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EEXXEECCUUTTIIVVEE  SSUUMMMMAARRYY    E

The number of English language learners (ELL) 
in U.S. schools has more than doubled in the 
past two decades, with ELL student enrollment 
increasing at nearly seven times the rate of the 
total population of children in this age range 
(National Clearinghouse for English Language 
Acquisition, 2006).  As the population of 
English language learners continues to grow, it 
is critical that teachers are equipped to meet the 
needs of these students with quality resources 
that incorporate effective instructional 
strategies.  This is particularly true in the areas 
of reading and language acquisition which 
become the foundation for learning across all 
subject areas.    
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Pearson’s Reading Street is a research-based basal 
program that provides comprehensive reading 
curriculum materials for pre-kindergarten 
through sixth-grade classrooms. Reading Street 
provides a variety of reading components to 
meet the curricular and instructional needs of 
teachers and students.  For teachers of ELL,  
Reading Street offers materials designed to 
provide additional support in reading and 
English language acquisition skills including the 
ELL and Transition Handbook, ELL Readers, 
ELL Posters, and the ELL Teaching Guide. 
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Pearson, Inc. understand the importance of 
providing high quality materials for instruction 
of English language learners, and thus, it 
contracted with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an 
external, independent consulting firm 
specializing in educational research and 
evaluation, to conduct a study of the use and 
effectiveness of the Reading Street ELL materials 
in elementary classrooms. Magnolia Consulting 
conducted during the 2007–2008 school year.   
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English language development instruction: 
pullout versus whole-class Structured English 
Immersion (SEI).  Five teachers and 84 students 
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effectiveness of the materials in meeting their 
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EXXEECCUUTTIIVVEE  SSUUMMMMAARRYY    

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 
Skills (DIBELS) and AIMSweb and 
5) district assessments of English language 
proficiency,  including the Massachusetts 
English Language Assessment-Oral (MELA-O) 
and Arizona English Language Learner 
Assessment (AZELLA).  
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Key Questions: 
What are teacher’s perceptions of the 
quality and utility of the materials in 

meeting the needs of English language 
learners? 

 
What aspects of the ELL component are 

most useful in serving the ELL 
population? 

Key Question: 
What is the nature of teachers’ use of 

the ELL materials? 

FINDINGS 

 

Teachers used the ELL Posters and the ELL 
Teaching Guide most frequently in the course 
of the average week of instruction, followed by 
the ELL Readers.  They used the posters for 
pre-teaching tested vocabulary, assessing 
students’ prior knowledge, and for developing 
concepts and vocabulary.  Teachers frequently 
used the posters to provide opportunities for 
students of all proficiency levels to express 
themselves verbally and to practice newly 
acquired vocabulary by describing and 
conjecturing about the scenes in the poster.  
 
From the ELL Teaching Guide, teachers used 
the Picture It! activity, lessons related to the 
ELL Readers, and the vocabulary and word card 
activities.  Teachers often used the vocabulary 
word cards in conjunction with the posters for 
testing vocabulary comprehension.  At times, 
teachers followed up on oral activities by having 
the students write sentences incorporating the 
vocabulary word cards and describing the poster 
scene. Teachers used the Multilingual 
Summaries in English and Spanish to foster 
school-to-home connections, as reading fluency 
practice, and for providing reading practice to 
newcomers who could read in their home 
language.  
 
Teachers used the ELL Readers three days per 
week on average.  Teachers used the ELL  
Readers much like the posters as a means for 
stimulating discussion among the students as 
well as for providing practice in reading 
comprehension and fluency. Teachers 
frequently used the ELL Readers for shared 
reading.  After reading the stories, teachers 
guided discussions  
 

 
 
about the main ideas and events and asked 
students questions to check for comprehension. 
 
The ELL and Transition Handbook was the 
least utilized component of the ELL materials.  
Teachers used the phonics and grammar 
transition lessons but did not use the 
assessments.  Some teachers accessed the 
research articles related to ELL teaching and 
learning.  

 
Teachers in pullout classrooms valued the 
Reading Street ELL component because it gave 
them a connection to the classroom teacher’s 
instruction and allowed for reinforcement of 
skills in reading and language acquisition tied to 
the themes in program.  Teachers of self-
contained SEI classrooms found the materials 
useful and easy to integrate into their Reading 
Street lessons.   
 
Teachers rated the ELL materials highly in 
terms of effectiveness.  They considered the 
ELL Posters and ELL Readers to be the most 
useful and effective components, followed by 
the ELL Teaching Guide.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Teacher Quote: 
The poster is very effective.  Visuals are very 
important for ELL students. They can look 
at the poster and describe things. Students 
really like the color and the detail in the 
poster. It gives them a lot of opportunities 
to describe things. 
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Key Question: 
How could the ELL 

component be enhanced 
to better meet teachers’ 

and students’ 
instructional needs? 

The posters provided students with the 
opportunity to express themselves verbally 
while practicing and applying tested vocabulary. 
Teachers particularly valued the ELL Posters 
for their flexibility in use for students across 
proficiency levels. Students liked the pictures 
and stories represented in the posters, and they 
were highly engaged during teaching activities 
involving their use.   
 
Teachers saw the ELL Readers as effective in 
engaging student interest through the varied 
subjects and colorful pictures and photos.  The 
labeled vocabulary offered a way for students to 
tie tested vocabulary to a picture, thus 
reinforcing comprehension. Teachers were 
mixed in their assessment of the utility of the 
readers for students of varying proficiency 
levels.  The majority of teachers commented 
that the readers were most appropriate for 
students of intermediate and above language 
proficiency.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers found the Picture It! activities in the 
ELL Teaching Guide to be useful in that they 
tied to the themes in the ELL Readers and 
reinforced essential skills such as sequencing 
and story mapping.  The activities were useful as 
group activities as they were sometimes too 
difficult for independent work.  
 
Teacher feedback about the ELL and Transition 
Handbook centered primarily on the amount of 
material offered. Teachers commented that 
while the grammar and phonics lessons were 
useful, they would like to see more than a single 
page emphasizing a given skill. 
 

                                           
 
 
    
 
 
 
 

 
Teachers felt that with the exception of the 
posters, the ELL materials worked best for 
students of intermediate and above English 
language proficiency.  They would like to see 
more materials for newcomers and lower 
proficiency students included in the ELL 
component.  Suggestions included providing 
leveled ELL Readers, including readers with 
limited text and key vocabulary for newcomers.  
 
Teachers felt that there needed to be more 
writing practice built into the materials, 
including writing suggestions and strategies for 
ELL.   Teachers would also like to see more 
examples of comprehension questions such as 
those in the back of the ELL Readers and more 
opportunities for practice of key grammar and 
phonics skills.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Teacher Quote: 
The books are all connected.  They use 
same kinds of words every week.  
Students keep seeing the same words, 
even while learning something new. 
They incorporate the words into their 
vocabulary.  There is a lot of 
reinforcement of concepts. 

Student Quote: 
 I like the posters because the pictures are 
funny. We find out what is going on in the 
picture. I like to look at all the different 
things in the pictures—the drawings and 
colors.  I like learning about things in the 
poster.   
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Teachers felt that they had adequate training in 
the materials.  They found the materials easy to 
implement and straightforward to incorporate 
into their lesson planning.  The lack of teacher 
use of the assessments indicates that teachers 
may have been more inclined to use the 
assessments if they had received direct training 
in their use.  Teachers may also benefit from 
training in how to foster the development of 
writing skills better through use of the Reading 
Street program including the ELL materials.   
 

 
Teachers perceived the majority of students to 
be highly engaged in working with the ELL 
materials 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Student motivation in reading and language 
acquisition is increased by working with the 
posters and readers because of the variation in 
subject matter, the colorful presentation in the 
illustrations, and the themes that draw on 
student interest. The materials engage student 
interest through varied opportunities for verbal 
expression and sharing, where they can build 
confidence in their language proficiency skills. 
 

 
Teachers felt that the ELL materials were 
particularly effective in helping students 
improve their speaking skills.  The posters in 
particular, offered repeated opportunities in a 
given week for students to discuss, question, 
conjecture, and formulate sentences related to 
the poster themes.   
The themes and stories in the ELL readers also 
provided these types of opportunities.   
 

 
 
Teachers also saw vocabulary development as a 
strength of the materials and commented on 
increases in use and application of vocabulary 
related to the posters and stories.   
 

Teacher Quote: 
The posters help them speak.  They are 
very good conversation starters.  
[Students] always remember something 
from their own life.  They like to share 
their stories.  Even kids who don’t speak 
well, they really try to share.  They all help 
each other so if somebody doesn’t know 
how to say a word, other students help–
either in English or own language. 

Key Question: 
Does the ELL 

component positively 
impact student interest 

and motivation in 
reading and language 

acquisition? 

Key Question: 
Can the ELL materials 

be attributed to 
improving student 

language acquisition 
and language 
proficiency? 

Key Question: 
Do teachers have the skills 
and resources they need to 

implement the ELL 
materials fully?  What 

would improve teachers’ 
effectiveness in using the 

materials? 

Student Engagement with ELL Materials

9%

25%

66%

Low 

Average

High 



Teachers commented that the ELL readers 
served to reinforce reading skills gained through 
the main Reading Street program and helped to 
provide more opportunities for students to 
develop fluency in reading.   

District B second-grade students demonstrated 
significant growth in spoken language skills on 
the AZELLA over the study period (d= 1.36).  
At the end of the school year, four first-grade 
and nine second-grade District B students 
scored proficient on the state English language 
assessment and were exited from the ELL 
program. 
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Teacher Quote: 
They are reading better.  They’re able to 
pronounce the words and read faster.  I’m 
seeing it from the DIBELS—constant 
repetition of summaries and readers (are) 
helping with their fluency. 

 
In addition to gains in language proficiency, 
students in both districts made gains in reading 
fluency over the course of the study period.   
District A second- and third-grade students 
demonstrated significant gains in reading 
fluency on the DIBELS over the course of the 
study period (d= 2.25 and d= 1.03 respectively).   

Results of English language proficiency 
assessments in each district showed student 
gains in both language acquisition and reading 
fluency over the course of the study year.  Shifts 
in distribution of District A students from lower 
proficiency to higher proficiency categories in 
oral fluency and pronunciation, as well as in 
other areas of language development showed 
growth in essential language skills for 
participating students.   

 
District B first-grade and second-grade students 
demonstrated significant gains in reading 
fluency on the AIMSweb over the course of the 
year of using the Reading Street program and 
supplemental ELL materials (d=0.94 and 1.41, 
respectively). 
  
In conclusion, the Reading Street ELL materials 
are a useful component of the Reading Street 
program for the support of instruction for 
English language learners.  Teachers find the 
materials to be particularly effective in 
supporting oral language development, 
vocabulary development, and in engaging 
student interest and motivation in reading and 
speaking.  The materials are valued as a means 
of reinforcing, for English language learners, the 
reading skills and vocabulary development 
emphasized in the Reading Street program. 

 

1 1

6

9

11
2

12

3

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

Lev
el

 0

Lev
el

 1

Lev
el

 2

Lev
el

 3

Lev
el

 4

Lev
el

 5

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
S

tu
d

en
ts

2007 2008

 
Grade 3 student categories in the MELA-O 

fluency sub-test. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 A Study of Pearson’s Reading Street ELL component: Final Report      vi 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, LLC. 
September 29, 2008  

AACCKKNNOOWWLLEEDDGGEEMMEENNTTSS  

 
This study represents a collaborative effort among Magnolia Consulting, Pearson, Inc., and study 
participants across two school districts. Magnolia Consulting evaluators wish to thank everyone who 
helped to make this work possible. We would especially like to express our gratitude to the study 
participants, including ESL teachers, students, administrators, and site coordinators, for their 
contributions to data collection efforts and for the insights and feedback they provided. We would also 
like to thank Arianne Welker and Mary Styers of Magnolia Consulting for their invaluable support 
throughout the study period. 
 
 
Carol Haden, Ed.D. 
Stephanie Baird Wilkerson, Ph.D. 



 
 A Study of Pearson’s Reading Street ELL component: Final Report      vii 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, LLC. 
September 29, 2008  

TTAABBLLEE  OOFF  CCOONNTTEENNTTSS  
 
Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................................. i 
 
Acknowledgements.............................................................................................................................................. vi 
 
Introduction.......................................................................................................................................................... 1 
 
Research Design................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Study Purpose..................................................................................................................................... 2 
Study Settings ..................................................................................................................................... 3 
Participants ......................................................................................................................................... 5 

    Measures.............................................................................................................................................. 7 
Data Collection Timeline.................................................................................................................. 11 

 
Findings ................................................................................................................................................................. 12 

Implementation of the Reading Street ELL Materials..................................................................... 12 
Classroom Vignettes and Student Profiles..................................................................................... 21 
Feedback on the Reading Street ELL Materials ............................................................................... 25 
Impacts of the ELL Materials on Student Interest....................................................................... 36 
Impacts of the ELL Materials on Student Language Proficiency............................................... 37 
 

Conclusions........................................................................................................................................................... 54 
 

References ............................................................................................................................................................. 56 
 
List of Tables  

Table 1: Site Characteristics by District.......................................................................................... 3 
Table 2: Numbers of ELL Students in Study Classrooms .......................................................... 6 
Table 3: Characteristics of ELLs in Districts A and B................................................................. 6 
Table 4: Timeline of Data Collection Activities............................................................................ 11 
Table 5: Average Weekly Use of Reading Street ELL Program Materials.................................... 14 
Table 6: Average Frequency of Use of ELL & Transition Handbook Activities .................... 20 
Table 7: Paired Samples t-Tests of AZELLA Scores for Grade 2 Students............................. 45 
Table 8: Paired Samples t-Tests of DIBELS scores for District A Students............................ 50 
Table 9: Paired Samples t-Tests of AIMSweb scores for District B Students.......................... 53 

 
List of Figures  

Figure 1: Average planning and preparation time across study sites.......................................... 13 
Figure 2: Differences in average planning and preparation time by district ............................. 13 
Figure 3: Frequency of use of ELL Poster activities .................................................................... 15 
Figure 4: Frequency of use of activities in the ELL Teaching Guide ........................................ 17 
Figure 5: Mean ratings of effectiveness of the ELL materials .................................................... 25 
Figure 6: Adequacy of materials in meeting the needs of students of differing abilities......... 32 
Figure 7: Levels of student engagement with Reading Street ELL materials............................... 36 
Figure 8a: Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 and 2008 comprehension levels ................. 40 
Figure 8b: Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 and 2008 comprehension levels ................. 40 
Figure 9a: Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 and 2008 fluency levels ................................ 41 



