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About this Report

As it has throughout its 13-year history, the 2009 edition of Education Week's annual Quality Counts report continues to track state
policies across key areas of education and maintains the cradle-to-career framework launched in 2007. For the first time, the 2009
installment of Quality Counts investigates English-language learners as its special focus. Using a combination of in-depth journalism
from the Eaducation Week newsroom and original data and analysis from the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, the report
examines the conditions of English-language learners in the nation’s public schools, their academic performance, the educational
programs that serve them, and the policy strategies being mounted by state and federal policymakers to better meet the unique needs
of this diverse and growing group of students.

The production of Quality Counts 2009, supported by the Pew Center on the States, involved mobilizing an extensive research effort
focusing on English-language learners (ELLs). As part of that work, the EPE Research Center surveyed the education agencies of all 50
states and the District of Columbia about English-language learners, conducted original analyses using large national databases like the
U.S. Department of Education’s Common Core of Data and the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, and compiled,
systematized, and analyzed a wealth of information from federal documents, government reports, and independent studies. Although
much of that research appeared in the pages of Quality Counts and in a series of supplementary State Highlights Reports available
online, those publications did not provide a sufficient venue for presenting the full range of research and analysis available on English-
language learners.

This report—Perspectives on a Population: English-Language Learners in American Schools—offers the most comprehensive, data-
driven examination to date of ELL students and youths in the United States. Drawing predominantly on original data and analysis from
the EPE Research Center, each of the report’s five main sections examines a critical dimension that defines the experiences of English-
learners.

Profiling a Population offers an extensive demographic portrait of ELLs, including: their socioeconomic background,
characteristics of the school systems that serve them, geographical concentration of and shifts in the ELL population, and the
immigration patterns that drive much of its growth.

Policies and Programs examines the ways in which states identify students for ELL services, the types of language-
instructional programs offered, policies that aim to expand and strengthen the workforce of qualified teachers for ELLs, and
the professional development provided to educators to better serve the ELL population.

Attaining English Proficiency details the tests states use to assess the progress of ELL students in acquiring proficiency
with the English language and provides results on the percent of ELL students in each state who are making progress,
attaining proficiency, and qualifying to exit ELL services.

Performance and Accountability focuses on the achievement of ELL students in the core academic areas of mathematics
and reading, comparing their performance to that of their non-ELL peers. This section also provides information on the types
of testing accommodations that states offer to ELL students to more accurately assess their academic performance and on
the ways in which ELL students factor into federal accountability under the No Child Left Behind Act.

Funding the Education of English-Learners explores state-specific funding for educational services targeting English-
language learners through federal Title 111 dollars as well as state-generated funding from formula-based and categorical
sources.

The research presented in the report is largely descriptive and aims to present readers with the most accurate and up-to-date
information available on a wide range of topics associated with the education of English-language learners in this nation. We hope that
Perspectives on a Population will prove to be an informative and constructive resource for policymakers, educational leaders, and
researchers concerned with this important student population.

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center
January 2009
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1.1
A Growing Population of English-Language Learners

Nationwide enrollments of English-
language learners increased by

18 percent from 2000 to 2005.
During the 2005-06 school year,
public K-12 schools in the 50
states and the District of Columbia
educated a total of 4.5 million ELL
students, comprising 9 percent of
the total student population.

Percent ELL enroliment
2005-06
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SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009.
Analysis of data from the Common Core of
Data, National Center for Education Statistics,
U.S. Department of Education.
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1.2

Enroliment of English-Language Learners by State, 2005-06

Total stude|
enrollment enrollment ES percent of state | as percent of U.S. | (ELL enrollment)

Alabama 743,629 16,550 2.2% 0.4%
Alaska 133,403 20,743 155 0.5 29
Arizona 1,094,454 174,856 16.0 3.9 5
Arkansas 474,206 20,709 4.4 0.5 30
California 6,312,103 1,571,463 24.9 35.2 1
Colorado 779,826 99,797 12.8 2.2 7
Connecticut 575,058 29,789 5.2 0.7 26
Delaware 120,937 5,919 4.9 0.1 42
District of Columbia 75,763 5,001 6.6 0.1 44
Florida 2,675,024 221,705 8.3 5.0 3
Georgia 1,598,461 86,615 5.4 1.9 8
Hawaii 182,818 18,106 9.9 0.4 33
ldaho 261,205 18,184 7.0 0.4 32
lllinois 2,125,902 161,734 7.6 3.6 6
Indiana 1,035,074 56,510 5.5 1.3 17
lowa 483,482 15,156 3.1 0.3 36
Kansas 467,916 24,671 5.3 0.6 28
Kentucky 679,621 10,138 1.5 0.2 39
Louisiana 654,146 12,006 1.8 0.3 38
Maine 195,501 3,353 1.7 0.1 45
Maryland 860,021 31,416 3.7 0.7 23
Massachusetts 971,909 51,618 5.3 1.2 18
Michigan 1,740,476 65,419 3.8 15 12
Minnesota 839,242 57,831 6.9 1.3 16
Mississippi 494,654 2,859 0.6 0.1 47
Missouri 916,999 18,745 2.0 0.4 31
Montana 145,416 6,711 4.6 0.2 41
Nebraska 286,646 17,449 6.1 0.4 34
Nevada 413,253 63,856 155 1.4 14
New Hampshire 205,767 2,816 1.4 0.1 48
New Jersey 1,391,836 50,515 3.6 1.1 19
New Mexico 326,761 62,682 19.2 1.4 15
New York 2,813,716 194,123 6.9 4.3 4
North Carolina 1,413,081 73,634 5.2 1.6 10
North Dakota 97,039 2,033 2.1 0.0 49
Ohio 1,839,683 29,804 1.6 0.7 25
Oklahoma 634,784 47,381 7.5 1.1 21
Oregon 535,419 64,676 12.1 1.4 13
Pennsylvania 1,830,684 45,995 2.5 1.0 22
Rhode Island 153,417 7,468 4.9 0.2 40
South Carolina 700,733 14,388 2.1 0.3 37
South Dakota 122,008 5,110 4.2 0.1 43
Tennessee 953,796 27,460 2.9 0.6 27
Texas 4,525,394 711,737 15.7 15.9 2
Utah 508,248 49,973 9.8 1.1 20
Vermont 96,643 1,775 1.8 0.0 51
Virginia 1,214,411 72,420 6.0 1.6 11
Washington 1,031,985 75,103 7.3 1.7 9
West Virginia 280,893 1,944 0.7 0.0 50
Wisconsin 874,098 30,130 3 4 O 7 24

Wyoming 86,420 3,077

VRN 43,973,961 4,463,153 __

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the Common Core of Data (2005-06), National Center for Education
Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.
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1.4

School Districts and Metropolitan Areas with the Largest ELL Populations

Public School Districts

Los Angeles
(293,711)

New York

(136,089)
Chicago
(66,479)

Houston
(58,723)

Miami-
Dade Co., FL
(57,918)

Clark Co., NV
(50,758)

Dallas
(48,056)

San Diego

(37,091)

Santa Ana, CA
(33,120)

Orange Co., FL
(31, 250)

Fairfax Co., VA
(30,032)

Broward Co., FL
(26,546)

Denver
(26,227)

Brownsvllle ™

Garden Grove,

(23 133)

Fresno, CA
(22,347)
Gwinnett Co.,
GA
(22,204)
Long Beach, CA
(22,049)
Fort Worth, TX
(21,314)
Hillsborough
Co., FL
(20,521)

This figure shows the school
districts and metropolitan areas
with the largest populations of
English-language learners for the
2005-06 school year. The areas of
the circles are proportional to the
enrollment of ELL students.

The largest numbers of English-
learners live in the Los Angeles
and New York City metropolitan
areas, more than 675,000 and
216,000 ELLs respectively. The
major school systems serving
these metropolitan regions (Los
Angeles Unified and New York City
Public Schools) also educate the
largest numbers of ELL students in
the nation.

Sixty percent of the nation’s
English-language learners are
concentrated in the 20
metropolitan areas shown to the
right. The 20 districts with the
largest ELL enrollments collectively
educate nearly one-quarter of all
English-learner students in U.S.
public schools.

Key

. = 25,000 ELL students

NOTE: The term metropolitan area refers to a Core
Base Statistical Area (CBSA) as employed by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census and defined by the
Office of Management and Budget. CBSAs include
both Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of
data from the Common Core of Data (2005-06),
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education.
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Los Angeles/
Long Beach/
Santa Ana
(675,352)

New York/
Newark/Edison
(216,544)

Houston/
Baytown/
Sugar Land
(189,418)

Riverside/
San Bernardino/
Ontario CA
(185,196)

Dallas/
Fort Worth/
Arlington
(175,862)

Chicago/
Naperville/Joliet
(162,271)

Phoenix/Mesa/
Scottsdale
(117,484)

San Diego/
Carlshad/
San Marcos
(116,740)

San Francisco/
Oakland/Fremont
(109,775)

Miami/
Fort Lauderdale/
Miami Beach
(104,312)

Washington/
Arlington/
Alexandria
(82,986)

San Jose/
Sunnyvale/
Santa Clara CA
(67,731)

McAllen/
Edinburg/
Pharr TX
(67,256)

Denver/Aurora
(66,068)

Atlanta/Sandy
Springs/Marietta
(61,896)

Sacramento/
Arden-Arcade/
Roseville
(56,828)

Las Vegas/
Paradise
(50,758)

El Paso TX
(50.567)

Fresno CA
(50,512)

Minneapolis/
St. Paul/
Bloomington
(46,919)

sealy ueljodossn
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1.5

Educational Environments of English-Language Learners

English-language learners attend school in educational environments

considerably different than those of their non-ELL peers. The school system
serving the typical ELL student tends to be considerably larger, more urbanized,
and serves a population predominantly composed of students from low-income
and racial-and-ethnic-minority backgrounds. Compared with non-ELL students,
English-learners attend schools that are much more segregated in both racial
and socioeconomic terms. Half of English-language learners live in the Western

region of the country, compared with only one-fifth of non-ELLs.

Characteristics of school districts serving the typical ELL

and non-ELL student

District size (students)
English-language learners

Minority students

Free and reduced-price lunch students
Title | students

Special education students
Student:teacher ratio

District Size

EELL
Non-ELL

16%
12% 12%.

7%
3%
.

Less than 1,000 1,000 to 5,000 5,000 to 10,000

ELL

25,496
20.8%
75.3%
57.4%
68.1%
11.7%

18.9

10,000 to 25,000

Student enrollment

Racial and English-language learners

Socioeconomic
Segregation

Racial segregation

level of district
High

In highly segregated
districts, members of a
focal group (e.g.,
minorities or low-income
students) are twice as
likely to attend school with
other group members than
they are with students
outside their (racial or
socioeconomic) group.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the Common Core of Data (2005-06),
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.

