with an average of 3.7. This largely held across instructional contexts, with averages
largely remaining above 3.

Pacing of the lesson appropriate to students’ ability levels (feature 26) was generally rated high among
observed classrooms, with rating averages above 3.0 at all levels—3.1 in elementary, 3.4 in middle
school, and 3.2 in high school.

In elementary and middle school contexts (but not high school), we found that links explicitly made
between past learning and new concepts (feature 8), sufficient wait times for student responses
consistently provided (feature 18), students engaged approximately 90% to 100% of the time period
(feature 25), and regular feedback provided to students on their output (feature 29) all consistently
have average ratings above 3.0.

Among elementary classrooms, both individual and group feedback were reported, and feedback was
often described as encouraging, through positive statements about students’ schoolwork and behavior,
and, at times, through actions such as fist bumps or thumbs up.

In middle school classrooms, an area of strength was that content objectives were clearly supported by
lesson delivery (feature 25) and that there was assessment of student comprehension and learning of
all lesson objectives (feature 30).

Examples of assessment practices in highly-rated classrooms included ongoing formative assessment
throughout the lesson, a numbered self-check system for students to report on their own levels of
understanding, and tickets out or exit tickets.

There are no features that consistently have average ratings of less than 2.0 across elementary, middle,
and high school. We do see that the feature that addresses whether concepts are linked to background
experiences (feature 7) falls below 2.0 at both the elementary and high school level. At both elementary
and high school levels, there was great variation among classrooms, indicating a need for more
consistent background connections to be made, rather than an overall lack of the feature. For example,
among elementary classrooms, this feature was not seen at all (i.e., received a rating of 0) in 23% of
classrooms, but a similar number of classrooms (21%) received the highest rating of 4. Similarly, in high
school, 33% of classrooms received the lowest rating, and 26% received the highest. In both contexts, a
similar distribution of ratings was seen across the mid-range scores of 1-3.

Examples of observed links between concepts and students’ background experiences included a variety
of types of connections. Some lessons were about students’ background experiences in a direct way, for
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example, a writing assignment or project based on students’ backgrounds or prior experiences. In
others, teachers asked students about their prior experiences with lesson concepts, for example, the
number 3, some animals being studied, or the content of an article read by the class. These links were
sometimes made during the course of instruction and through smaller moments as well, for example,
through questions to students about their knowledge or practices regarding a topic (e.g., whether they
use the metric system at home).

Evidence of frequent opportunities for students to interact and discuss with the teacher and each
other (feature 16) was not particularly high or low across observed classrooms at all levels. However, it
is worth noting that interaction was rarely rated 0. At the elementary level, the average rating for
interaction opportunities was 2.6; very few (3%) of classrooms received a score of 0 and the highest
percentage of elementary classrooms received a rating of 2 (37%). Similarly, in middle school, the
average rating is 2.5, and no classrooms were rated 0; once again, the most frequent rating was a 2
(35%). Again, in high school, interaction was rated on average 2.4; at this level there was a higher
percentage of 0 ratings (8%), but the most frequent rating was a 3 (28%). Therefore, although the
overall average score isn’t particularly high, it was rare for no opportunities for interaction to be
provided, particularly in elementary and middle school.

Examples of interaction in observed classrooms included pair and group work, students helping each
other through use of L1, turn and talk activities, use of roles within student groups, interactive stations,
Think-Pair-Share. The highest-rated classrooms often used multiple types of interaction and included
peer interaction in addition to student-teacher interaction. Continuing to encourage and facilitate use of
multiple forms of interaction, including with both teacher and peers, can help ensure EMLs are afforded
access to opportunities to interact with peers and to practice different language skills with others.

Instruction in ELD Pullout/ELD Classrooms

To more clearly understand the details of ELD instruction, we examined ELD pullout/ELD standalone
classrooms by feature (Table 11). Only one feature average fell below 2 among elementary ELD pullout
classrooms—higher-order thinking.
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Table 11: Average ratings of SIOP features among Elementary ELD Pullout and Secondary ELD

Classrooms
Component | Feature Average Rating
Elementary | Secondary Overall
(n=36) (n=25) (n=61)
Overall Rating 2.8 3.2 2.9
Lesson 1. Content objectives 2.1 2.8 2.4
Preparation | 2. Language objectives 2.1 2.7 2.3
3. Content concepts 3.1 3.8 3.4
4. Supplementary materials 3.2 3.3 3.2
5. Adaptation of content 3.0 3.5 3.2
6. Meaningful activities 3.0 3.2 3.1
Building 7. Concepts linked to background experiences 2.0 3.3 2.5
Background | 8. Links with past learning 3.0 3.1 3.1
9. Key vocabulary 2.9 3.3 3.1
Compre- 10. Appropriate speech 34 3.8 3.6
hensible 11. Clear explanation of tasks 3.0 3.8 3.4
Input 12. Variety of techniques 2.9 2.9 2.9
Strategies 13. Learning strategies 2.8 2.5 2.7
14. Scaffolding techniques 2.7 3.6 3.1
15. Higher order thinking 1.7 3.0 2.2
Interaction 16. Opportunities for interaction 2.4 2.7 2.5
17. Grouping configuration 2.8 2.4 2.6
18. Wait time 2.9 3.8 3.3
19. L1 clarification 2.2 3.3 2.7
Practice/ 20. Materials and/or manipulatives 2.7 3.0 2.8
Application | 21. Apply content and language knowledge 2.8 3.2 3.0
22. Integrate all language skills 2.9 2.9 2.9
Lesson 23. Lesson supports content objectives 2.1 3.5 2.7
Delivery 24. Lesson supports language objectives 2.2 2.8 2.5
25. Student engagement 3.4 3.2 3.3
26. Pacing 3.3 3.6 3.4
Review and | 27. Key vocabulary review 2.4 2.6 2.5
Assessment | 28. Key content concepts review 2.6 3.0 2.8
29. Feedback to students 3.4 3.3 3.4
30. Asses.sment of student comprehension and 57 30 59
learning

Features with average ratings of greater than 3.0 are considered areas of strength, and coded in green; features
with average ratings of less than 2.0 are considered areas for growth, and coded in red.

Again, there are some clear areas of strength across contexts that stand out. Most of the lesson
preparation features are consistently at an average rating above 3.0. Instructors were consistently
building links with past learning, producing comprehensible input for students, supporting student
engagement, pacing appropriately, and providing feedback to students.
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At the elementary level, ELD pullout classes were rated lower overall on the inclusion of a variety of
guestions that promote higher-order thinking skills, with an average of 1.7. This finding suggests that
ELD pullout classrooms at the elementary level need to ensure students are being asked to engage in
higher-order thinking through the prompts posed to them during instruction.

Instruction in General Education and Mainstream Content Classrooms
We also wanted a broad general understanding of instruction for EML students in general education and
mainstream content classes. Breakouts by these categories are provided in Table 12.

Table 12: Average ratings of SIOP features among general education and mainstream content
classrooms

Component | Feature Average Rating
Elem. General Secondary Overall
Education Mainstream (n=226)
(n=184) Content (n=42)
Overall Rating 2.8 2.6 2.7
Lesson 1. Content objectives 2.5 2.7 2.5
Preparation 2. Language objectives 2.1 2.1 2.1
3. Content concepts 3.7 3.4 3.6
4. Supplementary materials 3.1 2.6 3.0
5. Adaptation of content 2.5 2.2 2.4
6. Meaningful activities 2.9 2.6 2.8
Building 7. Concepts linked to background experiences 1.9 2.6 2.0
Background 8. Links with past learning 3.0 2.6 2.9
9. Key vocabulary 2.8 2.2 2.7
Compre- 10. Appropriate speech 3.3 3.4 3.3
hensible 11. Clear explanation of tasks 3.1 33 3.2
Input 12. Variety of techniques 2.9 2.6 2.8
Strategies 13. Learning strategies 3.0 2.4 2.8
14. Scaffolding techniques 2.7 2.3 2.7
15. Higher order thinking 2.4 2.8 2.4
Interaction 16. Opportunities for interaction 2.6 2.2 2.5
17. Grouping configuration 2.7 1.9 2.5
18. Wait time 3.0 3.2 3.0
19. L1 clarification 2.2 2.5 2.2
Practice/ 20. Materials and/or manipulatives 2.7 2.2 2.6
Application 21. Apply content and language knowledge 2.8 2.6 2.7
22. Integrate all language skills 2.8 2.4 2.7
Lesson 23. Lesson supports content objectives 2.6 3.1 2.7
Delivery 24. Lesson supports language objectives 2.2 2.2 2.2
25. Student engagement 3.0 2.9 3.0
26. Pacing 3.0 3.0 3.0
Review and 27. Key vocabulary review 2.6 2.1 2.5
Assessment 28. Key content concepts review 2.7 2.4 2.7
29. Feedback to students 3.0 3.0 3.0
30. Asses.sment of student comprehension and 26 26 26
learning

Features with average ratings of greater than 3.0 are considered areas of strength, and coded in green; features with average
ratings of less than 2.0 are considered areas for growth, and coded in red.
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Across these contexts, we again see several consistent areas of strength. These include presenting
appropriate content concepts, most of the features of the comprehensible input component, sufficient
wait time, pacing, and feedback to students. At the elementary level, connecting concepts to
background experiences is an area for growth, and at the secondary level, there was a relatively low
rating for grouping configurations that support the language and content objectives.

While the overall average rating for secondary mainstream classrooms (2.6) is not an area of concern,
mainstream content classes at the high school level have an average rating of 1.7, which indicates that
growth is required in this context. Table 13 presents the breakdown of features across mainstream
content classrooms.

Table 13: Average ratings of SIOP features among high school mainstream content classrooms (n=12)

Component Feature Mainstream content
classes (n=12)

Overall Rating 1.7
Lesson 1. Content objectives 2.3
Preparation | 2. Language objectives 1.7
3. Content concepts 2.8
4. Supplementary materials 2.1
5. Adaptation of content 1.2
6. Meaningful activities 1.8
Building 7. Concepts linked to background experiences 1.1
Background | 8. Links with past learning 1.2
9. Key vocabulary 1.4
Compre- 10. Appropriate speech 2.9
hensible 11. Clear explanation of tasks 2.5
Input 12. Variety of techniques 1.8
Strategies 13. Learning strategies 1.0
14. Scaffolding techniques 1.6
15. Higher order thinking 1.5
Interaction 16. Opportunities for interaction 1.6
17. Grouping configuration 1.1
18. Wait time 1.8
19. L1 clarification 2.2
Practice/ 20. Materials and/or manipulatives 1.5
Application | 21. Apply content and language knowledge 1.6
22. Integrate all language skills 1.4
Lesson 23. Lesson supports content objectives 2.0
Delivery 24, Lesson supports language objectives 0.9
25. Student engagement 2.2
26. Pacing 2.5
Review and | 27. Key vocabulary review 1.2
Assessment | 28. Key content concepts review 1.4
29. Feedback to students 2.3
30. Assessment of student comprehension and learning 1.3

Features with average ratings of greater than 3.0 are considered areas of strength, and coded in green; features with average
ratings of less than 2.0 are considered areas for growth, and coded in red.
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Particular components of concern include building background context for lessons, supporting learning
strategies, and providing opportunities for practice and application.

Special School

Two observations were conducted at a Special School where special education services and specialized
instructional settings are provided for secondary students. The first class was an ELD pullout setting in
which students met individually with the instructor. The second was a science class. Both of these
classes were rated between a 2.0 and a 3.0.1

These instructional settings rated well on some of the features associated with differentiated instruction
that includes support for students with disabilities. Some of these well-rated features include use of
supplementary materials, adaptation of content, meaningful activities, appropriate speech, clear
explanation of tasks, a variety of techniques to make concepts clear, opportunities for interaction,
providing wait time, using materials and/or manipulatives, lesson pacing, reviewing key content
concepts, providing feedback to students, and assessing student comprehension.

These two classes were rated less well on some of the features associated with language supports,
including incorporating language objectives, integrating all language skills, and supporting language
objectives throughout lesson delivery. These classes were also rated less well on some features related
to individualizing and personalizing instruction, including linking concepts to students’ background
experiences, linking with past learning, and providing opportunities for students to use learning
strategies.

Program Focus: Two-way Immersion Programs

TWI programs fall under the dual language education umbrella and, as such, include bilingualism and
biliteracy, high academic achievement, and sociocultural competence as the three main goals. In two-
way immersion programs, in contrast with one-way immersion programs, there is a balance of speakers
of the partner language and speakers of English who can serve as language models for each other. MCPS
has a long history of one-way immersion programs, but the first two-way programs only started five
years ago. Two additional programs were added the following year and a sixth program started in 2022-
2023. Three veteran programs added fifth grade and will be graduating their first cohort of students in
the 2022-2023 school year. Focus groups and classroom observations in the TWI programs took place in
the school year 2021-2022 before the sixth program started.

Research has shown that, when carefully designed and implemented with fidelity, dual language
programs benefit both EML students and their English-fluent peers, and lead to achievement (measured
in English) that is similar to or higher than that of matched groups in English-only programs (Genesee et
al., 2006; Steele et al., 2017; Thomas & Collier, 2012; Umansky & Reardon, 2014). Given the additive
nature of dual language education, EML students are provided the opportunity to acquire English at no
cost to their home language (Hamayan et al., 2013).

! Care was taken to ensure that our observations at this school were not overly intrusive to students. Due to the
scheduling pattern at this school, our full-day observation consisted of two classrooms. We do not provide
individual ratings for these classrooms as there are only two in the observation set and we want to ensure ratings
cannot be matched with individual teachers.
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Focus Groups

This analysis is based on seven focus groups conducted with TWI district administrators (one focus
group), TWI school administrators (four focus groups), TWI classroom teachers (one focus group), and
family members (1), as shown in Table 14 below. The family focus group had two participants, one of
whom has students in the TWI program; the analysis in this section on TWI only refers to the responses
of the family member with children in TWI. We employed a modified version of the focus group
protocols, with questions revised to elicit information specific to TWI programs. Table 14 indicates the
number of participants for each protocol, and the total number of participants, across the seven focus
groups.

Table 14: TWI Focus Groups

Focus Group Type Number of Participants
Protocol 1: Classroom Educators 5

Protocol 2: Administrators & Other Staff 15

Protocol 3: Students n/a

Protocol 4: Family & Community Groups 3*

Total 23

*Only one of the three parents has a child in TWI; only the responses of this parent were included in this section
on TWI.

TWI focus group participants spoke highly of the TWI program, while also noting areas where they are
making necessary changes, and where they felt some additional changes were needed.

Focus group respondents largely reported that the TWI program is working well for MCPS students. One
school administrator noted, “I think we serve EMLs really well,” and noted students’ abilities with
academic Spanish. This administrator’s colleagues in the same focus group similarly noted students’
bilingual abilities, including translanguaging, and the benefits of being able to bridge the two languages
within instructional contexts. School and district administrators also reported a number of efforts to
engage and welcome families. Areas where growth is needed were identified throughout the focus
groups as well, and will be discussed in sections below. Specifically, ways in which the program is
working to engage and welcome TWI families will be discussed in the family engagement chapter (2.8).

Some focus group participants noted a need for greater recognition of TWI district-wide. One school-
based administrator expressed a need for greater understanding of the “intricacies” of TWI programs,
emphasizing the increased staffing needs, and another administrator noted that the addition of a TWI
department at the district level was a step in the right direction, but that challenges remained. A teacher
similarly said that “MCPS is ready for DL” but needed further guidance and sharing of lessons learned
between schools, as well as outside learning from districts with more experience and opportunities to
attend local conferences. There was a sense among focus group participants that progress is being
made, but challenges exist, and that they’d like to see expansion of TWI within MCPS.

Language allocation

Focus group participants discussed the language allocation plan, which outlines the instructional
minutes devoted to instruction in each of the two program languages by subject area, and the district
approach to it. They mentioned that in the past there was not a district-wide document, and they were
currently working on a new plan to provide consistency across campuses. For the 2021-22 school year,
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they were using the plan in the Elementary TWI Staff Handbook (2021-2022). In this plan, all content
areas are taught in the two languages in all grade levels on a week-to-week basis. The upcoming school
year (2022-2023) is a transition year with some programs maintaining the current plan to teach all
subjects in the program languages and others adopting a plan more in line with the district’s new plan to
alternate teaching the different content areas in different grade levels such that all areas are taught in
both languages throughout the duration of the program. As reported by district administrators, the new
plan will include Bridge lessons at the end of every unit for all the content areas. None of the language
allocation plans reviewed by CAL included special subjects (e.g., music, art, physical education).

Focus groups with district administrators revealed that the new plan will not include language arts
blocks, but rather language arts standards in both languages will be taught through the other core
content areas (i.e., math, science, and social studies). One of the reasons for such a change was a shift in
how they had been thinking about the different areas as silos to a more integrated cross-disciplinary
approach.

School administrators’ opinions on the new plan varied, with some citing the research and professional
learning provided by the district as key to their support of the new plan to teach subjects in only one
language at each grade level. One school administrator said that the research they received from the
district TWI office indicated that the “biggest key” is the 50/50 split and grade-level expectations. An
administrator from a different focus group similarly said that they previously believed that every content
area should be taught in both languages “prior to our learning this year,” saying that language arts is the
only area in which they need to instruct in both languages and that “oracy is the most important thing.”
This administrator further emphasized the importance of bridging languages and having a foundation in
both languages, saying that this is the reason for the shift in the model. Administrators in the same focus
group shared that trying to do both languages for every content area had the unintended consequence
of giving content areas other than language arts “the short end of the stick.” Another participant in the
same group noted that the change was also responsive to patterns of disengagement they notice among
grades 3-5 students during instruction in their less comfortable language; they believe the new plan
contributes to ensuring students “have to engage in every subject fully.”

School administrators in another focus group defended their opinion to teach all subjects in both
languages, citing the benefits of this approach in providing opportunities for bridging languages and
translanguaging. This has led, in their view, to stronger teacher partnerships and an increase in dialogue
among the teaching staff. One of them claimed, “it helps teachers see their students like whole
children.” Another said the ELD and Spanish language arts teachers provide support in this model to
help content teachers teach language.

In the teacher focus group, teachers noted the benefits of students learning all subjects in both
languages, citing students’ progress in both languages. One teacher noted the difficulty they perceived
students might encounter if a subject was only taught in one language, particularly for incoming
students at older grades (e.g., grade 3) with no Spanish language skills, as well as for EMLs. One teacher
noted the Spanish language development class that students will have, in which they’ll be able to bridge;
the teacher described this as a “happy medium,” although “not enough of a solution.” One of the
teachers acknowledged the challenges of teaching in both languages, but said that there are “creative
solutions” and that teaching all subjects in both languages allows students to “tap into their whole
repertoire” and that this approach is “how you equal the playing field for all students.”
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Staffing

Regarding staffing, administrators from three focus groups reported a large number of Spanish-speaking
teachers among their staff. One noted that more than half of the staff at their school speak Spanish.
Another said that even many of their English teachers speak Spanish, and another noted that teachers
have the freedom to plan in the language in which they are most comfortable. A district administrator
reported “a lot of growth and improvement for our Spanish teachers,” indicating a push to provide high-
quality instruction in Spanish across the district. One school administrator echoed this progress: “MCPS
recruitment continues to get better in finding us better candidates.” Recruitment strategies for ensuring
sufficient staffing of bilingual teachers, reported by participants, included recruiting overseas (e.g.,
Puerto Rico), and hiring bilingual interns with the goal of hiring them as staff following their internship.
One school administrator said that the push for hiring bilingual educators meant that sometimes the
hiring process was “more lenient with strong Spanish-speaking teachers.”

This push toward increasing the number of qualified bilingual instructors, however, was reported as
ongoing and at times still a struggle. A district administrator said that “TWI get first pick” for Spanish-
speaking teachers, and that “all the schools are fighting for the same candidates.” Administrators at the
school level similarly reported this challenge on their end to ensure they are sufficiently staffed with
Spanish-speaking bilingual educators, which has a direct impact on program planning and instructional
practices. Administrators from one school reported that staffing allocations impacted their language
allocation plan, because the availability of bilingual instructors changed from year to year. Even so, they
listed a large number of bilingual staff, noting that “it’s been a journey and takes some time to get
there.”

The availability of paraeducators was also a theme among TWI focus groups, impacting program
planning and implementation. Administrators in one school said that the availability of bilingual
paraeducators helped them to be able to provide instructional support in Spanish. In the classroom
educators focus group, teachers reported that paraeducators help them with differentiation; however,
availability of paraeducators remained a challenge, with two teachers reporting that the paraeducator
working with them was assigned to five teachers, and one teacher noting that it was their first year
working with a paraeducator.

Special education in TWI Programs

TWI focus group participants also mentioned the need for bilingual staff beyond teachers and
paraeducators. In particular, they identified special education services as an area in need of growth
given its current focus on English. A district administrator said that “IEPs are developed around English
language development. This is an area that we have to get better at.” A school administrator echoed this
sentiment: “We’re still very English-focused. You need to have special education educators. We
implement IEPs in both language classrooms, but (they are) still provided through a monolingual lens
(e.g., foundational skills).” Their colleague in the same focus group agreed, saying that all IEPs are
written in English “through an English lens,” and adding, “There’s no best practices or guidance on how
to provide those services in the two languages and differences between them. We are also measuring
them in one language only. There’s a lot of work that needs to be done. Goals must be written in both
languages and measured in both languages.” They did add that their school provides some Spanish
reading intervention and tutoring after school, “but not a system like we have in English.” Two parents
in the family focus group similarly reported insufficient bilingual staffing to support special education
services broadly, but also specifically within TWI programs. One indicated that they knew several
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families of children with IEPs who do not feel that their children are well-supported, particularly in
Spanish.

School-level administrators in three focus groups shared that they have bilingual staff working with
students with disabilities, and that these staff are able to provide some bilingual support for students,
albeit often in a limited capacity given the English emphasis within special education services. Positions
in which they reported having bilingual staff supporting students with disabilities include special
education staff, ELD instructors, counselors, speech pathologists, and paraeducators. In one focus group,
school administrators shared that some of these bilingual staff are available to provide intervention and
support in both English and Spanish. In another focus group, despite availability of bilingual support staff
in areas other than special education, a school administrator noted that special education services are
conducted solely in English, although some bilingual support from paraeducators is available within
these contexts. They further noted that for some students, their English skills are rather strong, perhaps
indicating a belief that English-only special education services are sufficient for some EMLs with
disabilities in the TWI program.

A teacher in the TWI educator focus group indicated that special education services at their school are in
fact supposed to be provided half in English and half in Spanish. However, despite this goal of bilingual
special education services, they reported that the bilingual staff—an ELD teacher and a special
educator—who provide these services are often pulled in other directions for responsibilities such as
testing, so they are unable to provide the needed support.

School administrators in one focus group noted that there are students with severe socioemotional
needs who are served through special education services, and they expressed a desire to see those
students mainstreamed within TWI programs.

The need for more bilingual support staff was also expressed by two school administrators, in different
focus groups, who expressed a desire for bilingual reading specialists, one noting that expertise in
bilingual reading, including foundational skills and comprehension, would be an asset for their program.
A parent at a TWI school expressed concern about the lack of a Spanish-speaking reading specialists in
their children’s school. One school administrator noted that they, along with colleagues, “fought for a
TWI coach for next year” who is bilingual and has experience with the TWI program.

Professional learning

Participants reported robust past support and professional preparation with regards to TWI
programming and implementation, but also reported a need for more preparation. School
administrators in two focus groups noted good professional learning opportunities, one noting, “They do
provide us a lot of PD,” and the other noted some work done by a former consultant that was “robust”
and impactful. Participating teachers noted many professional learning opportunities they’ve received,
including the same opportunity with the consultant that was noted by the school administrator.
Opportunities being explored for future professional learning include certificate programs for teachers.
One district administrator said they would like to see a system put in place wherein teachers could take
classes in teacher preparation programs and receive certifications.

At the same time, participants also expressed a desire for more (or different types of) of learning
opportunities, either from a content perspective or with regard to the mode of delivery. Content
suggested for future professional learning included assets-based education (1 school administrator);
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language teaching strategies, e.g., comprehensible input in both languages (1 school administrator);
translanguaging (1 teacher); and guidance on curriculum implementation and interventions in both
languages (1 school administrator). Modes of delivery suggested by participants included ongoing
support and opportunities for follow-up (2 school administrators, 1 teacher); modeling (1 teacher);
external sources of professional learning, e.g., conferences and social media (1 teacher); and visits to
other schools within the district (1 teacher). These content and delivery themes were reflected in one
teacher’s comments: “I feel like with a lot of the trainings, there is a lot of theory, but not so much what
does that look like in the classroom?” They described some of the trainings as “too much,” with little
guidance on how to apply the learning.