 
 A Study of Pearson’s Reading Street ELL component: Final Report      viii 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, LLC. 
September 29, 2008  

Figure 9b: Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 and 2008 fluency levels................................ 41 
Figure 10a: Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 and 2008 vocabulary levels........................ 42 
Figure 10b: Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 and 2008 vocabulary levels ...................... 42 
Figure 11a: Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 and 2008 grammar scores.......................... 43 
Figure 11b: Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 and 2008 grammar scores ......................... 43 
Figure 12a: Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 and 2008 pronunciation scores................. 44 
Figure 12b: Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 and 2008 pronunciation scores ................ 44 
Figure 13: Comparison of Grade 2 student proficiency levels for the AZELLA reading sub-test ......... 46 
Figure 14: Comparison of Grade 2 student proficiency levels for the AZELLA writing sub-test .......... 46 
Figure 15: Comparison of Grade 2 overall proficiency classification on the AZELLA......... 47 
Figure 16: Grade 1 AZELLA oral sub-test proficiency levels .................................................... 48 
Figure 17: Grade 1 AZELLA reading sub-test proficiency levels .............................................. 48 
Figure 18: Grade 1 AZELLA writing sub-test proficiency levels............................................... 48 
Figure 19: Grade 1 AZELLA overall proficiency levels .............................................................. 48 
Figure 20: Mean DIBELS scores for study participants ............................................................. 49 
Figure 21a: Categories of risk for Grade 2 Students- fall 2007................................................... 50 
Figure 21b: Categories of risk for Grade 2 students— spring 2008 .......................................... 50 
Figure 22a: Categories of risk for Grade 3 students— fall 2007 ................................................ 51 
Figure 22b: Categories of risk for Grade 3 students— spring 2008. ......................................... 51 
Figure 23: First-grade AIMSweb NWF mean scores ................................................................... 52 
Figure 24: First-grade AIMSweb PSF mean scores ...................................................................... 52 
Figure 25: First-grade AIMSweb ORF mean scores .................................................................... 52 
Figure 26: Second-grade AIMSweb ORF mean scores ............................................................... 53 
 
 
 
 
 
 



!
A Study of Pearson’s Reading Street ELL Component: Final Report - 1 - 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, LLC 
September 29, 2008!

IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  

The number of English language learners (ELL) in U.S. schools has more than doubled in the 
past two decades, with ELL student enrollment increasing at nearly seven times the rate of the 
total population of children in this age range (National Clearinghouse for English Language 
Acquisition, 2006).  In 2006, approximately 20% of children between the ages of 5 and 17 spoke 
a language other than English at home (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008).  As the 
ELL population continues to grow, it is critical that teachers are equipped to meet the needs of 
these students with quality resources that incorporate effective instructional strategies. This is 
particularly true in the areas of reading and language acquisition, which become the foundation 
for learning across all subject areas.    

Reading Street is a research-based basal program that provides comprehensive reading curriculum 
materials for pre-kindergarten through sixth-grade classrooms. This program sets itself apart 
from other basal readers because of two aspects: instruction and implementation of the program 
is assessment driven and differentiated. Both assessment practices and differentiated instruction are 
explicit and embedded throughout the lessons.  
 
Pearson’s Reading Street program provides a variety of reading components to meet the curricular 
and instructional needs of teachers and students. For ELL teachers, Reading Street offers materials 
designed to provide additional support in English language acquisition skills. These materials 
integrate with lessons in the main Reading Street program and consist of four major components: 
 

! ELL and Transition Handbook (K–6) featuring up-to-date research on best practices for 
fostering English language development, instructional strategies for ELL, lessons, and 
language activities designed to increase comprehension and provide writing practice. 

! ELL Readers (1–6) providing supplemental fiction and non-fiction reading, with engaging 
stories and pictures, and suggestions for extended learning each week to help students 
develop vocabulary and comprehension skills. 

! ELL Posters (K–6) featuring colorful scenes, a poster talk-through, and suggestions for 
lessons to practice tested vocabulary and concepts. 

! ELL Teaching Guide containing a weekly ELL lesson planner, vocabulary activities, 
comprehension lessons, and a study guide to the weekly ELL Reader. The ELL Teaching 
Guide also contains Multilingual Summaries of the main program’s reading selection in 
five languages to help students build comprehension and strengthen school-home 
connections.  

 
Pearson, Inc. understands the importance of providing high quality materials for ELL 
instruction and, thus, it contracted with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an external, independent 
consulting firm specializing in educational research and evaluation, to conduct a study of the use 
and effectiveness of the Reading Street ELL materials in elementary classrooms. Magnolia 
Consulting conducted this study during the 2007–2008 school year. This report presents the 
research design, methods, and findings of the ELL study.  
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RREESSEEAARRCCHH  DDEESSIIGGNN  

This section of the report describes the research design for the study.  The section includes the 
study purpose, settings, participants, measures, and the data collection timeframe.  
 
STUDY PURPOSE 

 
 

The purposes of this study were to examine teachers’ implementation of the Reading Street ELL 
materials and to assess the effectiveness of the materials in helping students improve language 
acquisition and proficiency. Through a mixed-method design, this study yielded both formative 
and summative evaluation information through qualitative and quantitative data collection 
methods. The formative evaluation focused on teachers’ perceptions and use of the ELL materials 
as well as their effectiveness in implementing them with English language learners. The 
formative evaluation information will provide readers and Pearson with a better understanding 
of the nature of use of the ELL materials as well as to elicit meaningful feedback to inform 
future revisions of the materials. This aspect of the study will help to ensure that the ELL 
materials and resources are of high quality and utility. The summative evaluation gathered 
information on the impact of the ELL materials on improving student language acquisition and 
proficiency and student interest in reading. Specifically, the study addressed the following 
overarching evaluation questions:  
 
Formative Questions 
 

1. What is the nature of teachers’ use of the ELL materials?  
2. What are teachers’ perceptions of the quality and utility of the materials in 

meeting the needs of English language learners? 
3. What aspects of the ELL component are most useful in serving the ELL 

population? 
4. How could the ELL component be enhanced to meet teachers’ instructional 

needs and students’ learning needs better?  
5. Do teachers have the skills and resources they need to implement the ELL 

materials fully? What would improve teachers’ effectiveness in using the 
materials? 

 
Summative Questions 
 

6. Can the ELL materials be attributed to improving student language 
acquisition and language proficiency? 

7. Does the ELL component positively impact student interest and motivation 
in reading? 
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STUDY SETTINGS 
 

 
The study was conducted across four elementary schools in two school districts. District A 
included three participating schools, with one English as a Second Language (ESL) teacher from 
each school participating in the study. District B included one participating school, with two 
ESL teachers from that school participating in the study. Schools were chosen based on 1) a 
high population of ELL with Spanish as the primary home language, 2) use of Reading Street and 
the ELL component, and 3) low student mobility rates.  
 
As shown in Table 1, the two districts differ in size and geographic location but are similar with 
respect to relatively large Hispanic student populations, Title 1 status, and socioeconomic status.    

 
   Table 1.  
   Site Characteristics by District 

 District A District B 

Geographic location Suburban Rural 

Student enrollment 5,855 1,567 

Low income 63% 56% 

Title 1  Yes Yes 

ELL population 11% 6.5% 

Student ethnicity 
     African-American 
     Asian 
     Hispanic 
     Native American 
    Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

     White 
     Multi-race (non-Hispanic) 
 

                
            3.6% 

7.7% 
           31.8% 

1.0% 
0.1% 
50.6% 
5.2% 

 

1.6% 
0.6% 
20.4% 
11.5% 

0% 
65.9% 

 

Performance on state assessments Average Average 

 
School District A 
 
School District A is located in a residential suburb in the Northeast with a population of 
approximately 47,000. Median household income is $40,700. White residents make up 51% of 
the population, followed by a large population of Hispanic residents (32%). The school district 
has eleven schools, six of which are elementary schools. English language learners make up 
approximately 10.4% of students in the district. In addition to Spanish, other home languages of 
ELL include Portuguese and Arabic. Three K–5 schools from District A participated in this 
study and for the purposes of this report will be referred to as Schools 1, 2, and 3. The focus of 
the study in District A was on ELL students in Grades 2–3.   
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English language development (ELD) is done as a pullout program at all schools in District A. 
When students enter the district, parents complete a Home Language Survey. Students are 
identified as ELL if any language other than English is the primary language spoken at home. 
ELL students are then assessed using the IDEA Proficiency Test (IPT) if new to the district, or 
previous reading and writing assessments if transferred from another district. The decision is 
then made case-by-case as to whether an individual student should be placed into the standard 
curriculum or into ELL instruction. Therefore, not all students initially identified as second 
language learners by the Home Language Survey are placed in pullout classrooms.   
 
District A teachers who participated in this research study are ESL specialists who worked with 
all K–5 ELL students by grade level during designated pullout times in the course of the school 
day. In District A, English language learners are integrated into classes with English proficient 
students for all academic subjects throughout the day. ELL instructors and classroom teachers 
discuss ELL students on an individual basis and decide which students need ELD beyond what 
is done in the regular classroom. Those students are then pulled out for 35–45 minutes of ELD 
instruction each day with the ESL specialists. In District A, ESL specialists make the 
determination to exit students from the ELD with input from the regular classroom teacher.    
 
School District A had been using the Reading Street program including the ELL components 
prior to taking part in this study. Classroom teachers used the main Reading Street program while 
ELL study teachers used the ELL components. Although the study focused mainly on second- 
and third-grade students, District A ESL teachers used the ELL components across all grade 
levels during the course of the school day. 
 
School District B 
 
School District B is located in a rural Southwestern community with a population of 
approximately 11,250. The community is largely white (80%) with significant Hispanic and 
Native American populations (11% and 7%, respectively). Median household income is $37,474. 
The school district has four schools, including one elementary school referred to as School 4 in 
this report. English language learners make up approximately 6.5% of students in the district. 
While the original intent was to include second- and third-grade classrooms from School 4 in the 
study, it was determined that the third-grade teacher was not using the Reading Street ELL 
materials. Therefore, first- and second-grade ELL classrooms were the focus of the study in 
District B.   
 
District B is in a state that recently mandated that English language learners be grouped together 
in a structured English immersion (SEI) classroom for all academic subjects. Under the mandate, 
schools are required to provide a minimum of four hours per day of ELD. The adopted models 
for ELD include 45 minutes of oral English and conversation instruction, 60 minutes of 
grammar instruction, 60 minutes of reading instruction, 60 minutes of vocabulary instruction, 
and 15 minutes of pre-writing instruction for ELL students in their first year. Entry and exit 
from the SEI classroom is determined solely on the student’s score on the Arizona English 
Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA), the state English language proficiency exam. Due to 
the self-contained nature of classes in School 4, participating study teachers in School 4 used all 
parts the Reading Street program as well as the ELL components. The school was in its first year 
of use with the Reading Street program including the ELL materials.   



 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
The study sample included five teachers and 84 students across the four schools in the study. All 
84 students were included in data analyses of proficiency measures and classroom observations. 
In addition, participating teachers selected two individual students from each classroom to be 
the focus of more in-depth case studies.   
 
Teacher Participants 
 
Five teachers, including three from District A and two from District B, participated in the study. 
The five teachers ranged in experience from one teacher who was in her second year of teaching 
to another who had 33 years of experience. Teachers in the study had a median of 13 years of 
teaching experience. Three of the study teachers have ESL certification, one has SEI 
certification, and the fifth is working toward obtaining her ESL certification while teaching. Two 
teachers have baccalaureate degrees and three have master’s degrees as their highest degree 
attained.   
 
As previously noted, District A teachers worked with all K–5 ELL students at their respective 
schools during the course of the school day in pullout sessions. During pullout time, students 
were grouped by grade level. District B teachers were classroom teachers for self-contained SEI 
classrooms, working with a single-grade classroom from start to end of the school day, teaching 
all academic subjects. The difference in ELL instruction between the two districts allowed for a 
unique comparison of how the materials worked in two different instructional settings. It is 
important to note that as first-year users, District B teachers were learning the Reading Street 
program structure as well as how best to incorporate the ELL materials into their instruction.  
 
Participating teachers in both districts attended separate on-site training sessions conducted by 
the same facilitator. The one-day trainings focused on the integration of the Reading Street ELL 
components into effective instruction for English language learners. The evaluator for the study 
attended both training sessions and provided an orientation to the research study. 
 
Student Participants 
Eighty-four students from eight classrooms participated in the study, including thirteen students 
from School 1, sixteen from School 2, twenty-one from School 3, and thirty-four from School 4. 
Table 2 shows the distribution of ELL students across the study classrooms.1    

 

                                                 
1 The focus of the study in District A was only on those ELL students in pullout classrooms where teachers used the Reading 
Street ELL materials, and only their information and assessment data are incorporated into this report.  
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  Table 2.   
  Numbers of ELL Students in Study Classrooms 

 First-grade 
ELL 

Second-grade 
ELL 

Third-grade 
ELL 

Total 

School 1 — 8 5 13 

School 2 — 11 5 16 

School 3 — 14 7 21 

School 4 18 16 — 34 

      Total 18 49 17 84 
 
 
Table 3 shows the characteristics of English language learners in both study districts. As shown 
in the table, ELLs in District A are a more diverse population than those in District B. In 
addition to Spanish-speaking students, District A has a growing population of Arabic speakers 
and Portuguese-speaking students. Other home languages spoken by study students in District A 
include Gujarati, Khmer, and Bosnian. All students in District B are Mexican-American, with 
Spanish as the primary home language.   
 

   Table 3. 
   Characteristics of ELLs in Districts A and B 

 District A  

(n = 50) 

District B  

(n = 34) 

Total Students  

(n = 84) 

Gender 

   Female 

    Male 

 

48% 

52% 

 

65% 

35% 

 

55% 

45% 

Home Language 

   Spanish 

   Arabic 

   Portuguese 

   Other 

 

76% 

12% 

6% 

6% 

 

100% 

 

86% 

7% 

3.5% 

3.5% 

Free & Reduced 
Lunch 

90% Unavailable2 — 

Special Education 8% Unavailable — 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 At the conclusion of the study, District B declined to provide specific information regarding socioeconomic status 
and special education status for students in the study, citing concern for student privacy.   
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Case Study Students 
 
In addition to looking at effects of the Reading Street ELL program on all students in the study, 
each teacher selected two students from each of the study classrooms for in-depth case studies. 
The intent of the case studies was to gain a deeper understanding of the learners in the study 
including their backgrounds, reading interests, and types of instruction and materials that help 
them to learn English. Additionally, case study students were observed and interviewed to 
understand how they were interacting with the ELL materials.  
 