Non-English-language learners

Non-ELL

9,988
3.5%
34.5%
40.3%
47.6%
13.2%
158

More than 25,000

66.7%

English-Language Learners in American Schools

District Locale

English-language learners

49.5%

(u]
Rural area 27.5%

Non-English-language learners

Geographical Region

English-language learners

O Midwest
O Northeast 21.5%

Non-English-language learners

English-language learners

Socioeconomic

segregation

level of district 48.4%
High

22.3%

Non-English-language learners
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1.7
Change in ELL Enrollment by State, 2000-01 to 2005-06

National Overview

High-growth districts are those where

— District Locale the increase in ELL enroliment outpaces
ELL ELL ELL Non-ELL non-ELL enrollment by at least 2
enrollment enroliment percent change | percent change High ELL Growtn sgtcrﬁ:rt];a%%rfoelftscr:gr:gggrgremghter
(2000) (2005) (2000 to 2005) (2000 to 2005)
Alabama 7,226 16,550 129.0% 0.8%
Alaska 19,337 20,743 7.3 0.3 35.9% o
Arizona 131,849 174,856 32.6 25.2 aown
Arkansas 11,783 20,709 75.8 8.0 .
California 1,468,247 1,571,463 7.0 4.2
Colorado 60,697 99,797 64.4 2.7
Connecticut 20,469 29,789 45.5 0.8
Delaware 2,081 5,919 184.4 2.1
District of Columbia 8,594 5,001 -41.8 17.3 Geographical Region
Florida 187,566 221,705 18.2 9.1 High ELL Growth
Georgia 54,444 86,615 59.1 8.7
Hawaii 12,718 18,106 42.4 -4.0
Idaho 18,097 18,184 0.5 7.3 gy 10 & Northeast
Illinois 126,430 161,734 27.9 25 :fn?éfvhesr
Indiana 30,933 56,510 82.7 6.6 B West
lowa 11,241 15,156 34.8 -2.8 ey L e
Kansas 15,455 24,671 59.6 -2.0
Kentucky 4,030 10,138 151.6 5.0 W% 250
Louisiana 10,293 12,006 16.6 -12.0
Maine 2,386 3,353 40.5 -7.4
Maryland 24,213 31,416 29.7 0.0
Massachusetts 49,072 51,618 5.2 -1.1 District Size
Michigan 50,021 65,419 30.8 155.3
Minnesota 44,342 57,831 304 -3.2
Mississippi 2,176 2,859 314 -0.8
Missouri 10,238 18,745 83.1 50.8 High ELL growth
Montana 7,567 6,711 -11.3 -5.8 = Low ELL growth
Nebraska 11,276 17,449 54.7 41.3
Nevada 40,112 63,856 59.2 16.2
New Hampshire 2,728 2,816 3.2 -1.4
New Jersey 54,788 50,515 -7.8 7.3 8%
New Mexico 68,679 62,682 -8.7 4.9 | ;/“ S%ﬂ)
New York 230,619 194,123 -15.8 -0.3 U ——
North Carolina 44,111 73,634 66.9 9.1 Percent of high- and low-growth districts by size (student enroliment)
North Dakota 883 2,033 130.2 -9.8
Ohio 17,930 29,804 66.2 -0.1
Oklahoma 38,009 47,381 24.7 0.4 Districts with greatest ELL growth, 2000 to 2005
Oregon 43,104 64,676 50.0 -5.8 (growth in ELL enrollment and percent increase)
Pennsylvania 38,860 45,995 18.4 7.3 1. Clark County, NV 20,129 %
Rhode Island 10,198 7,468 -26.8 -0.1 2. Orange County, FL 15,981 105%
South Carolina 5,107 14,388 181.7 2.3 3. Gwinnett County, GA 15,194 217%
South Dakota 4,163 5,110 22.7 -3.1 & oo A o e
Tennessee 32,502 27,460 -15.5 7.3 6. Prince William County, VA 7,248 281%
Texas 570,429 711,737 24.8 9.4 7. Adams-Arapahoe, CO 7,048 110%
Utah 38,998 49,973 28.1 45 5. san Semardino, CA D e
Vermont 942 1,775 88.4 34.8 e e
Virginia 36,802 72,420 96.8 3.2 L. GRVEE], 15X B S
. 12. Granite, UT 6,089 60%
Washington 70,431 75,103 6.6 7.2 13. Fontana, CA 6,015 55%
West Virginia 920 1,944 111.3 -2.3 14. Austin, TX 5,515 40%
Wisconsin 24,432 30,130 23.3 1.3 1o Bronmea e dete) o'ara B
Wyoming 2,534 3,077 21.4 -4.6 17. Cobb County, GA 5,112 106%
us. 18. Cypress-Fairbanks, TX 5023 7i%
19. Wake County, NC 4,658 154%
20. Oklahoma City, OK 4,359 52%

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the Common Core of Data (2000-01, 2005-06),
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.
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1.8
Distinctive Backgrounds

Race and Ethnicity

More than two-thirds of English-language learners from the ages of 5 to 17
are Hispanic, while 14 percent are white and 13 percent are of Asian or
Pacific Islander descent. The majority of the school-age non-ELL population is
non-Hispanic white.

3.506 9-4% 1.2%

English-language learners

Hispanic origin

Mexican 77.3%
Central American 7.3%
i . Puerto Rican 4.4%
E Hispanic South American 3.2%
. ) X Dominican 2.8%
B Non-Hispanic white Cuban 1.5%
q 5 Spaniard 0.2%
68.4% OAsian, Pacific Islander Oﬁhe, 3.5%
@ Black
B Native American
B Other

16.5%

60.9%

Non-ELL youths

Parental Education

The parents of English-language learners generally have lower educational-
attainment levels than the parents of non-ELL youths. One-quarter of ELLs
have parents whose highest level of education is high school completion,
while 41 percent have parents with even less formal schooling.

English-language learners Non-ELL youths

’ 9.3%
B Less than high school 14.0% °

B High school
DO Some college (incl. AA) B

@ Bachelor's degree

B Graduate or professional
degree

25.1%

A Young Population

English-language learners of school-going age tend to be younger than
members of the non-ELL population. That pattern may result from
particularly high birth rates among language-minority populations, high
immigration rates among the youngest ELL youths, and the tendency to
acquire proficiency with the English language over time.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the
American Community Survey (2005-2007), U.S. Census Bureau.

English-Language Learners in American Schools

Socioeconomic Disadvantage

The families of school-age English-language learners
are consistently more socioeconomically disadvantaged
than those of their peers. ELL youths are half as likely
to have a parent with a two- or four-year college
degree and much more likely to live in a low-income
household. While two-thirds of ELL youths have a
parent who holds a steady job, their parents typically
earn much less than those of non-English-language

learners.

At least one
parent with
postsecondary
degree

At least one
parent
working

full time and
year-round

Family income
less than
200%

of poverty level

Median
family
income

c
S
2
B

3

(=%

[=]

o

(]

[=2]

?

[=]

o
<

[%}

2
2

(=]
=

f=

(]

<]

()
o

English-
language
learners

22.1%

65.3%

65.9%

Non-ELL
youths

44.1%

72.9%

36.9%

$36,691 ss0.280

10
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1.9
Socioeconomic Characteristics of ELL and Non-ELL Youths

At least one parent At least one parent working Family income less than Family income
with postsecondary degree full time and year-round 200% of poverty level (MELIEW)

ELL Non-ELL ELL Non-ELL ELL Non-ELL ELL Non-ELL

Alabama 36.1% 36.7% 74.5% 69.5% 49.4% 46.2% $49,416 $47,281
Alaska 21.1 41.9 49.2 65.9 48.9 28.5 51,881 72,362
Arizona 13.5 39.8 70.5 73.5 78.6 40.8 31,689 57,075
Arkansas 16.2 34.0 68.3 68.6 74.1 49.9 32,400 44,739
California 17.2 40.1 62.8 70.9 67.5 37.2 38,291 63,988
Colorado 18.5 53.1 67.2 74.9 69.9 31.3 35,000 67,035
Connecticut 5319 54.9 63.3 76.8 48.8 23.4 51,088 83,285
Delaware 24.6 43.0 69.0 78.0 60.3 30.7 49,260 66,019
District of Columbia 30.3 31.9 78.7 60.2 43.0 53.3 43,825 39,960
Florida 32.3 44.2 69.3 74.3 62.1 38.9 38,596 55,923
Georgia 23.0 41.7 68.8 72.5 63.4 40.1 39,655 55,036
Hawaii 41.2 46.8 62.1 72.1 42.6 29.7 71,300 75,381

Idaho 14.9 44.5 62.9 73.8 75.8 41.4 33,720 54,237

Illinois 21.5 47.1 72.3 73.4 61.7 33.7 39,814 65,074
Indiana 21.0 41.3 64.0 74.7 63.9 35.7 40,627 58,909

lowa 30.4 51.4 715 78.9 57.3 32.4 44,690 61,661

Kansas 21.7 48.9 70.5 79.4 62.8 35.0 39,045 60,026
Kentucky 35.2 37.1 62.0 68.6 58.8 44.1 40,119 49,543
Louisiana 33.6 31.7 67.1 64.1 48.0 47.9 47,789 46,721
Maine 25.1 47.1 46.7 73.0 64.7 37.1 31,901 56,350
Maryland 43.2 51.7 73.0 78.1 38.1 24.2 66,019 81,535
Massachusetts 32.6 58.7 58.5 73.5 55.6 24.0 38,596 81,343
Michigan 34.8 44.0 57.0 70.0 53.1 36.4 48,921 60,534
Minnesota 30.8 55.8 62.3 77.4 59.4 25.9 44,292 71,808
Mississippi 28.4 33.8 56.3 64.9 61.7 53.3 43,672 39,748
Missouri 31.0 42.3 62.4 74.1 56.8 39.1 40,768 55,862
Montana 37.6 48.5 75.1 70.6 44.2 41.9 40,768 51,979
Nebraska 20.5 51.2 67.2 79.7 66.7 35.1 41,993 60,321
Nevada 115 31.7 71.8 76.5 63.9 34.7 38,729 63,041

