ISSUES&ANSWERS

‘REL

MID-ATLANTIC
Regional Educational Laboratory
At Pennsylvania State University

REL 2012-No. 132

A descriptive
analysis of
enrollment and
achievement
among English
anguage
earner students
In Delaware










Summary

REL 2012—-No. 132

A descriptive analysis of enroliment
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language learner students in Delaware

This study describes enrollment and
achievement trends among English
language learner (ELL) students in Dela-
ware public schools between 2002/03
and 2008/09. It documents achievement
gaps in reading, math, science, and social
studies that narrowed in most elemen-
tary and middle school grades studied
and were wider at higher grades in all
subjects.

English language learner (ELL) students

are the fastest growing segment of the U.S.
student population. According to the National
Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisi-
tion and Language Instruction Educational
Programs (2011), approximately 5.3 million
ELL students were enrolled in preK-12 in
2008/09, accounting for about 10.8 percent of
all public school students in the United States.
National enrollment of ELL students in public
schools grew 57 percent between 1995 and
2009 (Flannery 2009)—almost six times the
10 percent growth rate in the general educa-
tion population (students who are not enrolled
in a language assistance program or a special
education program). e number of ELL
students has also been growing in Delaware,*
where the foreign-born population rose from
44,898 in 2000 to 74,033 in 2009, making up
more than 8 percent of the state’s population
in 2009 (Migration Policy Institute 2010b).

Nationally, an achievement gap exists between
ELL and non-ELL students in all subject areas,
particularly subjects with high language de-
mands (Strickland and Alvermann 2004). On
state assessments, the percentage of students
who achieve pro ciency (as de ned by each
state) is 20—30 percentage points lower among
ELL students than among non-ELL students
(Abedi and Dietel 2004). e No Child Le Be-
hind Act of 2001 requires states to implement
accountability systems to assess the achieve-
ment of all students, including students from
traditionally underserved populations such as
ELL students. e goal is to have all students
reach pro ciency and to close the achieve-
ment gap by 2014 (No Child Le Behind Act of
2001).

is study describes ELL student enrollment
and achievement trends in Delaware public
schools from 2002/03 to 2008/09. Two research
questions guide this study:?

] How did the enrollment of ELL students in
Delaware public schools change between
2002/03 and 2008/09?

] How did performance (the percentage
scoring at the meets the standard, exceeds
the standard, or distinguished level) on
state assessments in reading and math
in grades 2-10 and in science and social
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WHY THIS STUDY? 1

WHY THIS STUDY?

This study
describes
enrollment and
achievement trends
among English
language learner
(ELL) students

in Delaware
public schools
between 2002/03
and 2008/09.

It documents
achievement
gaps in reading,
math, science,
and social studies
that narrowed in
most elementary
and middle school
grades studied
and were wider
at higher grades
in all subjects.

English language learner (ELL) students' are the
fastest growing segment of the student popula-
tion enrolled in public schools in the United
States, including in Delaware. is study describes
enrollment and achievement trends among ELL
students in Delaware public schools from 2002/03
t0 2008/09. (Box 1 de nes key terms.)

National increase in the number of ELL students

According to the National Clearinghouse for Eng-
lish Language Acquisition and Language Instruc-
tion Educational Programs (2011), approximately
5.3 million ELL students were enrolled in preK-12
in 2008/09, accounting for about 10.8 percent of
all public school students in the United States.
National enrollment of ELL students in public
schools grew 57 percent between 1995 and 2009
(Flannery 2009)—almost six times the 10 percent
growth rate in the general education population
(students who are not enrolled in a language assis-
tance program or a special education program).

In the 1990s, the majority of ELL students were
concentrated in a few states, including California,
Florida, and Texas. Since then, the number of ELL
students across the country has risen, with increas-
ing diversity in the languages they speak (Shin and
Bruno 2003; Shin and Kominski 2010). e growth
in the number of ELL students re ects the growth
in the number of foreign-born residents in the
United States (Migration Policy Institute 2010a).
According to the Migration Policy Institute (2010a),
about 39 million foreign-born residents lived in the
United States in 2009, accounting for 12.5 percent
of the population. e number of foreign-born resi-
dents who obtained permanent legal resident status
rose from roughly 841,000 in 2000 to 1,131,000 in
2009, an increase of about 35 percent (U.S. Depart-
ment of Homeland Security 2010).