Challenges to providing professional learning reported by participants included funding and availability
of substitutes, as reported by two district administrators. One of the district administrators said, with
regard to funding, “Every year the program grows and we need more funding... (The) budget for TWI
needs to be increased as we increase.” They also noted that funding for professional learning should be
part of the local budget rather than Title lll. One school administrator, though, noted funding as a
strength in their program: “We’ve been provided with a large budget to be able to provide training and
resources, planning time.”

Resources

Regarding material resources, educators expressed concern about the availability of authentic
instructional and assessment materials in Spanish. One teacher who shared about Spanish language
resources conveyed a mixed picture, praising some of the authentic texts that reflect some students’
home cultures, while expressing a need for more high-quality Spanish language curricular and
assessment resources.

Secondary and post-secondary success

When asked about pathways for post-secondary success, some TWI focus group participants discussed a
need to build a pathway for TWI students into secondary schools, one noting, “we are getting there.”
Two school administrators noted the plan for sixth-grade former TWI students to take two courses in
Spanish—social studies and language/reading. A district administrator, as well as one school-level
administrator, also reported that there is an in-process effort to build a pathway for TWI students to
earn the Seal of Biliteracy, but also described the challenges for getting TWI students and EMLs the
credits to earn the Seal, arguing that TWI students should have access to the accelerated pathway.
According to ?, the challenges arise, in part, from the program being overseen by World Languages
rather than TWI or EML administrators.

Survey

There were 55 respondents to the survey, or 7.7% of respondents in total, who indicated that they
worked in or with a school with a TWI program. The table below (Table 15) provides some detail on
beliefs of these respondents. Note that the table includes only respondents who indicated that they
worked in or with a school with a TWI program.

Respondents were confident that the TWI schools were welcoming and supportive of Spanish-speaking
families (93.33% agreed or strongly agreed) and welcoming and supportive of families who spoke
languages other than Spanish or English (88.40% agreed or strongly agreed).
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Educators recognized both the importance and the challenge of the aims of TWI programs, with 78.67%
agreeing or strongly agreeing that it is important for TWI students to learn all subjects in both languages,
and 85.43% agreeing or strongly agreeing that this is a challenge for TWI teachers.

Survey respondents indicate that cross-linguistic coordination is happening in TWI schools, with 75.49%
agreeing or strongly agreeing that partner teachers meet frequently to coordinate instruction. This
number goes down slightly when looking at collaboration between classroom teachers and support
services teachers (59.32% agree or strongly agree). Almost 70% were confident that EML students from
Spanish-speaking homes are provided support services in Spanish. This contrasts with the information
gathered in focus groups.

Respondents were split on their assessments of family involvement for Spanish-speaking families. Only
59.52% felt that the voices of Spanish-speaking families were given equal weight to the voices of English-
speaking families, with almost 15% indicating that they “strongly disagreed.”

Slightly more than half of the respondents indicated that they were familiar with the WIDA Spanish
language development standards (54.14% agree or strongly agree). Fewer than half felt that they could
easily access materials in Spanish that meet their instructional needs (45.65% agree or strongly agree),
or that they had access to Spanish language assessment materials (45.00% agree or strongly agree).
Finally, only 35.76% indicated that they agreed or strongly agreed that they had familiarity with the
Common Core en espafiol standards.
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Table 15: Survey respondents’ beliefs about TWI programs in MCPS

Thinking about TWI programs in MCPS, please rate the

following statements.

Strongly

Agree
Partner teachers meet frequently 25.49%
to coordinate instruction.
Classroom teachers and support
services teachers meet frequently
to coordinate instruction.
Emergent multilingual students
from Spanish-speaking homes are
provided support services in
Spanish.
| can easily access materials in
Spanish that meet my instructional
needs.
I have access to assessment
materials in Spanish.
My school welcomes and supports
Spanish-speaking families.
The voices of Spanish-speaking
families have equitable weight to
the voices of English-speaking
families.
My school welcomes and supports
families who speak languages other
than English and Spanish.
I am familiar with the Common
Core en espanol standards.
I am familiar with the WIDA
Spanish language development
standards.
I think it is important for TWI
students to learn all subjects in the
two languages in every grade level.
I think offering all subjects in the
two languages in every grade level
is challenging for TWI teachers.

16.95%

15.67%

7.97%

7.86%

38.33%

20.24%

33.70%

7.95%

15.29%

32.00%

41.06%

Agree

50.00%

42.37%

53.73%

37.68%

37.14%

55.00%

39.29%

54.70%

27.81%

38.85%

46.67%

44.37%

Disagree Strongly Weighted

Disagree Average
20.59% 3.92% 2.03
34.75% 5.93% 2.3
20.90% 9.70% 2.25
40.58% 13.77% 2.6
38.57% 16.43% 2.64
5.56% 1.11% 1.69
25.60% 14.88% 2.35
6.63% 4.97% 1.83
44.37% 19.87% 2.76
32.48% 13.38% 2.44
16.00% 5.33% 1.95
9.27% 5.30% 1.79

We also examined the subset of survey respondents who work in TWI programs that responded to the

question on professional learning and effective TWI practices (

Table 16). Almost 65% noted that they had received some PD on these topics, with only 11% not having

received any PD on these topics.
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Table 16: Subset of survey respondents who work in TWI programs by the proportion who have received
PD on effective TWI programmatic or instructional practices.

For the topics listed below, please indicate which have been covered in in-service professional
development activities in which you’ve participated in the past five years.

Yes, Yes, some No Don’t know/  Weighted
extended coverage or Not applicable  Average
coverage mention

Effective TWI programmatic 37.04% 27.78% 11.11% 24.07% 2.22

and/or instructional practices

The 40 responses to the open-ended survey item on TWI programming themes included the benefits
and positive views respondents have of TWI programs, as well as their desire to see the programs
expanded. Respondents also acknowledged existing issues, particularly with regards to inequities
between the languages, with respondents noting higher quantity and quality of English-speaking
teachers and English-language materials and assessments.

Advocacy for expansion of TWI

The most reported theme in responses to the open-ended survey question on TWI program benefits and
expansion (10 respondents) was a desire to see more TWI programs established. One stated, “l would
like to see many more TWI programs offered across the county. All students should have the
opportunity to become biliterate and bilingual. All students should be taught sociocultural competence
as part of their schooling.” An additional respondent said that the program should be expanded to
middle and high school, and another shared a story of trying to refer a student to TWI but being told
that there was not space.

The benefits of TWI programs were touted by five respondents, one noting, “I think students benefit
from the TWI programs immensely,” offering a qualification that these benefits sometimes take time to
show. Another noted, “This program is about what is best for students learning two languages, not what
is easiest for the adults.”

Two respondents suggested that more information about TWI and its impacts should be shared with the
MCPS community, one noting that more people should understand the value of the program and the
other suggesting that data on program impact should be shared more broadly.

To the open-ended question on the inclusiveness of diverse students in TWI programs, three survey
respondents commented about participation of different subgroups of students. One noted that SLIFE
students are sometimes enrolled at TWI schools, adding, “I wonder about leveraging this to promote
their growth.” Another noted that non-Spanish-speaking EMLs can feel excluded within TWI
programming, and stated that “non-Spanish-speaking newcomers should not be forced into dual-
language or TWI programs just because some data point says they work.”
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Staffing and professional learning

Regarding educator assets and supports, four respondents commented on teacher qualifications,
supports, and professional learning. One stated that ELD and classroom teachers need to meet before
the school year starts to align lessons, and that there needs to be more teacher support in ELA and
math. Another respondent noted the lack of interventions or special education services in Spanish. A
specials teacher stated that they would like more guidance and direction around Spanish instruction in
their area. Two respondents discussed teacher quality, one noting that “MCPS is called to properly staff
schools with these programs with qualified teachers and with teachers with the right mind/belief set to
engage in this work.” The other stated that Spanish-speaking teachers are being hired with lower
qualifications due to the need for Spanish-speaking educators in the program, and expressed fear about
students’ trajectories with acquiring biliteracy, adding, “It’s fine to teach two languages, but the
teachers need to be top-notch in both languages and better vetted for linguistic ability in the foreign
language.”

Program implementation

Respondents commented on a number of issues related to the methods and model of TWI
programming, including the curriculum, materials, instructional supports, assessment, language
allocation plan, scheduling, and class sizes.

One respondent expressed issues with the curriculum: “The new English curriculum for EML students in
level 1 does not emphasize the building blocks of a traditional ESOL curriculum; therefore, students are
struggling at this level. It assumes that students are entering with the necessary prior education to be
able to understand the complexities of literature.” They go on to discuss the role of interruptions and
differences in students’ prior educational experiences and the difficulties they encounter with reading
literature. Regarding level 2 students, they said, “The level 2 students who have completed our
traditional level 1 curriculum are ready to tackle this curriculum, but with modifications.” They also
critique the reading excerpts, saying they do not “give the students the joy of reading a text where they
can follow the story from beginning to end.”

Regarding instruction and materials, one respondent noted additional support being needed in TWI
classrooms to help students access the curriculum. Two respondents reported inequities in materials,
noting that more instructional materials are provided in English, and that what is available in Spanish is
often created by teachers. Another respondent noted issues with translation, saying that “a lot of times,
translation made during class doesn't perfectly translate the instructional concepts or questions from
students due to cultural differences between two languages,” suggesting that “it is better to modify
materials and curriculum for ELLs in English, unless there is a perfectly-established bilingual system.”

Balance of the two program languages was raised by three respondents. One said that their model for
next year is still being developed, but that they “will not be teaching all subjects in both languages at the
intermediate grades (3/4).” Another respondent advocated for teaching all subjects in both languages:
“Offering all subjects in the two languages at every grade level is challenging but not impossible. It takes
VERY STRONG leadership, a well-articulated plan of support AND high-quality authentic materials in
both languages.” Another respondent expressed a desire to have literacy taught in both languages
simultaneously.

The challenge of English-focused assessment practices was raised by two survey respondents. One
stated, “Assessment for dual language learners is a challenge. We have access to monolingual
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instruments that do not consider the influence of the other language. When it comes to assessment, we
rely on two different monolingual instruments and try to make sense of the data. Districtwide MUST
change some of the guidelines and cut up scores.” The other respondent said, “We (TWI programs)
sometimes feel like the forgotten stepchildren because decisions are made for the county as a whole
without regard to how the decisions will affect the TWI programs. For example, evidence of learning
measures are almost always given in English. Early Entrance to Kindergarten assessment is only offered
in English, even though we have had many applicants whose first language is not English who may have
been deemed eligible if the assessment had been given in Spanish. These types of policies seem to
reinforce the narrative of English is the preferred language, rather than on equal footing with Spanish. |
feel like we have a long way to go in terms of becoming an antiracist and culturally responsive school
system. TWI programs need to expand and be considered when decisions are made about assessments,
achievement, instruction, etc.”

Regarding coursework and scheduling, one respondent suggested offering Spanish literacy as a special,
saying that this “would build students’ reading skills and appreciation of their home language and
culture.” Another noted the challenges of sufficiently addressing the necessary content in the half day
allocated within their school for each language, stating, “It is very difficult to complete everything when
you have only half a day in one language.” Another cited issues with block scheduling within TWI, saying
that “TWI programs should not be restricted to the traditional ‘block’ schedules of other programs.”
Another noted challenges with class size: “The TWI classrooms at my school are very large and make
teaching more challenging for their teachers.”

Observations

School visits to all five campuses with a TWI elementary program in the 2021-2022 school year took
place in late May and early June of 2022 before the new language and content allocation plan was in
place. The purpose of the visits was to conduct 20-30 minute observations to gather data on
instructional practices in the TWI classrooms. Forty-eight classroom observations were scheduled by the
district so that every grade level at every campus with a TWI program could be observed during Spanish
and English instruction. Due to unforeseeable circumstances (field trips, teacher absences, testing, etc.),
the total number of observations conducted was 41. There were 22 conducted during Spanish
instruction and 19 during English instruction. Table 17 summarizes these observations. To conduct
classroom observations in TWI schools, we used a CAL-designed dual language classroom protocol
aligned with the Guiding Principles for Dual Language Education (see Appendix F for a copy of the
protocol). It is important to note that classroom observations represent a snapshot of a subset of
classrooms that provides general trends.

While there was variation across and within schools in the practices observed, a focus on students’
socioemotional well-being, the embracing and celebration of bilingualism and cultural diversity, and the
acceptance of language varieties were evident in the vast majority of the classrooms visited. This
attention to the third pillar of dual language education, sociocultural competence, by teachers engaging
in practices that provided students with opportunities to build or enhance their background around a
topic and connect what students were learning with students’ own experiences (e.g., using popular
songs and poems) was observed rather widely.

Table 17: TWI classroom observations by language of instruction

Schools Spanish Instruction English Instruction Total
1 5 5 10
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Total 22 19 41

An important aspect of TWI instruction includes fidelity to the language allocation model and, in
particular, attention to language use by the teacher and the students. Classroom visits revealed that the
majority of teachers primarily used the target language during Spanish and English language instruction
showing fidelity to the model. One notable exception was one teacher who engaged in translating back
and forth during most of the 30 minutes of the observation, a practice that has been found to be
ineffective with EMLs (Howard et al., 2018). A few bilingual teachers were observed engaging in
translanguaging practices and encouraging students to use their whole linguistic repertoire, a practice
that when intentionally planned has been found to be effective for EMLs (Garcia et al., 2016).

There was some variation across schools in terms of the language that students were using during
classroom observations. In general, students primarily used English during English instruction, but they
used both English and Spanish during Spanish instruction. Some exceptions to the use of English by
students during English language instruction were encountered primarily in two schools that appeared
to have a larger number of newcomer Spanish-speaking students. Regarding the language used during
Spanish language instruction, there were some general differences between Spanish- and English-
dominant students in that the former tended to use Spanish to engage with the content and

English mainly for social interaction, while English-dominant students tended to use English also for
engaging with the content.

The language instruction observed was, for the most part, attentive to the language in question (e.g.,
lots of work at the syllable level in K-1 Spanish language arts classrooms) and accepting of different
language varieties (e.g., regionalisms). Regarding the integration of language and content, the use of
sheltered instructional strategies to make the content in both program languages accessible to all
students and provide them with the support they need for language production represents well
documented, current best research practices identified in the literature on effective practices with EMLs
(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2017; Larsen-Freeman & Tedick, 2016). There was a lot of evidence of the use
of sheltered instructional strategies to facilitate access to content by teachers in the classrooms visited.
Among the strategies observed were the use of visual aids, gestures and movement, graphic organizers,
modeling using the whiteboard, and breaking down information into smaller chunks. Much less
common, however, were the use of language-embedded supports for sustained language use by
students who needed them to productively engage with the content orally or in writing. The lack of
language supports was particularly evident in upper elementary classrooms during Spanish instruction,
where many students unable to participate in the discussion in Spanish resorted to doing so in English.

Many of the lessons included language and content objectives. This was particulary evident in language
arts lessons in the early grades. In some classrooms, teachers were observed going over the objectives
with students. Moreover, in some classrooms, in two of the schools in particular, students seemed used
to language education terminology such as language domains (speaking, listening, reading, and writing)
and metalanguage, as well as the three pillars of dual language education. Instruction that focused on
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language features was observed in some classrooms, especially during language arts (e.g., silaba ténica,
digraphs, alliteration, agentive suffixes, conjunctions). Academic vocabulary was also highlighted in
many classrooms in content areas other than language arts (math, science, and social studies). However,
with a few exceptions, there was very little focus on language beyond the word level and few supports
provided for students to be able to produce language at the sentence level and beyond. As a result, as
mentioned earlier, students who lacked the proficiency level in the target language to engage in
sustained language use were observed resorting to their dominant language. This phenomenon was
observed during both Spanish and English instruction, but it was more common during Spanish
instruction, especially at the upper elementary grades.

While color-coded bilingual anchor charts and cognate word walls were present in many classrooms and
many teachers and some students were observed making spontaneous connections between the two
languages (primarily at the word level to identify cognate words), there was little intentional connection
of the two languages to point out similarities or differences between them in the instruction observed.
Likewise, only a few teachers, most of whom taught in both languages, were observed building on what
students had learned during instruction in the other language.

In many classrooms there was whole-group instruction by the teacher with students on the carpet and
the teacher eliciting responses from individual students and providing feedback. This was followed by
students going back to their desks to apply the concepts covered or put into practice the task explained
by the teacher. In a few classrooms, teachers used strategies such as “talking sticks” to call on students
or purposefully called on individual students, but in most classrooms, students volunteered to
participate in the whole-group discussion. Some teachers also engaged students in turn and talk
interaction while on the carpet, but without supports or intentional groupings, some students were
unable to complete the task in the target language. This was particularly the case with English-dominant
students during Spanish language instruction. During the application phase, for the most part, students
worked independently to complete a task (typically a worksheet or advance organizer) with the teacher
walking around to check on their work and providing assistance as needed. Very few instances of
structured peer-to-peer interaction and purposeful groupings to maximize opportunities for students to
benefit from peer models were observed in the classrooms visited. Even in cases in which students were
working in centers, the interaction that took place was primarily spontaneous and it lacked the language
supports that some students could have benefited from to be able to engage in sustained language use
in the target language.

Teachers used a variety of techniques to check for students’ understanding and provide feedback. They
noted whether students were attentive and comprehending during whole-group discussions, circulated
around the classroom when students were engaged in independent practice, and listened in during peer
interactions. Additionally, they used a variety of instructional strategies in their lessons to aid students
with comprehension of oral and written language, such as pictures, manipulatives, Total Physical
Response, dramatization, and wait time. Teachers allocated time for students to think and sometimes
write down their ideas before expecting oral production, provided graphic organizers to help students
break down the input or aid them with writing a response to what they had learned, modeled tasks, and
provided clear, step-by-step directions which they projected on the white board. For the most part,
teachers also engaged in practices that provided students opportunities to build or enhance their
background around a topic and connect what students were learning with students’ own experiences.
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The productive use of technology by teachers (e.g., white board, audiovisual instructional materials) was
evident in most classrooms. Teachers used the whiteboard to support students in following instruction
or in understanding lesson expectations by projecting lesson objectives, task instructions, texts, and
other instructional materials. Some teachers also used videos to build background knowledge or
illustrate concepts. The use of technology by students was much less evident, understandably so, as the
tasks in which they were engaged usually did not require it. The few instances in which we observed
students using Chromebooks were either for taking an assessment or doing a presentation.

Findings

Are current classroom methods and models tailored to suit the needs of the current EML
population?

Our analysis of instruction shows that, for the most part, instructional techniques within individual

classrooms are generally appropriate for EML students, with some variation, and some exceptions to
this general trend.

Overall, we find that instruction in MCPS classrooms is responsive to the needs of EML students at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels, with average ratings of 2.8 (elementary school), 3.1 (middle
school), and 2.3 (high school). The SIOP rating scale runs from 0-4, with ratings higher than 3.0
considered areas of strength and ratings lower than 2.0 considered areas for growth.

We disaggregated our data across contexts. We found that, in particular, middle school instruction is an
area of strength, with average classroom ratings above 3.0 overall. Ratings are also above 3.0 for ELD
pullout/ELD classes, mainstream content classes, and METS in middle school. We also see that ELD
classes in secondary schools (middle and high school combined) stand above 3.0. METS classes overall
have a rating of greater than 3.0, as do secondary math classes.

An area for growth is high school mainstream content classes, with an average classroom rating of 1.7.

We saw several features of instruction that were consistently observed across classrooms, with average
ratings of greater than 3.0. These included presenting content concepts appropriate for the age and
background levels of students, delivering speech appropriate for students’ proficiency levels, providing
clear explanations of academic tasks, and lesson pacing. We also saw that classrooms consistently
provided frequent opportunities for students to interact with the teacher and each other, with few
ratings of 0 on this feature. We did not see any features of instruction that were consistently not
observed across all contexts.

As mentioned above, looking at instruction in ELD pullout/ELD classrooms, secondary ELD classrooms
were a particular area of strength. Across both elementary and secondary ELD pullout/ELD classrooms,
we observed strong average ratings for most features of lesson preparation, as well as for building links
with past learning, providing comprehensible input for students, supporting student engagement,
pacing appropriately, and providing feedback to students. We did note that at the elementary level,
promoting higher-order thinking skills was an area for growth in ELD pullout.

One limitation of our observational method is that schools selected classrooms for our observers to visit
(within some pre-provided parameters), so schools may have selected their most proficient instructors.
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As is appropriate for a school system of its size and diversity, MCPS provides a broad range of program
models for EML students. In the elementary school setting, MCPS documentation lays out five distinct
models that schools may use, including plug-in/push-in ELD, where an ELD teacher is present to support
EML students in a general education classroom; pullout ELD, where students work with an ELD
instructor in standalone classrooms; the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol model, which can be
used in either pullout or general education contexts; two-way immersion; and hybrid models, in which
schools may use more than one of these models.

While there is flexibility in the models that schools use, we were not able to find evidence of systematic
monitoring or accountability measures that were in place to confirm that schools had appropriately
selected and implemented particular models.

At the secondary school level, fidelity to the appropriate instructional model is achieved via course
pathways aligned with students’ EML levels. While some flexibility is in place for students at WIDA level
3, for the most part, instructional pathways are fixed. In middle school, students participate in ELD
classes. In high school, students participate in ELD classes, and students at lower ELP levels participate in
sheltered content classes. A particular highlight is that high school ELD classes are aligned to state ELA
standards, and so can count toward graduation credits (although students may only count two sheltered
courses toward graduation credit).

As is the case with elementary schools, while secondary schools report student schedules back to
DELME, there are typically no system-level analyses that would flag any lack of fidelity to the schedule
guidance.

Are current methods and models appropriate within TWI programs?

MCPS recent efforts to strengthen and expand its TWI programs are commendable, especially
considering that TWI programs are still in their infancy. Following the 2019 internal evaluation of its TWI
programs and the move of TWI to the DELME office in SY 2020-2021, the district embarked on a number
of efforts to provide a unified vision and more consistency to the program structure and implementation
across its campuses. These efforts have been captured in documents such as the TWI Program
Description and the Elementary TWI Staff Handbook. Because it is a work in progress, focus groups and
school observation data collected in 2021-2022 provide some evidence of the state of flux in which TWI
programs stand at this moment in time. Focus group data and the FY23 Language Allocation Plan by
School document provide further evidence of the district’s continued efforts towards consistency while
allowing some differences based on specific needs and advocacy from school leadership.

As MCPS moves towards finalizing the new language allocation plan for its TWI program, a few
observations are in order. The proposed plan, as it has been described by district administrators in focus
groups, maintains a 50/50 split by language when it comes to the core content areas, but, like previous
plans, it does not include special subjects. Including specials in the plan would assure that the model is
truly 50/50. Furthermore, the new plan differs from previous ones in some important ways. Perhaps the
most important is the fact that it will not include language arts blocks, but rather language arts
standards will be taught through the other core content areas following an integrated cross-disciplinary
approach. While the use of thematic, cross-disciplinary learning approaches has been found to be
effective for EML students (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2017),
incorporating them into current standards-based curricula, which often segregate instruction and

2-38



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

learning by subject matter, can create challenges for program leaders and teachers (Howard et al.,
2018).

Another difference in the new plan is the fact that all core content subjects will no longer be taught in
both languages. While this change adheres to the guiding principles of dual language education, many
focus group participants, particularly the teachers, strongly believed that it was important for TWI
students, and in particular EMLs, to learn all subjects in the two languages in every grade level. Similarly,
more than three-quarters of the TWI educators who took the survey agreed that it is important for
students to learn in both languages in every grade level. Some schools will already be implementing this
feature of the plan in the 2022-2023 school year and will be able to gain experience with it, but it will be
critical for the district and school leadership to support teachers during this transition.

Regarding fidelity to the language allocation plan, classroom observations showed that for the most part
teachers adhered to the language allocation plan, using the target language during instruction with a
few teachers translanguaging at times. There was a noted exception of one teacher who constantly
engaged in translation practices. As far as instructional methods go, there was a lot of evidence of the
use of sheltering strategies to facilitate access to content by teachers in the classrooms visited, including
the productive use of technology. Language-embedded supports were missing in many classrooms,
however, particularly in the upper elementary grades during Spanish language instruction. Similarly,
while there was evidence of bilingual anchor charts in many classrooms, there was little intentional
connection of the two languages to point out similarities or differences between them in the
instruction observed. Finally, teachers made use of a variety of techniques to check for students’
understanding and provide feedback. They also allocated time for students to think about their ideas
before expecting oral production.

Specifically, how are content areas well-supported for EML students by the current methods,
models, and curriculum areas, and are there grade-level/content areas that could use additional
support?