New Hampshire 41.0 55.4 57.7 78.9 38.3 22.0 53,711 78,715
New Jersey 34.4 52.6 66.5 76.4 49.1 24.5 48,041 81,535
New Mexico 13.8 36.4 60.8 68.5 78.3 49.6 29,658 45,755
New York 27.9 49.2 62.2 71.6 64.3 36.5 36,503 62,273
North Carolina 18.7 43.6 67.8 71.7 72.5 41.1 32,206 52,168
North Dakota 33.4 56.8 75.6 78.7 27.2 31.9 56,737 59,733
Ohio 31.7 42.5 64.8 72.1 50.3 36.7 49,768 58,552
Oklahoma 10.8 39.0 69.1 71.7 69.8 46.0 30,504 48,704
Oregon 22.3 44.6 65.4 70.7 70.4 37.1 33,046 58,533
Pennsylvania 26.8 46.0 67.7 73.4 60.5 34.9 40,768 60,941
Rhode Island 22.8 49.0 50.1 73.4 73.7 30.2 25,930 68,558
South Carolina 25.8 39.8 72.4 71.2 61.4 43.8 38,596 49,768
South Dakota 40.0 50.9 56.4 80.2 48.4 38.7 41,787 56,279
Tennessee 27.7 36.8 73.7 69.8 66.0 43.8 34,041 49,940
Texas 15.0 38.2 65.2 72.8 77.1 43.7 28,537 52,409

Utah 245 53.2 72.5 79.7 67.2 32.9 36,564 65,379
Vermont 50.2 53.2 93.2 75.0 35.2 30.6 76,176 62,024
Virginia 8919 50.8 71.7 78.3 42.3 28.3 57,075 70,362
Washington 274 49.1 61.0 715 67.0 32.0 36,564 66,132
West Virginia 314 33.5 70.9 66.9 42.6 47.4 48,921 45,807
Wisconsin 255 47.7 67 8 76 4 56 2 32 2 46,264 63,190
Wyoming 30.3 45.2 54,542 62,171

u.s. 22.1% 44.1% 65 3% 72 9% 65 9% 36 9% $36,691 $60,280

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the American Community Survey (2005-2007), U.S. Census Bureau.
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1.10
Linguistic Diversity

~ Chinese

Japanese Mandar ”?engah Hdu Mon-Khmer/Cambodian
Ar ab1c . Frenchicerman.. .

i - Affmenian Duich bi Hindi
i Hmong orean Yiddish

Turkish lbanin CU.Shlte

1etnamese

PortugueseFrenCh CTQOle Taga Og

Pennsylvania Dutch

Russian

Navajo

Italian

h

Is spoken by 75 percent of English-language learners

Other native tongues—more than 100—add to the linguistic diversity of the ELL population.
The “word cloud” displays the most common native languages spoken by ELL youths after
Spanish. Those other languages are shown in proportion to the number of speakers.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the American Community Survey (2005-2007), U.S. Census Bureau. English-language learners are defined here as
youths from the ages of 5 to 17 who do not speak English very well and speak another language at home. Languages spoken are as reported by survey respondents. Word-cloud
image created using Wordle (http://www.wordle.net).
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1.11

Most Common Non-English Languages Spoken by ELL Youths, by State

Alabama Spanish Vietnamese Korean Japanese French
Alaska ~ Aleut-Eskimo langs. Spanish Hmong Tagalog Russian
Arizona Spanish Navajo Vietnamese Chinese Russian
Arkansas Spanish Vietnamese Pacific Island langs. Laotian French
California Spanish Viethamese Chinese Korean Tagalog
Colorado Spanish Russian Korean Vietnamese Chinese
Connecticut Spanish Pacific Island langs. Portuguese Chinese French
Delaware Spanish Pennsylvania Dutch French Creole German Chinese
District of Columbia Spanish Bengali African languages Chinese French
Florida Spanish French Creole Vietnamese Portuguese Arabic
Georgia Spanish Vietnamese Korean French Chinese
Hawaii llocano Pacific Island langs. Tagalog Japanese Spanish
Idaho Spanish Indo-Euro. langs. Asian languages Ukrainian French
lllinois Spanish Polish Urdu Chinese French
Indiana Spanish German Pennsylvania Dutch Dutch French
lowa Spanish Pennsylvania Dutch German French Arabic
Kansas Spanish Navajo Zuni German Vietnamese
Kentucky Spanish French Pennsylvania Dutch German Dutch
Louisiana Spanish French Vietnamese Arabic Chinese
Maine Spanish Cushite French Persian Chinese
Maryland Spanish Korean French Chinese Vietnamese
Massachusetts Spanish Portuguese Vietnamese Chinese French Creole
Michigan Spanish Arabic Japanese French German
Minnesota Spanish Hmong Cushite German Russian
Mississippi Spanish North Am. Indian langs. Pacific Island langs. French Vietnamese
Missouri Spanish German Serbocroatian Vietnamese French
Montana Navajo Pacific Island langs. Asian languages North Am. Indian langs.  African languages
Nebraska Spanish Vietnamese Malay German Arabic
Nevada Spanish Tagalog Chinese Vietnamese Italian
New Hampshire Spanish French Turkish Russian Greek
New Jersey Spanish Korean Chinese Portuguese Arabic
New Mexico Spanish Navajo Zuni Vietnamese North Am. Indian langs.
New York Spanish Yiddish Chinese Russian French
North Carolina Spanish Vietnamese French French Creole Chinese
North Dakota Spanish Serbocroatian Norwegian Mon-Khmer, Cambodian Japanese
Ohio Spanish Pennsylvania Dutch German French Cushite
Oklahoma Spanish Vietnamese Russian North Am. Indian langs. Chinese
Oregon Spanish Russian Vietnamese Korean Chinese
Pennsylvania Spanish Pennsylvania Dutch German Vietnamese Chinese
Rhode Island Spanish Chinese Portuguese Vietnamese Hmong
South Carolina Spanish French Chinese Russian German
South Dakota German Spanish Arabic Russian Chinese
Tennessee Spanish French Arabic Vietnamese Korean
Texas Spanish Vietnamese Chinese German Korean
Utah Spanish Korean Navajo French Vietnamese
Vermont French Spanish Chinese Swedish Turkish
Virginia Spanish Korean French Vietnamese Chinese
Washington Spanish Russian Vietnamese Korean Tagalog
West Virginia Spanish Vietnamese French German Persian
Wisconsin Spanish Hmong German French Chinese
Wyoming Spanish Japanese Persian Russian German

us.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the American Community Survey (2005-2007), U.S. Census Bureau. Languages are as reported by
survey respondents. Some entries refer to linguistic groupings rather than individual languages.
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1.12
Most ELLs are Native-Born

Immigration

Slightly more than one-third of ELL youths in the United States are
foreign-born, compared with 4 percent of their non-ELL peers. Nearly
half of all English-language learners are second-generation
Americans, meaning they are native-born with at least one parent
born outside the United States or its territories. Seventeen percent of
ELLs are third-generation Americans with both parents born in the
United States. Ninety-six percent of non-ELL youths are native-born.

English-language learners

3rd generation

16.7%

1st generation

35.0%

2nd generation

48.4%

Non-ELL youths

1st generation

3.8%

2nd generation

15.5%

3rd generation

80.8%

Definitions

First generation: born outside of the United States or its territories

Second generation: native-born with at least one parent born
outside the U.S. or its territories.

Third generation: native-born with both parents born in the U.S. or

its territories.

Country of Origin

This graphic shows the
percent of ELL youths by
their country of origin.
The majority of school-
age English-language
learners were born in
the United States or its
territories. Most foreign-
born ELLs immigrated
from Mexico.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the American Community Survey (2005-2007), U.S. Census Bureau.
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Mexico 18.6%

United
States and
Territories

65.3%

China 1.2%

Korea 1.0%

El Salvador
1.0%

Philippines
0.9%

Vietnam 0.8%

Dominican
Republic
0.8%

Guatemala

0.6%

Honduras 0.6%

Cuba 0.5%

India 0.5%

Japan 0.5%

Haiti 0.5%

Colombia 0.4%

Ukraine 0.4%

Russia 0.4%

Peru 0.3%

Thailand 0.3%

Ecuador 0.2%

Somalia 0.2%

Other
countries
5.0%
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Perspectives on a Population

2.1
ELL Identification

Recommended or required criteria for identifying students as ELLs (2008-09)

Classroom Districts may
Home Academic or observation or Interview establish
language Screening educational Other teacher of parent or Student additional
survey assessment background | assessments judgment student grades criteria
Alabama Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes
Arizona Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes
California Yes Yes
Colorado Yes Yes Yes
Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Delaware Yes Yes
District of Columbia Yes Yes =
Florida Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Yes Yes
Hawaii Yes Yes Yes Yes =
Idaho Yes Yes
lllinois Yes Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes
Kentucky Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes
Michigan Yes Yes Yes
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes Yes
Montana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nebraska  district criteria Yes district criteria
Nevada Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes
New York Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes
Oregon Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes Yes
Texas Yes Yes Yes
Utah Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes Yes Yes
Virginia Yes Yes Yes
Washington Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes
Wyoming

Yes Yes Yes
us. 9 | 5 ] .6 | 9o | 10 [ 5 [ 2 | 14 |
— Not applicable. The District of Columbia and Hawaii are single-district jurisdictions.
SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009
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2.2
Providing Language Instruction

Content-based ESL
As part of federal reporting
requirements, states
document the types of
language-instruction
programs funded under
Title 111 of the No Child Left
Behind Act. All but two of
the 48 reporting states
supported English-only
instructional programs. The
majority of states (36) also
provided programs taught
dually in English and
another language. The
specific Title 111 programs
most commonly reported
are content-based English-
as-a-second-language (ESL)
and ESL pull-out instruction,
used in 43 and 42 states
respectively. Only 15 states
offer developmental
bilingual programs.

Pull-out ESL

Sheltered English instruction
Structured Englishimmersion
Dual language

Transitional bilingual

Two-way immersion

Specially designed
academicinstruction

Heritage language
Developmental bilingual

Other

43

42

Instruction in English only

Instruction in English and
another language

Instruction may be in English
only or also include another
15 language

16

29

Number of states

Note: Data not available for California, Michigan, and Vermont.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis ofdata from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.

DESCRIPTIONS OF ENGLISH-LANGUAGE-INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
Programs that focus on developing literacy in two languages

Two-way Immersion or Two-way Bilingual
Goal: develop strong skills and proficiency in both native language and English.

Includes students with an English background and students from one other language
background.

Instruction is in both languages, typically starting with a smaller proportion of instruction in
English, and gradually moving to half of the instruction in each language.

Students typically stay in the program throughout elementary school.

Dual Language

When called “dual language immersion,” usually the same as two-way immersion or two-
way bilingual.

When called “dual language,” may refer to students from one language group developing
full literacy skills in English and another language.