The achievement gap between ELL and non-ELL students

Nationally, an achievement gap exists between
ELL and non-ELL students (Strickland and



2 ENROLLMENT AND ACHIEVEMENT AMONG ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNER STUDENTS IN DELAWARE

BOX 1
Key terms

Achievement gap. edi erence
between how well students from mi-
nority subgroups, including English
language learner (ELL) students and
low-income households, perform on
standardized tests as compared with
their peers (No Child Le Behind
Glossary 2001). In this report, the
achievement gap is calculated by
subtracting the percentage of ELL
students at a speci ¢ grade level
scoring at the meets the standard,
exceeds the standard, or distin-
guished level on a state assessment
from the percentage of non-ELL stu-
dents at the same grade level scoring
at the meets the standard, exceeds
the standard, or distinguished level
on the same assessment. Narrow-
ing the achievement gap is when the
di erence between the percentage
of ELL students scoring at meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or
distinguished level and the percent-
age of non-ELL students scoring

at the meets the standard, exceeds
the standard, or distinguished level
decreases over time. Closing the

achievement gap is when the di er-
ence between the percentage of ELL
students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or
distinguished level and the percent-
age of non-ELL students scoring

at the meets the standard, exceeds
the standard, or distinguished level
becomes zero. Reversing the achieve-
ment gap is when the percentage of
ELL students scoring at the meets
the standard, exceeds the standard,
or distinguished level changes from
being lower than to higher than

the percentage of non-ELL students
scoring at the meets the standard,
exceeds the standard, or distin-
guished level.

English language learner (ELL)
students. According to the Delaware
Department of Education (State

of Delaware 2010), “students with
limited English pro ciency. ELLs are
individuals who, by reason of foreign
birth or ancestry, speak a language
other than English, and either
comprehend, speak, read, or write
little or no English, or who have
been identi ed as English Language
Learners by a valid English language

pro ciency assessment approved by
the Department of Education for use
statewide.”

Foreign born. Anyone residing in

the United States who was not a U.S.
citizen at birth, including naturalized
citizens, lawful permanent residents,
certain legal nonimmigrants (for
example, people on student or work
visas), people admitted under refugee
or asylee status, and people illegally
residing in the United States (Migra-
tion Policy Institute 2010a).

Non—English language learner (non-
ELL) students. Native speakers of
English, those who speak a language
other than English at home but are
identi ed as initially uent speakers
of English, and those who were ELL
students but have been reclassi ed
as uent English pro cient (Abedi
2004).

Performance. In this study, a term
used as shorthand for the percentage
of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or
distinguished level on the Delaware
Student Testing Program.

Alvermann 2004). On state assessments, the
percentage of students who achieve pro ciency (as
de ned by each state) is 20—30 percentage points
lower among ELL students than among non-ELL
students (Abedi and Dietel 2004). Studies using
nationally representative assessment data clearly
and consistently show a large achievement gap
between ELL and non-ELL students in all subject
areas (Abedi and Gandara 2006; Solano-Flores
and Trumbull 2003; Wolf et al. 2008).

Recent scores on the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP) illustrate this achieve-
ment gap between ELL and non-ELL students in

reading and math at all grades tested ( gure 1;
U.S. Department of Education 2010). On the 2009
NAEP reading assessment, the achievement gap
between ELL and non-ELL students was 30 per-
centage points in grade 4, 31 percentage points in
grade 8, and 37 percentage points in grade 12. On
the 2009 NAEP math assessment, the achievement
gap was 30 percentage points in grades 4 and 8
and 23 percentage points in grade 12.

Other studies have illustrated the widening
achievement gap in reading/language arts and
math between ELL and non-ELL students at
higher grades. National studies using 2005 NAEP



FIGURE 1

Percentage of students scoring at or above the
proficient level on the 2009 National Assessment
of Educational Progress, by grade, subject, and
English language learner status
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Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from U.S. Department of Educa-
tion (2010).

math data (Fry 2007) and Stanford 9 reading data
(Abedi 2002) found wider gaps between ELL and
non-ELL students in middle and high school than
in elementary school. State data yielded similar
results: 2001 Stanford 9 reading data for Califor-
nia (Gandara et al. 2003) and 2010 New England
Common Assessment Program reading data for
Rhode Island (Rhode Island KIDS COUNT 2011).
A state-level cohort analysis of a group of Califor-
nia students from 1998 to 2001 found that ELL
students’ assessment scores tended to be com-
parable to non-ELL students’ scores in the early
elementary school grades but fell below non-ELL
students’ scores by grade 5, and the gap continued
to widen throughout the students’ school careers
(Gandara et al. 2003).

One possible explanation for the change in the
achievement gap across grades outlined in the
research literature is that the language demand
of the assessments increases as grade levels rise.
According to the Standards for Educational

and Psychological Testing (American Educa-
tional Research Association, American Psycho-
logical Association, and National Council on
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Measurement in Education 1999, p. 91), “for all
test takers, any test that employs language is, in
part, a measure of their language skills. isis
of particular concern for test takers whose rst
language is not the language of the test.” e
language demands of national and state assess-
ments may a ect the academic performance of
ELL students with low English pro ciency. us,
these assessments inadvertently become mea-
sures of English language pro ciency in addition
to being measures of content area knowledge
and skills.

e achievement gap between ELL and non-ELL
students reported in the literature is wider in
reading/language arts, which has high language
demand, than in subjects such as science and
math, where language is not the target of measure-
ment (Abedi 2002; Abedi and Herman 2010). In
a study using data from several school districts
indi erent states, Abedi, Leon, and Mirocha
(2003) found that the achievement gap between
ELL and non-ELL students is widest in reading,
substantially narrower in science, and nonexistent
in math items involving computations (but not in
math items involving the use of language, such as
word problems).