Examining both elementary general education and secondary mainstream content classes, the average
rating on our observational scale (ranging from 0-4) was 2.7 overall, with average ratings of 2.8 in
elementary settings and 2.6 in secondary settings.

Considering general education and mainstream content classrooms, we again saw several areas of
strength across all school types. These include presenting appropriate content concepts, most of the
features of comprehensible input, sufficient wait time, appropriate pacing, and feedback to students.
We note two areas for growth here. At the elementary level, average ratings for connecting concepts to
background experiences falls below 2.0, and at the secondary level, grouping configurations that
support the language and content objectives falls below 2.0.

Content classes at the middle school level were an area of strength, with average ratings of 3.0, as were
secondary math classes, with average ratings of 3.1.

As mentioned above, instruction in secondary mainstream content classrooms was an area of growth,
with an average rating of 1.7 across these classrooms. In particular, we observed that educators in these
contexts were not consistently building background for lessons, incorporating strategies like scaffolding,
creating opportunities for higher-order thinking skills, or providing sufficient opportunities for practice
and application of the lessons.
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In terms of program models, secondary program models are managed via recommended scheduling
guides. At the secondary level, EML students take ELD classes aligned to the state ELA standards.
This practice allows students to stay with grade-level ELA content, and supports students’ ability to
meet graduation requirements without adding courses to students’ schedules.

At the high school level, students at ELP levels 1 and 2 take sheltered content area classes in science,
social studies, and math. At present, work to align sheltered science and sheltered social studies to
grade-level standards is underway.

At the middle school level, EML students at all ELP levels take mainstream math, science, and social
studies. One area of concern is the extent to which content area teachers have training to scaffold these
classes, especially for students at ELP levels 1 and 2. Scheduling guidelines for students at ELP 1
recommend an ELD co-teaching model in math, but not in other content areas.

We observed concern from research participants that some curriculum was too challenging for
secondary students. Participants also observed that more diverse representations across the curriculum
would better reflect and support EML students; participants particularly mentioned StudySync.

Do models ensure that EML students have ample opportunity to engage with their peers?
Ensuring that EML students are not segregated from their fluent English-speaking peers is critical for
both social and linguistic purposes.

Arias (2007) lays out the ugly history of school segregation for Latino/a students, which historically used
language as a justification for segregated models of schooling: ““Mexican schools’ were maintained on
the grounds that the separation was beneficial to Mexican American children, separating them from
Anglo students in order to address their language needs. It was said that Mexican children had a
language handicap, needed to learn English and be Americanized before mixing with Anglos.” (Arias
2007, p.1). Segregation for Latino/a and EML students can occur at multiple levels including at the
district level, the school level, and also at a level within a school if EML students are placed
predominantly in isolated classrooms (Carnock & Ege, 2015). The US Department of Education’s Office
for English Language Acquisition, citing Gandara and Orfield (2010), notes that “research shows that
when placed at length in segregated settings, ELs may be at risk for school failure, delayed graduation,
and negative academic self-concepts (OELA 2017, Ch.5, p.1).

In addition to concerns around segregation, peer interaction is also important for language acquisition.
Language acquisition experts refer to “comprehensible input” as the needed exposure to language that
is slightly more advanced than the current level of the student (Krashen, 1982). Students need input that
they can understand, and also infer new understandings from, in order to progress in language
acquisition. According to the US Department of Education’s Practice Guide Teaching Academic Content
and Literacy to English Learners in Elementary and Middle School, “Students in heterogenous (ELP
ability) groups are likely to benefit from hearing opinions or oral language expressions from students at
different proficiency levels” (Baker et al., 2014, p.62).

At the elementary school level, models include push-in and TWI instruction in which EML and non-EML
students are instructed in the same setting. They also include pull-out ELD instruction, in which
elementary EML students are instructed in standalone settings. While we do not see any evidence of
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concern around the amount of pull-out programming, we note that one area in which MCPS does not
collect data is around the numbers of schools which are implementing each of these models.

We find that MCPS is attentive to and has implemented programs in which EML students experience
minimal within-school segregation from fluent-English peers at the secondary level.

The secondary education model provides sheltered ELD classes for EML students at ELP levels through
2.9, and for some students in levels 3.0 — 3.9. Please see Chapter 2.1 of this report for detail on the
number of students at each ELP level, by school type.

In middle school, 38% of EML students fall between ELP levels 1.0 and 2.9, and 43% of EML students are
between levels 3.0 and 3.9. In high school, 53% of EML students fall between ELP levels 1.0 and 2.9, and
35% of EML students are between levels 3.0 and 3.9.

In the secondary model, students at lower levels of ELP receive standalone ELA/ELD courses but are
otherwise scheduled in classes with fluent-English peers. MCPS’s secondary model has a “program-
related, educational justification” (OELA, 2017, Ch.5, p.1) for these standalone courses, with clear
guidelines for when students should exit sheltered ELD classes. Furthermore, MCPS’ efforts to assure
standards alighnment with ELA standards support students’ on-grade learning in language arts.

Student participants in focus groups expressed that they prefer to be in mainstream/general education
classrooms rather than standalone ELD classes. Students also highlighted challenges in access to some
curricular and extra-curricular activities.

One challenge which emerges from this model is ensuring that students are adequately supported to
access challenging instruction and curriculum in English. In focus groups, we observed concern by
educators and students that classroom work was overly challenging for students and that this led to
disengagement. We also received feedback that more diverse representation across the curriculum
would be a welcome support for student engagement; educators expressed specific concerns with
StudySync and its lack of such representation.

Our classroom observation instrument has a component directly related to opportunities for interaction
in the classroom. This feature was observed to be implemented across classrooms. There were very few
instances in which classrooms were rated “0” on this feature. One instructional context that deviates
from this trend is mainstream classrooms in high school. We find that opportunities for interaction is an
area for growth in this context.

Our TWI classroom observation explicitly attended to peer engagement. Our data show that while some
teachers engaged students in turn-and-talk interactions or had them work in centers, very few instances
of structured peer-to-peer interaction or purposeful groupings to maximize opportunities for students
to benefit from peer models were observed in the classrooms visited.

Are EML students afforded the opportunity to access curricular and extracurricular activities,
comparable to their peers, such as access to the arts, technology, and physical education?

We find evidence from our analysis of recommended schedules and from classroom observations that
EML students are included in non-core curricular classes, such as arts, technology, and physical
education (specials).

2-41



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

One observation from our analyses of recommended schedules is that students at ELP level 3 in middle
and high school do not have a world languages class on the recommended schedule.

Students in focus groups expressed concerns about inclusion in afterschool activities, particularly
activities that conflict with paid or caregiving work. Students also observed that some sporting
opportunities were not available for older students as they have aged out of eligibility.

Are staffing models and structures appropriate to support EML students and student growth?
How are schools translating their staffing allocations into individualized programs of instruction?
Staffing ratios for ELD instructors are based on students’ ELP levels, however, ELP levels are not known
until the results of the prior year’s ACCESS testing are available. This represents an area of challenge for
schools, as they often are not able to have a clear picture of the staff required until close to the onset of
the new school year.

Results from our engagements with educators underscore that educators feel that additional resources
are needed. In particular, educators spoke to the need for dedicated time for co-planning, as well as the
need for more bilingual staff, particularly more bilingual counselors.

Our examination of recommended schedules for secondary pathways indicates that for content classes
in middle school and for non-sheltered (i.e., mainstream) content classes for students at higher ELP
levels in high school, ELD instructor support is not available to support content learning.

Are staffing models and structures appropriate within TWI programs?

One of the largest factors impacting staffing for TWI programs is the availability of qualified bilingual
educators. Focus group participants conveyed an overall shared sense of the importance of bilingual
educators and reported efforts to ensure staffing was appropriate for TWI. They also shared areas
for growth. In general, focus group participants reported that the district had made a lot of progress
in the hiring of qualified bilingual TWI teachers and paraeducators. They noted, however, that the
process had been slow and that there was a need for more support staff such as reading specialists,
special education teachers, and paraeducators to help with differentiated instruction.

Regarding professional learning opportunities for TWI teachers, the document with the TWI professional
learning time portrays a five-year plan (2017-2022) that includes PD on topics such as promoting
academic language and literacy in Spanish and biliteracy instruction, job-embedded coaching, PLCs, and
opportunities for conference attendance. The various stakeholders participating in TWI focus groups
agreed that there had been many opportunities in the past on a variety of topics specific to TWI. District
administrators reported new opportunities being explored, such as certificate programs for teachers. At
the same time, there was a sense among focus group respondents that more preparation may be
needed to support pedagogical language knowledge, bilingual reading expertise, and guidance on
translanguaging pedagogical practices. Classroom observation data corroborate the need for
improvement in these particular areas.

Regarding material resources, some educators expressed concern about the availability of authentic
instructional and assessment materials in Spanish, in both focus groups and surveys. Current MCPS
practices for selection of classroom literature include rigorous evaluation and selection processes. MCPS
staff explained that these processes had a protective purpose, serving as a bulwark against efforts to
apply ad hoc censorship to classroom materials, as has been seen in other school districts. Nonetheless,
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this process is a bottleneck to the availability of Spanish language materials, as there are not sufficient
Spanish-proficient staff who can devote time to the evaluation of Spanish language materials.

Finally, MCPS has added a new elementary program in 2022-2023 and is planning on offering a pathway
into middle school to all TWI students who wish to continue in the program beyond fifth grade.
Currently only one of the elementary programs offers a continuation of the TWI program into middle
school and there are no high schools with a TWI program. Adding new TWI programs will provide much-
needed opportunities for the many EML students in the district who currently do not have the option to
maintain and continue to develop their home languages in their neighborhood schools. As MCPS
embarks on the expansion of the program, it is imperative that it continues its efforts towards
consistency and fidelity to the model. This means hiring qualified bilingual staff, and streamlining the
process of acquiring resources in Spanish, as research has found that the higher the quality of
implementation and the longer the duration of the program, the stronger the results of dual language
over English-only instruction for EML students (Genesee et al., 2006; National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine, 2017). Thus, it is critical that the expansion of the program occurs in tandem
with a focus on developing a consistent, sustained TWI program, ideally one with a preK-12 pathway.

Are staff members who are responsible for ELD programs sufficiently supported? Is their role
diluted with too many responsibilities?

Please see Chapter 4 for further detail on the need for dedicated staff to coordinate administrative work
and activities across ELD instructors, especially at the middle and elementary school levels.

Recommendations
2.1 Increase support from MCPS central office to elementary schools to ensure that appropriate
program models are in place in elementary schools.
e While we did not find evidence that schools are not implementing appropriate models, we
recommend increasing accountability to ensure that all schools are appropriately implementing
MCPS’s program models in elementary schools.
e MCPS central office should consider periodic and regular reviews of samples of elementary
schools to confirm that schools are implementing program models appropriately. Appropriate
resources should be provided to ensure that this can be executed effectively.

2.2. Increase support from MCPS central office to secondary schools to ensure that EML students are
being appropriately scheduled.

e |nstitute a scheduling review process and ensure that processes are in place to reschedule any
students who are not in appropriate classes. Ensure that adequate staffing resources are
available to support this effort.

e Create an accountability feedback loop to ensure that schools are staffed to support
recommended levels of ELD support.

2.3. At the secondary level, continue efforts to align sheltered classes in core content areas (science,

social studies, and math) to grade-level standards so that students can receive graduation credits
from these classes.

2-43



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

2.4. To support a model in which EML students are instructed in mainstream classes in secondary

schools, increase ELD instructional supports in mainstream content classes in middle and high
school.

Provide support from qualified ELD instructors in middle and high school mainstream content
classes.

Ensure that mainstream content educators receive regular opportunities to engage in PD around
instructional practices for EML students.

2.5. Engage content area educators to enhance diverse cultural connections in content area curricula.

2.6. Ensure that content area educators in non-core curriculum areas (e.g. arts, music, physical
education) receive support on instructional methods for EML students.

Recommendations: Two-Way Immersion Programs

There are many promising practices that MCPS and school staff can build on, as well as some areas for
growth that, if pursued, would strengthen its TWI program and enhanced its ability to achieve its goals
of educating bilingual, biliterate and socio-culturally competent individuals who are college and career
ready. Recommendations for the improvement of the TWI program are described below under the
pertinent strand of the Guiding Principles for Dual Language Education (Howard et al., 2018):

2.7. Enhance TWI program structures

Continue the efforts towards achieving consistency across elementary school campuses and
clearly communicate those efforts and the rationale behind them to the various stakeholders.

Ensure that sufficient resources are made available in order to incorporate the language arts
standards into the curriculum of the other three core content areas and teachers have received
training around the new language and content allocation plan and have a good understanding of
how to execute it with fidelity before implementation begins.

Monitor the implementation of the new language and content allocation plan to ascertain that
foundational language and literacy skills in the two languages are being taught and that students
have the opportunity to engage with literary and informational texts in all content areas.

Include specials in the language allocation plan to ensure that 50% of total instructional time is
facilitated in Spanish.

Continue the progressive expansion of the program by adding elementary programs, continuing
to expand into middle schools and eventually offering a PreK-12 pathway for TWI students

2.8. Enhance TWI Instruction:

Provide carefully planned and structured opportunities for students to engage in extended oral
discourse with peers in pairs or small groups strategically created in such a way that students
must work interdependently, with individual and group accountability for all group members
and social equity (Johnson & Johnson, 2009).

Carefully consider the language demands of academic content during lesson preparation and
incorporate differentiated language-embedded supports to enable all students to engage in
sustained (oral and written) language use.
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Seek opportunities to bring the two program languages together to point out similarities and
differences between them at different dimensions of language (sound/letter, word/phrase,
sentence, and discourse) to promote cross-linguistic transfer and the development of
metalinguistic awareness in EML students in all content areas. This practice will be even more
important when the new language allocation plan starts being implemented and content areas
are taught in one program language only by grade level and should take place in addition to end
of the unit Bridge lessons

2.9. Enhance staff quality and professional development in TWI programs

2.10.

Continue to provide professional learning opportunities for TWI staff that focuses on moving
away from approaching instruction, assessments, and support services through a monolingual
lens, and toward adopting a holistic approach to language and literacy development that
considers students’ whole linguistic repertoires.

Provide PD and job-embedded coaching to TWI teachers and support staff that focuses on
purposefully enacting opportunities for the development of language and literacy in and
through teaching the core curricular content to enhance their pedagogical language knowledge
(Galguera, 2011) with an emphasis on the following areas:

O Promoting structured peer-to-peer interaction that incorporates differentiated
language-embedded supports to enable all students to engage in sustained (oral and
written) language use;

O Fostering cross-linguistic transfer and the development of metalinguistic awareness in
EML students to facilitate the use of their whole linguistic repertoire; and

O Translanguaging practices at different grade levels (an area teachers identified as
needed)

Enhance TWI support and resources

Continue efforts to hire bilingual staff including support staff (e.g., special education educators,
reading specialists) who can provide services in both languages, including reviewing Spanish
language materials. In particular, research on the education of EMLs has shown that EMLs who
receive instruction in their native language and English should receive reading interventions in
their native language (National Academies, 2017). One way to contribute to these efforts is to
consider hiring teachers from Spanish-speaking countries and providing them with the support
system needed to acclimate to the U.S. educational system and MCPS culture.

Continue to provide funding for TWI programs that is commensurate with the program’s vertical
and horizontal growth. Ensuring that adequate human and material resources are in place
(including in the partner language) before adding more programs will be critical to the
continued success of the program and its expansion into middle school and beyond.
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3. Assets-based Approach to Multicultural and Multilingual Students

Summary of Recommendations

3.1 Continue to strengthen and expand antiracism and antibias work in MCPS by explicitly including
attention to anti-Latino/a bias and to linguistic bias.

3.2 Strengthen this antibias position by ensuring educators have access to professional learning
opportunities that focus on the assets of EML students, and to the deep connections between
students’ linguistic repertoires and their identities.

3.3 Offer Spanish for Spanish Speakers Level 3 as an Honors-level class.

3.4 Expand multilingual library resources and ensure that there are sufficient multilingual staff allocated
to the review of titles in languages other than English.

3.5 Continue to monitor discipline disparities. Identify if there are particular schools in which Latino/a or
EML students are more likely to experience negative disciplinary consequences, and target these
schools for additional support.

3.6 Continue protective socioemotional interventions to support decreases in discipline disparities.

3.7 Continue the work to diversify the educator pool. Monitor recruitment, retention, and promotion of
multilingual and Latino/a staff.

3.8 Carefully continue to grow TWI programs, taking into account the need for consistent program
structure, enhanced instruction, professional learning, and support and resources as outlined in
Chapter 2.

Background

For many years, researchers have stressed the need to bring an assets-based approach to multilingual
and multicultural students. These approaches typically focus on the strengths and resiliencies that
students bring to school, value students’ multiple complex identities, and stand against so-called deficit
approaches which focus on what students cannot do. In contrast to deficit perspectives, we understand
assets-based perspectives to be culturally sensitive and culturally sustaining, taking a respectful and
celebratory stance toward students’ linguistic and cultural identities, with an eye toward nurturing
students’ strengths.

We agree with Dr. Geneva Gay’s view of a culturally-sensitive school environment:

Research on effective schools has consistently shown that students are more successful when
they are engaged in a positive school that is orderly and safe, has a warm and caring
community, and facilitates learning. Students and teachers benefit when the school (and each
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classroom) is a caring community, particularly in schools with a large number of English learners,
ethnic minorities, or students who live in poverty (Gay, 2010).

Educators who implement culturally and linguistically responsive instruction must focus on numerous
and varied opportunities for student-centered, collaborative learning that reflects students’
backgrounds, assets, and strengths, and genuinely and consistently connects with students’ families and
communities.

There are many factors beyond instruction that affect students’ success in the classroom and beyond.
Classroom-level factors include teachers’ backgrounds and the ways in which they relate to students,
particularly to linguistically and culturally diverse learners. Teachers can also learn from students’
families and communities in order to better understand their students, tap into their funds of
knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and thus be able to more effectively engage these students in the learning
process. Students’ identities are complex and multifaceted and play a critical role in how they
participate in classroom activities and, consequently, the degree to which they succeed academically
(Bucholtz, 1999; Rymes & Pash, 2004; Wortham, 2006). Students’ roles within their families and
communities are an important part of their identities, but teachers may not be aware of these roles.
However, when teachers better understand their students in the contexts of these broader
communities, they are better equipped to teach them effectively. We understand culturally sustaining
pedagogy in Alim & Paris’s (2017) terms as pedagogy that “seeks to perpetuate and foster—to sustain—
linguistic, literate, and cultural pluralism as part of schooling for positive social transformation.” We
further recognize the congruence between Alim and Paris’s call for outcomes of learning as additive
rather than subtractive, with approaches to additive bilingualism that push back against deficient
perspectives.

In this chapter, we explore how the identities of multilingual and multicultural students, including their
complex and emerging linguistic identities, are recognized and celebrated. As TWI programs emerge
from and are intrinsically linked to assets-based and culturally sustaining approaches, we briefly
consider the reach of these programs across the EML and Latino/a student body (but the bulk of our
examination of TWI programs is in Chapter 1.2, included with our discussion of instructional methods
and models). Finally, we examine the schooling experience of EML and Latino/a students from the
perspective of school climate, we review data on disciplinary practices, and we examine the availability
of multilingual titles in the MCPS library catalog.

Results

Focus Groups

Several key themes emerged from the diverse focus group participants. Students expressed that, for the
most part, they had warm relationships with educators. There were mixed expressions of the value
accorded to student language backgrounds, with some participants recognizing strengths and others
pointing out potential areas of improvement. Students feel welcome at school, but have expressed
concerns about physical safety and building security. Participants welcomed the anti-racist and anti-bias
work of MCPS and viewed work to support an asset lens for EML students as deeply aligned with the
anti-racist and anti-bias work.

One key way students are recognized and celebrated that came through during focus groups is through
the relationships they have with their teachers. Students in both student focus groups said that there
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were many teachers who had good relationships with students. In one group, most students said they
felt that they can trust and depend on their teachers. One shared, “They always help me and treat me
well. They take time out to help us with whatever we need, not just the academics.” In the other
student focus group, students shared a more varied picture of teachers’ relationships with their
students, saying many have good relationships and inspire students to do better, while other teachers
maintain some space between themselves and the students, or have “favorites.” One student said it
depends on the teacher, but singled out their English teachers, saying, “I can talk to them, get their
support, and they don’t make me feel like a nobody.”

A parent in the family focus group shared that the district celebrates Hispanic Heritage Month, but they
said they’d like to see Hispanic and Latino/a families represented within the curriculum year-round.

Multilingualism and students’ language backgrounds were described explicitly as assets by one school
administrator and one ELD teacher. Other participants conveyed a valuing of students’ linguistic
repertoires in less direct ways. For example, a teacher, in describing cultural nights provided for
students and their families, said that they “validate their cultures and languages.” Students also
reported that staff spoke to their families in their home languages. Also, as described in the TWI section,
TWI focus group participants conveyed a clear sense of the value of students’ linguistic abilities,
including bi-/multilingualism and translanguaging.

A critique from a participating parent, though, is that educators can at times miss non-linguistic abilities
with which students enter the school system. They mentioned that some children from Latin America
enter MCPS well-prepared in mathematics, but that this strength is missed because of the focus on
language.

Overall, student focus group participants reported feeling welcome at their schools, saying they felt
greeted and accepted when they first came to MCPS, and that staff were friendly and helpful. They said
they were provided resources and that staff spoke to families in their native language. One student said
that the counselor “gave me the confidence | needed to apply to the school.” Another student shared
that they have siblings in the TWI program and that their family likes the program because it supports
the students and their family, adding, “It’s difficult because they are learning both English and Spanish,
but they help us even if we are Muslim. In the bilingual program everyone is equal.” Another student,
when asked for any final or additional comments, shared, “I love being here. My family and | love this
country and this district, all the opportunities we are given. The teachers care and always help. My
country has English, but not like here. Here | have an opportunity to learn more English. It’s so much
better. | have no complaints; | just want more opportunities for the future.”

With regards to physical safety, the students in one of the focus groups reported security concerns at
some schools. One student said, “Look at me, | came right in today. Nobody asked me for a pass or ID,
and | don’t go here. With everything that is happening now-a-days, the schools need more security.”
Although most students reported feeling welcome by staff, some of the students have concerns
regarding physical safety.

Focus group participants shared a number of perspectives about the racial and ethnic climate within
MCPS and efforts to promote equity.
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A few participants noted bias about EMLs. One school administrator said that there are some challenges
with bias about what ELD is, and what people believe about the students. They said that teachers push
back on accommodating EML students, and that the leadership is trying to work to overcome this. In the
CREA educator focus group, teachers reported significant issues with the image of CREA students within
the district, saying that others view CREA students as “bad kids,” even though they see their students as
hard workers who are working to support their families; they said they are trying to change the mindset
of others about CREA students. ELD teachers in another focus group, in discussing PD on EMLs and
sociocultural competence, said that “not all staff get it,” while citing a number of efforts on the part of
the district to work on cultural understanding.

Other participants mentioned bias about Hispanic or Latino/a students specifically, one special
education teacher sharing a belief that there is bias toward Hispanic families but not toward other racial
minority groups. Similarly, a parent shared that the county has brought in an “anti-racist lens,” but that
they would like to see the Latino/a community “likewise elevated.” They said, further, following
discussion of the lack of translation during PTA meetings, that Latinos “cannot be an afterthought.” As
part of the solution, the parent suggested increasing the number of Latinos in leadership positions,
particularly in high positions within the central office. They noted a need for deeper cultural proficiency
and understanding with regards to Latino/a families, including inclusivity and greater understanding
with regards to families coming from varied cultural and linguistic backgrounds within Latin America.

Other participants also mentioned recent efforts to promote anti-racism. As noted above, one family
member did not appear to view the anti-racism efforts as addressing the elevation of Latino families,
indicating more needs to be done to that end. However, others seemed to include EMLs and Latino/a
students as part of anti-racist training and initiatives. ELD teachers in one focus group noted professional
development on culturally responsive instruction, anti-racism, equity, and implicit bias, while also
indicating that efforts need to continue. They said that the ELD team is very intentional about using an
equity lens, and that training was revamped to address white supremacy. One school administrator
reported on recent anti-racist efforts: “We just went through an anti-racist audit, and the results were
guestionable. It needs to be a priority to support the EMLs. We need anti-racist supports before
anything else. EMLs are not seen as assets, and until the deficit point of view is eliminated, we won’t see
this school system progress.”

There is significant variation in focus group responses with regard to how students are viewed. It is clear
the district is making efforts to elevate EMLs and Latino/a students, and also clear that efforts need to
continue in order for all staff to demonstrate an assets-based perspective toward all students.