Teachers selected 16 students across the four schools for participation in the case studies. One 
student left the school early in the school year, leaving 15 case study students who were present 
during the study period. Parents gave permission for all case study students to participate in 
interviews and observations. The case study students included students from both the high and 
low ends of the English proficiency spectrum so that evaluators could better understand how 
the ELL materials worked for students across proficiency levels.     
 
MEASURES 
 
 
This study employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to allow for a full 
understanding of how the Reading Street ELL materials were being implemented in study 
classrooms and whether program use resulted in desired outcomes. Data collection methods 
included classroom observations, online implementation logs, teacher and student interviews, 
student attendance/attrition data, and student proficiency data. The measures are described in 
the following section.  
 
Site Visits and Observations 
 
Evaluators conducted four site visits to each school in the study. The purpose of the site visits 
was to observe teachers working with ELL students using the Reading Street ELL materials. 
Evaluators developed an observation protocol based on best practice research for ELL. 
Evaluators observed and documented evidence related to instructional setting, instructional 
practices, lesson implementation, and materials used in the lesson. In addition to observing all 
students in the classrooms, particular attention was paid to case study students and their 
interaction with the ELL materials.   
 
Online Implementation Log 
 
Evaluators created an online implementation log to capture the breadth and depth of teacher use 
of the Reading Street ELL materials. The logs served as a mechanism for measuring 
implementation and variation in use. The logs also contained items related to the quality and 
utility of the materials, including pacing, number of materials, adequacy of the materials in 
meeting students’ needs, and perceptions of student interest. Participating teachers accessed the 
log via an e-mail link sent to them once a month during the study period.   
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Teacher Interviews 
 
Evaluators developed interview protocols for teachers and ELL directors at each district. 
Teachers participated in interviews after the evaluator observed their classroom. Interview 
protocols focused on the classroom context, Reading Street ELL material and component use, 
challenges with using the materials, unmet needs, and teachers’ perceptions of the impacts of the 
materials on their students. Teachers provided information about effective strategies for 
developing proficiency in English language learners, differentiating instruction, and instructional 
support for teaching ELL. Interviews lasted approximately 30–45 minutes.   
 
Student Interviews 
 
Evaluators developed an interview protocol for students selected for the in-depth case studies. 
Evaluators developed questions designed to gain an understanding of what materials and 
methods are best in helping ELL students to gain proficiency in English. Evaluators questioned 
students about their use of English at home and at school, reading habits, reading preferences, 
preferences in classroom learning activities, and impressions of the Reading Street ELL materials. 
Case study students were interviewed one to two times across the study period and were the 
particular focus of the third site visit and observation.  
 
Student Proficiency Measures 
 
Due to the primarily qualitative nature of the study, examination of student proficiency data was 
done with the intention of understanding student growth over the course of the study period, 
not for comparisons between a control and treatment group. Therefore, evaluators utilized 
measures in place in the two districts for investigating gains in reading and English language 
proficiency over the course of the school year in which students were exposed to the Reading 
Street ELL materials. A description of the measures and administration schedules for each district 
follows.  
 
 

District A 
 

Massachusetts English Language Assessment-Oral (MELA-O) 
 
The MELA-O measures proficiency in both comprehension (listening) and production 
(speaking) for students in grades K–12 based upon the English Language Proficiency 
Benchmarks and Outcomes (ELPBO). The MELA-O is an observational assessment in which 
each limited English proficiency (LEP) student is observed in his/her classroom while 
participating in everyday classroom activities. Using a scoring rubric, a qualified MELA-O 
administrator assesses each LEP student's listening and speaking skills. The MELA-O measures 
language production through sub-tests in grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, and fluency. 
Students are classified as Level 0 (no demonstrated proficiency) through Level 5 (proficient) for 
each sub-assessment based upon characteristics set forth in the scoring rubric. Evaluators 
compared proficiency levels on the MELA-O from spring of 2007 to spring of 2008 
representing changes over the period of the study.   
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Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills-Oral Reading Frequency (DIBELS-ORF) 
 
The DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) is a standardized, individually administered test of 
accuracy and fluency with connected text. Student performance is measured by having students 
read a passage aloud for one minute. Words omitted, substituted, and hesitations of more than 
three seconds are scored as errors. Words self-corrected within three seconds are scored as 
accurate. The number of correct words per minute from the passage is the ORF rate 
(http://dibels.uoregon.edu/). The scores for each DIBELS sub-test are sensitive to small 
gains—even after short intervals—because of effective instruction, making this assessment 
particularly effective for understanding student proficiency gains because of effective instruction. 
Teachers assessed students with the DIBELS-ORF three times in the course of the school year 
in fall, winter, and spring to second- and third-grade students in the study.     
 

District B 
 

Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA) 
 
The AZELLA assesses students’ general acquisition of English by measuring 
 

! Listening, Writing Conventions, and Reading using multiple-choice items 
! Writing, using an open-ended direct writing assessment, and 
! Speaking, using a performance test. (http://www.mesa.k12.us/esl/ 

 
District B students listed as having a home language other than English as indicated on the 
Primary Home Language Other Than English survey (PHLOTE) are given the AZELLA upon 
first enrollment in the district. Initial testing is done within 30 days of enrollment and is repeated 
annually close to the end of the school year until a student reaches proficiency. The exception to 
this testing schedule is for kindergarten students. The state mandates that kindergartners can 
only be tested once during the school year. Therefore, students in this study who are currently in 
first grade were tested in the fall of their kindergarten year and then not again until the spring of 
their first-grade year.   
 
Based upon sub-test scores on the AZELLA, students are classified as pre-emergent, emergent, 
basic, intermediate, or proficient. Once a student is designated proficient on the AZELLA, the 
student is exited from the ELL program. Students who have exited the ELL program are tested 
with the AZELLA for two years after moving to a mainstream classroom. Trained district 
personnel administer the AZELLA, and it takes two and one-half hours per student to 
administer.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mesa.k12.us/esl/
http://dibels.uoregon.edu/
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AIMSweb 
 
Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 
 
The AIMSweb provides assessment materials to organize and report standardized measures of 
basic skills, including reading, early literacy, early numeracy, mathematics, spelling, and written 
expression. Student performance on the ORF component of the AIMSweb is measured by 
having students read a passage aloud for one minute. The examiner calculates the number of 
words read correctly per minute providing a measure of general reading achievement. The 
reading fluency component of the AIMSweb provided information on growth in reading fluency 
over the course of this study for English language learners in first- and second-grade study 
classrooms in School 4. Teachers assessed second-grade students using the AIMSweb ORF 
three times over the course of the school year, during the fall, winter, and spring. First-grade 
students were assessed with the ORF twice over the course of the school year, once in the 
winter and again in the spring.   
 
Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) 
 
The AIMSweb NWF task requires students to identify and say the sounds in non-real words for 
one minute and is administered to students at the middle and end of kindergarten, and the 
beginning, middle, and end of first grade (www.aimsweb.com). Students are shown three-letter 
nonsense words and must either say the sounds of the nonsense word or pronounce the entire 
word. The examiner scores answers as correct if the student responds correctly within three 
seconds. The NWF measures the student’s ability to link written code with common sounds. 
The NWF score reflects the number of letter-sounds stated correctly in the one-minute testing 
period. Teachers assessed first-grade students with the NWF three times over the course of the 
school year, during fall, winter and spring.   
 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) 
 
The AIMSweb PSF task requires students to say the sounds in words presented within a one-
minute testing session. For example, if the examiner says the word mop, the student will respond 
by saying the sounds /m/ /o/ /p/. Examiners allow students three seconds to say a sound 
segment. If they cannot say the correct sound segment within three seconds, the examiner 
moves on to the next word. The PSF score is the number of correct phonemes children say in 
one minute. The PSF measures a student’s ability to “hear critical sounds in the spoken word.” 
Teachers assessed first-grade students with the PSF twice in the school year, during fall and 
winter.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.aimsweb.com/
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DATA COLLECTION TIMELINE 
 
 
The timeframe for data collection activities is presented in Table 4. The initial product training 
(led by Pearson) and study orientation (led by Magnolia Consulting) occurred in October for 
each site. Site visits spanned the school year between November 2007 and May 2008. Evaluators 
observed classrooms and interviewed teachers in depth during the first two and final site visits. 
The focus of the third site visit was primarily on student interviews conducted during the class 
period, with some time spent observing lessons and informally interviewing study teachers.   
 
 
 
Table 4. 
Timeline of Data Collection Activities 

 
TASK AND ACTIVITY 
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Training, study orientation, study begins 
Districts
A & B

        

Administration of reading assessments ! 
  

! 
 

 ! 
 

Administration of student ELL 
assessments 

    

! ! 
 

Administration of monthly 
implementation log  

! ! ! ! ! ! ! !  

Observations and interviews  Districts
A & B

District 
A 

District 
B 

 District 
B 

District 
A 

Districts
A & B 

 

End study       District 
B 

District 
A 
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FFIINNDDIINNGGSS  
 

 
This research study sought to provide an understanding of teacher use of the supplemental ELL 
materials, perceptions of the effectiveness of the materials in meeting instructional needs, and 
the manner in which use of the materials enhanced student reading comprehension and language 
acquisition skills. This section of the report presents the findings of the study related to the 
overarching study questions. It begins by presenting findings related to implementing the ELL 
materials based on monthly implementation logs, teacher observations, and interviews. 
Following this is a section that provides teacher and student perceptions of the materials. This 
section of the report ends with a synthesis of impacts of the program on student language 
proficiency and language acquisition.   
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE READING STREET ELL MATERIALS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The two study districts differed in how they used the Reading Street ELL materials. As previously 
noted, in District A, ELD instruction is done as a pullout program. Students left their regular 
classrooms for approximately 40 minutes of daily instruction with an ELL specialist. Class sizes 
for ELD instruction were small in District A, with 5–8 students per class period. Due to the 
small numbers, ELD instruction was primarily done as a whole group. The exception to this was 
in one school where newcomer students worked one-on-one with an aide to the ESL instructor 
while the ESL instructor worked with the others. In District A, the regular classroom teachers 
used the main Reading Street program with their students, while the ELL specialists used the 
Reading Street ELL materials almost exclusively. In this way, use of the ELL materials served as a 
means of supplementing instruction during separate English language development (ELD) 
instruction for students who needed more intensive work on language and reading skills.   
 
In District B, due to the self-contained nature of the ELL classrooms, study teachers were 
classroom teachers who used the main Reading Street program and integrated the supplemental 
ELL materials where appropriate and as needed during the instructional day.  
 
Understanding how teachers used the ELL materials was a key component of the study. Teacher 
implementation is described by material use, instructional practices, and perceptions of and 
experiences with the program. Monthly teacher implementation logs and four site visits that 
included observations and interviews served to illuminate these aspects of implementation. 
 
The monthly implementation logs provided a comprehensive assessment of the teachers’ 
experiences with Reading Street ELL materials. This report reflects implementation data for the 
2007–2008 school year in which teachers reported on their implementation for seven to eight 

Key Question: 
What is the nature of teachers’ use of the ELL materials? 
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months. Overall, 37 weekly logs were submitted out of 38 possible submissions. This yielded a 
97% response rate for the teachers’ completion of implementation logs during the study period.  
Due to the differing instructional contexts used in Districts A and B (pullout versus SEI 
instruction), evaluators examined implementation log responses overall and compared across 
districts. 
 
 
Planning for Use of Materials 
 
Participating teachers were asked to report on how often they used the ELL materials in a typical 
week over the course of the month. Implementation log data reveals that teachers are using the 
materials on a daily basis with their ELL students. On average, teachers across the study used the 
materials for 4.46 days per week with a range of 3.25 days to 5 days. Average weekly use varied 
by district, ranging from 4.22 days (District A) to 4.86 days (District B). Lower rates of use in 
District A reflect that some study teachers did not see students five days per week.   
 
Participating teachers reported the amount of time spent each week planning and preparing for 
the use of the Reading Street ELL materials. Teachers could select from five options, as follows: 
“1” represented “0–30 minutes,” “2” represented “31–60 minutes,” “3” for “61–90 minutes,” 
“4” for “91–120 minutes,” or “5” for “over 120 minutes.” On average, teachers spent 61 to 120 
minutes planning and preparing for Reading Street ELL lessons each week (see Figure 1).    
However, planning and preparation time differed across districts (Figure 2). Teachers in District 
A frequently took 91–120 minutes to prepare each week, whereas teachers in District B spent 
less time, taking 61–90 minutes to plan and prepare for use of the ELL materials. This finding 
most likely reflects the fact that District A teachers were planning instruction almost solely using 
the Reading Street ELL materials, while teachers in District B were also planning the use of the 
main Reading Street program as well as planning for other academic subjects and would have to 
partition planning time accordingly. 
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57% 4%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

District B

District A

31-60 min. 61-90 min. 91-120 min. Over 120 min.

Figure 1. Average planning and preparation time across 
study sites.  

Figure 2. Differences in average planning and preparation 
time by district.  
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Implementation of ELL Materials 
 
Monthly implementation logs revealed that teachers used some of the ELL materials more 
frequently than they used others. Table 5 shows the average number of days per week that 
teachers used the various ELL components.   
 
Table 5. 
Average Weekly Use of Reading Street ELL Program Materials 

  
  

District A 
(n = 3) 

District B 
(n = 2) 

Grand 
Mean  

ELL Posters 3.73 4.57 4.05 
ELL Teaching Guide 4.05 3.29 3.73 
ELL Readers 3.36 2.64 3.08 
ELL Notes in Teacher’s Guide 0.45 4.50 2.05 
ELL and Transition Handbook 0.86 2.57 1.51 

 
 
As shown in Table 5, teachers used the ELL Posters and the ELL Teaching Guide most 
frequently in the course of the average week of instruction, followed by the ELL Readers. 
Teachers used the ELL and Transition Handbook least frequently. These findings are consistent 
with the nature of the components. The ELL Posters and the ELL Teaching Guide provide 
options for daily lessons, while the ELL and Transition Handbook offers research articles and 
supplemental phonics and grammar lessons that may be integrated as needed into daily lessons 
and teacher planning. Evaluators noted variation across districts in the use of the ELL notes in 
the Reading Street Teacher’s Guide, and the ELL and Transition Handbook.3   
 
ELL Posters  
 
In addition to reporting on their overall use of the ELL components, teachers were asked to 
report more specifically on the use of the various resources and lessons associated with 
individual program materials. The ELL Poster provides teachers with a poster talk-through that 
incorporates tested vocabulary. It also provides suggestions for five days of activities related to 
the poster. Day 1 activities involve assessing prior knowledge; Day 2 develops concepts and 
vocabulary; Days 3 and 4 activities provide opportunities to assess content and extend language; 
and Day 5 activities involve monitoring student progress.  
 