Legislation a ecting the assessment of ELL students

Closing the achievement gap between subgroups
such as ELL and non-ELL students is a critical
step toward achieving the No Child Le Behind
(NCLB) Act of 2001 goal of having all students
achieve pro ciency in reading and math by 2014.
e law requires states to implement account-
ability systems to assess the achievement of all
students, including traditionally underserved
populations such as ELL students. Under Title | of
NCLB, all students, including ELL students, must
be tested annually in grades 3—8 and once in high
school, and states must provide ELL students with
appropriate accommodations, including modi ca-
tions of the assessment language and format, until
the students achieve English language pro ciency.
Because ELL students are still developing English
language skills, state assessments in a student’s
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TRENDS IN ENROLLMENT OF ELL STUDENTS school (table 2). During that period, ELL student
enrollment grew in every grade except prekinder-
e number of ELL students in Delaware increased garten, where ELL student enrollment peaked
91.7 percent from 2002/03 to 2008/09, but the in 2004/05. e growth in elementary school
changes were not consistent over time (table 1). ELL outpaced the growth in middle school and high
student enrollment increased steadily every year school: ELL students accounted for 4.3 percent of
from 2002/03 to 2007/08, with the largest increases the elementary school population in 2002/03 and
from 2002/03 to 2003/04 (20.7 percent) and from 8.6 percent in 2008/09, whereas they accounted
2004/05 to 2005/06 (20.4 percent).® ELL student for 2.3 percent of the middle school population in
enrollment decreased 1.2 percent from 2007/08 2002/03 and 3.3 percent in 2008/09 and for 1.8 per-
t0 2008/09. e percentage of ELL students in the cent of the high school population in 2002/03 and
student population increased from 3.0 percent in 2.2 percent in 2008/09. Appendix B contains more
2002/03 to 5.5 percent in 2006/07 and remained information on ELL student enroliment by grade.
close to that level through 2008/09. Total enrollment
increased 7.7 percent from 2002/03 to 2008/09. e Delaware Department of Education requires that
an English language pro ciency assessment be ad-
Between 2002/03 and 2008/09, ELL students ac- ministered to all ELL students every year. e assess-
counted for a larger share of total enrollment in ment is administered in the spring and measures
elementary school than in middle school and high ELL students’ levels of English pro ciency (State of
TABLE 1

Total and ELL student enrollment in Delaware public schools, 2002/03-2008/09

Total enrollment ELL student enrollment
Percentage change Percent change Percent of total
Number from the previous year Number from the previous year enrollment
2002/03 116,444 na 3,523 na 3.0
2003/04 17,777 1.1 4,254 20.7 3.6
2004/05 119,108 1.1 4,771 12.2 4.0
2005/06 120,938 1.5 5,743 20.4 4.7
2006/07 122,261 1.1 6,748 17.5 5.5
2007/08 124,041 1.5 6,831 1.2 5.5
2008/09 125,430 1.1 6,752 -1.2 54

nais not applicable.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of Education (2009b).

TABLE 2
ELL student enrollment as a share of total enroliment in Delaware public schools, by grade span,
2002/03-2008/09

Grade span 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09
Prekindergarten 1.2 1.7 34 13 1.2 0.0 0.4
Elementary (grades K-5) 4.3 55 6.0 73 8.8 8.8 8.6
Middle (grades 6-8) 2.3 24 2.7 3.0 3.2 3.3 3.3
High (grades 9-12) 1.8 1.9 2.1 25 2.6 2.5 2.2

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of Education (2009b).
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TABLE 3 e number and percentage of ELL students
Number of native languages spoken by ELL speaking each language uctuated between
students in Delaware public schools, 2002/03- 2002/03 and 2008/09. e number and percentage
e of ELL students speaking Spanish, Gujarati, Eng-
Percent lish (Non-US), Arabic, Urdu, Telugu, and “other”
’l\;‘r‘]m:aer of change from the languages increased from 2002/03 to 2008/09, but
S EE— the changes were not consistent over time. e
2002/03 60 na number of Spanish speakers doubled between
2003/04 69 150 2002/03 and 2007/08, with annual increases
2004/05 69 0.0 ranging from 57 to 824 students,® then dropped
200/06 66 43 73 students from 2007/08 to 2008/09. e num-
2006/07 66 0.0 ber of ELL students speaking “other” languages
2007/08 66 0.0 increased between 2002/03 and 2006/07, with
2008/09 81 227 annual increases ranging from 22 to 98 students,
nais not applicable. then dropped from 2006/07 to 2008/09.
Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009b). Between 2002/03 and 2008/09, the number of
ELL students speaking Creole, Chinese, Turkish,
TABLE 4

Number and percentage of ELL students in Delaware public schools, by native language, 2002/03-2008/09

2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
the total the total the total the total the total the total the total