Two-way immersion (TWI)

Some focus group participants noted a need for greater recognition of TWI district-wide. One school-
based administrator expressed a need for greater understanding of the “intricacies” of TWI programs,
emphasizing the increased staffing needs, and adding “we have much more going on.” Two
administrators in a different focus group shared similar concerns, noting the relative size of the program
compared with other programs and initiatives, adding, “We are often an after-thought. We are not
considered.” The other administrator noted that the addition of a TWI department at the district level
was a step in the right direction, but that challenges remained. Another school administrator expressed
a desire for an increase in TWI programs across the district, noting, “I know we are changing minds. | see
the impact on our kids.” A teacher similarly said that “MCPS is ready for DL” but needed further
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guidance and sharing of lessons learned between schools, as well as outside learning from districts with
more experience and from participation in local conferences. There was a sense among focus group
participants that progress is being made, but challenges exist, and that they would like to see expansion
of TWI within MCPS.

Survey

Survey responses provide evidence that MCPS educators have positive dispositions toward students
from diverse cultural backgrounds, and that they value cultural and linguistic difference (Table 1). The
majority (89.09%) agreed or strongly agreed that their school and MCPS works to provide a welcoming
environment, and that students feel welcomed (84.75%).

A concerningly large proportion (40.89%) said that physical safety was a concern for culturally and
linguistically diverse students.

With respect to linguistic diversity, while the overwhelming majority of respondents agreed that
students benefit from using their home language in the classroom (88.98%), 9.32% of those surveyed
(more than 75 individual respondents) disagreed with the statement. This may explain, in part, why
respondents were not unanimous in agreement that home languages and cultures are respected in
MCPS (with almost one-fifth of respondents, 19.86% disagreeing with the statement).

Table 1: Survey respondents’ attitudes and beliefs around culture, language, and school environment for
culturally and linguistically diverse students

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly N/A Weighted
agree disagree Average

| believe that my school and MCPS ~ 27.46%  61.63% 8.87% 1.80% 0.24% 1.85
generally works to provide a

welcoming environment for

students from diverse cultural and

linguistic backgrounds.

| believe that students from 22.69%  62.06% 12.85% 1.44% 0.96% 1.93
diverse cultural and linguistic

backgrounds feel welcomed at my

school and in MCPS generally.

Physical safety is a concern for 10.13%  30.76%  33.29% 21.71% 4.10% 2.69
culturally and linguistically diverse

students at my school.

The home languages and cultures 19.86%  59.69% 16.85% 3.01% 0.60% 2.03
of students in MCPS are

recognized and respected.

| believe that students benefit 46.85% 42.13% 7.63% 1.69% 1.69% 1.64
when they can use their home

language in the classroom.

Responses to open-ended survey questions centered on professional learning that supports an assets-
based approach.
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Professional Learning on Assets-Based Approaches

A key part of an assets-based approach to instruction is incorporation of students’ home languages, and
this was mentioned as a professional learning need by six respondents. These respondents mentioned
incorporation of students’ home languages in instruction (3), bilingual instruction (2), and
translanguaging (1). One of these respondents noted, specifically, the use of Spanish language
development standards in planning instruction, and another said they’d like to better understand how
to use Spanish literacy skills as a bridge to English literacy for their students. Another stated, “All
teachers in this county need a clear briefing on how we moved past the ‘English only in my classroom’
instructional approach.”

Others noted a need for better understanding of students, and their linguistic and cultural backgrounds.
Five suggested professional learning opportunities targeting knowledge of their students and their
backgrounds, one suggesting annual updates for teachers on their incoming students, including cultural
backgrounds, needs, and feedback from their prior teachers. One said the district has provided a lot of
information on Spanish-speaking students, but that they’d like to know more about students from other
linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Five respondents cited a need for learning about sociocultural
differences, one stating, “lI would love more training on sociocultural aspects. We are always told that
we need to be mindful that students of different cultures/backgrounds might have different mindsets
when it comes to getting to class on time, completing work, etc. but no one ever explains what those
mindsets are.” Two respondents said they would like an opportunity to learn students’ home languages.

Two respondents mentioned learning needs regarding creating a school or classroom environment that
reflects a welcoming, assets-based approach, one stating that professional learning should help teachers
create “multicultural learning environments” and the other noting a desire for all staff to “embrace EML
students.” Two noted wanting to learn how to better support students, citing needs such as transitions
to new schools and parents who face challenges in supporting their children’s education.

Addressing racism and implicit bias within schooling was noted by two respondents. One said there is a
need for “opportunities aimed at fighting stigmatization through language and origin.” Another cited
persistent racism and bias within the district, with an emphasis on ensuring attention is paid to all racial
and ethnic minorities within MCPS.

Document Review and Quantitative Data

In this section, we consider documentation and quantitative data that supports our understanding of
the reach of the TWI programs in MCPS, as well as data on disciplinary practices and disproportionalities
in the out-of-school suspension rate.

Reach of TWI Programs

As of the start of the 2022-23 school year, MCPS currently operates six TWI programs in elementary
schools. Of these, four are fully operational through fifth grade; however, three of these four began fifth
grade in the 2022-23 school year, and the fourth began fifth grade in the 2021-22 school year. Of the
remaining two, one will begin fifth grade next year, and the other is in the first year of inception
(including kindergarten and grade 1) in the 2022-23 school year. The rollout of new programs is
illustrated in Table 2, with fully expanded K-5 programs indicated in green cells.

3-6



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

Table 2: Elementary Schools with TWI programs and year of roll-out

School Oakdand Rolling Terrace Washington Brown Station Kemp Mill Gaithersburg

Terrace Grove Elementary

. . Kindergarten &
2017-18 Kindergarten Kindergarten Grade 1
2018-19 | Kindergarten Kindergarten & Grade 1 Grade 1 Grade 2
Grade 1
2019-20 | Gradel Grade 2 Grade 2 Grade 2 Grade 3
2020-21 | Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 3 Grade 3 Grade 4
2021-22 | Grade3 Grade 4 Grade 4 Grade 4 Grade 5
2022-23 | Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 5 Grade 5 K-5 Kindergarten &
Grade 1

2023-24 | Grade5 K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 Grade 2
2024-25 | K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 Grade 3
2025-26 | K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 Grade 4
2026-27 | K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 K-5 Grade 5

Table 3 provides the numbers of students enrolled in these schools. Note that these are not the
numbers of students enrolled in TWI programs currently, as some schools have not yet fully expanded
TWI programs through all grades.

Table 3: Students enrolled in schools with TWI programs

Total Hispanic/ EML
number of Latino/a students

School Name students students
Washington Grove Elementary 397 246 177
Gaithersburg Elementary 774 604 403
Brown Station Elementary 604 357 233
Oakland Terrace Elementary 493 170 72
Rolling Terrace Elementary 718 536 412
Kemp Mill Elementary 417 348 245
Total number of students in schools with TWI programs 3,403 2,261 1,542

In order to assess the reach of these six programs, we use data from the 2021-22 school year to
approximate the total number of students who would be served by TWI programs once these programs
are fully rolled out. We project that given steady levels of enrollment, once they are fully operational K-
5, these schools could serve around 6% of the EML population, and around 4% of the Latino/a
population in MCPS.
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Disciplinary Rates
To further understand the extent to which students feel welcome and valued, we looked to understand
if there were disparities in disciplinary rates — specifically, the rate of out-of-school suspensions.

MCPS provided CAL with out-of-school suspension rates, disaggregated by subgroup, for SY 2017-18,
2018-19, and 2019-20. We provide relevant data in Table 4.

Table 4: Out of school suspension rates, 2018, 2019, and 2020, by select student subgroups

2018 2019 2020

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

All students 2,557 1.62% 2,642 1.66% 2,038 1.62%
White 293 0.65% 315 0.71% 236 0.54%
Hispanic/Latino 1,187 1.83% 1,160 1.92% 895 1.41%
EML students 375 1.39% 399 1.42% 324 1.12%
EML students with 110 2.37% 147 2.91% 115 2.18%

disabilities
Rates are compared to the rate for White students. Rates that are at least one and one-half times the White rate are displayed in blue; those at
least double the rate of White students are displayed in purple; those at least three times the rate of White students are displayed in red.

In Table 5 through Rates are compared to the rate for White students. Rates that are at least one and one-half times the White rate are
displayed in blue; those at least double the rate of White students are displayed in purple; those at least three times the rate of White students
are displayed in red.

Table 7, we provide the same data for elementary, middle, and high school students.

Table 5: Elementary out-of-school suspension rates, 2018, 2019, and 2020, by select student subgroups

2018 2019 2020

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

All students 199 0.27% 197 0.27% 162 0.22%

White 28 0.14% 24 0.12% 23 0.12%

Hispanic/Latino 44 0.19% 54 0.23% 39 0.16%

EML students 31 0.17% 36 0.19% 24 0.13%
EML students with

disabilities 13 0.44% 19 0.62% 11 0.36%

Rates are compared to the rate for White students. Rates that are at least one and one-half times the White rate are displayed in blue; those at
least double the rate of White students are displayed in purple; those at least three times the rate of White students are displayed in red.

Table 6: Middle school out-of-school suspension rates, 2018, 2019, and 2020, by select student
subgroups

2018 2019 2020

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

All students 1,000 2.77% 1,138 3.09% 889 2.35%
White 95 0.89% 122 1.18% 85 0.84%
Hispanic/Latino 371 3.51% 432 3.83% 319 2.64%
EML students 142 4.17% 192 5.03% 149 3.43%
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EML students with 66 7.27% 84 8.05% 55 4.65%
disabilities
Rates are compared to the rate for White students. Rates that are at least one and one-half times the White rate are displayed in blue; those at
least double the rate of White students are displayed in purple; those at least three times the rate of White students are displayed in red.

Table 7: High school out-of-school suspension rates, 2018, 2019, and 2020, by select student subgroups

2018 2019 2020

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

All students 1,284 2.67% 1,257 2.56% 947 1.87%
White 164 1.14% 165 1.13% 123 0.85%
Hispanic/Latino 441 3.11% 454 3.10% 365 2.35%
EML students 192 3.49% 165 2.95% 140 2.36%
EML students with 26 3.71% 42 5.12% 38 4.01%

disabilities
Rates are compared to the rate for White students. Rates that are at least one and one-half times the White rate are displayed in blue; those at
least double the rate of White students are displayed in purple; those at least three times the rate of White students are displayed in red.

Latino/a students consistently see rates of out-of-school suspension that are markedly higher than
White students across all stages of schooling — in middle school, at least three times the rate of White
students; in high school, at least double the rate of White students.

Likewise, EML students (many of whom are Latino/a) see similarly outsized rates of discipline. Again, in
middle school EML students are suspended at rates at least three times those of White students; in high
school, at rates that are at least double those of White students.

EML students with disabilities are, across the board, at least three times as likely than White students to
face out-of-school suspension.

Finally, it is also worth noting that boys typically face higher rates of these disciplinary actions than girls.
While we did not disaggregate the data on Latino/a, EML, or EML students with disabilities by gender,
we urge that any action be sensitive to the disproportionate impact of out-of-school suspension on male
students.

Opportunities for Honors classes in Spanish and English
A member of the Stakeholder Commission noted that there are disparities in honors designations in
World Languages classes between Spanish classes and Spanish for heritage learners.

CAL examined the 2022-23 MCPS course bulletin for World Languages.! The district offers World
Languages classes with Honors at Level 3 and Level 4. Honors courses accrue a weighted GPA (i.e., a
grade of A on an Honors class confers more points toward the overall GPA than a grade of A on other
classes).

MCPS also offers Spanish for Spanish Speakers at levels 1-3. According to the MCPS website, “Spanish
for Spanish Speakers 3 is an advanced-level course designed to prepare students for the Advanced
Placement Spanish Language or Advanced Placement Spanish Literature exam.” This class, despite

1 https://coursebulletin.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/CourselLists/Index/70/
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standing at Level 3, does not have an Honors designation and does not offer students the opportunity to
take advantage of the weighted GPA option.

The same member of the Stakeholder Commission also offered the observation that: “At the secondary
level it is astounding how many native speakers are in Spanish classes rather than higher-level Spanish
for Spanish speakers classes due to the assumptions about students and their abilities.”

In language arts, a similar situation applies. An Honors designation is available for English 9 and English
10. In some schools, EML students at ELP 3 are placed in standalone ELD classes (aligned to the ELA
standards). Other schools do not offer these standalone classes and place students at ELP 3 in
mainstream classes — these students are afforded the opportunity to enroll in Honors classes, while their
peers who are in standalone ELD classes are not.

Media Collection: Books in Students” Home Languages

We asked our Stakeholder Commission members to provide us with any background on analyses of
MCPS media that examined the representation of students’ identities in ELA readings, library texts, or
any other media surveys. While the members mentioned that they had seen evidence of some school-
based efforts, we were not able to uncover any centralized systemic review of media.

While a full review of media is outside of the scope of our inquiry, we were able to examine the scope of
multilingual titles in the MCPS library system, as well as the process for acquiring new titles.

A Stakeholder Commission member addressed some challenges around the process for approval for
Spanish language books. MCPS maintains a robust process for the selection and approval of library
resources in which newly nominated materials go through a period of 30-day review, and must be
evaluated prior to purchase.? One challenge is that there may not be sufficient staff on review teams
who are proficient in languages other than English to ensure a diverse multilingual library collection.
Another contributor expressed concern about current national trends around the censorship of reading
materials in schools, and stressed that the selection and evaluation process had a protective effect
against censorship.

To understand the impact of this policy, we examined the MCPS media collection in Destiny Library
Manager.® We used the collection search feature to filter the collection by publication language, to
gauge numbers of titles in the collection for different languages (

2 https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/media/evaluation.aspx
3 https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/media/destiny/
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Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Screenshot of filtered media collection

Showing 1-48 of 142 title results

Filter Criteria: Language: Spanish | Definitions

Sort by | Default V[ v o Add Multiple Titles to Reading List
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de la vida peregrina de un
by Pam Mufioz Ryan by Francisco Jiménez o : y Elizabeth Aceved
2 s i = nifio campesino by Elizabeth Acevedo

8 Resources 7 Resources 1Award 11 Resources
by Francisco Jiménez

Numbers of titles by language and by targeted grade level are provided in Table 8. Note that targeted
grade-level bands are not mutually exclusive (i.e., PK-2 and 1-5 both contains Grade 1 and Grade 2 titles)
and that titles may be included across more than one band. Although there are few titles in the
languages indicated in Table 8, it is notable that the numbers of titles decrease significantly in the upper
grades. It is also noticeable that among the remaining five of the top seven languages in MCPS, numbers
of titles are negligible (Amharic, not available to filter; Chinese, 11 (Cantonese, 3); Korean, 0;
Portuguese, 1; Vietnamese®, 0).

Table 8: Numbers of titles in MICPS library catalog, by language and targeted grade level.

Collection Total PK-2 1-5 4-8 7-12
Total titles 62,434 29,131 23,670 24,053 23,198
Spanish 1,064 622 312 224 142
Bilingual (English/Spanish) 759 555 347 88 44
French 388 180 149 112 51
Bilingual (English/French) 32 25 15 1 1
Findings
How are multilingual students recognized and celebrated?
As might be expected in a large school district with many thousands “I love being here. My family and |
of students and educators, results on this question are mixed. love this country and this district, all
the opportunities we are given. The
On the positive side, educators spontaneously described students’ teachers care and always help.”
linguistic and cultural backgrounds as assets, indicating that they - Student participant in a focus group
have internalized this viewpoint. More than 80% of survey

4 There is one book tagged as Viethamese/English bilingual, however this appears to be a cataloging error.
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respondents agreed that their school, and MCPS in general, work to provide a welcoming environment
for students from diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds.

Students feel welcome and expressed that they were able to rely on trusted adults in school, particularly
ELD teachers, despite not necessarily having consistently good relationships with all teachers.

Less favorably, educators also noted that sometimes students’
“EMLs are not seen as assets, and assets were overlooked, particularly academic skills in students
until the deficit point of view is who were not proficient in English. Educators expressed that it
SlimTeEe, B Wf”'t sz s sdneel was important for their colleagues to understand the full depth of
SR [ EML students’ abilities, rather than just to see a deficit. Focus
- MCPS educator in a focus group group participants also raised concerns over bias against EMLs
and anti-Latino/a bias. Participants also expressed the need to
see more Latino/a individuals in leadership in MCPS as a way to increase the depth of cultural
proficiency in the district.

Are the full linguistic repertoires (including translanguaging abilities) of students recognized and

respected?

All of us use language to express the varied facets of our identities, and students — especially
adolescents — use the breadth of their language repertoires in complex ways to negotiate their nascent
and changing identities with peers, educators, and other individuals in the school environment
(Bucholtz, 1999; Rymes & Pash, 2004; Wortham, 2006). Affirmation of students’ multiplelanguage
practices is a culturally sustaining practice (Irizarry, 2017) — “when empowered to shape the linguistic
texture of the classroom, students seemed to move effortlessly within and across languages, often
drawing from multiple languages to maximize meaning-making” (p. 87).

Focus group participants largely expressed recognition of the value of translanguaging and bilingualism.
Students’ bilingualism and translanguaging abilities were cited as reasons in favor of various
programmatic approaches. However, teachers expressed the need for more professional learning on
translanguaging and what it looks like at different grade levels.

Survey responses reflected the general pattern of respect for students’ full linguistic repertoires; almost
90% of respondents agreed that students benefit from using their home language in the classroom, and
almost 80% agreed that home languages and cultures are respected in MCPS. There were, however, a
non-negligible number of respondents (just over 9%) who disagreed that students benefit from using
their home language, and almost 20% of respondents disagreed that home languages and cultures are
respected in MCPS.

An area of particular strength was the TWI program. Multiple participants in TWI focus groups cited
cultures of bilingualism in their school. Furthermore, as mentioned elsewhere, during visits to the five
TWI programs, a focus on students’ socioemotional well-being, the embracing and celebration of
bilingualism and cultural diversity, and the acceptance of language varieties were evident in the vast
majority of the classrooms observed. Finally, survey respondents overwhelmingly agreed that the TWI
schools were welcoming and supportive not just of Spanish-speaking families but of families who spoke
languages other than Spanish or English as well.

An important component of linguistic respect is linguistic representation. Bishop (1990) writes:

3-13



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

When children cannot find themselves reflected in the books they read, or when the images
they see are distorted, negative, or laughable, they learn a powerful lesson about how they are
devalued in the society of which they are a part. Our classrooms need to be places where all the
children from all the cultures that make up the salad bowl of American society can find their
mirrors.

Our examination of linguistic representation in the library catalog indicates that students from diverse
linguistic backgrounds may not see their linguistic identities reflected in school libraries. A barrier to this
is the challenges experienced when there are not sufficient multilingual staff to review books for
linguistically diverse students.

Finally, as mentioned above, at the behest of a member of the Stakeholder Commission, we examined
Honors designations for language classes. We found that while Spanish Level 3 can carry an Honors
designation (which results in higher weights for grades on a student’s GPA), the parallel course Spanish
for Spanish Speakers Level 3 does not have an Honors designation.

How are resources assigned to two-way immersion programs? Should two-way immersion
programs be expanded, and if so, what barriers or obstacles exist?

Research consistently shows the benefits of TWI programs for EML students. Students in dual language
programs have been found to be more likely than their peers in other programs to complete high
school, take Advanced Placement courses, have positive attitudes toward school and bilingualism, and
have a greater understanding and appreciation of other cultures (de Jong & Bearse, 2011). Students
benefit cognitively; numerous studies have shown the enhanced executive functioning associated with
bilingualism (Esposito & Baker-Ward, 2013; Ball, 2010; Espinosa, 2013; Sandhofer & Uchikoshi, 2013;
Barac et al., 2014). Developing proficiency in more than one language enhances career opportunities,
promotes cross-cultural understanding, and improves communication skills (Tochon, 2009; Rumbaut,
2014). Research shows that EMLs benefit from continuing to learn in their native language (Ball, 2010;
Lindholm-Leary & Genesee, 2014; Steele et al., 2017); oral proficiency and literacy in a student’s first
language facilitates English literacy development (August & Shanahan, 2006); and EMLs are less likely to
fall behind in core subject areas if they are able to continue learning grade-level content in their home
language while acquiring proficiency in English (Lindholm-Leary & Genesee, 2014). Spanish-speaking
learners benefit particularly, as demonstrated by a study conducted by Relyea & Amendum (2019), in
which stronger early Spanish reading in kindergarten was related to greater English reading growth by
4th grade, despite the fact that these students had lower English oral proficiency levels at the start.

There are currently six emerging TWI programs in the district; once fully rolled out, we project that
these programs will have the capacity to serve approximately 6% of EML students and 4% of Latino/a
students.

While the benefits of TWI programs are clear, for these programs to work well, it is important that they
be of high quality, have clear goals, and demonstrate a vision of bilingualism, biliteracy, and
sociocultural competence that is shared by the school community (Howard et al., 2018).

We address programmatic implementation of TWI in Chapter 4, Methods and Models, where we
provide a set of specific recommendations for program improvement.
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Are there disparities in disciplinary practices between EML and Latino/a students, and the
general population of students?

Nationwide, there are broad discrepancies in disciplinary practices, with minoritized students and
students with disabilities more likely to experience disciplinary actions (National Academy of Sciences,
2019). There is concern around the discriminatory nature of these practices (in other words, the concern
that under similar behavioral circumstances, some students are more likely to be harshly punished than
others), and concern also about the impact of discipline on opportunities to learn (particularly the
impact of out-of-school suspension on students’ access to instruction). Students who are suspended are
more likely to drop out of school (National Academy of Sciences, 2019).

In MCPS, Latino/a and EML students are suspended more than twice as often as White students. In
middle school, Latino/a and EML students are suspended at more than three times the rate of White
students. These disparities are less pronounced in elementary school.

EML students with disabilities are more than three times more likely to face suspension than White
students in elementary, middle, and high school.

Research uncovers a variety of factors that are linked with disparities in disciplinary practices, as well as
recommendations for change. Educator bias is a potential correlate with disciplinary disproportionality,
at both the classroom and administrator level (Skiba et al., 2011).

Specific recommendations to mitigate these disparities include implicit bias training for educators,
paired with alternate discipline strategies (Amos, 2021; IES REL Mid-Atlantic, October 2019).
Researchers have also studied the impact of diversity in the educator pool. One study showed that non-
White kindergarten to grade 5 students taught by same-race/ethnicity teachers had 19% fewer
suspensions per year (Holt & Gershenson, 2015; for further information, see IES REL Mid-Atlantic, May
2019). Researchers also recommend the implementation of protective interventions such as
socioemotional learning interventions or culturally responsive approaches (See National Academy of
Sciences, 2019, p. 109, for a review of relevant literature).

Do EML and Latino/a students experience nurturing and safe school climates?
In focus groups, students expressed that they had warm relationships with teachers.

Educators expressed challenges around biases against multilingual students, particularly older students
struggling with graduation requirements. Educators expressed that they had heard the perception that
these were “bad kids.” The educators who expressed this pushed back and noted that many of these
students were extremely hard-working young people who were working toward an education while
simultaneously participating in the paid workforce.

Students expressed concerns for physical safety, especially with respect to controlling access to school
buildings. Slightly more than 40% of survey respondents also noted that they believed that physical
safety was a concern for culturally and linguistically diverse students. This is consistent with national
findings — according to the Pew Research Center, the majority of teens (57%) are worried or very
worried that a shooting could happen at their school, with Hispanic teens identified as the subgroup
with the most concern (73%) (Graf, April 2018).
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Recommendations

3.1 Continue to strengthen and expand antiracism and antibias work in MCPS by explicitly including
attention to anti-Latino/a bias and to linguistic bias.

3.2 Strengthen this antibias position by ensuring educators have access to professional learning
opportunities that focus on the assets of EML students, and to the deep connections between
students’ linguistic repertoires and their identities.

3.3 Offer Spanish for Spanish Speakers Level 3 as an Honors-level class.

3.4 Expand multilingual library resources and ensure that there are sufficient multilingual staff allocated
to the review of titles in languages other than English.

3.5 Continue to monitor discipline disparities. Identify if there are particular schools in which Latino/a or
EML students are more likely to experience negative disciplinary consequences, and target these
schools for additional support.

3.6 Continue protective socioemotional interventions to support decreases in discipline disparities.

3.7 Continue the work to diversify the educator pool. Monitor recruitment, retention, and promotion of
multilingual and Latino/a staff.