Figure 3 presents the frequency of use of poster activities across all reporting periods. During 
each reporting period, all of the participating teachers conveyed that they used the teaching 
suggestions for assessing students’ prior knowledge and for developing concepts and vocabulary. 
Frequency of use of the posters to pre-teach tested vocabulary was also very high. Teachers 
reported using the Days 3 and 4 teaching activities a little more than half of the time, and 
suggestions for monitoring progress 43% of the time.   
 

                                                 
3 ELL specialists in District A did not have access to the main program Teacher’s Guide used by ELL students’ 
classroom teachers, thus accounting for the difference in use of that component across the two districts. 
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Figure 3. Frequency of use of ELL poster activities. 
 
 
Evaluators observed teachers on several occasions using the poster to assess prior knowledge 
and provide opportunities for oral expression. A typical lesson illustrating the use of the poster 
for these purposes occurred during a midyear observation of the first-grade classroom in School 
4. The teacher hung an ELL Poster on the whiteboard at the front of the class. The poster 
showed an airport scene with planes arriving and taking off and with people engaged in various 
activities related to the airport and travel. This was the first time the students had seen the 
poster. The teacher began the lesson by asking the class where the scene in the picture took 
place. A student said, “At the station place.” The teacher talked about the word airport and used 
the opportunity to discuss compound words, asking for and providing more examples. She then 
asked the children to come up one-by-one and talk about something they saw on the poster. 
Students said things such as, “There is a guy up there who is making them go to their buses” and 
“The boy is seeing the planes.”   
 
The teacher repeated the students’ statements, elaborated, and asked questions such as “Show 
me a plane that is arriving. Which one is departing?” The posters allowed teachers to monitor 
and model oral language expression. For example, as the class looked at a man riding in a cart 
and carrying a cane, she asked the students, “Why is that man riding? What is he holding in his 
hand?” A student responded, “For he can walk.” The teacher replied, “He has a cane so that he 
can walk.”   
 
After they finished discussing the poster scene, and all students had a chance to speak, the 
teacher read the poster talk-through, and they talked about how close they had come to what the 
talk-through said about the poster. Another teacher reversed this process, reading the poster 
talk-through first to scaffold a subsequent discussion about the poster scene. Students 
elaborated on what they had heard in the talk-through and were encouraged to add more detail 
based on what they saw in the picture. 
 
Teachers used the poster to pre-teach tested vocabulary in a number of ways. They often 
combined use of the word cards from the ELL Teaching Guide that corresponded to the tested 
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vocabulary at the bottom of the poster. During one observed lesson, students had copies of the 
word cards on their desks. The teacher had the students choose a word and tell their neighbor 
what the word was. She then had students go up to the poster with the word card, find an 
example of the word on the picture, and use the word in a sentence with the poster as a prompt.   
 
Teachers also wrote the tested vocabulary on the board next to the poster or taped the word 
cards to the board and had students use the words in sentences. They used the word cards to 
introduce the vocabulary words and stimulate discussion based on the words. For example, 
during one observation, the teacher held up the vocabulary word alone and asked students if they 
saw anyone or anything that was alone in the picture.  
 
At times, teachers followed up on oral activities by having the students write sentences 
incorporating the vocabulary and the poster scene. One teacher developed a Cloze activity for 
each poster by writing sentences related to the poster on chart paper taped up next to the poster. 
Each sentence was missing a tested vocabulary word, and students took turns filling in the 
correct word by looking through their word cards and holding up the correct word to complete 
the sentence.  
 
For students who were more proficient, teachers used the posters for more in-depth writing 
experiences. Three of the five study teachers reported use of the posters as writing prompts. For 
second-grade students at School 4, the poster scene served as “inspiration” for short story 
development. Students in Grade 3 at School 1 followed up a poster featuring a community 
garden by writing about what their own garden would be like if they planted one. These same 
students practiced writing letters to their teacher and the school principal, inspired by one of the 
ELL Posters that showed people communicating in various ways through letters and e-mail.  
 
Teachers used the poster with limited proficiency students by having them identify and name 
simple objects, people, or animals in each scene. One teacher had students gather around the 
poster, and each name something they saw. For example, a student would say “cat,” and the 
teacher would write the word on a sticky note, hand it to the student, and have the student place 
it on the cat in the poster.  Evaluators observed the same teacher with a new student who had 
just joined the class and had very few words of English. She asked the student to come forward, 
point to the tree in the picture and then repeat the word tree.   
 
ELL Teaching Guide 
 
As shown in Table 5, teachers reported using the ELL Teaching Guide three to four days per 
week. Teachers were asked to report on which of the ELL Teaching Guide activities they used 
in a typical week during the course of the reporting period. Figure 3 presents the frequency of 
use of specific activities across all reporting periods. Overall, teachers most frequently used the 
Picture It! activity, lessons related to the readers, and the vocabulary and word card activities. 
Teachers used the Multilingual Summaries less frequently. 
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Figure 4. Frequency of use of activities in the ELL Teaching Guide. 
 
 
 
Evaluators observed teachers using the Picture It! activity during many of the site visits. These 
activities provided opportunities to assess student comprehension with a short written passage 
and subsequent activities, involving sequencing, comparing and contrasting, and drawing 
pictures with sentences to go with them.   
 
Teachers used Picture It! activities at times for independent student work but more frequently 
for whole class instruction. Teachers used the illustrations that accompany the short passage to 
do a picture walk before having students take turns reading the passage. The class would then 
discuss what they had read before proceeding to work through the written part of the activity. 
One teacher made a game of having students find and label 30 things in the pictures in a given 
amount of time for practice in vocabulary and writing.  
 
During one observed Picture It! lesson, the teacher wrote sentences that students provided orally 
for sequencing the story on the blackboard. She purposefully made mistakes in her writing, 
leaving punctuation out or not capitalizing proper nouns. Students “caught” her mistakes and 
corrected them on their papers. Use of the Picture It! activities in these ways gave students more 
opportunities for verbal expression, the opportunity to practice reading and writing, and the 
opportunity to receive feedback.   
 
Lessons and study guides for the ELL Readers are included in the back of the ELL Teaching 
Guide. The guide offers teaching suggestions for each reader to help introduce the text and build 
background knowledge before reading. It also provides examples of comprehension questions to 
use during student reading, with answers for the questions inside the back cover of each reader. 
Each reader also includes a worksheet that serves as a study guide with comprehension 
questions related to each story. As shown in Figure 4, teachers reported frequent use of the 
teaching suggestions and study guide worksheet associated with the readers. Questions in the 
study guide were useful for gauging comprehension as students moved through the story. The 
study guide to the readers was most often used after repeated individual and group readings of 
the associated ELL Reader, serving as a means of assessing student comprehension. A second-
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grade teacher commented that she “always uses the worksheet that goes with the reader only 
with the top two groups of students. With lower groups I ask questions verbally but don’t expect 
them to write.” 
 
Evaluators observed all of the teachers using the vocabulary activities and word cards from the 
ELL Teaching Guide. The word cards are presented in a single sheet with dotted lines between 
words. Teachers can copy this page and cut the words apart so that each student has copies of 
the words. In addition to the activities described previously where the word cards were used in 
conjunction with the poster, teachers used some of the activities suggested in the guide as well as 
some that they had created on their own. One teacher acquired a new student with little English 
toward the end of the school year. She found that it helped him if she wrote the Spanish 
equivalent of each word directly below the English word on the word cards.   
 
The first-grade teacher in the study always had the students cut the words out of the paper 
themselves, giving them a chance to interact in greater depth while building their newly acquired 
reading skills. She had the students spread the words across their desks and would call out one 
of the words and ask the students to find the word among their cards and hold it up. Once all of 
students found the word, she would ask them to give examples of sentences using the word. 
This was an opportunity to reinforce speaking skills, gauge comprehension, and reinforce proper 
grammar. This teacher was particularly effective in the use of proven strategies for ELL 
students. For example, during an observed lesson, the word cards included the words together and 
apart. She brought two students up to the front of the class and had them standing side-by-side 
to illustrate together and then moved them away from one another to illustrate apart. She also 
frequently used realia and pictures to support comprehension of new and unfamiliar words 
among the vocabulary word cards.   
 
The ELL Teaching Guide contains Multilingual Summaries that summarize each Reading Street 
unit reading selection. Three of the five teachers reported use of the Multilingual Summaries. A 
fourth teacher used the summaries only occasionally herself, but her classroom aide who worked 
with non-English speaking newcomers used them frequently. This teacher noted that, “Some 
kids don’t want the summaries. It is hammered into them that they have to speak English. And, 
some of the kids can’t read Spanish—they all speak it, but not all can read and write.” 
The fifth teacher did not use the summaries and provided no specific reason other than the fact 
that “there are so many materials; it’s impossible to use them all.”   
 
The three teachers who use the summaries regularly gave students copies in both English and 
Spanish to take home and share with parents. One commented, “If the students don’t have 
someone at home to practice English with, at least parents know what is going on in the 
classroom.”   
 
A District A teacher also used the Spanish summaries in class with non-English speaking 
newcomers and limited speakers who could read in their home language. She had them read the 
summaries aloud in Spanish. This teacher felt that this helped newcomers by drawing attention 
to Spanish-English cognates, allowed them to participate more in class, and built confidence in 
reading. Additionally, she saw the use of the Spanish summaries as a way for her to gauge a 
student’s level of literacy in their home language. This teacher also noted that having students 
read the summaries prior to reading the full reading selection in the main program was good for 
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previewing the story, allowing students to have an overall understanding of what the story would 
be about before reading it.  
 
Two of the teachers used the English version of the summaries as “read aloud” passages for 
their students and found them effective for fluency practice. During a site visit, one of these 
teachers had students working on different centers that included individual practice reading the 
Multilingual Summaries aloud to her as other students practiced writing and paired reading.   
This teacher used the summaries as an assessment tool. She had the students read the weekly 
summary to her each day. She timed the students on Monday as they read the passage and then 
again on Friday. She noted that by Friday students were reading the passage much more quickly 
and with fewer errors. She saw the repetition and practice with the same written piece as helpful 
in building fluency and confidence in reading.  
 
ELL Readers 
 
The ELL Readers are a selection of grade-level fiction and non-fiction stories related to the 
themes of the Reading Street program. To supplement the reading selection in the main program, 
there is a single ELL Reader for each week of a unit. On average, participating teachers reported 
using the weekly ELL Readers three days per week (Table 5). Teachers used the ELL Readers 
much like the posters as a means for stimulating discussion among the students as well as for 
providing practice in reading comprehension and fluency. Interviews and observations revealed 
that teachers typically introduced readers by having students look through the pictures and talk 
about what they thought the story would be about. Teachers frequently used the ELL Readers 
for shared reading, where students alternated reading passages or pages, and for reading to one 
another in pairs. After reading the stories, teachers guided discussions about the main ideas and 
events and asked students questions to check for comprehension. Teachers commented that 
they usually had students read the books several times before having them do the study guide 
activities from the ELL Teaching Guide. All teachers indicated that they used and liked the 
section in the back of the reader with questions for discussion and suggestions for writing and 
extending language.   
 
For each log entry, teachers responded to questions about use of the readers for small group 
instruction, whole group instruction, and/or individual instruction. Teachers indicated using the 
readers for small group instruction most frequently in a given week. In the case of District A, 
pullout classes contained between five and eight students, and therefore, small group instruction 
was essentially equivalent to whole class instruction. In District B, with larger class sizes (16 and 
18 students), teachers used the readers each week primarily in small group instruction while the 
remainder of the class engaged in other learning activities. District B teachers indicated no use 
for whole group instruction and used the readers for individual independent reading much less 
frequently than did District A teachers (87% versus 29% of use in a typical week).   
 
Each month, all five teachers reported using the ELL Readers for reading for comprehension. 
Additionally, teachers across districts reported using the ELL Readers for fluency and pre-
reading vocabulary, 95% and 81 % of the time, respectively. 
 
Teachers reported developing some of their own ideas for using the readers. These activities 
included acting out the stories using the sentences they had developed connected to the 
vocabulary words.   
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ELL and Transition Handbook  
 

Teachers reported on whether they had used articles and activities in the ELL and Transition 
Handbook each month. Table 6 presents the frequency of use of the materials and activities in 
the handbook. Across districts, the most frequently used activities included Vocabulary 
Strategies for Active Learners and Writing Instruction for ELL.   
 
 
Table 6. 
Average Frequency of Use of ELL & Transition Handbook Activities  

  
  

District 
A 

(n = 3) 

District 
B 

(n = 2) 
Districts A & B 

Combined  
Vocabulary Strategies for Active Learners 43.5% 64.3% 51.4% 
Writing Instruction for ELL 26.1% 78.6% 45.9% 
Phonics Transition Lessons 30.4% 57.1% 40.5% 
Grammar Transition Lessons 30.4% 50.0% 37.8% 
Retelling Record — 28.6% 10.8% 
Test-Taking Strategies Teaching Log — 14.3% 5.4% 
Language Proficiency/Literacy/Academic 
Profile — — 0.0% 
Anecdotal Records — — 0.0% 
Did not use handbook 34.8% 7.1% 24.3% 
 
As shown in Table 6, in a typical week teachers most frequently used the lessons and strategies 
for vocabulary, writing, phonics, and grammar. Overall, District B teachers tended to use the 
handbook more than did those in District A. District A teachers did not use the Story Retelling 
Assessment or Test-taking Strategies Teaching Log, whereas teachers in District B reported 
some use. In addition to using the lessons in the handbook, three teachers also accessed the 
articles related to ELL research. As noted, District B teachers were new to the Reading Street 
program including the ELL component. These teachers reported exploring the Reading Street 
materials to gain an understanding of how to incorporate as much of the program as possible 
where appropriate for their instruction.   
 
No teachers reported instances of using the student assessments in the ELL and Transition 
Handbook (Language Proficiency/Literacy/Academic profile or the Anecdotal Record). 
Teachers in District A indicated that the students’ classroom teachers were primarily responsible 
for assessing students, and that they tended to assess more “on the fly” by monitoring and 
providing feedback on students reading, comprehension, and speaking skills. District B teachers 
reported assessing students in a similar way in addition to using the embedded assessments in 
the Reading Street program.   
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Supplemental Materials 
 
Teachers were asked what if any materials they used to supplement the Reading Street ELL 
materials. Teachers reported using the Oxford Picture Dictionary, pictures, and realia most 
frequently, as well as games such as Word Bingo. Teachers also reported using the Internet to find 
additional phonics and grammar lessons to supplement what was found in the ELL and 
Transition Handbook.  
 