. Number number Number number Number number Number number Number number Number number Number number
Native of ELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL  ofELL
language students students students students students students students students students students students students students students
Spanish 2,642 750 3,247 763 3594 753 4406 76.7 5230 775 5,287 774 5214 77.2
Creole 238 6.8 265 6.2 251 53 241 4.2 251 37 260 3.8 285 4.2
Chinese
(Cantonese
and Mandarin) 84 24 103 24 112 2.3 134 2.3 148 2.2 133 1.9 137 2.0
Gujarati 42 1.2 44 1.0 51 1.1 63 1.1 83 1.2 108 1.6 98 1.5
English (Non-
us) — — — — 14 0.3 47 0.8 72 1.1 79 1.2 87 1.3
Arabic 29 0.8 32 0.8 34 0.7 70 1.2 100 1.5 79 1.2 83 1.2
Korean 115 3.3 95 2.2 94 2.0 113 2.0 108 1.6 100 1.5 72 1.1
Turkish 42 1.2 38 0.9 53 1.1 64 1.1 61 0.9 60 0.9 64 0.9
Urdu 23 0.7 25 0.6 36 0.8 40 0.7 48 0.7 56 0.8 63 0.9
Telugu 10 0.3 15 0.4 22 0.5 28 0.5 31 0.5 39 0.6 55 0.8
French 34 1.0 43 1.0 50 1.0 48 0.8 55 0.8 61 0.9 53 0.8
Vietnamese 30 0.9 20 0.5 35 0.7 42 0.7 43 0.6 60 0.9 53 0.8
Other 234 6.6 327 7.7 425 8.9 447 7.8 518 7.7 509 7.5 488 7.2
Total number
of ELL students 3,523 4,254 4,771 5,743 6,748 6,831 6,752

ELL is English language learner.

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.

— is not available because English (Non-U.S.) was not listed as a language with high ELL enrollment in 2002/03 or 2003/04.
Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of Education (2009b).
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French, and Vietnamese increased, but the per-
centage of ELL students speaking them decreased.
During this period, both the number and percent-
age of ELL students speaking Korean decreased.
Appendix C has more information on languages
spoken by ELL students.

Under Title | of the NCLB Act, all students, includ-
ing ELL students, are required to participate in
their state’s annual standards-based assessment
program in reading/language arts, math, and as of
2008, science.

e following sections compare the performance (the
percentage scoring at the meets the standard, exceeds
the standard, or distinguished level) of ELL and
non-ELL students on the Delaware Student Testing
Program (DSTP; the Delaware assessment program is
described inbox 3). e percentage of students scor-
ing at the meets the standard, exceeds the standard,

or distinguished level on each assessment from
2002/03 to 2008/09 is listed in appendix F.

Grade 2. In 2005/06, no achievement gap existed
between ELL and non-ELL students on the grade 2
reading assessment ( gure 3). From 2005/06
to 2006/07, an achievement gap formed, with
non-ELL students’ performance 1.6 percentage
points higher than that of ELL students. e gap
uctuated over the next two years, widening to
3.8 percentage points in 2007/08 and narrowing
to 2.6 percentage points in 2008/09. ELL students’
performance decreased 2.7 percentage points from
2005/06 to 2006/07 and increased 1.5 percentage
points from 2006/07 to 2008/09, for a net decrease
of 1.2 percentage points. Non-ELL students’
performance decreased 1.1 percentage points
from 2005/06 to 2006/07, increased 2.6 percentage
points from 2006/07 to 2007/08, and decreased
0.1 percentage point from 2007/08 and 2008/09,
for a net increase of 1.4 percentage points.

BOX 3
Delaware assessment program

e Delaware Student Testing Program
(DSTP) measures academic achieve-
ment in reading and math in grades
2-10and in science and social stud-
ies in grades 4, 6, 8, and 11. For each
assessment, scores in each content
area are reported as scale scores (raw
scores converted to a common scale
that allows numerical comparison of
test results over time). e pro ciency
levels associated with score ranges are:

<] Well below the standard—
indicates needs signi cant
improvement.

<] Below the standard—indicates
needs improvement.

o] Meets the standard—indicates
good performance.

o] Exceeds the standard—indicates
very good performance.

<[ Distinguished—indicates excellent
performance (Delaware Depart-
ment of Education 2007).!

Scores at well below the standard

and below the standard are consid-
ered below the state minimum of

pro ciency and indicate a need for
additional instructional support.
Complete state de nitions of the

pro ciency levels for each assessment
are in appendix D, and the score
ranges for each pro ciency level are
in appendix E.

All students in Delaware must take

the DSTP. e only exception is

for ELL students who are in their
rst year in a U.S. school; they

do not have to take the reading

assessment, but they must take the
math, science, and social studies
assessments, with accommodations
as appropriate. Accommodations
include simplifying, paraphrasing,
or translating the test directions
and questions into the student’s
native language; allowing the stu-
dent to use a bilingual dictionary;
allowing the student to respond in
his or her native language; permit-
ting the student to take the test in
a location separate from his or her
peers; and providing the student
with additional time to complete
the test or to take extra breaks
from testing.

Note

1. Grade 2 assessments use only three
pro ciency levels: below the standard,
meets the standard, and exceeds the
standard.