3.8 Carefully continue to grow TWI programs, taking into account the need for consistent program

structure, enhanced instruction, professional learning, and support and resources as outlined in
Chapter 2.
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4. Educator Assets and Supports

Summary of Recommendations

4.1 Expand professional learning on strategies for EML students to include all teachers, not just ELD
teachers.

e Distribute responsibility for professional learning on topics related to EML students so that
teachers who are supported by the College and Career Readiness programs and the PreK-12
Curriculum office receive appropriate training in supporting EML students.

e Ensure that school leaders also receive appropriate training in supporting EML students.

e Monitor progress to understand the extent to which general education and content area
teachers have received professional development in how to support EML students.

4.2 Expand professional learning to include training in sociocultural competence (including anti-bias
training) and support for trauma-informed education.

4.3 Attend to equity of educator credentials and experience, implement measures to retain educators at
schools with majority EML and Latino/a student populations, and continue efforts to expand the
diversity of the teaching force.

4.4 Consider implementing or expanding paraeducator-to-teacher pathways, and incentivize
recruitment into these programs for Latino/a and multilingual professionals.

4.5 Ensure that there are clearly identified ELD coordinator positions, at all levels (elementary, middle,
and high school) within (or across) schools to support professional learning, mentoring, and the
administrative work that pertains to EML students, such as identifying students, managing testing,
and engaging with families.

4.6 Increase ELD teacher allocations in staffing formulas to reduce the ratio of EML students to ELD
instructors.

Background

In this chapter, we consider the assets of the MCPS educator workforce as well as additional supports
that are needed to ensure EML and Latino/a students have opportunities to reach their full potential.
We find that MCPS educators bring care, passion, and responsibility to supporting these student groups,
but that work needs to be done to ensure that this level of care is shared equally across all educators,
not just those who teach English language development (ELD). Indicative of the level of professional
commitment is the clear call from educators for increased professional development to support
students. Equally clear is the evidence that educators are stretched thin and need additional resources.
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Results

Focus Group Results

This section reports on the assets brought by different staff members, and on the supports they need
for high-quality education of EMLs and Latino/a students, as shared by focus group participants. Focus
group participants included classroom educators—both content and mainstream educators—and also
ELD educators and special educators. School administrators, including principals and assistant principals,
school counselors, and coaches were also participants in focus groups.

Educator Dispositions

Many participating educators noted the benefits of bi/multilingualism, spoke to their commitment to
equity for Latino/a and EML students, and expressed a desire to support students and connect with
families and communities, demonstrating evidence, broadly, of an assets-based mindset among focus
group participants.

From the review of educators’ comments on professional learning, it is clear that MCPS educators in our
focus groups were invested in their own professional learning. In particular, the comments around the
need for additional training in sociocultural competence and in trauma-informed instruction for
newcomer students (see below) are indicative of the level of care and professionalism that MCPS
educators bring to their students.

Focus group participants overall noted that ELD teachers are knowledgeable about and skilled in
working with EMLs, one ELD teacher saying, “We have amazing colleagues with tremendous
knowledge.” However, ELD teachers expressed a need for more support, one reporting that many of her
colleagues are leaving ELD, or thinking of leaving ELD, due to the lack of support and preparation.

One observation by the focus group facilitators was that even in the focus groups that did not explicitly
target ELD educators, participants disproportionately held English for Speakers of Other Languages
(ESOL) certifications or had previously been ELD teachers. For example, all of the attendees at the
Assistant Principal focus group had formerly been ELD teachers and held certification in this area.

It was noted that more preparation is needed for general education teachers, special education
teachers, and administrators. Administrators in one group noted that school-based administrators lack
preparation around EMLs and rely on staff for knowledge about how to work with these students. One
of the school administrators said, further, “Kids are put into programs and classes where teachers are
not prepared,” and that “there’s no sheltering for these kids. It’s sink or swim.”

Professional Learning

Focus group participants’ comments around professional preparation and professional learning were
often intertwined, for example, citing good professional learning opportunities that prepared them well
for the classroom.

There were many descriptions of beneficial professional learning experiences that prepared MCPS
teachers to work with EMLs, while a number of suggestions were also made regarding gaps in certain
kinds of content. Suggestions were also made with regard to format. These different areas will be
discussed in turn.
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In seven of the focus groups, six teachers and six administrators noted benefical professional learning
opportunities that had been provided by the district. One of the teachers, an ELD teacher, said that “the
ELD Department does a great job on professional development,” noting one school that had all teachers
trained in ELD. However, another ELD teacher said training on EMLs is offered by the county, not the
ELD Department, and that the trainings “pale in comparison to what other departments give.” Many of
the comments about beneficial PD offerings were followed by qualifications or suggestions for future
professional learning efforts. Participants in five focus groups (7 teachers and 3 administrators), further
described a lack of professional development, with some indicating that opportunities have decreased in
the preceding years. One ELD teacher said that opportunities are available, but communication about
these opportunities needs to improve: “Teachers are not aware of what trainings there are. There are
huge downloads of information that teachers are not aware are available. The county needs a different
way of communication and dispersing information.” To this point, a content teacher in another group
reported being unaware of any offerings related to sociocultural competence, whereas ELD teachers in
the same group noted trainings on the topic. A few teachers expressed a desire for some of the
opportunities provided for ELD teachers to be provided for content teachers. Therefore, although many
participants noted a lack of professional development, this may be related not only to quantity offered,
but also to the audience to which it is offered, as well as the ways in which training is offered and
communicated to staff, which will be discussed further below.

Four teachers (2 ELD, 1 content, 1 SPED) reported seeking out professional development on their own,
one saying, “most of my training was either on my own or ad hoc,” and another noting they take
personal days in order to participate in the training they need. Two participants in a single focus group
noted that variation in training opportunities often happens at the school level, as some schools opt into
trainings, or use team meetings or study circles for professional learning.

Some participants noted that when PD was provided it was not effective. One school administrator said
that there were too few strategies or take-aways, as well as too many different programs. An ELD
teacher in another focus group noted, similarly, that a training they received “was a fly-over, and was
not very helpful.” A CREA teacher in another group expressed a desire for deeper connections and
relevance for MCPS’ student population, saying, “I find that the training is very generic, in-depth in its
repetitiveness. There’s a missing part. A deeper meaning is needed. The trainings missed the deeper
connection with our students’ needs.”

Teachers in one focus group discussed training related to teachers switching positions, expressing a
need for training for general education teachers who want to become ELD teachers. They noted that a
test is required, but expressed that more training is needed so that teachers are well-prepared for these
positions.

There were a few contextual factors noted as affecting participation in professional learning around EML
education. One content teacher noted that spots were limited in some trainings, so they were not able
to attend some trainings that they had tried to sign up for. An ELD teacher pointed out that teachers
hired closer to the beginning of the school year may miss out on PD offered right before the school year
starts. A district administrator noted the struggle to hire enough substitute teachers for teachers to be
able to attend PD sessions.

Focus group participants mentioned some specific content that has been included in professional
learning opportunities, and also noted areas in which more preparation is needed. Participants overall (8
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focus groups, including administrators and teachers) noted a need for more PD on EMLs. One school
administrator said the district needs to “elevate teachers so all teachers become teachers of language
and academic content.”

Some noted the need for more preparation around EML instruction in conversations that also touched
on staffing challenges, so it should be noted that these two areas are intertwined—if ELD teachers and
paraprofessionals aren’t available to support students and their general education teachers, then it is
more imperative that content teachers have a robust toolbox for working with EMLs. A school
administrator in one focus group noted, in response to a question around professional learning, that
they only have one ELD teacher, with another administrator adding that there is “lots of variability in
instructional practices.” The connection between staffing and professional learning was made clear in a
number of focus groups.

Focus group participants reported attending professional development sessions including the following
topics:

e ELD methods

¢ Understanding of student populations (countries and cultures of origin)
e Students’ home languages and dialects

e Cultural differences

e Sociocultural competence

e Anti-racist practices

¢ Implicit bias

e Culturally responsive instruction

¢ Trauma-informed education

Some areas in which focus group participants expressed a desire for more training include the following:

e ELD strategies

¢ language development

e Reading instruction

e Assets-based vs. deficit-based

¢ Understanding of student populations (countries and cultures of origin)
e Sociocultural competence

e Special education for EMLs

¢ Implementation of new curriculum

¢ Trauma-informed education

Regarding sociocultural competence, teachers in one focus group noted trainings on students” home
languages, one noting that staff meetings include time to “create awareness of differences in Spanish
dialects and cultural differences.” One ELD teacher in another group noted that trainings had focused
more on scaffolding and encouraging student participation than sociocultural competence, and that ELD
teachers had “talked about this, but nothing was seen.” However, ELD teachers in another focus group
reported that MCPS had put forth a great degree of effort in this area, including trainings on culturally
responsive instruction, anti-racist practices, and implicit bias, and even paid for a graduate course on
EMLs and cultural perspectives. Even so, they said that implementation varies by school, that “not all
staff get it,” and that the complexity of topics like implicit bias “requires a deep dive.” Special education
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teachers in another focus group similarly said that “it’s talked about a lot,” but that there needs to be
more training and supports for improving implementation; one suggested having a “go-to person” to
support staff in these efforts.

Training on trauma-informed educational practices was another theme among focus groups. One
counselor reported receiving training on trauma-informed care a few years ago, and an ELD teacher said
that MCPS had provided classes on unaccompanied minors and students with trauma, adding, “Those
were very helpful and made it possible to provide informed teaching.” Others stressed the need for
more training on trauma-informed instruction. One school administrator said they’re “not equipped” for
the number of SLIFE students they’re serving, and indicated they are looking for training on serving
students with trauma. Six CREA teachers in a single focus group emphasized the need for trauma-
informed training. One noted, “CREA has the best interest of its students in mind. We need more
trauma-informed instruction and other support training. We need more systems support for the
teachers on how to give their students individualized support and attention.” Another teacher in the
group emphasized this need for individualized support, including academic, socioemotional, and other
forms of support for students. One of the other teachers added that they would like to see professional
learning and support around self-care for teachers in light of the intense and complex work they do with
these students who have experienced trauma: “There are some issues the teacher can’t do anything
about at all, so we need wellness PDs on how to take care of ourselves, as well as the kids.”

Focus group participants also had feedback about the format of professional learning opportunities.
Some emphasized the importance of staff collaboration through peer-to-peer learning and team-based
training. One school administrator suggested forming PLCs across schools by type of role, in order for
staff to receive targeted support specific to their functions within schools and learn alongside colleagues
filling similar roles. Three ELD teachers in one focus group emphasized the benefits of learning directly
from their colleagues, not just alongside them, one stating that “most of the best training has come
from colleagues.” Two of them said that working with other teachers was more effective than any PD
they’ve received from the district and the third referred to their colleagues as “untapped resources by
the central office.” A content teacher in another focus group reported working closely with ELD teachers
as a form of professional learning. Participants in three additional focus groups suggested that teams
need to be trained together (2 teachers and 1 coach) as a way to ensure consistency in instructional
practices, build relationships among teachers, and support team collaboration and planning.

A few participants noted professional learning opportunities outside of MCPS. A TWI teacher noted that
MCPS could do more learning from successful programs and mentioned attending conferences and
learning from other educators on social media. Two ELD teachers mentioned university partnerships,
graduate credits, and certificate programs that have been beneficial for them and provided through
MCPS.

Staff Positions

As noted above, focus group participants conveyed a need for more professional learning about EMLs
for staff in positions other than ELD. Teachers in one focus group and a school administrator in another
group noted that ELD teachers are able to get more training around EMLs compared with other
teachers, and that some opportunities for learning about EML education are not made available to
general education teachers. The school administrator said that general education teachers “get the
minimum,” noting that the availability of some training is due to the co-teaching model in which general
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education and ELD teachers work together, but that the teachers were not trained as teams and ELD
teachers received more. In a third focus group, a counselor and a teacher both noted that general
education teachers were not trained to work with EMLs, and, due to related staffing issues—no ELD
paraprofessionals and ELD teachers with very limited allocation at the school due to low numbers of
EMLs—students “spend most of their days lost and not aware of what is being taught.” The counselor
further expressed a desire for training for counselors on working with EMLs, particularly as a way to
support EMLs in low-incidence schools. Special education teachers in one focus group also expressed a
need for more preparation around working with EMLs.

School administrators in two focus groups also noted the need for professional learning around EMLs for
administrators. One stated, “All school-based stakeholders are well trained in working with Special
Education, but unless there is a large population of ELLs at a school, the ELL teachers do not receive the
same quality of training. Administrators receive none.” They added, “I know it’s logistically challenging,
but it can be done. In all my years as a [school administrator], | am not aware of a single training where
school-based leaders are asked to attend. We are expected to rely on those who attend.” In the other
group, administrators noted that, in their experience, assistant principals don’t have any ELD
background, and one said training that is for school-based administrators would be helpful, since it
could address their specific responsibilities with regard to EMLs.

Resources

Educators in two focus groups expressed a need for more resources and support (3 ELD teachers, 1
content teacher, and 1 counselor). A counselor reported having “no ESOL resources,” limiting their
ability to provide support to teachers who come to them for support. An ELD teacher in the same group
said they have some preparation, but “tremendous problems with little support.” Both emphasized the
need for more resources. Two ELD teachers in another focus group stressed the lack of resources, one
noting the difficulty with current curricular resources (e.g., Study Sync), saying that students “tend to do
better with the teacher-created resources.” They said that they are still learning as an educator and
need more resources and support. A teacher in another group suggested that teachers share the
resources they create as one part of the solution, reiterating concerns about the appropriateness and
difficulty of some of the resources currently provided.

Some educators also expressed a desire for more and better Spanish-language resources. A content
teacher reported having no materials in Spanish to provide support for students with low levels of
English proficiency. A TWI administrator and a TWI teacher, in separate focus groups, reported that
teachers are creating their own resources, which is challenging and time-consuming. The teacher
emphasized the need for developmentally and linguistically appropriate authentic texts for students.

An additional observation was around the challenges in accurately predicting the number of staff
needed for ELD programs. Due to the timing in receiving the prior year’s assessment results, schools
may not know until late in summer the precise number of EML students or EML students by level. This
makes it challenging for schools to staff according to formulas based on numbers of students or
numbers of students by level.

Survey Results
As we note in Chapter 2, Methods, survey respondents tended to be disproportionately ELD teachers
and teachers with ESOL certifications, which was consistent with the findings from focus groups. Among
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survey respondents, there was an underrepresentation of general education and mainstream content
area teachers and an overrepresentation of teachers holding ESOL certifications. Results in this section,
therefore, should be interpreted as reflective of the participants in the survey who, in general, are more
likely to be invested in, trained in, and practicing in the field of EML education than are MCPS educators
as a whole. In this section, we look first at educators’ experience, background, and credentials. We then
examine responses around questions pertaining to professional learning. We also provide a snapshot of
educators’ general dispositions toward EML students as well as their beliefs about opportunities for this
student group.

Educators’ Experience and Background

We examined four relevant aspects of educators’ experience and background, as informed by our
research questions and framework: number of years of experience, level of credentials, educators’ race
and ethnicity, and educators’ home language practices. For the first two of these, we also break down
results by the proportion of EML students and Latino/a students that these educators serve.

We report first on the years of teaching experience of survey respondents. Educators who responded to
the survey were typically seasoned professionals, with more than half of the respondents having ten or
more years of experience. Table 1 provides the self-reported experience levels of all survey respondents.

Table 1: Survey respondents’ years of teaching experience

Please select your number of years of experience as an educator (including
teaching, school administration, and/or other school support roles).

Answer Choices Responses
None of the above 0.79% -
0-5 11.33% 100
6-10 13.59% 120
11-15 18.57% 164
16-20 21.74% 192
21 or more 33.98% 300

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

In addition, we asked educators to estimate the proportions of students they serve who are EML
students, and who are Latino/a students. Table 2 and

Table 3 show educators’ self-reported years of service by the estimated proportion of EML and Latino/a
students they serve.

Table 2: Proportions of EML students served, by educators’ years of service, for survey respondents

Estimated proportion of Years of Service

EMLs that the educator 0-5 6-10 11-15 1620 21 or more

serves Total
Fewer than one-third 16 32 38 37 79 202
One-third to two-thirds 40 36 54 68 117 315
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More than two-thirds 40 49 638 79 98 334

Table 3: Proportions of Latino/a students served, by educators’ years of service, for survey respondents

Estimated proportion of Years of Service

Latina/o students that the 0-5 6-10 11-15 1620 21 or more

educator serves Total
Fewer than one-third 12 15 26 25 58 136
One-third to two-thirds 40 37 66 84 130 357
More than two-thirds 46 68 68 78 106 366

In Figure 1, we show the cumulative proportions of years of service by the proportion of EML students
served.

In settings where educators estimate that fewer than one-third of students are EML students, there
tend to be fewer novice educators (8% who indicate 0-5 years of service, versus 13% and 12% for
settings with one-third to two-thirds, or more than two-thirds, respectively). In addition, settings with
fewer numbers of EML students tend to have greater proportions of veteran educators. Where there are
fewer than one-third of EML students, 39% of educators report that they have 21 or more years of
service, but where more than two-thirds of students are EML students, this drops to only 29%.

Figure 1: Educators' estimates of the proportion of EMLs they serve, by educators’ years of service

Fewer than one-third | NI
One-third to two-thirds | NI
More than two-thirds | NN
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m0-5 m6-10 m11-15 16-20 21 or more

When we examine the data in the same way for educators’ estimates of students who are Latino/a, we
see a similar trend. In settings where there are larger proportions of Latino/a students, as estimated by
the educators who responded to the survey, educators tend to have fewer years of experience. Figure 2
clearly shows this trend. In settings with fewer than one-third of Latino/a students, the proportion of
educators with ten or less years of experience is 29%. This rises to 33% in settings with one-third to two-
thirds of students who are Latino/a, and 44% where the proportion of these students is more than two-
thirds.

Figure 2: Educators' estimates of the proportion of Latino/a students they serve, by years of service
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In addition to years of experience, we also asked respondents to provide us with details on their
teaching credentials. Our analysis includes five educator credential types as defined by the state of
Maryland. These are described in Figure 3.

Of the educators who held one of these types of certificates, more than 70% of survey respondents held
the Advanced Professional Certificate.

Figure 3: State of Maryland educator credential types

Professional Eligibility Certificate (PEC)
e Valid for 5 years
e [ssued to an applicant who meets all certification requirements and is not currently employed in a MD
local education agency or a publicly funded nonpublic school
Conditional Certificate (CDC)
e Valid for two years
e Issued only to an applicant employed in a MD local education agency or publicly funded nonpublic
school who does not meet all professional certification requirements
Standard Professional Certificate | (SPC )
e Valid for 5 years
e Issued to an applicant who meets all certification requirements and is employed by a MD local
education agency or a publicly funded nonpublic school
Standard Professional Certificate Il (SPC II)
e Valid for 5 years
e |[ssued to an applicant who completes the SPC I, is employed by a MD local education agency or publicly
funded nonpublic school, and submits the following:
1. verification of 3 years of satisfactory school-related experience
2. 6 semester hours of acceptable credit; and
3. aprofessional development plan for the Advanced Professional Certificate (APC)
Advanced Professional Certificate (APC)
e Valid for 5 years
e Issued to an applicant who submits the following:
1. 6 semester hours of acceptable credit
2. verification of 3 years of satisfactory school-related experience; and
3. meets one of the following standards:

a. earned a master's or higher degree from an IHE in a certification area directly related
to public school education, including 6 semester hours related to the teacher's
specific discipline or the specialist's specific assignment;

b. earned at least 36 semester hours of approved content or professional education
coursework directly related to public school education, earned after the conferral of
the bachelor's or higher degree, including at least 21 graduate credits, of which at
least six credits shall be related to the teacher's specific discipline or the specialist's
specific assignment; or
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c. obtained National Board Certification and earned a minimum of 12 semester hours of
approved graduate course work, earned after the conferral of the bachelor's or
higher degree and related to the teacher’s specific discipline or the specialist’s
specific assignment

https://www.marylandpublicschools.org/about/Pages/DEE/Certification/Certification-Types.aspx

We analyzed educator credential types in relation to the estimated proportions of EML and Latino/a
students that educators serve. Because there were so few educators with Conditional Certificates or
Professional Eligibility Certificates, we combined these categories to ensure that no survey respondent
could be personally identified.

In addition, we asked educators to estimate the proportions of students that they serve who are EML
students, and who are Latino/a students. Table 4 and Table 5 show educators’ self-reported years of
service by the estimated proportion of EML and Latino/a students that they serve.

Table 4: Proportions of EML students served, by educators’ level of credentials, for survey respondents

Estimated proportion of Educator Credential
EMLs that the educator Conditional
serves Certificate (CDC) Standard Standard Advanced

or Professional Professional Professional Professional

Eligibility Certificate | Certificate Il Certificate

Certificate (PEC) (SPC1) (spc ) (APC) Total
Fewer than one-third - 15 12 103 136
One-third to two-thirds 14 34 12 149 209
More than two-thirds 14 45 14 175 248

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Table 5: Proportions of Latino/a students served, by educators’ level of credentials, for survey
respondents

Estimated proportion of Educator Credential
Latino/a students that the Conditional
educator serves Certificate (CDC) Standard Standard Advanced

or Professional Professional Professional Professional

Eligibility Certificate | Certificate Il Certificate

Certificate (PEC) (SPC1) (Sspc i) (APC) Total
Fewer than one-third - - - 64 85
One-third to two-thirds 12 37 15 176 240
More than two-thirds 16 49 16 188 269

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Figure 4 and Figure 5 show cumulative distributions by level of credentials for estimated proportions of
EML students and Latino/a students.

Although the majority of students are served by educators with Advanced Professional Certificates,
there are differences among schools by their proportion of EML students. In schools with fewer than
one-third of students who are EMLs, 76% of respondents held the APC, compared with schools where
more than one-third of the students were EMLs. In both categories (one-third to two-thirds, and more
than two-thirds), 71% of the educators held the APC. Students in schools with smaller proportions of
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EML students were also less likely to be served by educators with conditional or eligibility certificates
(4% at schools with fewer than one-third EML students; compared with 7% where these students
constitute one-third to two-thirds of the population, and 6% where EMLs are more than two-thirds of

the population).
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Figure 4: Educators’ estimates of the proportion of EML students they serve, by credential type

Fewer than one-third _
One-third to two-thirds _
More than two-thirds _

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

B CDCor PEC mSPCI SPCII APC

A similar pattern holds for the relationship between educators’ credential types and the proportion of
Latino/a students they serve. For schools with majority Latino/a populations (more than two-thirds), the
proportion of educators with the Advanced Professional Certificate stands at 70%, rising to 73% in
schools where Latinos comprise one-third to two-thirds of students, and to 75% for schools where fewer
than one-third are Latinos.

Figure 5: Educators' estimates of the proportion of Latina/o students they serve, by credential type

Fewer than one-third _
One-third to two-thirds _
More than two-thirds _
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We also looked at the race and ethnicity of the educators in MCPS as a whole and among the survey
respondents.

MCPS teachers are approximately 73% White, 12% Black or African American, 7% Hispanic or Latino/a,
6% Asian, and 2% American Indian, Pacific Islander, or of two or more races (MCPS Public
Announcement, October 29, 2018). Our survey respondents included a greater proportion of Latino/a
(16%) and Asian (9%) respondents, and a smaller proportion of White (62%) respondents than the
general population of MCPS educators. Table 6 (also included in the methods section) shows the race
and ethnicity of the survey participants.
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Table 6: Race and ethnicity of survey respondents

Which of these groups do you identify with? Select all that apply to you:

Answer Choices Responses
| prefer not to answer. 6.28% 55
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.80% =
Asian 9.02% 79
Black or African American 11.99% 105
Latina, Latino, Latine, Latinx or Hispanic 15.87% 139
Middle Eastern or North African 2.74% 24
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.46% -
White 61.76% 541
Some other race, ethnicity, or origin (please specify) 2.17% 19

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Almost 10% of the respondents to our survey were paraeducators. This group is notably more parallel to
the student body in its ethnic and racial makeup. Among paraeducators (Table 7), 23% of the survey
respondents where Latino/a or Hispanic, and 46% were White.

Table 7: Race and ethnicity of paraeducators among survey respondents

Which of these groups do you identify with? Select all that apply to you:

Answer Choices Responses
| prefer not to answer. 4.60% -
American Indian or Alaska Native 1.15% -
Asian 18.39% 16
Black or African American 13.79% 12
Latina, Latino, Latine, Latinx or Hispanic 22.99% 20
Middle Eastern or North African 9.20% -
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.00% -
White 45.98% 40
Some other race, ethnicity, or origin (please specify) 3.45% -

To ensure that survey respondents are not identifiable, we suppress n-counts for categories with fewer than 10 respondents.