Early Exit Transitional

Goal: develop English skills as quickly as possible, without delaying learning of academic
core content.

Instruction begins in native language, but rapidly moves to English. Students typically are
transitioned into mainstream classrooms with their English-speaking peers as soon as
possible.

Late Exit Transitional, Developmental Bilingual or Maintenance Education

Goal: develop some skills and proficiency in native language and strong skills and
proficiency in English.

Instruction at lower grades is in native language, gradually transitioning to English.
Students typically transition into mainstream classrooms with their English-speaking peers.

Differences among these three programs relate to the degree of literacy students develop
in the native language.

Heritage Language or Indigenous Language Program
Goal: literacy in two languages.
Content taught in both languages, with teachers fluent in both languages.

Heritage language programs typically target students who are non-English speakers or who
have weak literacy skills in their native language.

Indigenous language programs support endangered minority languages in which students
may have weak receptive and no productive skills.

Both programs often serve American Indian students.

English-Language Learners in American Schools

Programs that focus on developing literacy in only English

Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English, Content-Based English
as a Second Language (ESL), Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol,
or Sheltered English

Goal: proficiency in English while learning content in an all-English setting.
Students from various linguistic and cultural backgrounds can be in the same class.

Instruction is adapted to students’ proficiency level and supplemented by gestures and
visual aids.

May be used with other instructional methods.

Structured English Immersion
Goal: fluency in English, with only English-learner students in the class.

All instruction is in English, adjusted to the proficiency level of students so subject matter is
comprehensible.

Teachers need receptive skill in students’ native language and sheltered instructional
techniques.

English Language Development or ESL Pull-out
Goal: fluency in English.

Students leave their mainstream classroom to spend part of the day receiving ESL
instruction, often focused on grammar, vocabulary, and communication skills, not academic
content.

There is typically no support for students’ native languages.

ESL Push-In

Goal: fluency in English.

Students are served in a mainstream classroom, receiving instruction in English with some
native language support if needed.

The ESL teacher or an instructional aide provides clarification, translation if needed, and
uses ESL strategies.

SOURCE: Biennial Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Title 111 State Formula Grant
Program, School Years 2004-06. Office of English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement,
and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students, U.S. Department of Education.
Washington, DC, 2008.
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Title Il English-Language-Instructional Programs, 2006-07

Instruction in English and a

r language
Dual Two-way ional Developmental Heritage
language immersion bilingual bilingual language

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U.S.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes
. Yes  Yes  Yes Yes
Yes
e ] e 1l | [ |
Yes Yes
! [ [ ;" |
Yes Yes Yes

— Indicates data not available.
SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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2.3 (cont.)
Title Il English-Language-Instructional Programs, 2006-07

Instruction in English only

Specially Instruction may
designed Content-based ESL be in English only
Sheltered English | Structured English academic (English as a Pull-out or with another
instruction Immersion instruction second language) ESL language
Alabama Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arizona Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California = = = = = =
Colorado Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes
Delaware
District of Columbia Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hawaii Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
ldaho Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
lllinois Yes Yes Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Yes Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kentucky Yes Yes Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes
Michigan = = = = = =
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Montana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nevada Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oregon
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Texas Yes Yes Yes
Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes Yes Yes
Virginia = = = = = =
Washington Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wyoming

Yes Yes Yes Yes
u.s. 39

— Indicates data not available.
SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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2.4
Teaching English-Language Learners, 2008-09
@000

State requires all prospective | State requires ELL-related State offers
State has teacher teachers to demonstrate training, testing, or incentives to earn State bans or restricts
standards for ELL competence in ELL professional development | ESL license and/or native-language
instruction instruction for recertification endorsement instruction
Alabama
Alaska [ e e
Arizona Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas [ Yes L Yes L Yes
California Yes Yes
Colorado [ Yes I I e
Connecticut

Yes
Delaware - [{ e

District of Columbia

Florida [ es L Yes L Yes

Georgia Yes

Hawaii [ e e

Idaho Yes Yes

L e ALhP;P-P-

Indiana Yes

Kansas Yes Yes

Kentucky [ e e

Louisiana

T H

Maryland

Yes Yes
Massachusetts —__—_

Michigan

Minnesota ____—

Mississippi

Missouri ____—

Montana

Nebraska ____—

Nevada

New Hampshire - [F s 0 [ et

New Jersey

Yes
New Mexico [\ es

New York

Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina [/ Yes

North Dakota

Yes
ohio I I s

Oklahoma
oregon [ Yes
Pennsylvania Yes

Rhode Island [/ es 0 [

South Carolina

South Dakota [

Tennessee Yes
Texas [ Yes e
Utah
vermont [ Yes e e
Virginia Yes
Washington [ e
West Virginia Yes Yes
Wisconsin ————_
Wyoming

us. _____—

1. State law indicates that instruction should be exclusively in English, but permits bilingual education programs with the approval of the state board of
education and the local district.

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009
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2.5
Matching Supply and Demand for ELL Teachers

In reports submitted to the federal government in late 2007, states were asked to estimate projected demand for additional certified
teachers in Title I11 language-instruction programs over the next five years. Texas reported needing to expand its workforce of educators
for English-language learners by 14,000 teachers, the highest level among states providing data. Two states projected no additional
demand in the next five years. In an effort to increase the ranks of English-as-a-second-language (ESL) specialists, 11 states currently
offer such incentives as scholarships and tuition reimbursement to teachers earning an ESL endorsement.
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Note: Data on projected demand for additional ELL teachers not reported by California, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Oregon, and Wyoming. In the following
states, fewer than 100 additional teachers were needed: Mississippi, Maine, West Virginia, North Dakota, Vermont, Alaska, New Hampshire, Alabama,
Connecticut, Montana, and South Dakota. The District of Columbia and Rhode Island reported requiring no additional teachers.

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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2.6
Supply and Demand—ELL Teachers, 2006-07
O]

Additional certified

Number of certified Additional certified teachers needed
teachers in Title 111 Number of ELL students teachers needed for Title 111 in next five
Number of ELL students language-instruction per certified Title 111 for Title 111 years as percent
receiving Title 111 services programs teacher in next five years of current teachers

Alabama 16,987 197 86.2 20 10.2%
Alaska 18,876 952 19.8 33 3.5
Arizona 163,167 10,500 155 1,500 14.3
Arkansas 20,122 1,052 19.1 700 66.5
California 1,559,146 i — — —
Colorado 89,881 5,161 17.4 2,500 48.4
Connecticut 28,841 838 34.4 12 1.4
Delaware 6,734 89 75.7 150 168.5
District of Columbia 4,717 123 38.3 0 0.0
Florida 141,725 48,327 2.9 2,454 5.1
Georgia 57,101 1,827 31.3 915 50.1
Hawaii 16,854 = = = i
Idaho 17,262 1,219 14.2 120 9.8
Illinois 174,694 5,593 31.2 3,016 53.9
Indiana 42,068 1,613 26.1 1,000 62.0
lowa 16,604 190 87.4 250 131.6
Kansas 22,523 1,188 19.0 300 25.3
Kentucky 10,060 3,973 2.5 251 6.3
Louisiana 8,058 150 53.7 182 121.3
Maine 2,934 89 33.0 58 65.2
Maryland 34,332 943 36.4 589 62.5
Massachusetts 50,925 = = = —
Michigan 68,702 579 118.7 100 17.3
Minnesota 61,083 1,253 48.7 561 44.8
Mississippi 3,299 332 9.9 85 25.6
Missouri 18,605 50 372.1 3,285 6570.0
Montana 3,537 24 147.4 10 41.7
Nebraska 17,226 403 42.7 140 34.7
Nevada 127,098 990 128.4 271 27.4
New Hampshire 2,740 114 24.0 30 26.3
New Jersey 54,433 3,751 14.5 200 8
New Mexico 59,937 8,846 6.8 997 11.3
New York 106,375 2,009 52.9 500 24.9
North Carolina 87,629 4,459 19.7 1,122 25.2
North Dakota 4,559 40 114.0 45 112.5
Ohio 27,616 1,203 23.0 409 34.0
Oklahoma 32,921 711 46.3 354 49.8
Oregon 52,683 113 466.2 = =
Pennsylvania 42,167 = = 1,338 =
Rhode Island 8,959 369 24.3 0 0.0
South Carolina 25,238 460 54.9 280 60.9
South Dakota 3,648 25 145.9 3 12.0
Tennessee 22,787 844 27.0 1,266 150.0
Texas 734,032 24,000 30.6 14,000 58.3
Utah 51,003 1,795 28.4 3,586 199.8
Vermont 1,121 57 19.7 35 61.4
Virginia 83,806 1,697 49.4 1,100 64.8
Washington 81,113 1,229 66.0 8,750 712.0
West Virginia 1,345 94 14.3 50 53.2
Wisconsin 33,755 2,640 12.8 3,300 125.0

Wyoming 2,054 37 55.5 0

u.s.t 4,323,082 142,148 55,867 38.4%

— Indicates data not available.
1. Values in the U.S. row represent totals for the nation as a whole, based on all states with available data.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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2.7
Title Il Professional Development Activities, 2006-07

Understanding and

implementation of English- Alignment of the
Instructional | Understanding and | language-proficiency (ELP) curriculum
strategies implementation standards and academic- in language- Subject matter
for ELL of assessment content standards instruction programs knowledge
students of ELL students for ELL students to ELP standards for teachers
Alabama Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arizona Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California = = = = = =
Colorado Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Delaware Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District of Columbia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hawaii Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
ldaho Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
lllinois Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes Yes
Kentucky Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes Yes Yes
Michigan = = = = = =
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Montana Yes
Nebraska — — — — — —
Nevada Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oregon Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania = = = = = =
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Texas = = = = = =
Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Virginia = = = = = =
Washington Yes Yes Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wyoming Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

— Indicates data not available.
SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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2.8
Personnel Receiving Title Il Professional Development, 2006-07

Content Other non- Community-based
classroom ELL classroom Other administrative organization
teachers teachers Principals administrators school personnel personnel
Alabama Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arizona Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California = = = = = =
Colorado Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Delaware Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District of Columbia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Florida = — — = = =
Georgia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hawaii Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Idaho Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
lllinois Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes Yes
Kentucky Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes
Michigan = = = = = =
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Montana Yes Yes Yes
Nebraska — — — — — —
Nevada Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oregon Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Texas = = = = = =
Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Virginia = = = = = =
Washington Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wyoming Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
u.s.

— Indicates data not available.
SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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3.1

English-Language-Proficiency (ELP) Assessments Used for Title I

Name of ELP assessment ELL students tested
(2007-08) (2006-07)

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

ldaho

lllinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
uU.S.

Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State for English
Language Learners (ACCESS for ELLS)

IDEA Proficiency Test (IPT)

Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA)

English Language Development Assessment (ELDA)

California English Language Development Test (CELDT)

Colorado English Language Assessment (CELA)

Language Assessment Scales Links (LAS Links)

ACCESS for ELLs

ACCESS for ELLs

Comprehensive English Language Learning Assessment (CELLA)
ACCESS for ELLs

Language Assessment Scales Links (LAS Links)

Idaho English Language Assessment (IELA)

ACCESS for ELLs

Language Assessment Scales Links (LAS Links)

English Language Development Assessment (ELDA)

Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment (KELPA)

ACCESS for ELLs

English Language Development Assessment (ELDA)

ACCESS for ELLs

Language Assessment Scales Links (LAS Links)

Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA)

English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA)

Test of Emerging Academic English (TEAE), Minnesota Student Oral Language
Observation Matrix (MN SOLOM), K-2 Reading and Writing Checklist
Stanford English Language Proficiency Test (Stanford ELP)
Maculaitis Assessment of Competencies Il Test of English Language Proficiency (MAC II)
MontCAS English Language Proficiency Assessment (MontCAS ELP)
English Language Development Assessment (ELDA)

Language Assessment Scales Links (LAS Links)

ACCESS for ELLs

ACCESS for ELLs

New Mexico English Language Proficiency Assessment (NMELPA)
New York State English as a Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT)
IDEA Proficiency Test (IPT)

ACCESS for ELLs

Ohio Test of English Language Acquisition (OTELA)

ACCESS for ELLs

English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA)

ACCESS for ELLs

ACCESS for ELLs

English Language Development Assessment (ELDA)

Dakota English Language Proficiency Test (DELP)

English Language Development Assessment (ELDA)

Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS)
Utah Academic Language Proficiency Assessment (UALPA)

ACCESS for ELLs

ACCESS for ELLs, IDEA Proficiency Test (IPT), Stanford ELP or district-selected ELP test
Washington Language Proficiency Test Il (WLPT-11)

West Virginia Test of English Language Learning (WESTELL)
ACCESS for ELLs

Wyoming English Language Learner Assessment (WELLA)

18,358

18,585
167,679
21,154
1,648,347
85,997
29,425
5,399
5,176
132,266
59,854
16,854
16,698
164,391
46,911
16,326
26,735
10,505
11,153
3,760
30,589
32,044
69,150

57,520

5,094
18,975
6,379
11,460
75,282
4,706
54,222
58,163
192,053
90,869
5,999
27,039
34,935
58,495
42,942
7,784
24,705
3,859
12,874
638,093
34,394
1,696
84,187
80,517
1,326
43,659
2,298

4,316,881

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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3.2
Aftaining English-Language Proficiency, 2006-07

English-language-proficiency (ELP) testin Reclassification
Outoome discrepancies | percent of ELL students

Substantial overcount or reclassified
undercount in outcome out of ELL status
categories relative to students

Total number
of ELL Percent tested
students for first time and Percent Percent Percent

not proficient in not making making attaining tested due to duplicated counts Reclassification may involve
tested that administration progress progress proficiency or incomplete data criteria other than ELP testing

Alabama 18,358 36.2% 17.5% 30.9% 15.4% = 15.4%
Alaska 18,585 18.3 30.0 27.2 24.5 = 21.9
Arizona 167,679 23.8 17.7 47.8 10.7 — 10.7
Arkansas 21,154 — 41.6 14.8 3.9 Undercount (40%) 9.0
California* 1,648,347 24.17 36.1 27.3 12.5 = 9.2
Colorado 85,997 29.3 30.1 42.8 8.4 Overcount (11%) 171
Connecticut 29,425 25.5 1.4 34.8 38.3 = 154
Delaware 5,399 14.0 4.6 50.6 30.8 — 20.6
District of Columbia 5,176 35.5 32.4 23.0 9.2 — 8.8
Florida 132,266 47.9 39.2 4.2 8.7 — 35.3
Georgia 59,854 44.1 20.8 23.8 6.7 Undercount (5%) 10.2
Hawaii* 16,854 11.4 39.8 42.8 6.0 = 6.0
Idaho 16,698 15.6 36.3 28.2 19.9 = 11.0
lllinois 164,391 29.8 2.9 36.9 30.4 — 28.4
Indiana 46,911° 41.2 195 39.3 12.2 Overcount (12%) 13.7
lowa* 16,326 27.3 27.6 23.6 21.4 — 21.0
Kansas* 26,735 —* 4.7 79.1 16.2 = 0.0
Kentucky 10,505 33.8 17.1 42.9 6.2 = 6.0
Louisiana 11,153 37.5 41.1 16.4 5.1 — 3.1
Maine 3,760 31.2 449 20.3 3.5 — 3.4
Maryland 30,589 5.7 19.1 46.9 28.2 = 18.9
Massachusetts 32,044° 10.8 33.9 18.7 36.5 = 20.5
Michigan 69,150 35.2 15.0 42.0 7.8 = 7.8
Minnesota 57,520 23.9 18.6 52.3 5.2 = 2.2
Mississippi 5,094 18.2 5.0 13.8 35.0 Undercount (28%) 10.2
Missouri 18,975° 39.2 4.8 55.9 21.8 Overcount (22%) 6.6
Montana* 6,379 100.0 = = = = =
Nebraska 11,460° —* 72.7 5.4 22.0 = =
Nevada 75,282 15.0 325 41.1 114 = 6.8
New Hampshire 4,706 39.9 29.0 27.4 3.7 = 3.5
New Jersey 54,222 54.2 9.9 34.2 = = =
New Mexico 58,163" 0.9 41.6 30.0 24.3 = 225
New York 192,053 —* 39.2 48.6 12.2 = 12.2
North Carolina* 90,869 25.2 = = = Undercount (75%) 0.0
North Dakota 5,999 0.0 29.3 50.8 19.8 = 19.8
Ohio 27,039 325 29.8 28.4 9.3 = 1.9
Oklahoma 34,935 28.9 334 29.6 16.0 Overcount (8%) 15.9
Oregon* 58,495 21.8 38.3 24.7 15.2 = 13.9
Pennsylvania* 42,942 30.5 = = 8.5 Undercount (61%) 11.5
Rhode Island* 7,784 9.62 = = 17.1 Undercount (73%) 1.8
South Carolina 24,705 19.7 12.1 72.0 6.3 Overcount (10%) 2.1°
South Dakota 3,859 3.1 18.9 46.3 31.7 = 26.5
Tennessee* 12,874 13.3 25.6 21.0 40.1 = 22.5
Texas 638,093 19.0 30.0 19.6 26.3 Undercount (5%) 30.0
Utah* 34,394! 58.6 = = 41.4 = 6.1
Vermont 1,696 24.4 23.6 33.5 18.5 = 27.0
Virginia 84,187 —* 11.8 66.7 21.6 — 21.7
Washington 80,517 35.4 13.9 37.2 13.4 = 12.9
West Virginia 1,326 73.2 9.6 21.0 6.1 Overcount (10%) 3.0
Wisconsin 43,659 30.2 26 2 43 2 2.6 = 8.5
Wyoming 2,298 36.5 18.8 18.3

VERM 4,316,881 28.9% 25 2% 34 4% 16.9% _ 12.9%

(Continued)
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3.2 (cont.)
Notes

California

Hawaii

lowa

Kansas

Montana

North Carolina

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Tennessee

Utah

English-Language Learners in American Schools

Footnotes

— Indicates data not available.

1. Testing data include Title I11 students only.
2. May include students who scored proficient on the English-language-proficiency test.

3. Number of test-takers and outcomes are as reported in 2006-07 Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR). Number of ELL students
served in Montana from 2006-07 CSPR.

. State has assigned students tested only once to discrete outcome categories.
. Testing data include students in grades 3-12 only.
. Reported figure is an approximation.

~N o 01 b~

. Values in the U.S. row represent totals for the nation as a whole or averages of state results, based on states with available data.

* State Notes

Number tested includes all students taking the California English Language Development Test for the first time for
identification purposes in 2006-07, regardless of whether they were classified as ELLs.

State did not identify an attainment target for ELP testing in 2006-07. Reported figures include results of both ELP testing
and other assessments in math and reading/language arts.

All reported data include both public and private school students.
No students were reclassified in the 2006-07 school year due to changes in the state assessment framework.

All data obtained from 2006-07 Consolidated State Performance Report. English-language proficiency assessment was first
administered in fall 2006. No progress or proficiency determinations were made in 2006-07.

All data obtained from 2006-07 Consolidated State Performance Report. Due to an equating error in the 2006-07 ELP
assessment, no students were reclassified in the 2007-08 school year and progress and attainment determinations were
not made.

Some values reported in testing-outcome categories were estimated by state based on available data.

State was unable to report data on ELL progress in 2006-07 because it lacked a student-identification system during part of
the time period.

State tracks progress in attaining ELP for school districts (rather than students). Attaining-proficiency category consists of
students who received services for three or more years.

English-language-proficiency-assessment data reported for students tested for first time in 2006-07 and test-takers for
whom scores could be matched across the 2005-06 and 2006-07 school years.

English-language-proficiency assessment was first administered in fall 2006. No progress determinations were made in
2006-07.

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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8.8
Making Progress Toward English-Language Proficiency (ELP), Title Il

State criteria for “making progress” (2007-08) ELP assessment results (2006-07)

ELP assessment, Percent Percent

ELP assessment, | individual test | Results on other Other not making making

composite score domains assessments criteria progress progress

Alabama Yes 17.5% 30.9%
Alaska Yes 30.0 27.2
Arizona Yes 17.7 47.8
Arkansas Yes 41.6 14.8
California Yes Yes 36.1 27.3
Colorado Yes 30.1 42.8
Connecticut Yes 1.4 34.8
Delaware Yes 4.6 50.6
District of Columbia Yes 32.4 23.0
Florida Yes 39.2 4.2
Georgia Yes 20.8 23.8
Hawaii Yes 39.8 42.8
Idaho Yes 36.3 28.2
lllinois Yes 2.9 36.9
Indiana Yes 195 39.3
lowa Yes Yes 27.6 23.6
Kansas Yes 4.7 79.1
Kentucky Yes 17.1 42.9
Louisiana Yes 41.1 16.4
Maine Yes 449 20.3
Maryland Yes 19.1 46.9
Massachusetts Yes 33.9 18.7
Michigan Yes 15.0 42.0
Minnesota Yes 18.6 52.3
Mississippi Yes Yes 5.0 13.8
Missouri — — — 4.8 55.9
Montana = = = = =
Nebraska Yes 72.7 54
Nevada Yes 325 41.1
New Hampshire Yes 29.0 27.4
New Jersey Yes 9.9 34.2
New Mexico Yes 41.6 30.0
New York Yes 39.2 48.6
North Carolina Yes = =
North Dakota — — — 29.3 50.8
Ohio Yes 29.8 28.4
Oklahoma Yes 33.4 29.6
Oregon Yes 38.3 24.7
Pennsylvania = = = = =
Rhode Island Yes = =
South Carolina Yes 12.1 72.0
South Dakota Yes 18.9 46.3
Tennessee Yes 25.6 21.0
Texas Yes 30.0 19.6
Utah Yes = =
Vermont Yes 23.6 33.5
Virginia Yes Yes 11.8 66.7
Washington Yes 13.9 37.2
West Virginia Yes Yes 9.6 21.0
Wisconsin Yes 26.2 43.2
Wyoming 27.9 16.7

Yes Yes
us. 40 25.2% 34.4%

— Indicates data not available.
SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.