FIGURE 3

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard or exceeds the standard level on the
grade 2 Delaware Student Testing Program in
reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100 .
Non-English language learner students
936 T 85.1 85.0
—
75 836 80.9 81.3 824
English language learner students
50
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: Grade 2 assessments use only three proficiency levels: below the stan-
dard, meets the standard, and exceeds the standard. For non—-English lan-
guage learner students, n = 7,476 in 2005/06, n = 7,710 in 2006/07, n = 7,768
in 2007/08, and n = 7,965 in 2008/09. For English language learner students,
n=353in2005/06, n =392 in 2006/07, n =530 in 2007/08,and n =391 in
2008/09. Values in bold are those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

Grade 3. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the 9.2 per-
centage point achievement gap between ELL and
non-ELL students on the grade 3 reading assess-
ment in 2005/06 reversed, with ELL students’
performance higher than that of non-ELL students
in 2006/07 and in 2008/09 ( gure 4). ELL students’
performance increased 7.4 percentage points from
2005/06 to 2006/07, decreased 1.8 percentage
points from 2006/07 to 2007/08, and increased

1.0 percentage point from 2007/08 to 2008/09, for
a net increase of 6.6 percentage points. Non-ELL
students’ performance decreased 2.8 percentage
points from 2005/06 to 2008/09.

Grade 4. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 4 reading assessment
between ELL and non-ELL students narrowed
30.2 percentage points, from 31.9 percentage
points in 2005/06 to 1.7 in 2008/09 ( gure 5).

ELL students’ overall performance increased

29.7 percentage points, with the largest increase
from 2005/06 to 2006/07 (22.0 percentage points),’

TRENDS IN PERFORMANCE OF ELL STUDENTS

FIGURE 4

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 3 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent

100 .
Non-English language learner students
82.4 818 816

842
S ——

75 ; 814 80.6 814

T English language learner students

50

25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 7,602 in 2005/06,
n=7,619in 2006/07, n = 7,685 in 2007/08, and n = 7,794 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 184 in 2005/06, n = 255 in
2006/07, n = 474 in 2007/08, and n = 504 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

FIGURE 5

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 4 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100 .
Non-English language learner students
823 827 817 81.8
75 80.1
English language learner students
50
50.4
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09
Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 7,615 in 2005/06,
n=7,466in 2006/07, n = 7,488 in 2007/08, and n = 7,654 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 119 in 2005/06, n = 221 in
2006/07, n = 374 in 2007/08, and n = 482 in 2008/09. Values in bold are

those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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whereas non-ELL students’ overall performance
decreased 0.5 percentage point.

Grade 5. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 5 reading assessment
between ELL and non-ELL students narrowed

37.2 percentage points, from 40.3 percentage
points in 2005/06 to 3.1 in 2008/09 ( gure 6).
Overall performance increased, with larger

gains among ELL students than among non-ELL
students. ELL students’ performance increased
37.5 percentage points, with the largest increase
from 2005/06 to 2006/07 (25.6 percentage points),®
whereas non-ELL students’ performance increased
1.4 percentage points from 2005/06 to 2007/08 and
decreased 1.1 percentage points from 2007/08 to
2008/09, for a net increase of 0.3 percentage point.

Grade 6. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achievement
gap on the grade 6 reading assessment between ELL
and non-ELL students narrowed 7.6 percentage points
but remained in double digits ( gure 7). Overall
performance increased, with larger gains among ELL

FIGURE 6

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 5 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100 :
Non-English language learner students
85.0 85.0 86.4 853
75 82.2
English language learner students
50
447
25
2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 7,778 in 2005/06,
n=17,657 in 2006/07, n = 7,484 in 2007/08, and n = 7,584 in 2008/09. For
English language learner students, n = 85 in 2005/06, n = 118 in 2006/07,
n=23201in 2007/08, and n = 381 in 2008/09. Values in bold are those of
English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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students than among non-ELL students, despite an
initial widening of the achievement gap from 2005/06
t0 2006/07. ELL students’ performance decreased

6.6 percentage points from 2005/06 to 2006/07 and
increased 15.2 percentage points from 2006/07 to
2008/09, for a net increase of 8.6 percentage points.
Non-ELL students’ performance decreased 1.3 per-
centage points from 2005/06 to 2006/07 and increased
2.3 percentage points from 2006/07 to 2008/09, for a
net increase of 1.0 percentage point.

Grade 7. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achievement
gap on the grade 7 reading assessment between
ELL and non-ELL students narrowed 33.0 percent-
age points, from 42.7 percentage points in 2005/06
t09.7in 2008/09 (' gure 8). Overall performance
increased, with larger gains among ELL students
than among non-ELL students. ELL students’ per-
formance increased 36.8 percentage points, with the
largest increases from 2005/06 to 2006/07 (21.0 per-
centage points) and from 2007/08 to 2008/09

(16.3 percentage points).? Non-ELL students’ perfor-
mance increased 3.8 percentage points.

FIGURE 7

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 6 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100 .