Finally, we consider language practices of survey respondents. Around 15% of the respondents speak
Spanish at home or with family, and around 12% speak some language other than English or Spanish.
We also consider the group of paraeducators separately, finding that this group is more likely to speak
languages other than English at home and less likely to speak English at home. Of this group, 18% spoke
Spanish at home, 18% spoke some other language, and one in five did not speak English at home. These
results are provided in Table 8.
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Table 8: Language practices of survey respondents, for all educators and for paraeducators

Please indicate which languages you speak at home or with your
family. Select all that apply to you:

Answer Choices All Educators Paraeducators

only
| prefer not to answer. 3.08% 27  0.00% 0
| speak English at home and with my family. 87.12% 764 80.68% 71
| speak Spanish at home or with my family. 15.05% 132 18.18% 16
| speak another language at home or with my family. 11.63% 102 18.18% 16

(please specify)

Professional Learning

The survey participants were active in professional learning, with almost 85% of participants engaging in
professional learning activities twice or more in a year, and almost half engaging in professional learning
more than four times per year (Table 9).

Table 9: Proportions of survey respondents who participated in any professional development activities

In the past five years, approximately how often have you participated
in in-service professional development activities?

Answer Choices Responses
Not at all 3.03% 23
About once a year 12.24% 93
2-4 times per year 39.08% 297
More than 4 times per year 45.66% 347

We probed for the inclusion of topics specific to the instruction of EML students in this data (Table 10).
The following topics had been covered in professional learning to some extent (either extended
coverage, or some coverage or mention) for at least 60% of respondents:

e Teaching language through content

e Lliteracy strategies for EML students

e Incorporating language objectives into content instruction
e Creating language objectives

e Sociocultural competence

Between 40% and 60% of respondents had participated in professional learning covering the following
set of topics:

e Writing strategies for EML students
e Supporting newcomer students
e Oral language development for EML students
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There were, however, three topics where more than 40% of respondents had not engaged in any
professional learning around the topic:

e |dentifying or supporting gifted and talented EML students
e Supporting students with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE)
e Family engagement strategies for multilingual families

Table 10: Survey respondents with professional development covering select topics of relevance to EML
students

Yes, extended Yes, some No Don’t know/
coverage coverage or Not applicable
mention

Creating language objectives 21.46% 40.85% 26.00% 11.69%
Incorporating language objectives into content 21.35% 42.84% 24.79% 11.02%
instruction
Oral language development for EML students 14.48% 39.48% 34.15% 11.89%
Literacy strategies for EML students 15.60% 49.66% 24.29% 10.45%
Writing strategies for EML students 11.87% 47.75% 28.79% 11.60%
Teaching language through content 19.27% 46.68% 23.74% 10.31%
Family engagement strategies for multilingual 7.87% 37.31% 46.81% 8.01%
families
Sociocultural competence 16.21% 44.23% 30.91% 8.65%
Identifying or supporting gifted and talented 3.30% 20.47% 65.38% 10.85%
EML students
Supporting newcomer students 11.14% 43.89% 38.72% 6.25%
Supporting students with limited or 8.70% 32.20% 48.51% 10.60%

interrupted formal education (SLIFE)

Our survey also included an open-ended question about professional development: Are there any areas
where you would like additional professional learning to support EML students? What topics do you feel
you need more support with? Of the 888 survey respondents, 260 (29%) responded.

A wide range of professional learning needs were reported in these open-ended survey responses.
Respondents’ comments were first categorized by our eight areas of inquiry and then further analyzed
within these areas. See Table 11 below for the number of comments indicating professional learning
needs related to each area. Respondents to the open-ended question on professional learning reported
needs most often in the methods and models area (95), with an emphasis on instruction in content
classrooms. The next most frequently cited areas of need were supporting newcomer students (45),
particularly SLIFE; assets-based approaches (31), including use of students’ home languages and a better
understanding of students’ languages and cultures; and family engagement (27). Some respondents (16)
also cited professional learning needs regarding ELs with disabilities. A few also mentioned achievement
outcomes and opportunities (8), including use of data and reporting; college and career readiness (7),
including advanced courses and gifted EMLs; and supports for educators (2).
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Table 11: Professional learning, by area of inquiry, reported as a need in open-ended survey responses

Area of Inquiry Number of Open-Ended Survey
Responses on Professional Learning
Achievement Outcomes and Opportunities 8

Methods and Models 95
Assets-Based Approach 31
Educator Assets & Supports 2

College & Career Readiness 7

Newcomer Students 45
EMLs with Disabilities 16
Family Engagement 27

To support triangulation of data that leads to clear recommendations, we will address the comments
related to instructional methods and models and to educators’ assets and supports in this chapter.
Survey results on the other areas of inquiry are found in their respective chapters. We include the
results for instructional methods and models in this chapter (rather than in the Methods and Models
chapter) as these results are more closely aligned with the research question around pedagogical
knowledge, and we feel that inclusion in this section leads to more clearly stated recommendations
around topics of professional learning. We also incorporate two comments that were not easily
classified into other areas and that are listed under “Educator Assets & Supports” in the table.

A theme among open-ended survey responses on professional learning was the need for EML support in
content classrooms. This was expressed by content teachers themselves, as well as staff in other roles.
Related concerns were described regarding the curriculum, standards, and expectations for EMLs,
recent changes in program structure, and lack of time for adequately differentiating instruction for a
diverse group of students within a single classroom. These themes resonate with findings from the other
research activities within this study and were described alongside these reported professional learning
needs in many responses.

With regards to professional learning needs to help teachers support EMLs in classroom instruction,
survey respondents suggested a number of instructional topics. See Table 12 below for the instructional
areas mentioned by survey respondents as needs for professional learning. Note that individual
respondents may have mentioned one or more of these areas. Some of these areas will be further
explained below, while others were often not further articulated within responses and do not
necessarily warrant explanation within this context (e.g., differentiation, scaffolding, language
objectives).
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Table 12: Open-ended survey responses reporting EML instructional needs

Topic Number of Topic Number of
Responses Responses

Literacy instruction 27 Scaffolding 3

EML instruction, broadly 21 Instruction in TWI settings 3

Teaching content 14 Teacher collaboration 3

Differentiation 11 Incorporating/addressing 2
standards

Integrating language and content 10 Assessment, progress 2
monitoring

Oral language instruction 8 Preschool/early childhood 2

Second/English language 6 Instruction for students with 2

acquisition/development different English proficiency
levels

Making curriculum and grade-level 6 Long-term EMLs 2

content accessible

Instruction for students at lower ELP 6 Secondary content 2

levels (1-2) instruction

Language objectives 5 Vocabulary 1

Managing time and balancing 4 Comprehensible input 1

instructional responsibilities

Classroom management, environment 4 Materials selection 1

As demonstrated in Table 12, literacy instruction was the most frequently cited need for professional
learning on instruction. Reading was mentioned specifically by 11 respondents, and writing by 9
respondents. A few respondents mentioned literacy instruction as a particular need for instructing
students with lower literacy skills, including “struggling readers” (1), students without first/home
language literacy (1), or students with “initial” literacy (1).

The next most frequently cited instructional need for professional learning was instruction for EMLs
broadly. These comments referred to a need for more teachers to learn instructional strategies for
EMLs, often without citing specific strategies or sub-topics. They often referred to content instruction, in
part due to mainstreaming of EMLs.

Another area mentioned frequently was the need for guidance on teaching content to EMLs. Most of
these comments referred to content/general education classrooms broadly, while three respondents
reported a need for guidance on content instruction for EMLs within specials courses specifically (e.g.,
music, art, physical education).

Closely related to the comments indicating a need for instructional strategies for teaching content were
those that specifically mentioned integration of language and content. A number of comments
suggested topics representing different ways to integrate language and content, or teach content
classes to EMLs, for example, differentiation, scaffolding, incorporating language objectives, vocabulary,
comprehensible input, and making accommodations for different English language proficiency levels.

Some respondents also noted a need for professional learning around time management and balancing
instructional responsibilities. Four respondents emphasized practicality and a desire for guidance
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regarding how to plan lessons that integrate content and language and support for EMLs. One noted
wanting to make lessons “meaningful” in addition to addressing basic instructional needs, and another
stated, “I would also like more support in balancing foundational skills instruction with engaging and
challenging grade-level content. | know how to teach all of these things. It's finding the time in the day
todoit.”

The four respondents who cited needs regarding classroom environment and management emphasized
creating a learning environment wherein students are engaged, motivated, respectful, and resilient.
They noted challenges such as language barriers and difficulty managing some students.

Two responses referred to supports for educators that did not fall clearly into any of the other focal
areas, but bear mentioning. One comment, from an ELD teacher, referred to challenges completing “all
the extra work” on top of their teaching load, and requested help with how to manage these many
responsibilities. This comment was echoed in the other responses noted above with regard to
instruction, but those responses mentioned balancing multiple instructional goals, while this one noted
balancing instruction with responsibilities outside of instruction.

Another respondent said they’d like professional learning on how to organize a team meeting with all
the teachers of struggling EML students, indicating a desire for collaborative strategies and connections
across instructional roles. They also mentioned wanting training on using communication tools like
Synergy, Outlook, or Slack to send messages, along with best practices for documentation.

Educator Dispositions and Beliefs

We also examined the knowledge, dispositions, and beliefs of survey respondents (Table 13). Overall,
respondents were confident in their understanding of ELD standards and their knowledge and ability to
use their own students’ ELD levels (more than 70% strongly agreed or agreed).

Table 13: Select knowledge, dispositions, and beliefs of survey respondents

Please rate each of the following

statements:

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly N/A

Agree Disagree

I am familiar with the ELD standards. 29.88% 42.50% 17.26% 4.25% 6.11%
I am familiar with my students’ levels of 30.53% 40.80% 13.07% 2.13% 13.47%
ELD and | use data on ELD level to
differentiate instruction.
| enjoy supporting Emergent 64.46% 29.05% 1.06% 0.13% 5.31%
Multilingual students.
| have challenges with supporting 12.42% 48.60% 22.96% 10.01% 6.01%
Emergent Multilingual students.
I know about the language backgrounds 35.88% 47.52% 9.10% 1.87% 5.62%
of the Emergent Multilingual students
that | serve.
| have met the families of the Emergent 15.05% 37.68% 30.76% 9.45% 7.06%

Multilingual students that | serve.

The survey respondents overwhelmingly agreed that they enjoy supporting EML students, with a very
small number (n<10) responding “disagree” or “strongly disagree.” However, more than 60% indicated
that they experienced challenges in supporting EML students. Participants indicated that they were
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knowledgeable about students’ language backgrounds (83.40% strongly agreed or agreed), and most
educators had met the families of their multilingual students (52.73%).

Data and Document Review

In this section, we examine evidence emerging from data and MCPS documents around three issues.
First, we review district-level data on educators’ average years of experience, and cross reference this
with proportions of EML and Latino/a students by school. Next, to further understand educators’
concerns over workload, we examine select position descriptions. Finally, we look at documentation of

current professional learning options from MCPS, to supplement our understandings drawn from the
focus group and survey data.

Educator experience and student population
To shore up our understanding of the relationship between educators’ levels of experience and the
populations of students that they serve, we requested that MCPS provide, for each school, the average

number of years of experience for all educators, and the average number of years of experience for ELD
educators.

Average years of experience, by school, for all educators, ranged from 6 years to 18 years. For ELD
educators, average years of experience ranged from 2 years to 34 years.

Next, we examined the proportions of EML and Latino/a students at each school in relationship to the
average years of experience of all educators.

Figure 6 shows the relationship between the proportion of EML students at a school and the average
number of years of experience of all educators at that school. Each dot on the graph represents one

school. This graph shows a significant but slight negative relationship; schools with higher proportions of
EML students tend to have, on average, less experienced educators.

Figure 6: Average years of experience of all educators by proportion of EML students, by school

201

Average years, all

0.0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8
Proportion of EML Students

Weak inverse relationship. R? = 0.1344, p < 0.0001

In Figure 7, we show a similar pattern applies by proportion of Latino/a students. There is a slight but
significant negative relationship between the proportion of Latino/a students in a school and the
average years of experience of all educators in the school.
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Figure 7: Average years of experience of all educators by proportion of Latino/a students, by school
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Weak inverse relationship. R? = 0.148, p < 0.0001

Figure 8 shows the relationship between the proportion of EML students in the school and the average
years of experience of ELD educators. There is no significant relationship between these values,
indicating that EML students at schools with higher proportions of EML students are no more or less
likely to have highly experienced or inexperienced ELD teachers than EML students at low-incidence
schools. Put otherwise, both experienced and inexperienced ELD educators are well-distributed across

schools.?

Figure 8: Average years of experience of EML educators by proportion of EML students, by school

40+

30+

204

Average years, ESOL

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Proportion of EML Students

No significant relationship. R = 0.0001, p= 0.8917

! For completeness, we also examined the relationship between experience of ELD teachers and proportion of
Latino/a students. This relationship is not significant — the proportion of Latino/a students in a school does not
have a relationship with the average number of years of experience of its ELD teachers.
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Staffing Levels
Stakeholder discussions uncovered that one area of need for additional staffing was at the school level,
coordinating across ELD instructors, especially at the elementary level.

At the middle school level, schools may have an individual in the role of ELD Content Specialist, and at
the high school level, schools may have an ESOL resource teacher. These individuals serve as
instructional leaders and support ELD instructors school-wide. No parallel position exists at elementary
schools. Figure 9 provides the job descriptions for these two positions.

Figure 9: Job descriptions for MS Content Specialist and HS ESOL Resource Teacher

Teacher, MS Content Specialist

The Middle School Content Specialist has the responsibility for his/her department and builds the capacity of
the department to analyze achievement data for improved instruction. The Middle School content specialist
ensures that accelerated and enriched instruction and intervention support is available for all students. The
Middle School content specialist contributes to building and sustaining a community of learners. The Middle
School content specialist is an exemplary teacher and has demonstrated success in increasing student
achievement. The content specialist works directly with adults to support the implementation of the
instructional program and observes teachers to assist them in improving teaching and learning. He/she focuses
on coordination of the instructional program and collaboration among teachers within departments and across
teams. The content specialist needs to be certified in his/her content areas. For the Arts/PE content specialist,
the person needs to be certified in one of these areas. In order to support these additional responsibilities,
he/she is provided with additional time and compensation.

Teacher, ESOL Resource

Provides leadership to teachers in the ESOL department within high schools under supervision of school
administration. Supports ESOL teachers in the instructional program, serves as an instructional role model,
supports the development of a professional learning community within the department and school, observes
and analyzes instructional practices related to teachers' professional growth and evaluation, collaborates with
supervisors and colleagues on instructional issues, takes a leadership role in the handling of instructional
resources, supports the development of the master schedule, keeps current on content and best practices in
the specified subject field, and serves as a liaison to the ESOL office and the school to ensure that all federal and
state mandates for English Language Learners are understood and implemented at the local school level. Serves
as a liaison with the parents and school community as an advocate for ESOL students and programs.

Source: MCPS Job Classification Information: https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/personnel/classification/

Note that the Content Specialist role is generic and not specific to ELD. In other words, schools may have
Content Specialists across multiple subject areas. One Middle School Content Specialist noted that there
were specific duties within the ELD Content Specialist role that were not necessarily included in all other
Content Specialists’ positions. For example, the ELD Content specialist is responsible for scheduling and
data review, ensuring that Newcomer students are appropriately identified if they are EML students,
advocating for EML students, managing EML folders, coordinating ELD refusal from parents, managing
ELD testing at the school level, and supporting accommodations as needed on MCAP testing.

CAL examined staffing ratios of EML students to ELD instructors via review of district-level data, and
review of the ELD instructor staffing formula. A limitation of our approach is that we did not have the
capacity to verify with schools that these formulas were implemented as directed. Based on our
analyses, we estimate that the ratio of EML students to instructors, outside of special programs,
generally ranges somewhere between 20-88 students per ELD instructor.
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The overall ratio of EML students to ELD instructors, district-wide, for FY 2022 is 38 students per
instructor. This number is the total number of EML students in the district divided by the total number
of ELD educators, inclusive of the classifications “Teacher, ESOL” and “Teacher, ESOL Resource,” as
shown in Table 14.

Table 14: Overall ratio of EML students to ELD educators

Number of ELD Number of EML EML student to ELD
teachers students, instructor ratio
2021-22
Teachers, ESOL 725.8
Teacher, ESOL Resource 17
Total teachers 742.8 28,420 38

Data provided by DELME

Instructional ratios for individual teachers vary according to the school level (elementary, middle, or
high school) and the ELP level of students. There are separate formulas for Title 1 schools and focus
schools. MCPS uses separate full-time equivalent (FTE) formulas for each of these conditions. There is
also a base ratio in place for schools with low numbers of EML students (a “minimally compliant”
program).

We analyzed these formulas by computing the FTE teacher ratio for each condition (i.e. the base ratio
divided by the FTE equivalent). For example if a formula specifies a base ratio of 10 students and an FTE
equivalent of 0.5, a teacher at this ratio would have a caseload of 20 students (10 divided by 0.5). This
gives us an approximate range of students per FTE ELD educator. Data are provided in Table 15. (Note
that there are no Title 1 High Schools or Focus High Schools in the district).
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Table 15: FTE ratios as computed from FY2023 MCPS staffing formula for ELD educators

Type Base %FTE  FTE Type Base %FTE  FTE
ratio ratio ratio ratio
Minimally compliant Title 1 - Elementary
Elementary 20 0.4 50 ELP1 7 0.2 35
Middle 35 0.4 88 ELP2 7 0.18 39
High 40 0.8 50 ELP3 7 0.16 44
ELP4 8 0.14 57
Non-Title 1/Non-Focus - Elementary Title 1 - Middle
ELP1 7 0.2 35 ELP1 7 0.2 35
ELP2 7 0.2 35 ELP2 7 0.18 39
ELP3 8 0.16 50 ELP3 7 0.16 44
ELP4 10 0.2 50 ELP4 8 0.14 57
Non-Title 1/Non-Focus - Middle Focus Schools - Elementary
ELP1 15 0.7 21 ELP1 7 0.2 35
ELP2 15 0.5 30 ELP2 7 0.18 39
ELP3 19 0.3 63 ELP3 7 0.16 44
ELP4 19 0.3 63 ELP4 9 0.14 64
Non-Title 1/Non-Focus - High Focus Schools - Middle
ELP1 14 0.7 20 ELP1 7 0.2 35
ELP2 14 0.5 28 ELP2 7 0.18 39
ELP3 19 0.3 63 ELP3 7 0.16 44
ELP4 19 0.3 63 ELP4 9 0.14 64

The highest ratio was for educators in minimally compliant middle school programs, which require 0.4
FTE for every 35 students, or 88 students per FTE. The lowest ratio was for students at ELP level 1 in
non-Title 1/non-Focus High schools, which require 0.7 FTE for every 14 students, or 20 students per FTE.
We stress that these figures are not based on actual teacher caseloads, but rather based on analyses of
staffing formula ratios. In practice, each school will have a mix of students at different ELP levels and
must staff according to the students who attend the school.

Despite these limitations, our analysis allows us to understand the potential range of FTE caseloads for
ELD instructors, which ranges from 20 students, to 88 students, with a total county average of 30
students.

Nationwide, the ratio of English learners to EL instructors was about 12 students per each licensed or
ceritified EL instructor (U.S. Department of Education, 2021, p. 61, p.108), although the range among
states was very broad.
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Documentation of Professional Learning

CAL received data on professional development offerings from DELME at both the elementary and
secondary levels, dating back to 2018. Data shared included the year the PD session was offered, the
title, the number of hours, the number of sessions, the total number of teachers who participated, and
the number of ELD and content area teachers.

The DELME office has extensive PD offerings. To understand the reach of the offerings, we selected a
representative recent year, and considered offerings from summer 2022 and school year 2022.

At the elementary level, there were a total of 82 sessions offered across topics including WIDA
standards and assessment, support for first- and second-year teachers, support for specific curriculum
items (e.g., Lexia, Eureka math), and support for SLIFE students. A number of the offerings were specific
to TWI programs. For elementary school, based on the DELME data, roughly two-thirds of the
participants in person-hour hours (length of session x number of sessions x count of teachers) were ELD
teachers, and around one-third were content teachers.

At the secondary level, there were a total 33 secondary professional development sessions offered. The
course “EB-60: Teaching ESOL Students in the Mainstream,” had the greatest reach of any of the courses
listed, with 480 content teachers participating in the 45 hours of PD. This course accounts for almost
three-quarters of the total person-hours of DELME-offered professional development. Most of the
secondary professional development has content teachers, rather than ELD teachers as the audience.
Frequently offered topics include collaborative planning and co-teaching, literacy, and general support
for educators of EML students. There are also several sessions specific for educators of newcomer
students and students in the METS program.

Findings
What assets do the cadre of MCPS educators bring with respect to education for EML and
Latino/a students? What supports are needed?

Almost 30% of MCPS educators use more than one language at home. This number rises to 36% among
the group of paraeducators who responded to the survey.

Across our dataset, there is clear evidence of a level of care and responsibility that MCPS educators feel
toward their students. Educators enjoy supporting their students and have positive feelings toward
these student groups. They actively work to seek out professional learning that enables them to
enhance their craft, and in our survey and focus group responses, we see them advocate for additional
professional learning that enhances their proficiency.

We observe that survey and focus group respondents tended to be disproportionately ELD teachers and
teachers with ESOL certification (see Chapter 2, Methods, for further detail). Among survey
respondents, there was an underrepresentation of general education and mainstream content area
teachers and an overrepresentation of teachers holding ESOL certification.

Two findings emerge from this observation. First, the survey results should be viewed as more closely
representative of the views, understandings, and dispositions of ELD teachers and teachers with ESOL
certification than they are representative of the general MCPS educator population.
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Second, the lack of response from general and content educators is in and of itself a data point; it
suggests that these educators may not see that they have a primary responsibility for EML students. We
further understand that professional development offerings pertaining to EML students are offered
primarily through the DELME office to ELD teachers, but that there are challenges in finding space in the
schedules of content area teachers to engage with professional learning that specifically supports EML
students.

Are the teachers of EML and Latino/a students comparable in their years of experience and level
of credentialling to the general population of teachers?

The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine propose three measures of Disparities
in Access to Effective Teaching (indicator 10) that can be used to monitor educational equity:

e Teachers’ years of experience
e Teachers’ credentials and certification
e Racial and ethnic diversity of the teaching force

Nationally, Black and Latino/a students as well as students identified as EMLs are more likely to be
served by novice teachers.

“schools serving the highest percentages of Black and Latino students in their school district are
more likely to employ teachers who are newest to the profession. These schools reported 6
percent of their teaching staff as being in their first year of teaching in any school, compared
with 4 percent in schools with the lowest percentage (bottom 20%) of black and Latino students
in their districts (Rahman et al., 2017). Of the nearly 5 million English learners nationwide, 3
percent attend schools where more than 20 percent of teachers are in their first year of
teaching, compared with 2 percent of non-English learner students.”

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (2019, p. 93)

In addition, there are disparities in students’ access to certified teachers, with Latino/a students twice as
likely as their White peers to attend schools where 20 percent of teachers at the school have not met all
certification and licensing requirements (3.7% of Latino/a students, and less than 2% of White students
attend such schools nationwide) (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019, p.
94).

The National Academies also note that there is clear evidence that students see more optimal
educational outcomes—including test scores, academic attitude, fewer disciplinary incidents, and
dropout protection—when there is a racial/ethnic match between students and teachers. Furthermore,
nationally, White students are more likely to have educational experiences where they see a
preponderance of educators who look like themselves, as the national teaching corps is 80% White,
compared with the population of public school students who are 49% White. In addition to considering
the racial and ethnic backgrounds of the teaching corps, our investigation also included attention to the
linguistic backgrounds of educators.

In our examination of trends in MCPS, we found:
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e Latino/a and EML students may be more likely to served by novice educators, and less likely to
experience classes with veteran teachers, than non-Latino/a students and students who are not
identified as EML.

e Latino/a and EML students may be less likely to have teachers with Advanced Professional
certification, and more likely to have teachers with Conditional Certification or a Professional
Eligibility Certificate than other students.

e Latino/a students do not see themselves proportionally reflected in the MCPS corps of
educators—while 33% of students in MCPS are Hispanic or Latino/a, only 7% of educators are.

e The corps of paraprofessionals are more racially and ethnically diverse than the general pool of
educators, and more likely to be multilingual.

These findings should be interpreted with the caveat that they are drawn from the pool of survey
respondents’ estimates of proportions of EML and Latino/a students in their schools.

Do educators in the district have preparation in the pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical content
knowledge, and pedagogical language knowledge (Bunch, 2013) needed to support multilingual
learners?

In general, supports for pedagogical language knowledge are available and educators participate in
professional learning on these topics; however, we believe ongoing PD continues to be needed.