English-Language Learners in American Schools 30



Perspectives on a Population

3.4
Attaining English-Language Proficiency (ELP), Title Il

ELP assessment

State criteria for attaining proficiency (2007-08) results (2006-07)
ELP assessment,
ELP assessment, individual test Results on other Other Percent
composite score domains assessments criteria attaining proficiency
Alabama Yes Yes 15.4%

Alaska Yes 24.5
Arizona Yes 10.7
Arkansas Yes 3.9
California Yes Yes 125
Colorado Yes 8.4
Connecticut Yes 38.3
Delaware Yes Yes 30.8
District of Columbia Yes 9.2
Florida Yes Yes 8.7
Georgia Yes Yes Yes 6.7
Hawaii Yes Yes Yes 6.0
Idaho Yes Yes 19.9
lllinois Yes 30.4
Indiana Yes 12.2
lowa Yes Yes 21.4
Kansas Yes 16.2
Kentucky Yes Yes Yes 6.2
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes 5.1
Maine Yes 3.5
Maryland Yes 28.2
Massachusetts Yes 36.5
Michigan Yes 7.8
Minnesota Yes 5.2
Mississippi Yes 35.0
Missouri = = = = 21.8
Montana Yes Yes Yes Yes =
Nebraska Yes 22.0
Nevada Yes 11.4
New Hampshire Yes Yes 3.7
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes —
New Mexico Yes 24.3
New York Yes 12.2
North Carolina Yes =
North Dakota = = = = 19.8
Ohio Yes Yes Yes 9.3
Oklahoma Yes 16.0
Oregon Yes 15.2
Pennsylvania = = = = 8.5
Rhode Island Yes Yes 17.1
South Carolina Yes 6.3
South Dakota Yes 31.7
Tennessee Yes 40.1
Texas Yes 26.3
Utah Yes 41.4
Vermont Yes 18.5
Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes 21.6
Washington Yes 13.4
West Virginia Yes Yes 6.1
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes Yes 2.6
Wyoming 18.8

Yes Yes
us. 43 15 | 9 | 12 | 16.9%

— Indicates data not available.
SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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3.5
Exiting Services for English-Language Learners, Title |l

Students exiting

State criteria for exiting services (2007-08) services (2006-07)
ELP assessment,
ELP assessment, individual test Results on other Other Percent of ELL students
composite score domains assessments criteria reclassified out of ELL status
Alabama Yes Yes Yes 15.4%
Alaska Yes 21.9
Arizona Yes 10.7
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes 9.0
California Yes Yes Yes Yes 9.2
Colorado Yes Yes Yes Yes 17.1
Connecticut Yes Yes 15.4
Delaware Yes 20.6
District of Columbia Yes 8.8
Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes 35.3
Georgia Yes Yes Yes 10.2
Hawaii Yes Yes Yes 6.0
Idaho Yes Yes Yes Yes 11.0
lllinois Yes 28.4
Indiana Yes 13.7
lowa = = = = 21.0
Kansas Yes Yes 0.0
Kentucky Yes Yes Yes 6.0
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes 3.1
Maine Yes 3.4
Maryland Yes Yes Yes 18.9
Massachusetts Yes Yes Yes Yes 20.5
Michigan Yes Yes Yes 7.8
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes 2.2
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes 10.2
Missouri district criteria district criteria district criteria district criteria 6.6
Montana Yes Yes Yes Yes =
Nebraska district criteria district criteria district criteria district criteria =
Nevada Yes Yes Yes 6.8
New Hampshire Yes Yes 3.5
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes —
New Mexico Yes 22.5
New York Yes 12.2
North Carolina Yes 0.0
North Dakota = = = = 19.8
Ohio Yes Yes Yes 1.9
Oklahoma Yes 15.9
Oregon Yes 13.9
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes 115
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes 1.8
South Carolina Yes Yes 2.1t
South Dakota Yes 26.5
Tennessee Yes Yes 22.5
Texas Yes Yes Yes 30.0
Utah Yes Yes 6.1
Vermont Yes 27.0
Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes 21.7
Washington Yes 12.9
West Virginia Yes Yes 3.0
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes Yes 8.5
Wyoming 18.3

Yes Yes
us. 41 12.9%

— Indicates data not available.
1. Reported figure is an approximation.

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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4.1

Academic Performance
Learning English ELL Achievement Improving, But Gaps Remain Large

Nationwide, one-quarter of ELLs are failing to make progress
toward English-language proficiency, according to 2006-07 data
reported by the states. Half are making progress toward or have
attained proficiency. Progress of the remaining ELLs cannot be
determined because they have been tested only once.

National assessment results show that the academic performance of English-
language learners has improved during the past decade, particularly in math
(shown below). However, according to both national and state tests, significant
achievement gaps persist between English-learners and the overall student
population.
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Percent of ELLs not making progress toward
English-language proficiency (2006-07)
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SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the U.S. Department State-developed National Assessment
of Education’s 2007 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and state assessments .
assessment results from the Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07. (2006-07) ofiEd ucat(l;or‘é)a;)Pro OICES
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4.2
ELL Performance on the 2007 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

Percent scoring proficient or above (grades 4 and 8 averaged)

Gap Gap
ELL All students (ELL minus All) ELL All students (ELL minus All)
Alabama — 22.0% — — 25.0% —
Alaska 11.3 35.1 -23.8 7.5 27.9 -20.5
Arizona 4.9 28.4 -23.5 3.3 24.2 -21.0
Arkansas 10.0 30.5 -20.6 6.8 27.0 -20.2
California 7.3 26.8 -19.5 4.3 22.2 -17.9
Colorado 6.0 39.3 -33.3 5.0 35.4 -30.4
Connecticut 3.7 39.7 -36.0 4.7 39.1 -34.5
Delaware — 35.6 = = 32.2 =
District of Columbia 5.7 10.7 -5.0 = 12.9 =
Florida 10.8 33.8 -23.1 9.2 31.0 -21.8
Georgia 3.0 28.2 -25.1 = 27.0 =
Hawaii 8.5 27.2 -18.7 5.5 23.0 -17.5
ldaho 8.3 37.1 -28.7 5.6 8.3 -27.7
lllinois 10.3 33.6 -23.2 3.0 31.0 -28.0
Indiana 21.7 40.7 -19.0 = 32.0 =
lowa 10.8 39.1 -28.3 = 35.9 =
Kansas 14.6 45.6 -31.0 9.6 35.6 -26.1
Kentucky — 29.0 — — 30.6 =
Louisiana — 21.7 — — 19.9 =
Maine = 38.0 — = 36.4 =
Maryland = 38.3 = = 34.5 =
Massachusetts 19.8 54.1 -34.4 9.6 46.1 -36.5
Michigan = 33.0 = = 30.3 =
Minnesota 13.8 46.9 -33.0 6.6 36.8 -30.2
Mississippi = 17.4 = = 18.0 =
Missouri = 34.2 = = 31.4 =
Montana 3.7 41.0 -37.3 8.4 38.7 -30.3
Nebraska 4.8 36.3 -31.4 — 34.8 —
Nevada 6.0 26.6 -20.6 5.0 23.0 -18.0
New Hampshire = 44.8 = = 39.1 =
New Jersey 12.4 46.1 -33.7 6.0 41.0 -35.0
New Mexico 4.8 20.9 -16.1 3.7 20.7 -16.9
New York 7.2 36.7 -29.6 3.1 34.1 -31.0
North Carolina 15.1 37.7 -22.6 7.1 28.5 -21.4
North Dakota — 43.3 — — 33.7 =
Ohio 21.9 40.6 -18.8 = 36.1 =
Oklahoma 10.8 26.9 -16.1 9.3 26.4 -17.2
Oregon 6.7 34.9 -28.2 3.1 31.2 -28.1
Pennsylvania = 42.6 = = 38.3 =
Rhode Island — 30.8 = 2.8 29.0 -26.2
South Carolina — 33.9 — — 25.2 =
South Dakota = 39.8 = = 35.3 =
Tennessee — 25.9 = = 26.2 —
Texas 12.5 37.5 -25.0 5.3 28.6 -23.3
Utah 15.1 35.9 -20.8 11.7 32.0 -20.3
Vermont = 45.2 = = 41.5 =
Virginia 20.1 39.7 -19.6 15.6 35.7 -20.1
Washington 8.0 39.9 -31.9 3.7 35.2 -31.5
West Virginia = 25.5 = = 254 —
Wisconsin 17.2 41.9 -24.7 10.8 34.4 -23.6
Wyoming 40.1 34.8 =

us 34.8% -25.2% 30.4% -24.8%

— Indicates data not available because the number of English-language learners is too small to produce reliable results.
1. Values in the U.S. row represent results for the nation as a whole.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from the 2007 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), U.S. Department of Education.
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4.3
ELL Performance on State-Developed Assessments, 2006-07

Percent scoring proficient o rades 4 and 8 averaged)
Gap Gap
ELL All students (ELL minus All) ELL All students (ELL minus All)