Non-English language learner students

L2e 808 815 831
75

68.6
65.6

00 English language learner student:
50 oy glis guag students
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non-English language learner students, n = 8,373 in 2005/06,
n=8,102 in 2006/07, n = 7,962 in 2007/08, and n = 7,781 in 2008/09.

For English language learner students, n = 55 in 2005/06, n = 103 in
2006/07, n = 212 in 2007/08, and n = 354 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).



FIGURE 8

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 7 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100 Non-English language learner students
66 e g5.4 87.4
75 777
50 )
English language learner students
40.9
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 8,764 in 2005/06,
n=8,781in 2006/07, n = 8,422 in 2007/08, and n = 8,285 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 71 in 2005/06, n = 105 in
2006/07,n = 171in 2007/08, and n = 255 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

Grade 8. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, ELL students’
overall performance on the grade 8 reading assess-
ment increased, whereas non-ELL students’ overall
performance decreased, but the achievement gap
remained above 20 percentage points throughout
the period ( gure 9). ELL students’ performance
decreased 5.4 percentage points from 2005/06 to
2006/07 but increased 15.5 percentage points from
2006/07 to 2008/09, for a net increase of 10.1 per-
centage points. Non-ELL students’ performance
decreased 2.2 percentage points from 2005/06 to
2008/09. As a result, the achievement gap nar-
rowed 12.3 percentage points, from 35.5 percent-
age points in 2005/06 to 23.2 in 2008/09.

Grade 9. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 9 reading assessment
between ELL and non-ELL students narrowed

12.0 percentage points but remained at least

20 percentage points throughout the period

( gure 10). ELL students’ performance decreased
2.5 percentage points from 2005/06 to 2006/07 and
increased 13.3 percentage points from 2006/07
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FIGURE 9

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 8 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent
100 Non-English language learner students
£ad 823 813 817
75
50 e 585
< e English language learner students
25
2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non-English language learner students, n = 9,283 in 2005/06,
n=9203in2006/07, n = 9,148 in 2007/08, and n = 8,785 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 95 in 2005/06, n = 107 in
2006/07, n = 177 in 2007/08, and n = 205 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

FIGURE 10

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 9 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100
Non-English language learner students
754 749 761 742
75

K /
50.3

39.5 406
English language learner students

25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 9,954 in 2005/06,
n=10,036 in 2006/07, n = 9,811 in 2007/08, and n = 10,067 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 129 in 2005/06, n = 127 in
2006/07, n =170 in 2007/08, and n = 199 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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to 2008/09, for a net increase for 10.8 percentage
points. Non-ELL students’ performance decreased
0.5 percentage point from 2005/06 to 2006/07,
increased 1.2 percentage points from 2006/07 to
2007/08, and decreased 1.9 percentage points from
2007/08 to 2008/09, for a net decrease of 1.2 per-
centage points.

Grade 10. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 10 reading assessment
between ELL and non-ELL students narrowed
9.0 percentage points but remained at or above
37 percentage points throughout the period

( gure 11). Overall performance increased, with
larger gains among ELL students than among
non-ELL students. ELL students’ performance
increased 9.6 percentage points from 2005/06 to
2008/09. Non-ELL students’ performance in-
creased 2.2 percentage points from 2005/06 to
2006/07, decreased 1.8 percentage points from
2006/07 to 2007/08, and increased 0.2 percentage
point from 2007/08 to 2008/09, for a net increase
of 0.6 percentage point.

FIGURE 11

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 10 Delaware Student Testing
Program in reading, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent
100
Non-English language learner students
75 710 T’ 714 716
50
English language learner students
329 34.6
25
T 27.8
2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 7,473 in 2005/06,
n=8,065in 2006/07, n = 8,247 in 2007/08, and n = 8,204 in 2008/09. For
English language learner students, n = 72 in 2005/06, n = 115 in 2006/07,
n =146 in 2007/08, and n = 133 in 2008/09. Values in bold are those of
English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

Summary of achievement gaps. From 2005/06 to
2008/09, the overall achievement gap in reading
between ELL and non-ELL students followed dif-
ferent patterns across grades (table 5). Non-ELL
students’ performance in reading was higher
than that of ELL students across all years stud-
ied and in all grades studied, except in 2005/06
in grade 2, when the achievement gap was zero,
and in 2006/07 and 2008/09 in grade 3, when
the achievement gap was reversed. In grades 4,

5, and 10, the achievement gap, which was more
than 30 percentage points in 2005/06, narrowed
each year. In grades 6-9, the achievement gap
was 22.1-42.7 percentage points in 2005/06 but
narrowed to 9.7-23.9 by 2008/09. e achievement
gap narrowed 30 percentage points or more in
grades 4, 5, and 7 across the period studied.

e average achievement gap in reading between
ELL and non-ELL students widened in higher
grades, from 2.0 percentage points in grade 2 to
41.7 percentage points in grade 10. By 2008/09,
the achievement gap was reversed in grade 3, was

TABLE 5

Achievement gap on the Delaware Student
Testing Program in reading between ELL and non-
ELL students, by grade, 2005/06-2008/09