OELA’s toolkit notes that “LEAs must provide adequate professional development and follow-up training
in order to prepare EL program teachers and administrators to implement the EL program effectively.”
While more than half of the educators surveyed had participated in recent professional learning that
covered key elements needed to support EML students, there were still large numbers of educators who
did not participate in such ongoing professional learning.

The disparities in which educators feel the most responsibility for EML students extend to participation
in professional learning; ELD teachers are more likely to seek out and value professional learning that
centers EML students, while content and general education teachers are less likely to do so. As one
administrator who participated in focus groups expressed: “elevate teachers so all teachers become
teachers of language and academic content.” Focus group participants also stressed that administrators
were an important group to target for professional learning.

What opportunities are available for professional learning to support Emergent Multilingual
Learners (EML students) in the content areas, and what opportunities are needed?

DELME provides extensive professional development offerings to educators across the course of a
school year. Offerings include general orientation to foundational topics in EML education, as well as
sessions specific to co-teaching, literacy, particular curricular elements (Lexia, Eureka math), WIDA
standards and assessment, SLIFE and METS students, and TWI programs.

Many of the educators who participated in our survey and focus groups had explored professional
learning opportunities to expand their own professional toolkit — a clear indication of the strong passion
and care that these educators bring to their work. Educators were also clear in their needs and provided
many topics about which they wish to learn more.

The clearest findings here emerge around needs for training in sociocultural competence (including anti-
bias training) and in trauma-informed education. In addition, we saw requests for the following topics:
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¢ Newcomer students

e ELD strategies

¢ Language development

e Reading instruction

e Assets-based vs. deficit-based

¢ Understanding of student populations (countries and cultures of origin)
e Special education for EMLs

¢ Implementation of new curriculum

¢ Identifying or supporting gifted and talented EML students

e Supporting students with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE)
e Family engagement strategies for multilingual families

There is also a clear consensus that general education teachers are in need of additional support to
clearly understand and implement their responsibilities for EML students. Additional groups that were
suggested for further targeting included special education teachers and administrators.

Finally, we note that a subset of educators expressed that they learned best with structured peer
learning or professional learning communities.

Do educators bring an assets-based mindset to supporting EML students?

Our findings are mixed. There is evidence that many educators appreciate and build upon the assets
that EML students bring to school; there is also evidence of bias against EML students and Latino/a
students.

Our analysis provides evidence that MCPS educators have an appreciation of the benefits of
multilingualism. They express commitments to support their students and to build connections with
students’ families. Survey respondents overwhelmingly express that they enjoy their interactions with
EML students. They are also engaged with students. Almost 85% of survey respondents indicated that
they were knowledgeable about students’ language backgrounds. Focus group participants also
identified the alignment between anti-racist and anti-bias work and the work to support an assets-based
approach to EML students.

On the other hand, we also uncovered evidence of potential biases against EML or Latino/a students.
There were focus group participants who explicitly called out concern over bias against Latino/a
students and their families. A school administrator in a focus group was blunt in their assessment: “EMLs
are not seen as assets, and until the deficit point of view is eliminated, we won’t see this school system
progress.”

Do educators have tools to implement culturally sustaining approaches to Latino/a students and
to students from immigrant backgrounds?

Chapter 5 of this report provides more depth around questions of how MCPS educators (and the system
as a whole) recognize the assets of multicultural and multilingual students from culturally sustaining
perspectives.

A key finding from our assessment of educators’ perspectives is the need for additional professional
learning around sociocultural competence. This was expressed directly in focus groups and in survey

4-27



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

responses. We also gathered comments from educators concerned about bias against EML and Latino/a
students, further reinforcing the need for such professional learning.

We also note that our findings regarding the diversity of the educator workforce have a bearing on this
question.

Additional Finding: Educator Workload
We include one additional finding that emerged from the evaluation work and was not included in our
initial set of research questions. It pertains to educator workload.

Survey and focus group participants clearly articulated their concerns with the level of workload taken
on by ELD instructors to support EML students. In our examination of staff roles, we find that while
there is a dedicated role at the high school level for a staff member to coordinate activities and
administrative work across ELD teachers, the “Content Specialist” role at the middle school level may or
may not support (or exclusively support) ELD teachers, and there is no dedicated role at the elementary
level. We examined staffing formulas (ratios of EML students to ELD instructors) and find that the
variation in student to teacher ratios ranges from 1:20 to 1:88. The ratio of EL students to ESOL
instructors nationally is broad, and the national averages is one instructor per 12 students (U.S.
Department of Education, 2021, p. 61, p.108).

We also found challenges around the timing of information needed to staff ELD programs. Staffing ratios
are based on numbers of EML students, and in many cases, on numbers of EML students per level. Due
to the timing of assessment results, students’ ELP levels may not be known until late summer, which
means that ELD program staffing levels are not finalized until close to the beginning of a school year.

Recommendations
4.1 Expand professional learning on strategies for EML students to include all teachers, not just ELD
teachers.

e Distribute responsibility for professional learning on topics related to EML students so that
teachers who are supported by the College and Career Readiness programs and the PreK-12
Curriculum office receive appropriate training in supporting EML students.

e Ensure that school leaders also receive appropriate training in supporting EML students.

e Monitor progress to understand the extent to which general education and content area
teachers have received professional development in how to support EML students.

We find that while there is general support for and interest in professional learning that supports ELD
students from the MCPS educators who participated in focus groups and our survey, content teachers
(as opposed to ELD teachers) were less likely to be engaged with or respond to our evaluation.
Respondents indicated that they would welcome co-teachers and other content or general education
personnel engaging in more professional learning to support EML students. Central Office staff
expressed challenges in uptake for professional learning that supports EML students outside the cohort
of ELD teachers. While DELME staff have expert content knowledge on how to support EML students, it
is important that other branches of the central office ensure that all educators take part in professional
learning that supports EML students.

4.2 Expand professional learning to include training in sociocultural competence (including anti-bias
training) and support for trauma-informed education.
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Although there were many professional learning topics raised by educators in our study, these two were
the most consistently identified across multiple data collection efforts.

4.3 Attend to equity of educator credentials and experience, implement measures to retain educators at
schools with majority EML and Latino/a student populations, and continue efforts to expand the
diversity of the teaching force.

4.4 Consider implementing or expanding paraeducator-to-teacher pathways, and incentivize
recruitment into these programs for Latino/a and multilingual professionals.

Our evaluation finds that for schools with larger proportions

of EML students and Latino/a students, there are more early- “From an equity standpoint, the biggest
career educators, fewer veteran educators, and fewer concern is that teachers with more
educators that hold the Advanced Professional Certificate. experience and credentials are currently

not distributed equally or equitably
among schools with different student
populations.”

We recommend continuing to attend to these data over time
to understand what factors might cause change.
Additionally, we recommend that measures be put in place

to retain educators at schools with majority EML and - National Academy of Sciences,
Latino/a student populations. Finally, we recommend that Engineering, and Medicine (2019, p.9)
MCPS continue their efforts to diversify the teaching

workforce.

We note that the group of paraeducators who responded to the survey are more diverse in their racial
and ethnic makeup, and more closely reflect the MCPS student body. They are also more likely to be
multilingual. We suggest a targeted examination of paraeducator-to-teacher pathway programs, and
work to target and incentivize recruitment into these programs for Latino/a and multilingual
professionals.

4.5 Ensure that there are clearly identified ELD coordinator positions within (or across) schools to
support professional learning, mentoring, and the administrative work that pertains to EML
students, such as identifying students, managing testing, and engaging with families.

Educators expressed clear concern over the burden of effort borne by ELD teachers. We recommend
expanding staffing to ensure that classroom teachers have a first-line experienced professional who can
support building-level professional learning and the work of ensuring clear documentation and
accountability for EML students.

4.6 Increase ELD teacher allocations in staffing formulas to reduce the ratio of EML students to ELD
instructors.
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5. College and Career Transitions

Summary of Recommendations

5.1 Set benchmarks for improvement of EML and Latino/a four- and five-year graduation rates as a
matter of urgency.

5.2. Track and communicate graduation rate data for the following subgroups:

Students who are former EMLs and have exited services. One way to examine whether ELD
services are appropriately supporting students is to confirm that once students exit services,
they are on track for academic success without the support of ELD services.

Students dually identified as EML students and students with disabilities.

Newcomer students.

Students with limited or interrupted formal education (SLIFE).

5.3 Improve accountability around scheduling to support graduation rates for EML students.

At the beginning of the 2022-23 school year, begin a process to provide each entering ninth,
tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade EML student a personalized outline of graduation
requirements, with detail on which requirements should be met in which of their remaining
school years. Review and revise this outline at the end of each semester.

If EML students enter MCPS mid-year after the beginning of ninth grade, provide a personalized
outline of graduation requirements and detail on which requirements should be met in which of
their remaining school years within 90 days of enrollment.

Prioritize constructing schedules for EML students as early as possible in the scheduling process.
Examine the schedules of every EML student in high school to ensure that all required courses
are included within students’ schedules for the year.

Require each high school to provide an annual report to DELME and other relevant MCPS offices
charged with supporting students’ success toward graduation indicating how many, if any, EML
students have schedules that are missing courses that are included in those students’
personalized graduation requirements for the year.

5.4 Prioritize investment in nurturing relationships for EML and Latino/a students.

Allocate additional culturally and linguistically competent counseling staff to support these
recommendations.

Empower counseling staff to escalate the need for a scheduling change if a student is at risk of
not meeting graduation requirements due to scheduling issues.

Ensure that students are included in the process and understand their own graduation
requirements and provide caring and nurturing systems that support students who are not on
track.
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5.5 Improve outreach to families around graduation requirements and college and career opportunities.

e Ensure key information about graduation requirements is provided to families in a language that
they can understand. Routinely seek feedback from families to ensure that the information is
received and accessible.

e Conduct college and career information sessions for multilingual families, including information
about Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), in a language that families can
understand.

e Ensure that all relevant staff share responsibility for multilingual communication on college and
career opportunities, not just ELD teachers.

e Ensure that college and career meetings are accessible to students who are in the workforce.

e Train MCPS staff to be sensitive to students’ diverse immigration statuses when communicating
about college and career opportunities.

5.6 Examine specific graduation requirements identified as barriers.

e MCPS has an elective requirement for graduation which may be fulfilled by 2 credits of the same
world language. Explore avenues to waive this graduation requirement for EML students, who,
by definition, have fluency in a language other than English, while ensuring that advanced
course-taking opportunities in world languages are open to those who wish to pursue them.

e Explore the state Student Service Learning (SSL) requirements to understand ways in which the
SSL requirement can be met by students currently experiencing challenges in meeting these
requirements. If hours are pro-rated for students who enroll in MCPS after the ninth grade,
ensure that students, families, and counselors have a clear understanding of the pro-rating
model.

5.7 Support the assets of EMLs and former EMLs in advanced coursework.

e Target EML students for participation in relevant advanced world language classes and
examinations.

e Continue to promote the Seal of Biliteracy, especially to EML students. Integrate DELME staff
into efforts to promote the Seal of Biliteracy.

5.8 Examine school accountability systems and ensure that such systems do not penalize schools for
allowing newcomer EML students to graduate in five years. Examine flexibility around graduation
requirements for counting first year of high school for newcomer students who enter MCPS midway
through the ninth grade.

5.9 Examine staffing for the CREA program to ensure that sufficient staff are available to accommodate
the increase in applicants and students, and to ensure that there are staff able to support the
community connections to healthcare, legal, housing, and other services to support adult students.

Background

This chapter examines the transition point at which students leave high school and transition to the
world of young adulthood, moving into higher education or the workforce. We examine the extent to
which data illustrate whether or not Latino/a and EML students are appropriately prepared for this
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transition and are able to move out of MCPS with access to a range of higher education or workforce
choices. In this chapter, we consider students’ and educators’ impressions of the patterns and needs
around successful college and career transitions. We also examine graduation rate data. We supplement
our examination of graduation data with a review of data on advanced course-taking patterns in high
school. We conclude with a short review of the current assets and challenges of the Career Readiness
Education Academy (CREA) program.

Results

Focus Groups

MCPS educators felt that the students in MCPS are provided with a variety of programs and supports for
transitioning to college and careers, with one counselor saying there are “lots of opportunities.” Two
ELD teachers suggested that MCPS talk to or find information about former graduates, to see how their
time at MCPS prepared them, and how things went as they transitioned to college and careers.

The Seal of Biliteracy was mentioned by school administrators in four focus groups as a beneficial aspect
of MCPS’ college and career preparation programming. One administrator added that they were very
excited about the number of TWI programs capitalizing on students’ native languages, and a TWI
administrator said they were “working on building a pathway” for the Seal of Biliteracy. It is, however,
worth noting that the Seal of Biliteracy was mentioned only by administrators, and not by any
participating teachers, families, or students.

Credit Requirements and Scheduling Challenges

Three focus groups discussed EML scheduling for ensuring students are on track to graduate. In one
focus group, an ELD teacher said that curriculum and course adjustments are needed for ELD students,
suggesting an abbreviated daily schedule for those who need to work, eliminating some unnecessary
course requirements, and affording additional time for students to graduate, without penalty to the
schools. Another ELD teacher in the same group reiterated the desire for students to be allowed five or
more years to graduate.

A longer discussion of scheduling occurred in the focus group with assistant principals, who have
particular insights into student scheduling. They reported that the process of scheduling involved
working with counseling, creating a grid, and showing the progression. They said they provided the
information very early but had to wait an additional three weeks to get an initial set of schedules for
students. They said that “it felt like the EML students were put to the end of the line, while students
who need a special kind of structure should be slotted in first.”

They said that staffing is also a scheduling issue, and that staffing is not keeping pace with increasing
enrollment, including a lack of paraeducators to provide support in content courses for METS students
and other EMLs. They said this is also a challenge because ELD teachers are hired over the summer due
to the fact that they don’t have numbers of EMLs early enough to determine staffing. Staffing issues are
discussed in more detail in Chapter 4, Educator Assets and Supports.

Another issue for scheduling that the assistant principals discussed was the process for managing
international transcripts when these are available. They said this can be a challenge if they have
difficulty receiving transcripts from students’ home countries and they are trying to place and schedule
students with limited information on their prior schooling, even though, in some cases, students may
have had a lot of experience and done very well at their previous school. The assistant principals in the
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focus group suggested that it is challenging to manage this information and sometimes proceed with
missing transcripts.

They concluded the conversation on scheduling by saying they would like to have a better
understanding of which policies are MCPS policies, and which are from the Maryland State Department
of Education, so that they know what can be changed at the district level.

A principal in another focus group echoed some of these same issues, saying there is state pressure for
students to graduate “on time” and move forward. They said students are put into programs and classes
where teachers are not prepared, and students are academically overwhelmed. All these participants
shared a need for students to have time and accommodations available for them to graduate, and for
greater understanding of the situations of EML students to be taken into consideration as students are
enrolled and placed into courses.

The assistant principals also discussed the issue of world language course requirements. They reported
that some EML students were not allowed to take world language courses even though they need two
credits for graduation. They said that unfortunately the rationale—that students should not take
another language while they are learning English—is still pervasive. One said it had changed at their
school, but had been a norm, and may still be a practice in other schools within MCPS.

In a different focus group, one ELD teacher described the challenge facing some EMLs, especially CREA
students, of earning sufficient SSL hours for graduation, due to the fact that they work full-time in
addition to attending school. The teacher suggested that the requirement that SSL hours must be
volunteer hours should be adjusted for these students, allowing work hours to contribute to the SSL
graduation requirement for these students. Some participants also described challenges with regard to
pressure to graduate “on time.”

One final observation around credit requirements was that Naviance, the online platform that monitors
schedules and gives detail on credits needed is challenging for students to use.

Student Voices

The participating CREA students said they were prepared for careers, but maybe not college, although
they said the GED program can open doors to college. Students in both focus groups, representing both
CREA and general education, reported feeling fairly well-prepared, but said that they wanted more
information about types of opportunities and pathways available to them.

CREA students shared that they are not afforded opportunities to enroll in honors or advanced
placement courses. Two general education students shared that a primary barrier to participation in
honors and AP courses is communication. One shared, “We have opportunities, those of us learning
English, to be part of the advanced English classes, but how to be part of honors or advanced placement,
they don’t tell us how to join.”

CREA students and teachers shared that the program prepares students well for careers. Students also
expressed a desire for more opportunities and additional career tracks, as well as more information
about different pathways that might be available to them.
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Graduation cohort and ninth-grade date of entry

A concern that was raised among stakeholders was that newcomer students who enter MCPS at the end
of ninth grade must meet the high school requirements within the remainder of their high school career.
For example, a ninth grade student who enters MCPS at the end of May has only three years (plus the
few remaining weeks of the school year) to meet all of the high school graduation requirements.

Survey

There were 501 respondents to the survey, or 70.66% of respondents in total, who indicated that they
worked with high school students. Table 1 (below) provides some detail on beliefs of these respondents
as they pertain to the transition out of MCPS. Note that the table includes only respondents who
indicated that they worked with high school students.

The majority of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that EML students and families have access to
clear information on how to access school counselors for support, although almost one-quarter
(23.42%) disagreed. However, more than 30% of respondents expressed that they did not agree that
EML students and families had clear information about what is needed for graduation.

The Seal of Biliteracy is an assets-based certification that celebrates and recognizes the bilingual skills of
multilingual students. Almost one-third of the educators (30.47%) did not feel confident that students
and families were able to access clear information about this qualification.

Application processes for community college and college also appeared to be unclear to students and
families, according to survey respondents. There were 38.65% of respondents who disagreed or strongly
disagreed that EMLs and families can access clear information on how to apply for community college,
and 43.43% who disagreed or strongly disagreed that these groups can access information on how to
apply for college.

Respondents also expressed that advanced educational opportunities that support college attendance,
such as AP, IB, or dual enrollment, may not be clearly understood (44.40% disagreed or strongly
disagreed that that information on IB or AP is accessible, and 47.50% disagreed or strongly disagreed
that information on dual enrollment is accessible).

Likewise, respondents did not have confidence around the accessibility of information on career
opportunities such as internships or apprenticeships (48.78% disagreed or strongly disagreed). Almost
half (49.17%) disagreed or strongly disagreed that information about costs and funding opportunities for
college or community college was accessible to EML students and their families.
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Table 1: Survey respondents’ beliefs about transitions out of high school in MICPS

Emergent Multilingual students and their families have access to clear information, in a

language that they understand about the following:
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Weighted

Agree Disagree Average
What is needed for graduation 15.21% 53.23% 24.33% 7.22% 2.24
How to apply for college 12.75% 43.82% 31.08% 12.35% 2.43
How to apply for community
college 13.15% 48.21% 27.49% 11.16% 2.37
Costs and funding opportunities for
college or community college 11.98% 38.84% 34.30% 14.88% 2.52
Career opportunities such as
internships or apprenticeships 12.20% 39.02% 35.37% 13.41% 2.5
How to access school counselors for
support 18.96% 57.62% 17.10% 6.32% 2.11
Dual enrollment opportunities 10.83% 41.67% 31.67% 15.83% 2.53
Advanced Placement (AP) or
International Baccalaureate (IB)
classes 13.20% 42.40% 31.60% 12.80% 2.44
The Seal of Biliteracy 17.17% 52.36% 20.17% 10.30% 2.24

Survey respondents also provided commentary on these questions.

The overwhelming message among those who responded to the open-ended question was that more
needs to be done to provide equitable access for EMLs and their families to information and support
that can help prepare EMLs for college and careers.

Two respondents said there is a lot of college and career preparation for EMLs, and one said their school
does a lot to help students in this area. However, overall, survey respondents reported that there is a
lack of college and career preparation for EMLs (21 respondents) and that families need more
information and support (15). They further said that when resources are provided, the information is
sometimes unclear (4), family members may not receive or read the materials (4), and that resources
need to be better promoted (2). Five respondents shared that EML students are excluded from college
and career preparation, receiving no support from some staff (while these same staff members provide
support to other students who are not EMLs) or attending events only to discover they are ineligible for
the opportunities being presented. One other respondent shared that timing of college and career
preparation events may prohibit participation for some students, suggesting that more evening and
flexible scheduling options should be available for EMLs who are working to help support their families.

A related issue to college and career preparation is students’ immigration status. Two respondents said
this should be considered when providing guidance to students and families, one stating, “Be open
about the reality of their situation and what is in their reach, and based on that, teach them how to
make plans accordingly.” A third respondent expressed a desire to learn how to better support
undocumented students and their families: “I would like to learn more about agencies that exist to

rn

support families and students after high school that do not require citizenship or a certain ‘status’.
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College vs. Career

There were a variety of opinions on whether preparation needs to improve for EML students with
regard to careers vs. college. Three respondents felt that EMLs and their families needed information on
careers. One said “They wish to work and that should be respected,” and stated that some EMLs or
Latino/a students may not “qualify” for college. Another respondent shared that EMLs were sometimes
told that they will not be able to attend college and should be provided with information about all
options, saying, “We encourage and support as much as we can as ELD teachers, but there is not a
systemic approach that is fully engaged with students. There are many students who hear and believe
that they will not be successful at a four-year institution. | strongly disagree with this. They need to be
supported in exploring their options, and this must be part of the system, not an add-on to the
classroom teacher.”

Deficit Mindset

Related to the debate of college- versus career-oriented preparation is the issue of how students are
viewed. Three respondents reported that there is a deficit-based mindset toward EMLs, leading to
limited options offered to EMLs and generally lowered expectations among MCPS staff for EML
students. One respondent said, “The deficit mindset is pervasive and seriously negatively impacts
families.” Another respondent shared that this mindset can exist among EMLs themselves, but tied this
to a lack of appropriate and necessary instructional supports: “EML students often see college and
career as something ‘out of their reach’ because classes in high school are ‘too hard’ since the
appropriate scaffolding is not provided to them.”

Staff Providing Information and Support

Survey responses described which staff members are observed providing support to EMLs. Some
respondents (3) directly mentioned counselors, and the guidance department generally, as being
primarily responsible for providing college and career preparation for EMLs. However, ten respondents
said that teachers and staff assigned to work with EMLs—ELD teachers in particular (9), as well as SLIFE
coaches (1), and the International Admissions office (1)—provide this information because preparation
from elsewhere is limited and insufficient. One respondent shared, “My EMLs were basically left out of
most things...it was up to me to find out as much as | could and relay it to them. Some teachers were
unwilling to accommodate them or invite them to participate in the Seal of Biliteracy.” Another said,
“EML students at my school depend on the ELD teachers to support them with college applications,
FAFSA, MSDE scholarships, and so on.” A SLIFE coach shared, “It is so ON the individual school or
teacher, if they know or are able to do so. It is SO time-consuming. We DO NOT actively work on
reducing barriers so families/students can access.” One contributing factor for this is likely the workload
of counselors; two respondents said that counselors are spread thin and challenged in providing support
to all students.

An EML teacher and several counselors (3) also suggested the need for additional professional learning
around supporting EMLs in this area. Two respondents specifically expressed a desire to learn more
about how to help prepare EMLs for college and careers.

Language Access to College and Career Information

The fact that ELD teachers feel responsible for providing information about college and careers for EMLs
may be connected to issues around the availability of linguistically and culturally responsive preparation
from the guidance office and the district broadly. Four respondents raised the issue of materials not
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being provided in multiple languages. Three shared that this is a particular concern with languages other
than Spanish. However, two other respondents reported that documentation is provided in other
languages. One of them pointed out that the county has parent coordinators who speak other
languages, and that interpreters are available, adding, “There is a lot done to make sure parents receive
communication in their own language.”

Family literacy was also raised as a concern with regard to accessibility of written materials (1), along
with the use of complicated jargon that could inhibit understanding of documents even for families with
English literacy skills (1).

Another respondent raised the issue of cultural sensitivity, suggesting that families’ home cultures
should be better understood, specifically with regards to families’ priorities and values around
postsecondary options, and that this should inform college and career preparation within the district.

EML Access to Opportunities that Contribute to College and Career Preparation

Survey respondents mentioned a number of opportunities that are part of MCPS academic programming
as available to EMLs to varying degrees, either contributing to or inhibiting EMLs’ preparation for college
and careers. Three respondents reported EMLs having access to advanced coursework, for example,
while four noted that EMLs were excluded or inhibited from participation. One respondent said EMLs
should be encouraged to participate in dual enrollment programs. Regarding SSL, one respondent said
that EMLs struggle to access opportunities to fulfill this graduation requirement. Three respondents
mentioned the Seal of Biliteracy, one suggesting that information about this opportunity should be
shared with families as early as Pre-Kindergarten, another reporting that other educators were
excluding EMLs from attaining the seal, and the third saying that EMLs learn about attaining the seal if
they “make it as far as Spanish for Spanish Speakers 3.”

