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The Title III English Language Acquisition State Grants program is designed to improve the education of English Learners (ELs) by helping them learn English and meet challenging state academic content and student academic achievement standards. Schools use the Title III funds to implement language instruction educational programs.  States must develop annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAOs) for ELs that assess the following: (1) annual increases in the number or percentage of students making progress in learning English (AMAO 1); (2) annual increases in the number or percentage of students attaining English language proficiency (AMAO 2); and (3) making adequate yearly progress (AYP) for ELs (AMAO 3).

Research Questions 

1. What are state and district policies and practices for the identification of students as ELs and for exiting students from language instruction educational programs and from the EL accountability subgroup?

2. What are state and district policies and practices for the placement and instruction of ELs?

3. How do states and districts report implementing their English language proficiency (ELP) standards?

4. How do states and districts assess English Learners for their language proficiency and content knowledge and how do they use the assessment results?

5. How are states setting their AMAO targets, making AMAO determinations, and fostering program improvements with AMAO data?

6. What is the organizational capacity of states and districts to promote the English language acquisition and academic achievement of ELs?

Study Design 

The study collected data during the 2009–10 school year through telephone interviews with all state Title III directors, a survey of a nationally representative

sample of 1,528 subgrantees, and case studies of a purposive sample of 12 districts nested within five states.  The study also analyzed extant data such as data from the Consolidated State Performance Reports.
 Highlights
· Title III districts vary in the criteria they use to determine which students are considered ELs, so a student who is identified as an EL according to one district’s practices may or may not be identified as such in another district.
· In 2009-10, English as a Second Language (ESL) was the most common type of EL service among Title III districts and instruction in the native language was the least common type of EL service.
· Due to variation in how states defined and measured their AMAOs, AMAOs in one state were not comparable to AMAOs in another state. Fifty-five percent of Title III districts nationwide reported meeting all three of their AMAOs in 2008-09.
· In 2009-10, officials in more than half of Title III districts reported difficulty recruiting some categories of teachers for ELs.
Identification of EL Students
In 2009–10, states varied in the degree of discretion that they allowed districts for identifying ELs and exiting them from EL status.  For example, eight states and the District of Columbia had established consistent statewide criteria for identifying ELs, while the remaining 42 states provided districts with discretion in making identification decisions.

Placement and Instruction of ELs
ESL was the most common type of EL service offered by Title III districts, with 98 percent providing these services to at least some ELs.  ESL instruction focuses on developing proficiency in the English language, including grammar, vocabulary, and communication skills.

Instruction in the native language was the least common type of EL service, reported in 57 percent of Title III districts.  Native language instruction was used to deliver content-area instruction, to deliver language arts instruction in the native language, or in two-way or dual-immersion programs involving both ELs and native English speakers.
Implementation of ELP Standards
As of 2009–10, 48 states and the District of Columbia reported having completed a process to align the state ELP test with the state ELP standards; the remaining two states indicated plans to do so.  In addition, state officials from about one-third of the states (17) anticipated making changes to their ELP standards in the near future.  Title III officials from all states and from 75 percent of Title III districts reported providing training on ELP standards to local educators.

Assessing ELs’ Language Proficiency 
According to the 2008–09 CSPRs, almost all ELs, whether or not they were served by Title III, participated in state ELP tests.  On average, 94 percent of those served by Title III and 93 percent of all ELs participated in state ELP tests.
Title III districts reported using ELP test data to group EL students for instruction within or between classes (85 percent of Title III districts), to detect gaps in the curriculum for ELs (68 percent), and to plan professional development for teachers of ELs (73 percent).

Implementation of AMAOs
As of 2009–10, nearly all states had revised their AMAOs since putting them into place, and about half (26) had instituted new AMAOs within the last two years.  In the early years of Title III implementation, states had limited data, guidance, and infrastructure to inform the development of their AMAOs.  As a result, in the years following states’ initial implementation of AMAOs, these Title III objectives were refined and revised as states made advancements to their ELP assessment system, acquired additional years of ELP test data, and gained access to new guidance and research.

Due to variation in how states defined and measured their AMAOs, AMAOs in one state were not comparable to AMAOs in another state.  While all states base AMAO 1 and 2 determinations on students’ ELP assessment results, states’ numeric targets and definitions of “progress” and “proficiency” for these AMAOs vary across states.  

Fifty-five percent of Title III districts nationwide reported meeting all three of their AMAOs in that year.  Title III districts were least likely to report meeting AMAO 3 (making AYP for the EL subgroup) and were the most likely to meet AMAO 1 (progress in learning English).
State and District Capacity, Per Pupil Funding and Use of Funds
Thirty states reported having fewer than two full-time staff, or the equivalent, working on issues related to Title III.  When asked if their state had appropriate resources to implement Title III, officials in 15 states specifically mentioned staff limitations as a challenge with regard to the number of staff devoted to Title III issues or the lack of expertise in issues related to ELs.

Title III funds are distributed by formula, in proportion to the number of school-age ELs and of school-age immigrants in each state, with minimum funding of $500,000 per state.  Average funding per EL student in 2009 ranged from $457 in Pennsylvania to $86 in Alaska.  Title III funding to states has been determined based on data from the American Community Survey, which provides estimates of the numbers of ELs based on a sample, rather than state reports of EL and immigrant student enrollment.

Districts reported spending nearly half of their Title III funds on instructional staff, and approximately one quarter on instructional materials, equipment, and technology.  The remaining funds were spent on professional development (18 percent), parent involvement (5 percent), and instructional support staff (5 percent).

In 2009–10, 74 percent of Title III districts reported that all teachers serving ELs were fully certified for their positions.  However, more than half of Title III districts reported difficulty recruiting some categories of EL teachers.