Average

across years
Grade 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09  studied

2 0.0 1.6 3.8 2.6 2.0
3 9.2 -1.0 1.2 -0.2 23
4 319 10.3 6.8 17 12.7
5 40.3 14.7 7.6 3.1 16.4
6 221 274 15.9 14.5 20.0
7 42.7 22.8 240 9.7 24.8
8 355 39.3 254 23.2 309
9 359 379 355 239 33.3
10 46.0 454 38.5 37.0 41.7

Note: The achievement gap was calculated by subtracting the percent-
age of ELL students who scored at the meets the standard, exceeds the
standard, or distinguished level from that of non-ELL students. A nega-
tive value indicates that the percentage of students who scored at the
meets the standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished level was
higher among ELL students than among non-ELL students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).



less than 4 percentage points in grades 2, 4, and 5,
was 9-15 percentage points in grades 6 and 7, was
23-24 percentage points in grades 8 and 9, and
was 37 percentage points in grade 10.

Math

Grade 2. In 2005/06, ELL students’ performance
on the grade 2 math assessment was higher than
that of non-ELL students, but in 2006/07-2008/09,
non-ELL students’ performance was higher,
though never by more than 0.8 percentage point

( gure 12). ELL students’ performance decreased
4.8 percentage points from 2005/06 to 2006/07
and increased 1.4 percentage points from 2006/07
to 2008/09, for a net decrease of 3.4 percentage
points. Non-ELL students’ performance decreased
2.3 percentage points from 2005/06 to 2006/07 and
increased 2.0 percentage points from 2006/07 to
2008/09, for a net decrease of 0.3 percentage point.

FIGURE 12

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard or exceeds the standard level on the
grade 2 Delaware Student Testing Program in
math, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent
100 Non-English language learner students
90.1 855 86.6 875
87.8 85.3 85.9 86.7
75 English language learner students
50
25
2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: Grade 2 assessments use only three proficiency levels: below

the standard, meets the standard, and exceeds the standard. For non—
English language learner students, n = 8,115 in 2005/06, n = 8,379 in
2006/07, n = 8,402 in 2007/08, and n = 8,619 in 2008/09. For English lan-
guage learner students, n = 384 in 2005/06, n = 448 in 2006/07, n = 561
in 2007/08, and n = 443 in 2008/09. Values in bold are those of English
language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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Grade 3. e 18.6 percentage point achievement
gap between ELL and non-ELL students on the
grade 3 math assessment in 2005/06 narrowed
from 2005/06 to 2007/08 and reversed from
2007/08 to 2008/09, with ELL students’ perfor-
mance 0.9 percentage point higher than that

of non-ELL students ( gure 13). ELL students’
performance increased 19.2 percentage points be-
tween 2005/06 and 2008/09.1° Non-ELL students’
performance decreased 1.2 percentage points from
2005/06 to 2007/08 and increased 0.9 percentage
point from 2007/08 to 2008/09, for a net decrease
of 0.3 percentage point.

Grade 4. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 4 math assessment between
ELL and non-ELL students narrowed 29.2 percent-
age points, from 34.8 percentage points in 2005/06
t0 5.6 in 2008/09 ( gure 14). ELL students’ per-
formance increased 28.5 percentage points from
2005/06 to 2007/08' and decreased 0.7 percentage
point from 2007/08 to 2008/09, for a net increase

FIGURE 13

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 3 Delaware Student Testing
Program in math, 2005/06—2008/09

Percent
100
Non-English language learner students
78.7 776 775 79.3
75 784
740 7k
o English language learner students
50
25
2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 8,424 in 2005/06,
n = 8,469 in 2006/07, n = 8,538 in 2007/08, and n = 8,563 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 243 in 2005/06, n = 315 in
2006/07, n =562 in 2007/08, and n = 555 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).



14

FIGURE 14

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 4 Delaware Student Testing
Program in math, 2005/06—-2008/09

Percent
100
Non-English language learner students
787 76.4 774 773
75
7.7
50
English language learner students
43.9
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 8,475 in 2005/06,
n =8,375in 2006/07, n = 8,382 in 2007/08, and n = 8,500 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 148 in 2005/06, n = 289 in
2006/07, n = 438 in 2007/08, and n = 586 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

of 27.8 percentage points. Non-ELL students’
performance decreased 2.3 percentage points from
2005/06 to 2006/07 and increased 0.9 percentage
point from 2006/07 to 2008/09, for a net decrease
of 1.4 percentage points.

Grade 5. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, ELL students’
overall performance on the grade 5 math assessment
increased 24.0 percentage points, while non-ELL
students’ overall performance changed less than

0.5 percentage point year to year ( gure 15). Asa
result, the achievement gap between ELL and non-
ELL students narrowed 24.0 percentage points, from
25.4 percentage points in 2005/06 to 1.4 in 2008/09.