Teachers often used supplemental materials for low proficiency students. For newcomers, 
teachers used color and number charts and pictures in books and magazines to illustrate new 
vocabulary. For beginning speakers, one teacher used readers from lower grade levels or copied 
small booklets from another program with stories for emergent readers. Teachers also 
incorporated strategies and activities from SEI professional development classes.   
 
Two of the teachers reported that they supplemented English lessons with Spanish by providing 
Spanish words for the tested vocabulary and using a Spanish dictionary to provide a “bridge to 
create understanding of new vocabulary.” District A teachers also reported that they were 
getting computers in the classroom to enable them to use the Lexia program with their students. 
Lexia is a supplemental reading software program that allows students to work individually 
through self-paced lessons to aid in development of reading skills.   
 
 
CLASSROOM VIGNETTE AND STUDENT PROFILES  

 
 

 
The following section of the report presents a classroom vignette followed by two learner 
profiles.  The classroom vignette gives the reader an understanding of how teachers use the ELL 
materials in the classroom based on an actual lesson.  The student profiles present both a low 
proficiency and a high proficiency English language learner.  These profiles incorporate case 
study student observations and interviews, and provide a portrait of the type of learner in 
classrooms using the Reading Street ELL materials. 
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A Sample Lesson Using Reading Street ELL 
 

Seven second-grade students sit at a table looking at an ELL Poster taped to the blackboard at the front of the room that shows cowboys lassoing a cow and 
riding alongside a herd of cattle. During this pullout instructional time, the ELL specialist focuses on lesson elements from Unit 6, Week 4: Cowboys, and the 
ELL Reader What Does a Cowboy Do? As a reminder for students, she posts the essential question for the unit on the wall: “Why should we learn about 
cowboys?”  
 
The teacher, Mrs. Thomas,1 has word cards from the ELL Teaching Guide—campfire, herd, cattle, railroad, cowboy, trails, and galloped—and has brought in 
a picture representing each word. She begins by reviewing the vocabulary. She holds up each picture and has the students identify the word it represents.   
 
Mrs. Thomas: “Yesterday we read the story What Does a Cowboy Do? Who can tell me what this book is about?” 
Students are eager to take turns sharing what they know about cowboys from the book. All of the students have their hands up, and they are excited to 
speak. 
 
Maria: “It’s about cowboys and they take care of the cows—more than a hundred.” 
Jose: “Cattle, not cows.” 
Rosa: “They make the rope with a hole so they can catch the cow.” 
Jose: “They have something on their shoes.” He looks through the book to find the word spurs. He pronounces it “spores.” The teacher asks what the /ur/ 
phoneme sounds like, and he corrects his pronunciation. 
 
Mrs. Thomas: “We will re-read this book together and we will name the parts of the clothes. Let’s look at some vocabulary words and we will talk about the 
poster.” 
 
Mrs. Thomas: (Holds up a word card) “Let’s look at this word (cowboy). We have two little words.” 
Samuel: “It’s a compound word.”  
 
Mrs. Thomas tapes the word cowboy on the board and asks the students for other examples of compound words. Students take turns giving examples. 
They then go through all of the word cards, taping each in turn to the board next to the poster.  
 
Mrs. Thomas: “Let’s look at the poster. Use the words on the board to describe something you see in the poster. I see some hands up already.” 
 
The teacher allows the students to have an open discussion about cowboys based on the poster and the reading. Albert talks about what cowboys do—how 
they care for cows and take them to the market. This discussion continues with all students engaged in sharing, as the teacher monitors and adjusts 
grammar and pronunciation. They go through the word cards this way and talk about each word and what it means using the poster to shape their 
sentences. As students make a sentence with a vocabulary word, Mrs. Thomas takes the word and corresponding picture down and gives it to the student.  
As they speak, she encourages them, provides reinforcement, and helps them to correct their mistakes:   
Victor: “Cattles are in a group.” 
Mrs. Thomas: “The word cattle is plural. Cattle are in a group.” 
 
Albert:  “The galloped are running. 
Mrs. Thomas: “Gallop is a verb. The horse is running so fast; it is galloping.” 
Albert: “The gallops are running away.” 
Mrs. Thomas: “Cowboys gallop on their horses.” 
 
Jose: “I am going to be a cowboy.” 
Mrs. Thomas: “That’s a good sentence.” She hands him the word cowboy. 
 
Mrs. Thomas hands out the ELL Reader What Does a Cowboy Do? and students take turns reading aloud. She stops to ask questions about the story to 
check for comprehension. They spend some time talking about what a cattle drive is. This is something completely unfamiliar to the students in the class,  
and they are very interested. They talk about the pictures in the reader and the story they tell about rodeos, cowboy hats, and the work of cowboys.  
Students talk about how they can tell the black-and-white photos in the book are from the past. The teacher provides opportunities for all students to 
participate in the discussion. She elaborates on what they share, modeling proper grammar and pronunciation, and incorporating the new vocabulary into 
 her sentences.   
 
Students are so engaged in the reading that one of the boys is concerned that when his turn comes to read aloud, the others will have read all of the pages 
already. Mrs. Thomas reassures him that he can pick his favorite page in the story and read it for his turn. 
 
The lesson ends with the teacher asking the students to tell her one thing they learned today. All of the students raise their hands and are eager to speak. 
Each student tells something they learned about cowboys.   
 
___________________________________________ 
1Teacher and student names have been changed to protect their anonymity 
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Learner Profile:  A High Proficiency English Language Learner 

 
Alicia is a first grader with an engaging smile and a cheerful personality. She was born in Mexico, 
and she came to the US as a kindergarten student. Her family travels back and forth between the 
US and Mexico to visit family there. Her parents speak a little English, but Spanish is primarily 
spoken in the home. Her little sister, who is five, does not speak much English, so Alicia likes to 
play school with her because she says it is fun and it helps her sister to learn English. She says 
that when she plays with friends, even those who are Spanish speakers, she tries to speak mostly 
in English.  
 
Alicia is an eager student. She is attentive in class and quick to raise her hand when the teacher 
asks questions. Her teacher categorizes her as a high proficiency English language learner. When 
asked if she thinks it is important for her to learn to read and speak well in English, Alicia replies 
that it is “because I like learning a lot. I get all A’s and E’s on my report card and sometimes B’s.”   
 
Alicia likes to read books that have both pictures and words. She likes books about animals, 
ballerinas, and princesses. One of her favorite books is Cat in the Hat Comes Back because she 
thinks it is funny, and she likes that the kids in the story help their mom to clean up the house. 
She likes the ELL Readers because of the colorful pictures that tell a story. Alicia likes to write 
stories about animals “because they are cute.” She likes to talk and says that when her dog dies, 
she will get a new bunny. She talks about the new baby her family will have soon. She likes math 
and playing games when they are done with their work in class.  
 
Alicia’s classroom is a self-contained SEI classroom for English Language Learners. Alicia says that 
when she is learning something new, she likes it when the teacher works with the whole class 
rather than small groups because it helps her to hear the other children talk and pronounce 
words. She likes the ELL Posters because they have colorful pictures, and they tell a story. She likes 
to talk about the pictures and hear the other children talk about what they see: 
 
“I like when we get to talk about the story in the picture. The teacher points at things and we tell 
her what we think is happening. We talk about the setting for the poster and the characters or 
things we see. The teacher talks with us about the vocabulary words on the poster and we put 
them in sentences.”  
 
Alicia converses well and reads fluently. When tested in the fall of her kindergarten year, her 
English language proficiency was categorized as basic—midpoint on a scale of pre-emergent, 
emergent, basic, intermediate, and proficient. At the end of her first-grade year, she tested as 
proficient. She will be exited from the ELL program, and she will move to a regular classroom for 
her second-grade year.   
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Learner Profile:  A Low Proficiency English Language Learner 

 
Victor is a third-grade English language learner. He was born in the US, but he has lived off and 
on in Puerto Rico. His teacher confirms that he has moved around from school to school. At home, 
Victor’s family speaks Spanish, though his mom has a little English. He struggles with math and 
reading, and his teacher says that he has trouble even copying words when writing.   
 
Victor is in a regular third-grade classroom but participates in pullout instruction for 40 minutes of 
English language development in a class with five other students. He is sometimes distracted 
during class, and the teacher repeatedly tries to get him to focus on the task. When it is his turn 
to read aloud, he reads slowly and struggles with several of the words. He began third grade with 
a DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency score of 13 words correct per minute and ended the year with a 
score of 69, still well below benchmark, but markedly improved.  
 
Despite his academic struggles, he participates in class when the teacher calls on him. Stories and 
pictures tend to engage his attention. It is clear that he comprehends more than what he is able 
to express in writing or what his reading aloud evidences. During a reading of the ELL Reader, 
Squirrel Rescue, he asks the teacher why it is against the law to own wild animals, which 
stimulates a brief discussion among his classmates.   
 
During an activity where the teacher has put sentences on chart paper with missing vocabulary 
words from the ELL Teaching Guide, he correctly identifies the missing word valley. After filling in 
the correct word, she asks him to re-read the sentence. He has difficulty, and the teacher reads 
along with him. 
 
Victor says that when he does not know a word in a story, he asks his teacher or his mom at 
home. He does not feel confident about his ability to read and says it helps him when the teacher 
reads aloud and when the class works as a whole group. He likes books about animals and books 
about the ocean. 
 
The teacher gives the students the Multilingual Summaries from the ELL Teaching Guide that 
summarizes the week’s story from the main Reading Street program. She has the students take 
the summaries home in Spanish and in English so that they can read to their parents. Victor reads 
the Spanish summary aloud in class and reads more fluently than he does in English. The teacher 
feels this will help build his confidence in his reading abilities.   
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FEEDBACK ON THE READING STREET ELL MATERIALS 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teacher Ratings of Effectiveness of ELL Materials 
 
Each month, teacher were asked to rate the effectiveness of the various ELL materials on a five- 
point scale: “1” = completely ineffective, “2” = ineffective, “3” = neither ineffective nor 
effective, “4” = effective, and “5” = highly effective. Figure 5 presents the mean ratings for each 
of the ELL components across all administrations of the implementation log. 
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Figure 5. Mean ratings of effectiveness of the ELL materials. 

 
As shown in Figure 5, teachers across all sites and grade levels rated the ELL Posters highest, 
followed by the ELL Readers and the ELL Teaching Guide. The ELL and Transition Handbook 
was rated somewhat lower than the other components. Teacher and student interviews and 
classroom observations corroborated these findings. The following section will examine each of 
the ELL materials separately.  
 
Perceptions of ELL Materials 
 
ELL Poster 
 
As shown in Figure 5, teachers rated the ELL Posters as highly valuable (" = 4.86). When asked 
during interviews about which of the materials they felt were most effective, teachers 
unanimously chose the posters. Interviews with teachers and students and observations in the 
classrooms served to highlight the effectiveness of the ELL Posters for all English language 
learners across grade levels and across the spectrum of English language acquisition. When 

Key Questions: 
What are teachers’ perceptions of the quality and utility of the 
materials in meeting the needs of English language learners? 

 
What aspects of the ELL component are most useful in serving 

the ELL population? 
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asked about what strategies they found particularly effective with English language learners, all 
study teachers talked about the importance of pictures and the importance of giving students the 
opportunity to express themselves verbally. The ELL Posters effectively combine these 
strategies by opening up opportunities for verbal expression and by giving teachers a very 
concrete way of assessing student comprehension. One teacher stated, 
 

The poster is very effective. Visuals are very important for ELL students. They can look at 
the poster and describe things. I point out things from the poster talk-through, and sometimes 
students find things that are not in the story. Students really like the color and the detail in 
the poster. It gives them a lot of opportunities to describe things. [Teacher interview, May 
2008]. 

  
A second teacher echoed this: 
 

The posters are most useful. First, because it’s a picture, it opens up dialogue so they can 
speak. They all come with different ideas. That lets me see what vocabulary they have and 
sometimes we can substitute words for increasing vocabulary. Students sometimes see things I 
didn’t notice or have a different idea of what is going on. It lets us have an open dialogue. 
[Teacher interview, December 2007] 

 
Students were excited to see the new poster each week. During interviews, case study students 
were very animated when talking about why they liked the posters. They talked about the 
colorful scenes and the story that the pictures tell: 
 

We find out what is going on in the picture. I like them because the pictures are funny. I like 
to look at all the different things in the pictures—the drawings and colors. I like learning 
about things in the poster. [Student interview, March 2008] 
 
I like the pictures. You can see things, and they are fun because maybe there are funny things 
or a boy sleeping or doing something. The teacher asks what the people are doing and where 
they are. Sometimes we talk about whether the picture is real or not. [Student interview, 
April 2008] 
 
From a first-grade case study student:  
 
“I love them! They are pretty. The stories are happy. They are big so I can see stuff. The 
teacher tells us what is going on and then she asks us what we see.” [Student interview, 
April 2008] 

 
Teachers also talked about how the posters were helpful for building background knowledge and 
comprehension. Teachers often spent the first day with the poster talking about what students 
observed in the picture and incorporating lesson vocabulary. Having the tie between the picture 
and the vocabulary aided comprehension for all students. A first-grade student talked about how 
going up to the poster and finding the vocabulary words in the picture helps her to learn new 
words. A low proficiency second-grade student made a similar statement, saying simply, “the 
pictures help me learn.”   
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Students said that it was particularly helpful when the teacher put the vocabulary next to or 
directly on the poster so that they could “see” the words in the picture. They also enjoyed the 
opportunity to talk about the story told by each poster and the “game” of figuring out what is 
going on. A third-grade student stated, “It’s fun because you get to guess and then you hear the 
story. Sometimes I get the real story.”   
 
Evaluators observed the posters in use during nearly all site visits. Student engagement was very 
high when teachers used the posters. Students were eager to speak, point to things, label, and 
conjecture about the story. When observed in class, case study students from both high and low 
ends of the proficiency spectrum were actively engaged in learning associated with the posters. 
Newcomers could point to simple objects, colors, and animals in the scenes. Lower proficiency 
students formed simple sentences in response to teacher prompts and were able to identify the 
more concrete vocabulary words (those that named objects, people, and animals) more readily 
than concepts that involved actions such as gallop. Higher proficiency students elaborated on 
what they saw and often asked questions about the posters. Teachers commented that the 
flexibility the posters afforded for differentiating instruction was one of the strengths of this 
component. As one teacher noted, “Even low students are engaged by the poster because of the 
pictures. If they don’t know the vocabulary word, the poster has a very good visual for getting 
the idea.” The posters provided ways in which to further comprehension and speaking skills in 
all students.  
 