Alabama 59.3% 72.1% -12.8% 55.3% 78.2% -22.9%
Alaska 47.9 72.3 -24.4 52.6 79.5 -26.9
Arizona 30.6 67.4 -36.8 16.7 64.1 -47.4
Arkansas 36.5 56.4 -19.9 34.3 60.1 -25.8
California 34.6 45.3 -10.7 27.0 46.8 -19.8
Colorado 68.9 83.5 -14.6 65.7 86.3 -20.7
Connecticut 42.1 79.4 -37.3 17.4 72.0 -54.6
Delaware 46.4 67.7 -21.3 48.2 78.0 -29.7
District of Columbia® 21.9 27.4 -5.5 19.5 34.3 -14.7
Florida 47.7 66.2 -18.5 36.3 58.7 -22.4
Georgia 60.1 80.3 -20.2 60.7 86.9 -26.2
Hawaii 14.5 36.8 -22.3 20.2 57.1 -36.9
ldaho 46.1 76.9 -30.8 46.9 83.2 -36.3
lllinois 66.3 82.3 -16.0 64.8 77.1 -12.3
Indiana 60.5 73.0 -12.5 54.5 71.7 -17.2
lowa 51.5 78.0 -26.5 44.6 75.9 -31.3
Kansas 57.2 79.0 -21.9 51.5 82.7 -31.2
Kentucky 38.8 54.5 -15.7 50.6 68.3 -17.8
Louisiana 60.8 60.1 +0.7 60.8 64.2 -3.4
Maine 31.6 55.9 -24.3 32.3 73.2 -40.9
Maryland 56.2 71.2 -14.9 53.5 77.1 -23.5
Massachusetts 15.1 46.5 -31.4 17.1 65.8 -48.7
Michigan 47.9 73.9 -26.0 50.0 74.5 -24.5
Minnesota 30.8 62.2 -31.4 29.3 67.3 -38.0
Mississippi 68.6 67.3 +1.2 62.3 70.5 -8.2
Missouri 21.7 43.4 -21.6 15.9 44.2 -28.2
Montana 20.6 63.4 -42.7 32.9 79.4 -46.4
Nebraska 82.8 89.7 -7.0 79.2 90.5 -11.2
Nevada 32.7 58.5 -25.8 19.6 57.3 -37.7
New Hampshire 25.3 61.5 -36.2 25.4 68.8 -43.4
New Jersey 41.7 75.7 -34.0 27.8 75.8 -48.0
New Mexico 18.1 38.0 -19.9 28.5 55.6 -27.1
New York 43.7 69.3 -25.5 20.5 62.5 -42.0
North Carolina 51.1 66.4 -15.4 70.4 86.7 -16.3
North Dakota 42.8 73.0 -30.2 47.8 78.1 -30.2
Ohio 57.1 73.6 -16.5 58.2 80.1 -21.9
Oklahoma 65.4 78.4 -13.0 64.6 83.0 -18.3
Oregon 41.2 70.5 -29.3 39.9 73.4 -33.5
Pennsylvania 39.7 72.1 -32.4 26.5 72.1 -45.7
Rhode Island 13.5 50.3 -36.8 11.3 60.4 -49.1
South Carolina 325 40.0 -7.5 29.7 43.7 -14.0
South Dakota 43.5 74.9 -31.4 55.8 82.9 -27.2
Tennessee 68.5 88.3 -19.8 55.1 90.0 -35.0
Texas 64.1 78.2 -14.2 64.4 85.1 -20.6
Utah 49.7 75.4 -25.8 50.5 79.5 -29.0
Vermont 50.3 61.5 -11.2 57.8 66.6 -8.8
Virginia 66.5 78.8 -12.3 65.2 83.2 -18.0
Washington 15.0 55.1 -40.0 325 72.0 -39.5
West Virginia 70.2 75.0 -4.8 66.2 81.4 -15.1
Wisconsin 56.6 76.0 -19.5 55.3 83.0 -27.8
Wyoming 54.0 73.5 -19.5 43.5 73.9 -30.4

u.s.? 43.8% 67.4% -23.6% 38.2% 70.5% -32.3%

1. Results for the District of Columbia are from the 2005-06 school year.
2. Values in the U.S. row represent results for the nation as a whole.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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4.4

Accommodations Offered to English-Language Learners

Recent studies have found that all 50 states and the District of Columbia provide assessment accommodations to English-
language learners. Such accommodations are intended to reduce language-based barriers to demonstrating content
knowledge. A taxonomy developed by Rivera and colleagues identifies two major categories of accommodations. Direct
linguistic supports serve to adjust the language of a test. Such accommodations may be provided in English or a student’s
native language and include: a translated or plain English version of the test, use of reference material, or reading test
directions or items aloud. /ndirect linguistic supports modify the conditions under which an assessment is administered and
include allowing extra time to complete a test.

For more information see A National Review of State Assessment Policy and Practice for English Language Learners, C. Rivera and E.
Collum, Eds. (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2006).

Testin small groups/individually
Allow extra time

Read directions aloud

Read questions aloud in English
Take breaks during testing
Administer in multiple sessions
Provide dictionaries

Administer in separate rooms
Oral directions in native language
Dictate answers

Write answers in test booklet
Modify test directions

Provide native language glossaries
Add more visuals

Provide English glossaries
Respond in native language
Modify linguistic complexity

Add more examples

Modify vocabulary

Other

Number of states offering
accommodations for content
assessments. Totals include the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.

SOURCE: Biennial Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Title 11/ State Formula Grant Program, School Years 2004-06. Office of English Language
Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students, U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC, 2008.
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4.5
Accommodations and Native-Language Assessments for ELLS

Testing accommodations for ELLs (2006-07) Native-language assessments
Indirect linguistic support State provides native language assessment

in at least one grade level
Extra time to complete test (2007-08)

In native language In English

Alabama Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes Yes
Arizona Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes
California Yes Yes English, Math
Colorado Yes Yes Yes English
Connecticut Yes Yes Yes
Delaware Yes Yes Math, Science
District of Columbia Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Yes Yes
Hawaii Yes Yes
Idaho Yes Yes Yes
lllinois Yes
Indiana Yes Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes Yes Math
Kentucky Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Math
Michigan Yes Yes Yes Math, Science
Minnesota Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes Yes
Montana Yes Yes Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes Yes English
Nevada Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey Yes Yes English, Math, Science
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes English, Math, Science
New York Yes Yes Yes Math, Science
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes
Oregon Yes Yes Yes English, Math, Science
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Math
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes Yes
Texas Yes Yes English, Math, Science
Utah Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes Yes
Virginia Yes Yes
Washington Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes
Wyoming Yes

Yes
u.s. 48

SOURCE: Accommaodations practices from George Washington University Center for Equity and Excellence in Education, 2008. Information on native-language
assessment from Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009.
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4.6
Regulatory Flexibility Exercised Under Title | of No Child Left Behind, 2007-08

State exempts recently-arrived ELLs State excludes reading and math State includes former English-
from English-language arts scores of recently-arrived ELLs language learners in the ELL
assessment from AYP determinations subgroup for AYP determinations
Alabama Yes Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes Yes
Arizona Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes
California Yes Yes
Colorado FAY* Yes
Connecticut Yes Yes Yes
Delaware Yes Yes Yes
District of Columbia Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes
Georgia Yes Yes Yes
Hawaii FAY* Yes
ldaho Yes Yes Yes
lllinois Yes Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Yes Yes
lowa Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes Yes
Kentucky Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes Yes
Michigan Yes Yes Yes
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes
Missouri Yes Yes Yes
Montana Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes Yes
Nevada Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey Yes FAY! Yes
New Mexico Yes Yes Yes
New York Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes
Oregon Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes Yes
Texas Yes Yes Yes
Utah Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes FAY*
Virginia Yes Yes Yes
Washington Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes
Wisconsin Yes Yes
Wyoming

Yes Yes Yes
us. 42
1. States indicates that scores of recently-arrived ELL students are excluded from AYP determinations based on the academic year (FAY) provisions
under Title | of the No Child Left Behind Act.

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey, EPE Research Center, 2009
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4.7
High School Graduation Rates for English-Language Learners, 2005-06

Alabama — 81.6% =
Alaska 42.4 59.6 -17.2
Arizona 44.0 70.0 -26.0
Arkansas 79.7 83.0 -3.3
California 68.0 83.2 -15.2
Colorado 65.9 74.1 -8.2
Connecticut — 92.2 =
Delaware 58.9 84.0 -25.1
District of Columbia = 66.2 =
Florida 46.3 68.3 -22.0
Georgia 395 72.3 -32.8
Hawaii 81.6 79.2 +2.4
Idaho = 88.0 =
Illinois 63.2 87.8 -24.6
Indiana 61.5 76.5 -15.0
lowa = 90.8 =
Kansas 71.2 90.3 -19.1
Kentucky = 83.3 =
Louisiana 60.0 64.8 -4.8
Maine = 83.1 =
Maryland 85.4 85.4 0.0
Massachusetts 54.5 79.9 -25.4
Michigan = 85.8 =
Minnesota 62.8 90.8 -28.0
Mississippi = 87.0 =
Missouri 83.1 85.8 -2.7
Montana = 84.0 =
Nebraska — 88.4 =
Nevada — 67.5 =
New Hampshire = 87.7 —
New Jersey = 92.3 —
New Mexico 77.8 86.8 -9.0
New York 44.0 77.0 -33.0
North Carolina 55.1 70.3 -15.2
North Dakota 53.2 85.9 -32.7
Ohio 77.2 86.1 -8.9
Oklahoma = 84.6 =
Oregon 75.4 81.7 -6.3
Pennsylvania 70.5 88.3 -17.8
Rhode Island = 85.0 =
South Carolina 59.8 73.9 -14.1
South Dakota 72.3 93.2 -20.9
Tennessee — 80.8 —
Texas 48.5 80.4 -31.9
Utah 69.2 83.0 -13.8
Vermont 83.0 85.1 -2.1
Virginia 64.1 79.0 -14.9
Washington 55.5 70.4 -14.9
West Virginia 83.0 84.6 -1.6
Wisconsin — 89.3 =
Wyoming 56.3 81.6 -25.3

u.s.t 64.0% 80.1% -16.0%

— Indicates data not available.

1. Values in U.S. row represent the average of states with data for ELL students.

NOTE: Caution should be used when comparing state results because methods for calculating graduation rates are not uniform across states. For
more information on high school graduation rates, see Djp/omas Count 2008 (www.edweek.org/go/dc08).