Suggestions for Improving College and Career Preparation for EMLs

Survey respondents made a number of suggestions for improving college and career preparation for
EMLs. Suggestions already reported above include flexible timing for events, professional learning for
counselors, and increased access to academic programs that can support students in reaching their
college and career goals. Other respondents (2) suggested that programs aimed to support students in
postsecondary preparation (e.g., AVID, ACE) should be implemented, and another said a course on
college and careers should be provided for EMLs. Two respondents said more events are needed to
support students and families, for example, college info nights in Spanish, a FAFSA night in Spanish, or a
REG night for families. A number of respondents (6), including elementary and middle school educators,
suggested that preparation should begin earlier, and that elementary and middle school staff should
know how to help set students on various paths toward graduation, college, and careers.

Professional Learning on College and Career Readiness

Seven respondents cited professional learning needs related to supporting EMLs with college and career
readiness, including facilitating EML access to advanced coursework (3), gifted EMLs (3), and college and
career information for students (1). The respondent who mentioned college and career information for
students noted that they’d like to learn how to provide this information beginning in ninth grade.

Of the three respondents reporting learning needs regarding EML access to and success within advanced
coursework, two said they’d like to know how to better support EML students within these courses, one
noting the challenges with courses that are “language-focused” such as English and Social Studies, and
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the other noting students who need support with literacy skills. The third respondent reported wanting
to know how to help ensure EML have access to opportunities to participate in challenging courses, as
well as how to help their families understand and support their entrance and participation in magnet
programs.

Quantitative Data and Document Review

Graduation Rates

Table 2 and Table 4 provide, respectively, the four-year and five-year cohort graduation rate for MCPS
for 2019, 2020, and 2021, for all students, Hispanic or Latino/a students, EML students, and White
students. The cohort graduation rates are defined as the percentage of a school's cohort of first-time
ninth grade students who graduate within four or five years, adjusted for students who transfer in and
out of the cohort after ninth grade.

Table 2: MICPS four-year cohort graduation rate for 2019, 2020, and 2021, and 2018-19 national rate

MCPS rates National rate,
2019 2020 2021 2018-19
All students 88.66% 89.25% 91.37% 86%
Hispanic or Latino/a 76.14% 77.14% 82.53% 82%
Emergent Multilingual Learners 52.84% 55.86% 67.43% 69%
White > 95.00% > 95.00% > 95.00% 89%

Data sources: MCPS rates from Maryland State Department of Education; national rates from Table 219.46, De Brey, Snyder,
Zhang, & Dillow (2021).
Note: 2021 data should be interpreted with caution — see below.

While we report data from the 2021 school year for the sake of completeness, we do not use this data in
our findings. Data from 2021 must be interpreted with caution due to the impact of COVID. In particular,
Table 2 should not be interpreted to show that there was a substantial jump in the academic outcomes
or performance of EML students in 2021. Rather, the 2021 graduation figure for EML students is
influenced by several factors emerging from the COVID pandemic.

In 2020 and 2021, MCPS adjusted graduation requirements to support students graduating during the
height of the pandemic. MCPS graduation requirements were adjusted to align with the graduation
requirements decreed by the Maryland State Board of Education and the Code of Maryland Regulations
(COMAR).! In practice, for students graduating in these years, this meant that credit requirements were
reduced, testing requirements were waived, and SSL requirements were waived. There is a modest
increase in graduation rates for all subgroups between 2019 and 2020.

The increase in graduation rates from 2020 to 2021 is more pronounced, for all subgroups, and most of
all for EML students. There is a two-percentage-point gain for all students; a six-point gain for Latino/a
students; and an eleven-point gain for EML students.

The cohort of the class of 2021 is likely not comparable to prior years, as there are fewer students in this
graduation cohort, with a drop of approximately 400 students (Table 3). Overall, MCPS had 368 fewer

1 MCPS Board of Education Memorandum of February 23, 2021:
https://go.boarddocs.com/mabe/mcpsmd/Board.nsf/files/BYJINUWG6E0D2CF/Sfile/ADOPTED%20Adjust%20Grad%2
ORequires%20Class%202021.pdf
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students in the 2021 graduating cohort that in the prior year (a 3% drop), with 368 fewer Latino/a
students (an 11% drop) and 429 fewer EML students (a 23% drop).

Table 3: Number of students in MICPS four-year graduation cohort, 2019, 2020, and 2021

MCPS rates
2019 2020 2021
All students 12,156 12,646 12,278
Hispanic or Latino/a 3,672 4,046 3,617
Emergent Multilingual Learners 1,425 1,663 1,274
White 3,610 3,604 3,618

Data provided by MCPS.

We base our findings on analysis of the 2019 and 2020 graduation rates. Although there is a bump in
graduation rates for 2020, it is modest and does not impact our observations.

The four-year graduation rate for EML students for 2019 and 2020 stands at just more than 50%; in
other words, only slightly more than half of EML students graduate within four years of beginning ninth
grade. Hispanic or Latino/a students’ four-year graduation rates across these two years average 76%,
meaning that almost one-quarter of students do not graduate within four years. There is also a
substantial difference between the graduation rates of White students and those of Hispanic or Latino/a
students (averaging 18 percentage points) and EML students (averaging 41 percentage points).

We examined these rates against national rates (De Brey, Snyder, Zhang, & Dillow, 2021). While MCPS
overall graduation rates (comparing across the 2018-19 school year) exceed the national average by
three percentage points, rates for Latino/a students in MCPS are six points below the national average,
and rates for EML students are 16 points below the national average. Rates for White students, on the
other hand, are six or more points above the national average.

Graduation achievement gaps between subgroups are larger for MCPS than they are nationwide.
Nationwide, graduation rates for Latino/a students are 4 percentage points below the national average,
and rates for EML students are 17 percentage points below the national average. In MCPS, the rate for
Latino/a students is 12 percentage points below the MCPS average, and the rate for EML students is 35
percentage points below the MPCS average.

In looking at five-year cohort graduation rates, disparities are still evident; however, the benefit of an
additional year for graduation is evident. Given an extra year to graduate, the percentage of all students
graduating rises by an average of 2%, the percentage of Latino/a students graduating rises by an average
of 4%, and the percentage of EML students graduating rises by an average of 8% (Table 4).

Table 4: MICPS five-year cohort graduation rate for 2019 and 2020

2019 2020
All students 91.04% 91.15%
Hispanic or Latino 80.82% 80.60%
Emergent Multilingual Learners 62.61% 62.48%
White >95.00% >95.00%

Data source: Maryland State Department of Education
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An additional observation regarding graduation rates for Latino/a students is that the rate of students
who do not graduate in four years (24%) stands very close to the overall rate of students who have
absenteeism rates of greater than 20 days per school year (23%). We believe that our recommendation
to draft and implement an absenteeism response plan centering on Latino/a students likely will have a
positive impact on graduation rates.

There are several areas for which CAL requested graduation rate data, but as graduation rate data are
computed at the state, not district level, MCPS was unable to provide disaggregated graduation rate
data. We recommend that MCPS computes and communicates graduation rate data for the following
subgroups:

1. Students who are former EMLs and have exited services. One way to examine whether ELD
services are appropriately supporting students is to confirm that once students exit services,
they are on track for academic success without the support of ELD services.

2. Students dually identified as EML students and students with disabilities

3. Newcomer students (MCPS does not track this subgroup in data systems.)

4. Students with limited or interrupted formal education (MCPS does not track this subgroup in
data systems.)

As we noted above, stakeholders have expressed concern regarding newcomer students who arrive in
the middle of ninth grade and have fewer than four years to complete all graduation requirements,
particularly for students who do not have clear documentation, or students who have interrupted
schooling.

With regards to students who have exited services, we received a copy of a 2019 presentation to the
MCPS Board of Education which provides graduation rates for students who have exited services, for
2016, 2017, and 2018. Graduation rates for students who have exited services stand at 83.5% (2016,
82.1% (2017), and 79.5% (2018).

Course-taking Patterns

CAL reviewed course-taking data and results from the “Learning, Accountability, and Results” section of
the MCPS data dashboard.? Available data included information on Advanced Placement (AP),
International Baccalaureate (IB), and the SAT courses and examinations. Data are presented in Table 5.
As 2021 data are anomalous due to COVID, we present 2020 data. For each course, we present numbers
of students who participated in final examinations and numbers who met the specific benchmark for
each examination. To understand patterns of opportunity and achievement, we disaggregate data for
Hispanic or Latino/a students and for EML students. We also present participation and performance
data as proportions of the share of all students. To understand if participation and performance are
proportionate to the share of students in the population, in the final line of the table we present the
share of Hispanic or Latino/a students and the share of EML students in the high school population for
2020.

2 We note that in the MCPS data dashboard, within the “Learning, Accountability, and Results” section, the
dashboard uses the outdated term LEP (Limited English Proficient). We recommend updating this with the newer
term, Emergent Multilingual (EML).

5-11



Report of the Center for Applied Linguistics Commission on ELD Instruction and Latina/o Student Achievement
Part 2: Results, Findings, and Recommendations

Table 5: Participation and performance in AP, IB, and SAT examinations, 2020

All students Hispanic or Latino/a students EML students
Number Proportion in Number Proportion in Number Proportion in
population population population

AP Participated 20,069 100% 3,065 15% 530 3%
Exams Scored 3 or higher 15,516 100% 2,045 13% 352 2%
IB Participated 1,542 100% 383 25% 59 4%
Exams Scored 4 or higher 1,305 100% 289 22% 37 3%
SAT Participated 9,171 100% 2,319 25% 723 8%

Met Evidence- 6,531 100% 1,110 17% 97 1%

Based Reading and

Writing

benchmark

Met Math 4,848 100% 597 12% 81 2%

benchmark
Number and proportion of 50,794 100% 15,561 31% 5,959 12%

high school students

Hispanic or Latino/a students were disproportionately less likely to participate in these challenging
courses; while they represent 31% of the population, they represent, at most, only 25% of the group
who participates in advanced coursework. The disproportionality is even more acute for EML students —
at 12% of the high school population but only 8% of participants taking the SAT.

Students in both of these groups, furthermore, are consistently less proportionately represented among
the group of students meeting benchmarks. In other words, smaller proportions of Latino/a students
and EML students are succeeding in these challenging courses, as compared to their peers.

One area of excellence that emerges from our review of data is the performance of EML students on AP
language examinations. We find that EML students exceeded the performance of their fluent-English
peers on the Chinese, French, and Spanish Language and Culture Advanced Placement examinations
(Table 6).

Table 6: Mean AP exam score on select AP language examinations for all students and for EML students,
2020

All Students EML Students
Course Number of AP Mean AP exam Number of AP Mean AP exam
exams taken score exams taken score
Chinese Language and Culture 217 4.3 28 4.6
French Language and Culture 279 4.1 20 4.3
Spanish Language and Culture 1187 4 168 4.2
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Seal of Biliteracy

The Seal of Biliteracy is an award that “recognizes a student’s high level of proficiency in listening,
speaking, reading, and writing in English and one or more languages” (MCPS website).® According to the
national Seal of Biliteracy organization, the award “encourages students to pursue biliteracy, honors the
skills our students attain, and can be evidence of skills that are attractive to future employers and
college admissions offices.”*

More than 1,200 MCPS students have been awarded the Seal of Biliteracy since 2020, including 470
Latino/a students and 80 EML students. Table 7 provides these numbers.

Table 7: Total number of MICPS students who have received the Seal of Biliteracy since 2020, number and
proportion of Latino/a students, number and proportion of EML students, and the share of these groups
in the total MICPS high school population

Number of students who Share of total number of Share of total number of
received the Seal of students who received the MCPS High School
Biliteracy Seal of Biliteracy students
Total 1,232 100% 100%
Hispanic/Latino 470 38% 32%
EML 80 6% 11%

Latino/a students are more likely to receive the Seal than other students, but EML students are less
likely to receive the Seal, as compared to the share of these two student subgroups in the general MCPS
population.

Program Focus: Career Readiness Education Academy

As a part of our work to understand programs for college and career transitions, CAL examined the
Career Readiness Education Academy (CREA). CREA is “an academic and career readiness education
program for older English learners in MCPS.”®

To be eligible for this program, students must be:

e residents of Montgomery County and enrolled in a MCPS high school

e 18 years old or older by the first day of the school year

e enrolled in an English language development program in MCPS

e unlikely to meet Maryland state graduation requirements by the end of the academic year in
which the student turns 21, based on a completed graduation plan regarding the 4-year or 5-
year cohort options

e interested in pursuing an alternative pathway to a high school diploma through General
Education Diploma (GED) preparation

CREA serves a small number of students in both full-day and evening programs at two sites in MCPS. A
total of 150 students are served by the CREA program. Of these, 112 are enrolled in the Edison High
School evening program. There are 29 students enrolled in the Edison High School day program and 9

3 https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/curriculum/office/seal-of-biliteracy.aspx
4 https://sealofbiliteracy.org/faq
5 https://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/curriculum/esol/instruction/crea.aspx
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students enrolled in the Seneca Valley day program. Figure 1 provides an overview of the sites, and the
courses of study available at each.

Figure 1: CREA sites and available courses, by site

Evening program (Edison) Day program (Edison) Day program (Seneca Valley)
Construction cluster Construction cluster Construction cluster
e Foundations of e Foundations of e Construction Technology
Construction and Building Construction and Building e Carpentry
Technologies Technologies e HVAC
e HVAC e Carpentry
e Construction Electricity e Electricity Automotive Cluster
e HVAC e Automotive Technology
Automotive Cluster e Masonry
e Auto Topics 1 e Plumbing Child Development
e Auto Topics 2 e Child Development
Automotive Cluster
Services Cluster e Auto Body Repair
e Nail Technology Technology

e Restaurant Management
Services Cluster
e Hospitality and Tourism
e Restaurant Management

The majority of students in the CREA program are at ELP levels 1 or 2. The graph below is courtesy of the
CREA program and shows the ELP levels of students for 2022-23. Most of these students have lived in
the US for less than 2 years.

Figure 2: ELP levels of CREA students, 2022-23

CREA Students ELP Levels
2022-2023

ELP3

I5

7.5°
ELP4

2.1%
RELP
1.49

ELP1
63.0

Key assets of the CREA program are its small classes and the bilingual staff, including bilingual
paraeducators who can support students in the program. In focus groups and other interactions with
CREA staff and students, a consistent theme was the nurturing environment in the CREA program, with
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one participant stressing the familial and culturally competent atmosphere fostered by CREA staff: “We
have so many bilingual mothers on our staff that just mother these kids.”

One challenge that the program faces is that it has seen growth over the last two years, particularly in
the evening program, as seen in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Year-on-year growth in CREA enrollment, 2017-22
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While there has been an increase in student enrollment of around 30% between SY 2017-2018 and SY
2022-2023, and a concomitant increase in student interest and referrals, the program has not seen a
staffing increase over the years represented in the graphic.

Identification of students for the program is based on the eligibility criteria listed above, and staff from
other programs refer students to CREA. We asked CREA staff if there was evidence that students who
were eligible for the program were not being referred to the program. While this evidence is challenging
to collect in a systematic way, CREA staff identified an increase in the number of potential students who
had reached out to CREA directly rather than via the referral service, suggesting a high level of interest
in the program.

An area of need is for students who do not meet CREA eligibility criteria because they have a potential
pathway to graduation, but who cannot attend daytime programs at their home school due to
employment commitments.

Other specific challenges identified by the program include that students are enrolled on a continuous
basis, requiring that the program be nimble in adjusting class sizes. Again, staffing is a challenge, as the
program must adjust classes throughout the year while ensuring that the appropriate number of
instructors are available.
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CREA offers support for the socioemotional needs of its students. The program partners with community
support organizations like Identity, the county Wellness Centers, and Nourish Now. The program also
partners with Montgomery College and with employers and unions to build pathways for students.
While the program has ongoing partnerships, its capacity to support students with healthcare, job
placement, financial assistance, and affordable housing remains a concern. One area that was raised to
us was ensuring that MCPS provides access to the Wheaton Wellness Center for students enrolled in
evening programs.

As we noted above, CREA students in focus group meetings expressed a need for information and
preparation for additional career pathways. Finally, access to legal assistance focused on pathways to
employment is a pressing concern and one that would enhance the foundational goals of the program.
These challenges in connecting to services require staff capacity to research, reach out, and maintain
partnerships with service providers.

Findings
Results indicate that there are concerns around a strong launch pad for college and career success for
EML students in MCPS.

Are EML and Latino/a students appropriately prepared for college and career opportunities upon
leaving school?

In addition to the sobering graduation rates of EML and Latino/a students, our research suggests that
there are communication challenges in ensuring that students and their families have accurate,
accessible information about the requirements for graduation, the opportunities available post-
graduation, and the steps needed to access those opportunities.

Slightly less than one-third of survey respondents were in agreement that EML students and families
had clear access to information about graduation requirements.

More than one-third of survey respondents disagreed that EML students and families had clear
information on community college pathways, and more than 40% disagreed that EML students and
families had access to clear information on college applications. One concrete suggestion was to ensure
multilingual access to this information, particularly information about FAFSA.

An additional communication concern is that school staff may not always have clear understandings of
students’ prior educational progress, particularly if a student’s transcript is unavailable. Enhanced
communication with families would allow for schools to gather additional and more accurate
information around students’ prior coursework.

Research participants pointed out staffing challenges that aggravate these communication barriers.
MCPS educators who responded to the survey and focus group data collections indicated that they
would benefit from additional professional learning around supporting EML students in their post-
secondary transitions. Educators also pointed out that in many cases, ELD teachers are the first point of
contact, and that there is an insufficient number of guidance counselors who can support the needs of
EML students. Students who are at risk of not graduating need adults who can support and nurture
them. This means including students as key stakeholders and ensuring students feel that there is a
strong likelihood of success. Our research participants also pointed to the Naviance platform as being
difficult to use, which further emphasizes the need to support students in tracking their own trajectory.
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Do students feel confident that they are prepared and supported upon leaving school?

While the group of students that we spoke with felt fairly well-prepared, they expressed concerns.
Students echoed concerns over the communication of opportunities and pathways, including
opportunities for advanced placement and pathways to college. While students noted that they had
some exposure to career preparation and GED pathways, they would appreciate additional information
about other pathways into higher education that might be available. We also include here a caveat
about the limitations of this data. Students who participated in focus groups were a self-selected group
and may have been a more motivated and engaged group.

Data on absenteeism, shared in Chapter 1, indicate that student engagement is a concern, as almost
one-quarter (23%) of Latino/a students and almost one-quarter (23%) of EML students had more than
20 days of unexcused absences in the 2021-22 school year.

We also heard concerns from educators around a narrowed set of opportunities, emerging from a deficit
mindset around the capacity of EML students.

What is the graduation rate for EML and Latino/a students? How does it compare to all students
in MCPS, and how does it compare to national rates?

The factors that lead to individual students not graduating within four or five years are complex, and
include factors related to students’ schooling and educational settings, as well as factors external to the
school system.

Nationally, 82% of Latino/a students graduate within four years -- four percentage points behind the
national average for all students, and seven percentage points behind the national average for White
students. EML students graduate at lower rates, with only 69% nationally graduating within four years of
the start of ninth grade (De Brey, Snyder, Zhang, & Dillow, 2021).

Researchers have referred to the “ABCs” of dropout risk behavior — absenteeism, behavior problems,
and course failure (Child Trends, 2013; Mac Iver & Mac lver, 2009). Our report finds that EML and
Latino/a students are particularly at risk of high rates of absenteeism (more than 20 days of unexcused
absences). Students who are not present in school do not receive sufficient instruction, and do not
participate in the activities required to pass courses. Students who are less engaged and do not feel
successful in academic contexts, in turn, are more likely to exhibit problem behaviors. (See our analysis
of disciplinary data in Chapter 3. Although we caution that disciplinary measures have subjective
elements, and we should not discount potential impacts of bias in the implementation of disciplinary
measures.)

Conversely, for Latino/a students, strong and affirming relationships in a school community have a
protective effect against dropout risk. Latino/a students who feel that they have warm and caring school
relationships and feel a sense of safety and belonging tend to be more engaged, perceive themselves as
more academically competent, and have higher levels of achievement (Suarez-Orozco, Rhodes, &
Milburn, 2009; Cooper, 2012; for similar findings for all students, see also Bridgeland, Balfanz, Moore, &
Friant, 2010; Child Trends, 2013; Mac Iver & Mac lver, 2009).

External pressures can also lead to absences from school which impact dropout risk. Dalton, Glennie, &
Ingels (2009) found that Latino/a students were more likely than students from other groups to indicate
that family caregiving responsibilities were a reason for dropping out of school. Caregiving
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responsibilities have a particular impact on girls. One-third of girls who drop out of school cite becoming
a parent as a major factor in their decision to drop out (Bridgeland, Dilulio, & Morison, 2006), and young
Latina women may also take on responsibilities for younger siblings in their families which may impact
school attendance (NWLC & MALDEF, 2009).

Students may also engage in paid labor to contribute to the family income, and about one-third of
students point to employment pressure as a reason for dropping out, with young men more likely than
young women to cite employment as a motivating factor (Bridgeland, Dilulio, & Morison, 2006).

Graduation rates for EML and Latino/a students in MCPS are a serious cause for concern. We note that
our findings below relate to data from 2019 and 2020. Due to the impact of COVID, 2021 graduation
data are challenging to interpret. Graduation rates from 2022 were not available at the time of writing.

e Almost half of EML students and almost one-quarter of Latino/a students do not graduate in
four years.

e The four-year graduation rate for Hispanic or Latino/a students lags 12 percentage points below
the overall MCPS average. The four-year graduation rate for EML students lags 33 percentage
points below the overall MCPS average.

e The four-year graduation rate gap between White students and Hispanic or Latino students
stands at 17 percentage points, and between White students and EML students averages 39
percentage points.

e EML and Latino/a students in MCPS graduate at lower rates than the national averages for these
subgroups, and the gap between EML and Latino/a students and all students is wider than the
national average.

e When given an additional year to graduate, the percentage of Hispanic or Latino/a students
graduating rises by an average of 4%, and the percentage of EML students graduating rises by
8%.°

We note also that ninth-grade newcomers who arrive mid-year have fewer than four years to meet all
entry requirements, and that this may have a negative impact on graduation rates for this group of
students.

Are EML students scheduled to be on-track for graduation based on their scheduled course-
taking?

Focus group participants highlighted course scheduling as a significant downstream barrier for
graduation success. When students’ schedules do not allow for all of the graduation requirements, it
becomes impossible for students to meet these requirements.

Key barriers uncovered include the complexity of managing student schedules at the school level across
all students. Research participants pointed out several additional complicating factors. Schools are
sometimes challenged to sufficiently staff ELD positions. This is in part because they may not have final
numbers of EML students due to the timeline for receiving assessment results, and therefore cannot
ensure an accurate staff count and appropriate recruiting until summer. An additional scheduling

5 While we saw concern from educators about pressure to graduate students within four years, we note that the
accountability systems in place around four-year graduation emerge from the federal and state level, and are not
within the control of MCPS.
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challenge can be in acquiring background knowledge around students’ prior schooling in cases where
transcripts are unavailable. Participants also expressed concern that EML students were slotted into the
school-wide schedules at the end of the process.

Research participants pointed out two particular elements that they had observed as challenges for
EMLs to remain on-track for graduation.

First, students who work in paid employment are challenged to meet the SSL requirements. CAL
explored the Maryland State Department of Education’s Maryland Student Service-Learning Guidelines
(Maryland State Board of Education, 2019). This document articulates the requirement for 75 hours of
SSL for graduation. The document notes that local school systems

“may pro-rate the level of service-learning engagement expected for students transferring into
school systems, but no student can be exempt from meeting the service-learning graduation
requirement, including those who transfer second semester senior year.”

MCPS identifies a pro-rating system for students who enroll in MCPS past sixth grade.” In our review of
parental notifications around the SSL program, however, we were unable to identify any mention of this
accommodation.

A focus group participant advocated for recognizing paid employment in lieu of service-learning
requirements. While we understand that this is explicitly disallowed (“any service-learning activity that
compensates a student with money, goods, or services may not be counted toward the service-learning
graduation requirement” [Maryland State Board of Education, 2019]), we recommend exploring how to
include family caregiving service in the requirement. While we urge caution around any kind of policy-
making that impacts the participation of minors in the workforce at the expense of education, we also
would suggest exploring ways to recognize workplace participation as an asset of older students.

A second barrier of concern was that EML students were not able to meet graduation requirements due
to missing world language credits. MCPS graduation requirements for the class of 20228 require
fulfillment of "Electives” which may be satisfied by one of the following three options:

1. 2 creditsin a world language, which may include American Sign Language, AND 2.5 credits in
elective courses
2 credits in Advanced Technology education AND 2.5 credits in elective courses
Complete a state-approved program of study 