Teachers commented that they liked the way the poster activities are broken down into days so 
that there is a guide for using the posters from day to day. They also appreciated that the posters 
lent themselves to teacher-developed activities as well. Teachers also liked the poster talk-
through for the way it incorporates the tested vocabulary in a single passage.  
 
ELL Readers 
 
Teachers rated the effectiveness of the ELL Readers high (" = 4.56). Teachers particularly liked 
the variety of subjects and stories covered in the readers and the use of colorful pictures and 
photos. One teacher stated, 

They are learning about the bigger world and it is interesting to them. This helps them learn 
vocabulary because they want to talk about the story. The books are rich and have a lot of 
information. Some books are more interesting than others. Students are interested in reading 
about different cultures. They find this interesting because they can compare and learn about 
other cultures. They also like books about exciting events—going into space, technology, and 
computers. [Teacher interview, December 2007] 

 
Another teacher observed, 

They’re colorful and have lots of pictures, and the subject matter is varied. I like that they put 
labels on things in the pictures. It’s good that the readers carry the same theme as the main 
reading selection because it reinforces what they are reading. [Teacher interview, 
December 2007]  

 
A third teacher commented, “My kids love the ELL Readers. They are very well 
illustrated and engaging. Students can relate to the stories easily.”   
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Teachers liked the fact that everything is “right there” in the readers, including the section in the 
back that offers questions for comprehension and discussion and provides suggestions for 
writing and extending language. Teachers also noted that the readers are good for giving 
opportunities for prediction when students talk about the pictures before reading the story. 
Teachers also mentioned that the format of the books (short, accessible stories) lent themselves 
to repeated reading across the week to build fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary 
acquisition.  
 
Students liked the ELL Readers for many of the same reasons they liked the posters: for the 
colorful pictures, variety in subject matter, and the stories they presented. A third-grade case 
study student who is at an intermediate proficiency level talked about the readers this way: 
 

I like the pictures. If I don’t know the stories, the pictures help fill it out. I like how some are 
fantasy because fantasy makes me happy; it can be funny or serious. I like non-fiction because 
I can learn about stuff that can really happen. [Student interview, April 2008]   

 
This student also commented that she likes “how the pictures have words next to them so you 
can see what it is. It helps me learn.” A higher proficiency third-grader stated, 
 

They are easy to read and they have pictures, so I can understand good. The pictures are pretty. 
Sometimes I get confused between Spanish and English. I know a lot of the words, but 
sometimes I don’t know some. Reading together helps me learn new words. [Student 
interview, December 2007]. 

 
Several students also mentioned that they liked the subjects of the non-fiction stories because 
they helped them to understand how things work, for example, sending a letter, or because they 
liked learning about real-life people such as cowboys and inventors. One also commented that 
he liked the readers “because they are short, not chapters, and you get the story quick.”   
 
Teachers were mixed in their assessment of how well the readers worked across proficiency 
levels. Several teachers commented on the difficulty level of the ELL Readers, especially for 
beginning readers. Most teachers felt that the readers were most effective for students of 
intermediate and above proficiency levels. A District A teacher mentioned that of her two first-
grade classes (students that were not part of the study), one class did well with the readers and 
the other, with lower proficiency students, had difficulty with them. She also stated, 
“For beginning readers and speakers, some of the stories have too many words and are too 
difficult. These students need basic vocabulary, pictures, sound and letter recognition.” Another 
stated, “For lower level students, it may be a bit too much text. It gets “frightening” because 
they just don’t know it.” 
 
The two teachers in the self-contained SEI classrooms in District B tended to use the readers 
with their more proficient students. During observations, the second-grade teacher grouped 
students by reading ability for small group instruction. This teacher used the ELL Readers in 
reading groups with intermediate and higher proficiency students and switched to the Reading 
Street decodable readers or below-level readers for the lower proficiency students. The second-
grade teacher also used first-grade readers with lower proficiency second-grade students. Both 
District B teachers used the Reading Street above-level readers mostly by reading them aloud to 
students. The first-grade teacher commented that the on-level Reading Street readers were at the 
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right level for the majority of her students. She said, “I see some of the ELL Readers as a way to 
expose students to grade level vocabulary but not necessarily to read independently.” 
 
The District B first-grade teacher commented that she saw the ELL materials as an “add-on” to 
the Reading Street program, and therefore she used the components where they best suited her 
instruction, such as use of the ELL Readers for intermediate and higher students. She also used 
mixed-ability groups where she sometimes used the ELL Readers stating, “The point is not the 
reading level; it is language acquisition. Limited readers are included with higher kids to boost 
esteem and to hear the other kids use the language.” 
 
This teacher also commented that she felt that the many of the ELL Readers were more difficult 
than the below-level Reading Street readers were. She stated, “I wish the program had more 
below-level readers because they have a lot of repeated language. I wish there was more of that 
in the ELL components so that there is a lot of repetition.”  
 
The District A teachers who talked about the difficulty level of the ELL readers did not have 
access (during pullout instruction) to the Reading Street materials used by the students’ regular 
classroom teachers, including the leveled readers and decodable readers. Two of the three 
District A teachers commented that they would like to see the ELL Readers leveled to allow for 
differentiating instruction across proficiency levels. One noted, “The readers are more like an 
intermediate level. I use them for everyone because I don’t have any other options.”  
 
Case study students at intermediate or lower proficiency levels benefitted from repeated reading 
of the stories. During the preview phase of reader use, these students were able to use simple 
sentences to express what they saw in each picture. For example, during a picture walk of The 
Soccer Picnic, a lower proficiency case study student framed the sentence, “They’re putting away 
balls.” This student read slowly with difficulty from the readers during an early site visit. By 
year’s end, there was a marked improvement in her reading during shared reading activities. This 
student appeared engaged by the readers and stated that she liked books about animals and that 
she liked the pictures in the story, especially.   
 
Reading aloud as a group, teacher read-alouds and paired reading benefited lower proficiency 
students as they listened to others read. Students asked their partners to help them with 
unfamiliar words. Several teachers commented that they often brought in objects and realia, such 
as a variety of herbs while reading the story Nana’s Herb Garden, to help illustrate the concepts in 
the readers,  
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ELL Teaching Guide 
 
Overall, teachers felt that the ELL Teaching Guide was an effective component of the ELL 
materials and rated it highly (" = 4.27). Several commented that they found the Week at a 
Glance feature to be particularly helpful. One teacher commented that it “is good for planning 
and focusing on how to go about the lesson.” Another noted, “The Week at a Glance just makes 
sense. If they didn’t have it in there, I would organize things the same way.” This teacher also 
mentioned that the part of the planning table for incorporating the ELL and Transition 
Handbook always has the same directions about referencing appropriate grammar and phonics 
lessons. She felt it would be helpful if this section listed page numbers of exercises that would 
best tie to the weekly lesson. 
 
Teachers all used the Picture It! activities. They liked that the Picture It! activities tied to the 
themes in the ELL Readers and that they reinforced essential skills. A District A teacher 
commented, 
 

Picture It! is always working on some kind of skill. This is effective and is consistent with what 
they are doing in the classroom—reinforces classroom learning. Skills like compare/contrast, 
drawing conclusions, are all part of the state tests the students take, so it also helps with test prep. 
[Teacher interview, May 2008] 

 
Two teachers commented that they felt the Picture It! activities were too difficult for most 
students to do independently but felt they were effective for whole group instruction, especially 
as a means to practice writing skills.   
 
As noted previously, three of the teachers in the study used the Multilingual Summaries 
frequently. These teachers felt that the summaries were good for making school-to-home 
connections by allowing parents to know what their students were reading at school and to have 
the chance for non-English speaking parents to read with their children. For newcomers, the 
Multilingual Summaries provided a means for helping these students be a part of what was 
happening in class and incorporating them into the learning.  
 
Two of the District A teachers noted that with their increasing population of Arabic and 
Portuguese speakers, it would be helpful to have summaries for these languages in addition to 
the ones already in the guide.  
 
ELL and Transition Handbook 
 
As noted in the implementation section of this report, teachers tended to use the ELL and 
Transition Handbook less frequently than the other ELL materials. This is not surprising in that 
the posters and the readers are designed for repeated use over the course of the week, whereas 
the handbook supplies supplemental worksheets and lessons for phonics, grammar, vocabulary 
acquisition, and writing as needed. As shown in Figure 5, teachers rated the ELL and Transition 
Handbook as moderately effective (" = 3.45).   
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Teacher feedback about the ELL and Transition Handbook centered primarily on the amount of 
material offered. This was especially true for the District A teachers using the materials in a 
pullout instructional setting. These teachers commented that they would like to see more than a 
single page emphasizing a given skill or part of grammar. A District A teacher gave a typical 
comment concerning the need for more activities:  
 

There’s not enough work [on each skill]. There’s only one page of pronouns, for example. I used 
these more at the beginning of the year and then shied away because it wasn’t enough. It would be 
better if it was more of a workbook, with say five or six pages on nouns for example, that is 
ELL-based and maybe based on the stories and the posters tied to the vocabulary for the week. 
This would give them a lot of repetition through the entire week if say they tied the nouns to the 
poster and stories. It would give them more consistency. The materials are not bad; there just needs 
to be more. [Teacher interview, May 2008] 

 
Another commented, “It needs more things that have practice with phonics and vowels, and 
also with cognates in Spanish.” While most teachers felt that the level of worksheets was 
appropriate, one commented that some were too simple for her third-grade students. She tended 
to use the Extend Language section in the back of the readers more frequently for development 
of grammar and phonics skills.    
 
A District B teacher who uses all of the Reading Street program, including the ELL materials, 
commented that she did not tend to use the grammar and phonics activities because she found 
that there was enough built into the main program. She and the other District B teacher 
commented that time was a barrier to implementing the worksheets—that they used their 
instructional time with the main Reading Street materials and the ELL materials they found most 
useful such as the posters and readers.   
 
ELL Notes in the Reading Street Teacher’s Guide 
 
The classroom teachers in District B rated the ELL notes in the Reading Street Teacher’s Guide as 
very effective (" = 4.29). One teacher commented that the notes were very useful in helping her 
to recognize where students “may get tripped up before doing the lesson.” Both teachers 
commented that the notes were helpful because they were “right there” when they were 
planning the lessons and therefore easy to incorporate. District A teachers did not have access to 
the notes and therefore did not rate them.  
 
Adequacy of Reading Street ELL Materials for Students of Differing Proficiency 
 
Teachers were asked to rate the adequacy of the ELL materials in meeting the needs of students 
of differing proficiency levels on a five-point scale (1 = “very inadequate,” 2 = “inadequate,” 3 
= “neither adequate nor inadequate,” 4 = “adequate,” 5= “very adequate”). As shown in Figure 
6, teachers felt that the Reading Street ELL materials were adequate to very adequate for students 
above a beginning level of proficiency. Teachers rated the adequacy of materials as inadequate or 
very inadequate for low proficiency students 40% of the time on the implementation log surveys. 
Teachers felt the materials worked well for intermediate and early advanced/transitioning 
students, rating the materials as adequate or very adequate, 97% and 82% of the time, respectively.   
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Figure 6. Adequacy of materials in meeting the needs of students of differing abilities. 
 
 
Teachers clarified the survey findings during interviews. Much of the discussion of the 
inadequacy of materials for low proficiency students related to the difficulty level of the ELL 
Readers and the use of Picture It! and other writing opportunities. The first-grade classroom 
teacher in the study also commented more specifically on the level of the tested vocabulary and 
its integration with other program components, saying 
 

The high frequency words are becoming very difficult for them, as they seem to be based on the 
literature rather than on actual high frequency occurrence in children's reading. Sometimes, I go 
ahead and teach a phonics element when it comes up in a high frequency word such as know 
since neither the /kn/ or /ow/ were introduced before the word was used in a word list. I have 
found that there are also words used in the workbooks, which have sounds that have not yet 
been taught. For ELL students, this makes things hard since some do not have the ability to 
use context clues in English. [Teacher interview, May 2008] 

 
In contrast, the ELL Posters worked well for students of all levels because they could interact 
and learn from them no matter their level of spoken proficiency. Teachers also valued the 
posters because they provided flexibility in instruction, allowing them to adapt lessons involving 
vocabulary and writing for use with all students. For emergent speakers, the posters presented a 
visual and easily accessible tool for learning. All could point to things, find things, and label 
simple objects. Intermediate and advanced students could ask questions, develop sentences, and 
conjecture about the stories in the pictures. They were also more able to incorporate the tested 
vocabulary into sentences of their own.  
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Overall Perceptions 
 
Teachers in District A in pullout classrooms valued the Reading Street ELL component because it 
gave them a connection to the classroom teacher’s instruction that would not be there if they 
were working with materials, which were separate from the program. Students could make 
connections between what they were learning in the classroom and what they did during ELD 
instruction. One of the District A teachers put it this way: 
 

The huge strength is that it is reinforced multiple ways through the classroom and in pullout 
time. I don’t need to waste time building background because the foundation is laid in the 
classroom. What I do is continue the lesson in the classroom. [Teacher interview, May 
2008] 

 
Teachers in District B SEI classrooms noted that the ELL materials were “easy to use and quick 
to prepare” and integrated well with the other parts of the Reading Street program. The exception 
to this, according to one of the teachers, was when she found examples where the ELL 
Teaching Guide tested vocabulary emphasized different phoneme sounds than those in the main 
program components. She gave the example of tested vocabulary on the word cards and posters 
featuring the “ea” letter combination in words such as great, while at the same time, the main 
program was focusing on the “ea” combination in words such as eat.  
 
All of the teachers in the study indicated that they felt the materials were well aligned with their 
district and state standards for English language proficiency. As one teacher stated, “They’re 
right on. They follow along with standard curriculum. The materials align with ELL frameworks 
and standards for fluency and grammar.” Another stated, “I think the materials align well to 
standards. Some things are a little high for some students, but that’s not necessarily a bad thing.” 
 