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2006-07.
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5.1
Federal Funding for English-Language Learners Under Title llI

FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2008 FY 2009

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate
Alabama $1,298,044 $2,096,456 $1,878,554 $2,969,385 $3,174,723 $3,292,640 $3,662,530 $3,818,906
Alaska 659,441 756,660 861,613 835,169 951,490 654,107 1,068,686 1,114,315
Arizona 12,342,805 14,885,171 16,453,934 16,053,667 17,374,634 19,762,263 22,008,130 22,947,795
Arkansas 1,200,898 1,405,893 1,871,562 1,986,077 3,612,909 2,734,955 2,993,001 3,120,791
California 117,280,776 140,308,451 161,549,115 149,565,827 166,955,253 169,943,708 164,463,306 171,485,272
Colorado 5,272,170 5,787,218 7,069,901 9,947,707 9,613,097 9,861,486 10,346,532 10,788,291
Connecticut 3,902,678 4,636,095 5,380,812 4,440,248 5,571,146 5,487,120 5,701,587 5,945,023
Delaware 547,133 637,128 725,465 876,486 1,212,964 1,360,340 1,220,192 1,272,289
District of Columbia 618,530 615,944 680,354 922,000 583,745 595,892 1,027,423 1,071,290
Florida 25,124,291 31,206,229 36,272,809 38,999,401 42,709,671 40,859,272 42,406,254 44,216,841
Georgia 8,016,776 10,052,947 11,254,952 13,281,802 13,188,888 15,192,009 15,944,963 16,625,753
Hawaii 1,598,416 1,848,233 2,186,577 1,645,216 2,298,533 2,589,790 2,763,318 2,881,301
Idaho 1,147,558 1,242,349 1,297,826 2,107,363 2,030,270 1,840,683 1,884,572 1,965,036
lllinois 19,791,174 23,087,684 25,929,181 24,732,083 28,836,450 27,632,522 27,696,340 28,878,870
Indiana 3,171,665 3,732,458 4,276,401 7,644,463 10,667,335 6,612,576 6,846,078 7,138,380
lowa 1,722,524 1,783,331 2,193,017 2,907,230 2,020,724 2,535,476 3,039,052 3,168,808
Kansas 2,461,055 2,564,194 2,975,681 2,417,540 2,740,852 3,407,085 3,580,355 3,733,223
Kentucky 1,364,074 1,614,982 1,812,413 2,404,457 3,118,830 2,811,107 2,901,342 3,025,218
Louisiana 1,729,343 1,931,030 2,328,221 3,317,197 2,346,119 2,187,267 2,401,383 2,503,914
Maine 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 621,027 568,653 825,861 861,122
Maryland 3,994,456 5,144,370 5,867,566 6,654,183 7,437,226 9,173,382 8,539,384 8,903,984
Massachusetts 7,173,119 8,634,965 9,673,186 11,258,663 9,855,919 11,074,722 11,645,852 12,143,086
Michigan 5,224,759 6,398,793 8,220,261 11,540,302 8,594,099 10,423,737 9,808,235 10,227,009
Minnesota 4,505,735 5,289,550 6,108,755 6,595,273 7,098,282 6,739,911 8,212,782 8,563,437
Mississippi 816,852 821,494 971,870 1,017,471 742,851 1,320,656 1,387,985 1,447,247
Missouri 2,264,523 2,751,092 3,130,233 4,538,410 3,100,690 3,636,617 4,153,455 4,330,792
Montana 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
Nebraska 1,482,431 1,742,468 1,863,656 2,143,231 2,130,605 2,394,094 2,845,645 2,967,143
Nevada 3,678,101 4,701,878 5,706,721 6,865,410 8,673,706 6,039,870 7,275,754 7,586,401
New Hampshire 500,000 531,348 532,764 1,056,420 823,886 775,571 750,591 782,638
New Jersey 13,235,293 13,800,087 16,278,278 20,186,729 16,783,993 18,309,686 18,602,562 19,396,822
New Mexico 4,184,968 4,984,387 5,494,409 5,347,129 4,051,960 4,361,669 5,797,995 6,045,548
New York 36,818,405 42,538,157 47,907,904 53,923,317 53,526,957 44,939,836 51,902,229 54,118,260
North Carolina 6,710,455 7,942,378 8,883,786 9,979,375 12,582,872 12,318,021 14,756,567 15,386,617
North Dakota 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 516,551 538,606
Ohio 4,940,339 5,643,930 6,438,717 6,567,211 8,027,863 7,723,735 7,815,268 8,148,950
Oklahoma 2,251,246 2,697,714 2,916,153 4,869,319 3,843,474 3,391,829 3,490,217 3,639,236
Oregon 3,930,539 4,638,616 4,951,822 5,300,358 6,888,009 7,672,916 7,609,239 7,934,125
Pennsylvania 6,910,833 8,105,400 9,383,763 8,982,966 11,458,626 11,402,463 11,325,615 11,809,176
Rhode Island 1,375,575 1,516,436 1,768,126 2,375,164 1,950,367 2,087,491 1,658,700 1,729,520
South Carolina 1,899,479 2,146,296 2,442,675 2,588,131 2,502,240 4,306,276 4,112,405 4,287,989
South Dakota 500,000 500,000 534,980 515,986 500,000 732,606 520,987 543,231
Tennessee 2,244,136 3,489,764 3,686,302 4,546,936 5,523,057 4,804,552 5,122,035 5,340,727
Texas 55,392,788 65,436,344 74,350,392 82,422,240 85,865,561 88,356,253 93,022,484 96,994,194
Utah 2,946,483 3,145,762 3,396,597 2,888,015 3,652,520 3,555,348 4,718,942 4,920,423
Vermont 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
Virginia 5,256,009 6,568,485 7,273,394 9,222,809 9,823,062 10,341,267 11,992,523 12,504,558
Washington 7,189,530 8,121,472 9,607,031 8,547,438 10,265,825 12,857,842 14,234,059 14,841,800
West Virginia 500,000 500,000 500,000 610,998 500,000 500,000 639,775 667,091
Wisconsin 3,657,845 4,248,721 4,914,400 6,171,980 6,258,643 6,007,535 6,396,351 6,669,452
Wyoming 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000

VR $401,333,250 |$474,732,360 |$542,302,129 |$576,268,782 |$614,090,953 |$617,176,836 |$643,135,092 |$670,530,500

1. U.S. row represents total of state grants under Title I11. National total excludes grants to U.S. Territories and other non-state allocations.
SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2009. Analysis of budget data from the U.S. Department of Education.
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5.2

State Funding for English-Language Learners

Funding formula includes weights Categorical fundi
or adjustments for ELL students (2008 (FY 2008)

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado |~ Yes
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
u.S.

English-Language Learners in American Schools

Funds must be used
for ELL services

Funds can be used for any
educational purpose

Number of categorical
ELL programs

Total allocation for categorical
ELL programs

$5,339,800

1

1 5,025,500

115,749,000°
2 129,033
6 040,000
1 6,929,246
Yes =
Yes =
Yes =
-_—
Yes 11,800,000
Yes =
Yes =
Yes =
Yes =
_1
Yes =
_1
Yes =
8 | 24 | l4states |  — |

— Indicates data not available or not applicable.

1. State provided statutory evidence showing that categorical funds may be allocated to serving ELL students; however, a specific line-item allocation does not
appear in the state's education budget.

2. Reported amount includes allocations from both federal and state sources. State is not able to disaggregate federal and state funding for ELL services.

SOURCE: Annual State Policy Survey and analysis of state budget documents, EPE Research Center, 2009
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Methodology

In an effort to provide the most comprehensive and up-to-date information on English-language-learners in the United States, Perspectives on a
Population presents data and analysis derived from a wide variety of sources. Much of that information comes from original analyses of large-scale
databases and state policy surveys conducted by the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center. Data were also compiled from other public
sources, as noted in the report’s individual figures and tables. Additional details about several of the major data sources used in this report are provided
below.

The EPE Research Center’s Annual State Policy Survey

To collect information on state education policies and other indicators related to English-language learners, the EPE Research Center sent surveys to the
chief state school officers in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The surveys were distributed electronically on July 7, 2008.

Respondents were asked to answer the questions and provide appropriate documentation to verify that the reported policies were in place at the time of
the survey or for the 2008-09 school year. Such documentation might include state statutes, administrative rules, or Web links for information available
online. To ensure that answers were accurate and that consistent standards were applied uniformly across the states, EPE Research Center staff
members carefully evaluated each state’s responses and documentary evidence over a 10-week period. That process often included discussions with the
respondents. In the absence of documentation, the center did not award credit or assume the policy was in place.

On or around Sept. 16, the EPE Research Center sent each chief state school officer a completed survey indicating the state’s initial responses and the
final determinations by the center based on the available evidence. Officials in the state were asked to review the final answers and supply any
corrections or changes that could be supported by additional documentation.

All 50 states and the District of Columbia participated in the survey. The EPE Research Center would like to thank the many dedicated individuals at
state education agencies who generously contributed their time and effort in providing information for this year’s report.

The Common Core of Data (CCD)

Analyses of English-language learners in the nation’s K-12 public school system employed the Common Core of Data or CCD. This database is an annual
census of all K-12 public schools and school districts in the country conducted by the National Center of Education Statistics, the statistical branch of the
U.S. Department of Education. Among other indicators, the CCD provides information on the number of students enrolled in public school systems, in
the aggregate and disaggregated by a variety of student characteristics, including participation in ELL programs. The CCD provides aggregated data for
public education organizations at the school, district, and state levels. It does not include information about individual students. The most recent data
available from the CCD are for the 2005-06 school year. Detailed methodological descriptions of the CCD can be found in technical documentation
published by the National Center for Education Statistics, available online at nces.ed.gov/ccd.

The American Community Survey (ACS)

Analyses examining the characteristics of individual English-language learners (including race and ethnicity, socioeconomic and linguistic background,
and immigration history) employ the American Community Survey or ACS. This large-scale sample survey of the residential population in the United
States has been conducted annually since 2005 by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Each year, the ACS collects data on more than 1 million households
and about 3 million individuals nationwide. The ACS obtains a variety of information from respondents including: household and family characteristics,
educational attainment levels, income and employment, citizenship status, and country of origin. In addition, the ACS asks whether members of
surveyed households speak a language other than English at home and, if so, how well they speak English. For analyses using the ACS in this study,
English-language learners are defined as youths from the ages of 5 to 17 who speak a language other than English at home and who do not speak
English very well. It should be noted that this definition of an ELL differs from that of the CCD, which is based on participation in formal English-
language-instructional programs in the public schools. In order to assure reliable results at the state level, ACS data have been pooled across three
years (2005, 2006, and 2007). Additional methodological information about the ACS can be found online at www.census.gov/acs.

The Consolidated State Performance Reports (CSPRs)

The Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR) is the required annual reporting tool authorized under Section 9303 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). Every year, each state, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico report to the U.S. Department of Education programmatic and performance data related to federally funded education programs. The CSPR
includes information about implementation of programs for English-language learners, which are funded under Title 111 of NCLB. The report also collects
data on progress that ELL students are making toward English proficiency (part of Title 111 reporting) and on the achievement of ELL students in
academic subjects (part of Title | accountability requirements). For Perspectives on a Population, the EPE Research Center compiled extensive data from
the 2006-07 CSPRs for each state. In some cases, information was verified using additional sources, including correspondence with the state education
agencies. The Consolidated Performance Reports for the 2006-07 school year have been made available online by the U.S. Department of Education, at
www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated.
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