Amount of Material  
 
Each month, teachers were asked to rate the amount of material offered in the ELL 
component as not enough, just right, or too much to cover. District A teachers, using the 
materials in a pullout instructional context, consistently indicated that the amount of 
material was either just right or not enough. In contrast, District B classroom teachers 
consistently indicated that there was too much material to cover. It is important to note 
that teachers in District B were using the Reading Street materials for the first time. They 
spoke on several occasions of how they were “trying to find their way” with all of the 
program components and found the amount of material a bit overwhelming at times:   
 

Our school instructional day is very short which makes it hard to get everything done. 
Sometimes, I have to carry over the end of one weekly lesson plans to the beginning of the 
next week. This is our first year with Reading Street; the materials arrived after school 
started, so we're just learning how to put all the different components together. 
[Teacher interview, May 2008] 

 
However, both District B teachers felt that the ELL materials offered them another set of 
resources for helping their students to increase their English language development and 
proficiency.   
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Several themes emerged when teachers were asked about how the ELL materials could be 
enhanced to meet instructional needs better. Across the study, teachers felt that the program was 
not meeting their needs for developing students’ writing skills. Teachers felt that there needed to 
be more writing practice built into the materials beyond what was available in the ELL Teaching 
Guide and in the ELL Readers. Teachers suggested that the ELL component would benefit 
from a writing workbook that incorporated strategies and practice for English language learners. 
One teacher commented that for higher proficiency students she would like to see in the 
program more writing with questions such as those in state assessments that ask students to 
construct essays. 
 
As noted previously, teachers would like to see more materials for newcomers and lower 
proficiency students. Suggestions related to this included providing leveled ELL readers for 
differing proficiency levels, including readers with simple and limited text and key vocabulary 
labeled as in the existing readers. Teachers also suggested that vocabulary word cards could be 
leveled by proficiency level while still tied to the posters and stories in the readers.    
 
Teachers would also like to see more examples of comprehension questions such as those in the 
back of the ELL Readers. To be most useful, these might include examples of questions for use 
with students of differing proficiency levels.   
 
Teachers also suggested adding more games to the program. Several teachers noted that word 
games are particularly engaging for their students. One noted, “Games help them solidify the 
concepts.”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key Question: 
How could the ELL component be enhanced to 
better meet teachers’ and students’ instructional 

needs? 
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At the beginning of the study, teachers attended one-day training on the Reading Street ELL 
materials. The focus of the training was on understanding how English language learners build 
language and, in turn, how the Reading Street ELL materials can support language development. 
Teachers found this to be an effective training for the nature and structure of the ELL 
component.    
 
Teachers felt that they had adequate training in the materials. They found the materials easy to 
implement and straightforward to incorporate into their lesson planning. However, one teacher 
indicated that she would like more training in the use of the assessments in the ELL and 
Transition Handbook. The lack of teacher use of the assessments indicates that all teachers may 
have been more inclined to use the assessments if they had received direct training in their use.   
 
Another teacher commented that she felt her skills were weakest in teaching writing to ELL 
students. She noted that lower proficiency students tend to struggle more with writing than 
reading and speaking. She felt she would benefit from training in how to foster the development 
of writing skills better through use of the Reading Street program, including the ELL materials.   
 
Successful strategies for instruction of English language learners include accessing prior 
knowledge, linking oral and written language with other forms of representation, bridging the 
school-home gap, and providing many opportunities for interaction (Waxman & Tellez, 2002). 
Study teachers who knew and applied effective pedagogy for ELLs tended to report greater 
satisfaction and student engagement with the materials. This suggests that further training that 
links use of the materials and effective pedagogy could serve to increase the effectiveness of the 
materials in meeting student needs.   
 

Key Question: 
Do teachers have the skills and resources they 

need to implement the ELL materials fully? What 
would improve teachers’ effectiveness in using the 

materials? 
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IMPACTS OF THE ELL MATERIALS ON STUDENT INTEREST 

 
 
To address summative evaluation questions regarding the impacts of the Reading Street ELL 
component on student language proficiency and on interest and motivation in reading, 
evaluators analyzed qualitative interview and observation data as well as quantitative measures of 
student learning gains. The following section of the report presents the findings related to these 
study questions.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Student Interest and Motivation  
 
As one way of assessing student interest and motivation, teachers rated their students’ levels of 
engagement with the Reading Street ELL materials. Teachers perceived the majority of students to 
be highly engaged in working with the ELL materials (see Figure 7).    
 
                  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7. Levels of student engagement with Reading Street ELL materials. 
 
Interviews with case study students revealed that they were interested in reading and working 
with the posters because of the variation in subject matter, the colorful presentation of the 
poster and reader illustrations, and the themes that draw on their interests. Nearly all of the 
students commented that the posters are “fun” and that they really enjoy “figuring out what is 
going on” in the colorful scenes.  Interviews and observations revealed that poster and reader 
stories that featured different cultures nature and natural phenomena, real-world stories of 
people and events are of particular interest to students.  Observations revealed that activities 
related to the posters engaged nearly every student.  This was evident in that they all showed an 
eagerness to participate in talking about the posters, and in learning more about the subjects 
depicted.   
 
 
 

Key Question: 
Does the ELL component positively impact 
student interest and motivation in reading and 
language acquisition?  

9%

25%

66%

Low 

Average

High 



!
A Study of Pearson’s Reading Street ELL Component: Final Report - 37 - 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, LLC 
September 29, 2008!

Teachers agreed that the materials, particularly the posters and readers, fostered interest and 
enthusiasm for learning as the stories stimulated students’ curiosity about the scenes and stories.  
With respect to the posters, one teacher commented, “Students like working with the posters, 
especially the first day. At the end of the week, they can show what they know and can share 
with others what they know.” Teachers commented that students are motivated by these 
opportunities for verbal expression and sharing where they can build confidence in their 
language proficiency skills. A single teacher commented that she did not see as much interest 
attributed to the reading, especially if the stories were not about things with which her students 
had an everyday connection.  
 
 
IMPACTS OF THE ELL MATERIALS ON STUDENT LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Teacher Perceptions of the Impacts of the ELL Materials  
 
When asked about the impacts of the Reading Street ELL materials on student language 
development, teachers felt that the materials positively affected students’ oral language 
acquisition, vocabulary development, and reading skills.   
 
All of the teachers indicated that the Reading Street ELL materials in conjunction with the rest of 
the program are contributing to vocabulary development. Repetition of the vocabulary across 
the entire Reading Street program, including the ELL materials, fosters long-term learning for 
ELLs. A teacher stated,  
 

The books are all connected. They use same kinds of words every week. Students keep seeing the 
same words, even while learning something new. They incorporate the words into their 
vocabulary. There is a lot of reinforcement of concepts. The vocabulary is not just random words; 
they tie to the story and the bigger picture. [Teacher interview, May 2008] 

 
Another commented, “They are learning new vocabulary that they wouldn’t get otherwise. They 
can use the new words in a sentence.”   
 
Teachers talked of how students were retaining and applying vocabulary to new lessons. One 
commented, “Students are using the vocabulary from the word cards in their speech. They go 
back and review; they carry vocabulary from past posters into new posters.” A case study 
student characterized by her teacher as high intermediate “has more vocabulary now, and it makes 
it easier for participating in conversation in the classroom. She understands everything and can 
answer any question.” A low proficiency case study student “grabs on to certain vocabulary 
words and uses them.” 
 

Key Question: 
Can the ELL materials be attributed to improving 

student language acquisition and language 
proficiency? 
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With respect to reading, teachers agreed that the ELL materials contributed to the program to 
help students gain proficiency in reading fluency. One stated, “They are reading better. They’re 
able to pronounce the words and read faster. I’m seeing it from the DIBELS–constant repetition 
of summaries and readers is helping with their fluency.” Another talked of a quiet intermediate 
proficiency student who is “reading more in class and is reading louder.”  
 
Teachers felt that the Reading Street ELL materials were particularly successful in fostering oral 
language development among students. When asked about how the materials impacted language 
acquisition, one teacher said this:  
 

They love to talk. The posters help them speak. They are very good conversation starters. 
[Students] always remember something from their own life. They like to share their stories. They 
know things from their own countries that they like to share. Even kids who don’t speak well, 
they really try to share; they use gestures. They all help each other, so if somebody doesn’t know 
how to say a word, other students help–either in English or own language. [Teacher interview, 
May 2008] 

 
Another commented, “The posters are especially good for giving students practice in language. 
They’re especially good for extended language words, for example, depart and route.” With respect 
to the progress made by a low proficiency case study student, her teacher said, “Her vocabulary 
has developed greatly. She can identify things on poster when before, she couldn’t talk about 
things. The program worked well for her with a lot of pictures and vocabulary.”  
 
Teachers also commented that the materials help with comprehension skills such as compare 
and contrast, getting the main idea, and understanding fiction vs. non-fiction. One noted, “They 
have learned to look on the back of the book to see genre. They can find the main ideas.” 
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English Language Proficiency Assessment Results 
 
For each of the two districts, evaluators analyzed student assessment data to determine whether 
students gained in English language proficiency (ELP) over the course of the school year in 
which students they used the Reading Street ELL materials. For District A, these analyses involved 
examining changes in participating students’ proficiency levels for the following sub-sections of 
the MELA-O assessment:  comprehension, fluency, vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 
For District B, AZELLA results were examined both by proficiency levels for Grade 1–2 and by 
comparisons of scale scores for second-grade students. For District B, analyses involved 
examining changes in student proficiency levels on the AZELLA and the comparison of second-
grade scale scores on AZELLA sub-tests.   
 
District A: MELA-O Results 
 
The MELA-O measures proficiency in both comprehension (listening) and production 
(speaking). Using a scoring rubric, a qualified MELA-O administrator assesses each LEP 
student's listening and speaking skills while observing him/her in the classroom performing 
academic tasks and interacting with the teacher and other students. Students are classified as 
Level 0 (no demonstrated proficiency) through Level 5 (proficient) for each sub-category of the 
MELA-O. Participating student proficiency levels were compared from the spring 2007 
administration to the spring 2008 administration of the assessment to understand changes in 
student proficiency over the course of the 2007–2008 school year while they were exposed to 
the Reading Street program, including the ELL materials.   
 
A comparison of the numbers of students in each proficiency level reveals a shift in distribution 
of participating students toward higher proficiency in all of the English language proficiency 
sub-categories assessed by the MELA-O. The following series of figures (Figures 8a through 12 
b) shows the movement of participating students across the study year. 
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Comprehension 
 
Figures 8a and 8b show the distribution of second- and third-grade study students by proficiency 
level for the comprehension sub-test of the MELA-O for the spring 2007 and spring 2008 
assessment periods. As shown in these figures, there was an overall shift in distribution toward 
higher proficiency levels for both groups of students. The percentage of second-grade students 
classified as Level 1 or 2 for comprehension decreased from 20% to 6% over the course of the 
school year. Conversely, the percentage of students classified as Level 4 or 5 in comprehension 
increased from 50% to 63%. For third-grade students, the percentage of Level 4 and 5 students 
increased from 50% to 66%. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                               

     
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8a. Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 and 
2008 comprehension levels (n = 30).  

Figure 8b. Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 and 
2008 comprehension levels (n = 18).  
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Fluency 
 
Figures 9a and 9b show the distribution of second- and third-grade study students by proficiency 
level for the oral language fluency sub-test for the spring 2007 and spring 2008 assessment 
periods. As a group, students moved into higher proficiency levels for fluency over the course of 
the school year. The percentage of students classified as Level 1 or 2 decreased from 27% to 
10% for second-grade students. A single third-grade student was classified as Level 0 in spring 
of the 2007 year. This student moved up a proficiency level by the next spring’s testing. The 
percentage of students classified as Level 4 or Level 5 for fluency increased from 37% to 63% 
for second-grade students and from 33% to 50% for third-grade students.  

                  
                                      

                                                                   
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9a. Comparison of current Grade 2 2007 
and 2008 fluency levels (n = 30).   

Figure 9b. Comparison of current Grade 3 2007 
and 2008 fluency levels (n = 18).   
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Vocabulary  
            
Figures 10a and 10b show the distribution of second- and third-grade study students by 
proficiency level for the vocabulary sub-test of the MELA-O. As shown, the shift in distribution 
of students to higher proficiency levels was more marked in second-grade students than in third-
grade students. The percentage of second-grade students classified as Level 1 or 2 decreased 
from 20% to 10%, while the percentage of Level 4 and 5 students increased from 30% to 50%. 
There was little change in distribution of third-grade students for the vocabulary proficiency 
levels, although it should be noted that only one student began the year with less than 
intermediate proficiency in this area.  

                                                                              
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10a. Comparison of current Grade 2 
2007 and 2008 vocabulary levels (n = 30).  

Figure 10b. Comparison of current Grade 3 
2007 and 2008 vocabulary levels (n = 18).  
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Grammar  
 
Students in second and third grades gained proficiency in grammar across the year of using the 
Reading Street program, including the ELL component. Figures 11a and 11b present the 
distributions of students by proficiency level for the grammar sub-test of the MELA-O. For 
second-grade students, the percentage of students classified as Level 1 and 2 decreased from 
30% to 20%, while the percentage of Level 4 and 5 students increased from 20% to 37%. No 
third-grade students were classified as Level 5 for grammar. The majority of third-grade students 
began the year as Level 3 or Level 4. By the end of the school year, the percentage of Level 4 
students increased from 83% to 94%.  

                                           
 

                               
 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 11a. Comparison of current Grade 2 
2007 and 2008 grammar scores (n = 30).  

Figure 11b. Comparison of current Grade 3 
2007 and 2008 grammar scores (n = 18).  
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Pronunciation 
 
Figures 12a and 12b show the shift in distribution of students by proficiency level for the 
pronunciation sub-test of the MELA-O. For pronunciation proficiency, the greatest increase in 
pronunciation proficiency occurred for second grade where the percentage of Levels 4 and 5 
students increased from 30% to 60%.   
 
 
     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12a. Comparison of current Grade 2 
2007 and 2008 pronunciation scores (n = 30).  

Figure 12b. Comparison of current Grade 3 
2007 and 2008 pronunciation scores (n = 18).  
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To summarize, District A students gained English language proficiency over the course of the 
year that they were exposed to the Reading Street program, including the ELL materials. Second-
grade students moved to higher proficiency levels in fluency, vocabulary, and pronunciation to a 
greater extent than third-grade students did. Increase in higher proficiency levels was greatest in 
the areas of fluency and pronunciation.   
 
District B: AZELLA Results 
 
Students receive a score on the AZELLA for oral language, reading, and writing, and an overall 
score for English language proficiency. Based upon scores, students are classified as pre-
emergent, emergent, basic, intermediate, or proficient for each sub-skill and given an overall 
proficiency classification.   
 
Paired sample t-tests were conducted using scale scores (the basis for determining proficiency 
levels) to examine changes in second-grade student proficiency over the course of the year they 
were exposed to the Reading Street program, including the ELL materials.4 Analyses revealed that 
second-grade students made significant gains over the course of the year in all sub-skills as well 
as in overall English language proficiency (Table 7). Effect sizes were large across all sub-tests 
and in overall proficiency. Note that while significant gains are shown, due to the small sample 
size (n = 16), these findings should be interpreted with caution. 
 
 
Table 7. 
Paired Samples t-Tests of AZELLA Scores for Grade 2 Students 

AZELLA Skill  n 

Pre-/Post-
Mean 

Difference SD t Value df p Level 

 
Cohen’s 

d 

Oral 16 27.56 23.852 4.622 15 <0.0001 
 

1.36 

Reading  16 79.87 56.819 5.623 15 <0.0001 2.26 

Writing 16 52.44 21.759 9.640 15 0.001 1.61 

Overall 
Proficiency 16 42.69 18.604 9.178 15 0.001 2.32 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 Evaluators did not conduct similar analyses for participating first-grade students because their previous year’s 
testing for the AZELLA occurred at the beginning of kindergarten. Therefore, their spring 2008 AZELLA scores 
represented growth from both kindergarten and first grade combined—a period beyond that of the study period. 
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The shift in distribution of second-grade students from lower to higher English proficiency 
levels over the school year is clearly illustrated. With respect to oral language, all second-grade 
students began and ended the year classified as proficient. On the other sub-tests, however, 
many began as basic or lower and moved to higher proficiency over the course of the year. As 
shown in Figure 13, the majority of students were classified as beginning in reading at the start 
of the school year. By the end of the school year, nine students (56%) were classified proficient.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As shown in Figure 14, there was a marked shift to higher proficiency in writing for second-
grade students over the course of the school year. At the start of the year, all students were 
classified as basic or below in writing. By the end, 75% were classified as intermediate or 
proficient.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 13. Comparison of second-grade Grade 2 student proficiency levels for the 
AZELLA reading sub-test from 2007 to 2008 (n = 16). B = basic, I = intermediate, 
P = proficient. 

Figure 14. Comparison of Grade 2 student proficiency levels for the AZELLA 
writing sub-test from 2007 to 2008 (n = 16). PE = pre-emergent, E = emergent,  
B = basic, I = intermediate, P = proficient. 
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For students to exit the ELL classroom and mainstreamed into regular classes, they must be 
classified as English language proficient based on performance on all sub-tests of the AZELLA. 
At the start of the 2008 school year, three participating second-grade students (19%) were 
classified as basic, while 81% were classified as intermediate (see Figure 15). By the end of the 
year, 44% were classified intermediate and 56% were classified as proficient, and they will enter a 
mainstream classroom for the third-grade year. These findings illustrate great gains in proficiency 
for this group of students over the course of the year using the Reading Street program and the 
ELL materials. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 15. Comparison of Grade 2 student overall proficiency 
classification on the AZELLA from 2007 to 2008 (n = 16).  
B = basic, I = intermediate, P = proficient. 
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First-grade student AZELLA data are presented descriptively in Figures 16 through 19. As 
shown in Figure 16, 95% of first-grade students tested as orally proficient by the end of the first-
grade year. However, the majority of students (58%) were categorized as basic in reading and in 
writing (Figures 17 and 18). 
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As shown in Figure 19, by the end of the school year, the majority of first-grade students (74%) 
tested as intermediate for their overall English language proficiency. A single student was tested 
as basic, and four (21%) first-grade students were classified as proficient. The four proficient 
students will be exited from the SEI classroom and moved to a regular classroom for their 
second-grade year.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                     Figure 19. Grade 1 AZELLA overall proficiency levels (n = 19). 
                     B = basic, I = intermediate, P = proficient. 

Figure 16. Grade 1 AZELLA oral sub-test 
proficiency levels (n = 1). I = intermediate,  
P = proficient. 
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Figure 17. Grade 1 AZELLA reading sub-test 
proficiency levels (n = 19). E = emergent,  
B = basic, I = intermediate, P = proficient. 

Figure 18. Grade 1 AZELLA writing sub-test proficiency 
levels (n = 19). E = emergent, B = basic, I =intermediate.  

1

14

4

0

2
4

6
8

10

12
14

16

Basic Intermediate Proficient

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
S

tu
d

en
ts



!
A Study of Pearson’s Reading Street ELL Component: Final Report - 49 - 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, LLC 
September 29, 2008!

 
To summarize, second-grade students made statistically significant gains in English language 
proficiency during the school year where they were using the Reading Street program, including 
the ELL materials. This is evidenced not only through comparisons of scores on the AZELLA, 
but also through the fact that nine of the sixteen students became proficient enough to exit from 
the self-contained classroom for the following school year. While it is not possible to examine 
isolated changes student proficiency for first-grade students for the 2007–2008 using AZELLA 
scores, it is notable that four of the sixteen students scored proficiently to warrant exiting from 
the self-contained classrooms.  
 
Reading Assessment Results 
 
Teachers assessed their students on reading progress over the course of the year using the 
DIBELS assessment in District A and the AIMSweb assessments in District B. Both 
assessments measure reading fluency rates by having students read a passage of text aloud for 
one minute while the administrator of the test records the number of words read correctly. In 
addition to oral reading fluency, first-grade students in District B were assessed on early literacy 
skills, including nonsense word fluency and phoneme segmentation fluency.   
 
District A: DIBELS Results 
 
Second- and third-grade District A students were assessed using the DIBELS Oral Reading 
Fluency (ORF) test in the beginning, middle, and end of the school year. Figure 20 shows the 
mean scores for second- and third-grade students across the study period. As shown in the 
figure, students made large gains in reading fluency over the course of the school year. Mean 
scores for second-grade students increased by 46.8 points over the course of the year, while 
mean scores for third-grade students increased by 36.9 points. End-of-year benchmarks for 
DIBELS testing are 90 words per minute for second-grade students and 110 words per minute 
for third-grade students. These benchmarks may be much more difficult for English language 
learners to achieve. Study student scores for oral reading fluency approached benchmarks (" = 
81.0 words per minute and " = 96.6 words per minute for second- and third-grade students, 
respectively).    
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 20. Mean DIBELS scores for study participants 

for beginning, middle, and end of the school year.   
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Evaluators conducted paired sample t-tests to examine gains in DIBELS ORF scores from 
pretest to posttest for participating District A students. Table 8 presents the results from these 
analyses, including effect size calculations. Second- and third-grade students who participated in 
the Reading Street program experienced significant gains in oral reading fluency. Effect sizes were 
large for both second-grade (d = 2.25) and third-grade students (d = 1.03). It should be noted 
that due to the small sample size of third-grade students, results should be interpreted with 
caution.   
 
Table 8.   
Paired Samples t-Tests of DIBELS Scores for District A Students 

 
Measure n 

Pre-
/Post- 
Mean 

Difference
 

SD 
 

t Value 
 

df
 

p Level 

ES 
(Cohen’s 

d) 

Grade 2 
ORF 

33 46.76 16.70 16.086 32 <0.0001 2.25 

Grade 3 
ORF 

17 36.94 21.14 7.204 16 <0.0001 1.03 

 
 
 
A third way of looking at gains in fluency across the study year is by examining the percentage of 
students considered to be at low, some, or high risk in reading as categorized by DIBELS ORF 
scores. As seen in Figures 21a and 21b, the percentage of second-grade students considered high 
risk decreased from 36% to 27% from the beginning of the school year to the end, while those 
who benchmarked (low risk) increased from 24% to 40%.   
      
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 21a. Categories of risk for Grade 2 students—
fall 2007. 

Figure 21b. Categories of risk for Grade 2 students—
spring 2008. 
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Analysis revealed similar results for third-grade students (Figures 22a and 22b). The percentage 
of third-grade students considered to be at high risk in reading decreased from 47% to 24% by 
the end of the school year, while the percentage of those who benchmarked increased from 29% 
to 40%. 

           
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
District B: AIMSweb Results 
 
The first-grade teacher assessed students in District B on early literacy skills using the AIMSweb 
Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) test and the Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) test. 
Nonsense word fluency and phoneme segmentation are means of assessing students’ reading 
readiness. She administered the AIMSweb NWF at the beginning, middle, and end of the school 
year and administered the PSF at the beginning and middle of the school year. To assess newly 
acquired reading skills, first-grade students were given the AIMSweb Oral Reading Fluency 
(ORF) assessment at the middle and end of the school year.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 22b. Categories of risk for Grade 3 students—
spring 2008. 

Figure 22a. Categories of risk for Grade 3 students—
fall 2007. 
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Figure 23 presents mean scores for NWF for the beginning, middle, and end of the school year. 
Nonsense word fluency assesses students’ ability to link written code with common sounds. 
Mean scores in nonsense word fluency increased by 24.5 points from beginning to end of the 
school year. Mean scores for phoneme segmentation, which assesses students’ ability to hear 
individual sounds in words, increased by 13.6 points from beginning to middle of the school 
year (see Figure 24).   
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As first-grade reading skills developed, students were assessed on reading fluency at the middle 
and end of the school year. Mean scores on the AIMSweb ORF increased by 14.4 words per 
minute from the middle to the end of the school year (see Figure 25).   
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 23. First-grade AIMSweb NWF mean scores for 
the beginning, middle, and end of the year.  

Figure 24. First-grade AIMSweb PSF mean scores for the 
beginning and middle of the year.  

Figure 25. First-grade AIMSweb ORF mean scores for 
the middle and end of the year.  
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The second-grade District B teacher assessed her students with the AIMSweb ORF test in the 
beginning, middle, and end of the school year. Figure 26 shows the mean scores across the study 
period. As shown in the figure, students increased their reading fluency by 39.7 words per 
minute from the beginning to the end of the school year while using the Reading Street program 
and the ELL materials.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluators conducted paired sample t-tests to examine gains in AIMSweb scores from pretest to 
posttest for participating District B students. Table 9 presents the results from these analyses, 
including effect size calculations. First- and second- grade students who participated in the 
Reading Street program experienced significant gains in reading skills with large effect sizes.    
 
Table 9. 
Paired Samples t-Tests of AIMSweb Scores for District B Students 

Measure n 

Pre-
/Post- 
Mean 

Difference SD t Value df p Level
ES 

(Cohen’s d)

Grade 1 NWF 18 24.50 12.47 8.334 17 <0.0001 1.65 

Grade 1 PSF 18 13.56 11.723 4.906 17 <0.0001 0.88 

Grade 1 ORF 18 14.39 7.122 8.572 17 <0.0001 0.94 

Grade 2 ORF 16 39.62 19.03 8.329 15 <0.0001 1.41 

 
End-of-year mean AIMSweb scores for all tests across the two study classrooms were below the 
50th percentile. However, this is not surprising given that students in the study are English 
language learners. Mean scores incorporated students ranging from those with very limited 
English to those approaching English language proficiency. It is clear, however, that significant 
gains in reading fluency were attained over the study period for students in District B. 
 

Figure 26. Second-grade AIMSweb ORF mean scores for 
the middle and end of the year.  
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In summary, students in classrooms using the Reading Street program, including the ELL 
materials, made significant gains in reading skills and in English language development over the 
course of the study period. This was true for students in both pullout classrooms and in self-
contained SEI classrooms.  
 
 
CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONNSS  

 
 
This study examined the utility and effectiveness of the Reading Street ELL component. The study 
looked at the use of the materials in two different instructional settings: pullout vs. self-
contained Structured English Immersion classrooms. The materials worked well in both 
instructional settings, and were appropriate for both types of instruction as a part of the Reading 
Street program.   
 
For the teachers in the pullout classrooms, the ELL materials provided a link to students’ 
classroom learning through the connections to the themes in the main Reading Street program. 
The materials worked well to reinforce concepts presented by the classroom teachers.  The ELL 
materials provided additional skill building in language acquisition, vocabulary development, and 
reading fluency, allowing for the repetition and additional practice needed by English language 
learners. 
 
For teachers of students in self-contained ELL classrooms, the materials offered a set of 
resources to integrate into their instruction with the main Reading Street program.  These teachers 
viewed the ELL materials as a way of adding to their “toolbox” of materials, strategies and 
lessons to support English language development.  
 
The Reading Street ELL materials are a useful component of the Reading Street program for the 
support of instruction for English language learners. Teachers find the materials to be 
particularly effective in supporting oral language development, vocabulary development, and in 
engaging student interest and motivation in reading and speaking. The materials are valued as a 
means of reinforcing, for English language learners, the reading skills and vocabulary 
development of the main program.   
 
Teachers emphasized that all students benefit from repetition and repeated practice, but that this 
is especially true for those who are developing their English language skills as they are learning 
to read and write. The Reading Street ELL materials afford additional practice in essential language 
skills for English language learners.   
 
The colorful pictures and varied subject matter of the ELL Posters and the ELL Readers engage 
student interest and foster oral expression as students talk about, conjecture, and make sense of 
the stories they tell. The posters are especially valuable for differentiating instruction for English 
language learners and work well for students from pre-emergent to transitioning levels of 
proficiency. They offer teachers a variety of ways to engage students and are particularly 
effective for helping students to develop and enhance vocabulary skills through labeling and 
talking about the stories reflected in the scenes. Picture It! reinforces essential skills such as 
compare/contrast, sequencing, and story mapping. Multilingual summaries are valued for their 
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school-to-home connections and for offering students who can read in their home language a 
means of making sense of the story in the readers while developing reading skills in English. 
 
The study revealed ways in which the Reading Street ELL materials might be enhanced to make 
them more useful to teachers of ELLs.  Teachers saw the ELL Readers as most effective for 
students of intermediate and above English language proficiency. Teachers felt that beginning 
proficiency students would benefit from lower levels of readers that used very simple sentences 
and labeled vocabulary while still using the same engaging pictures and stories.   
 
The ELL and Transition Handbook may be enhanced by providing more opportunities for 
practice of grammar and phonics, especially for those using the materials in pullout instruction 
who may not have access to the materials in the main Reading Street program.   
 
Teachers also suggested that increased opportunities for writing practice would make the 
materials more effective for their students. More opportunities for writing could be built into the 
readers, posters, and in the ELL Teaching Guide for use with English language learners.   
 
In conclusion, ESL teachers are actively implementing the Reading Street ELL materials and find 
them to be helpful in developing language skills in their English language learners. Student 
assessment results show that while in classrooms using the Reading Street program, including the 
ELL materials, students are making gains in reading skills and in English language development, 
especially in oral language fluency. 
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