Grade 6. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achievement
gap on the grade 6 math assessment between ELL
and non-ELL students narrowed 20.6 percentage
points, from 34.6 percentage points in 2005/06 to
14.0in 2008/09, despite widening from 2007/08 to
2008/09 ( gure 16). Overall performance increased,
with larger gains among ELL students than among
non-ELL students. ELL students’ performance
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FIGURE 15

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 5 Delaware Student Testing
Program in math, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent
100
Non-English language learner students
773 76.8 76.9 713
75 =
75.9
67.4
59.9
50 51.9 :
‘ English language learner students
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non-English language learner students, n = 8,634 in 2005/06,
n=8,506 in 2006/07, n = 8,381 in 2007/08, and n = 8,389 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 108 in 2005/06, n = 162 in
2006/07, n =393 in 2007/08, and n = 436 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

FIGURE 16

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 6 Delaware Student Testing
Program in math, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent
100
Non-English language learner students
- 720 741 75.0 754
61.4
50
English language learner students
37.4
25

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 9,037 in 2005/06,
n=8,920in 2006/07, n = 8,772 in 2007/08, and n = 8,571 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 91 in 2005/06, n = 128 in
2006/07, n =253 in 2007/08, and n = 430 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).



increased 30.2 percentage points from 2005/06 to
2007/08% and decreased 6.2 percentage points from
2007/08 to 2008/09, for a net increase of 24.0 percent-
age points. Non-ELL students’ performance increased
3.4 percentage points from 2005/06 to 2008/09.

Grade 7. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 7 math assessment between
ELL and non-ELL students narrowed 26.9 percent-
age points, from 41.0 percentage points in 2005/06
t0 14.1in 2008/09 ( gure 17). Overall performance
increased, with larger gains among ELL students
than among non-ELL students. ELL students’
performance increased 32.4 percentage points,
whereas non-ELL students’ performance increased
5.5 percentage points.

Grade 8. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, the achieve-
ment gap on the grade 8 math assessment between
ELL and non-ELL students narrowed 13.8 percent-
age points, from 31.8 percentage points in 2005/06
to 18.0 in 2008/09, despite widening from 2005/06
to 2006/07 ( gure 18). Overall performance

FIGURE 17

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 7 Delaware Student Testing
Program in math, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent

100

Non-English language learner students

75 711
65.6 66.1 %88

50 English language learner students el

47.5

25
24.6

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 9,307 in 2005/06,
n=9,477 in 2006/07, n = 9,101 in 2007/08, and n = 8,942 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 122 in 2005/06, n = 137 in
2006/07, n =202 in 2007/08, and n = 295 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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increased, with larger gains among ELL students
than among non-ELL students. ELL students’
performance decreased 8.8 percentage points from
2005/06 to 2006/07 and increased 26.2 percentage
points from 2006/07 to 2008/09, for a net increase
of 17.4 percentage points.** Non-ELL students’
performance decreased 0.9 percentage point from
2005/06 to 2006/07 and increased 4.5 percentage
points from 2006/07 to 2008/09, for a net increase
of 3.6 percentage points.

Grade 9. From 2005/06 to 2008/09, ELL and non-
ELL students’ overall performance on the grade 9
math assessment increased by similar amounts;
thus, there was no change in the achievement gap,
which exceeded 20 percentage points throughout
the period ( gure 19). ELL students’ performance
increased 1.9 percentage points from 2005/06 to
2006/07, decreased 1.6 percentage points from
2006/07 to 2007/08, and increased 2.6 percentage
points from 2007/08 to 2008/09, for a net increase
of 2.9 percentage points. Non-ELL students’ per-
formance increased 3.8 percentage points.

FIGURE 18

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 8 Delaware Student Testing
Program in math, 2005/06-2008/09

Percent
100
75 Non-English language learner students
663
. o 65.4
50

) 483
English language learner students

25 309

22.1

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non-English language learner students, n = 9,879 in 2005/06,
n=9,809in2006/07, n = 9,832 in 2007/08, and n = 9,398 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 139 in 2005/06, n = 140 in
2006/07, n =200 in 2007/08, and n = 240 in 2008/09. Values in bold are
those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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whereas non-ELL students’ performance increased
4.3 percentage points. As a result, the achievement
gap between ELL and non-ELL students narrowed
13.8 percentage points, from 35.2 percentage
points in 2002/03 to 21.4 in 2008/09.

Grade 8. From 2002/03 to 2008/09, overall per-
formance on the grade 8 science assessment
increased by roughly the same amount for ELL
and non-ELL students ( gure 23). ELL students’
performance increased 10.7 percentage points,
whereas non-ELL students’ performance increased
11.1 percentage points. As a result, the achieve-
ment gap between ELL and non-ELL students
widened 0.4 percentage point, from 35.4 percent-
age points in 2002/03 to 35.8 in 2008/09.

Grade 11. From 2002/03 to 2008/09, overall
performance on the grade 11 science assessment
increased, and the achievement gap widened

FIGURE 23

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 8 Delaware Student Testing
Program in science, 2002/03-2008/09

Percent
100

75

59.0 60.4

- 14 56.1
493 07
50

Non—English language learner students

25 :
English language learner students S5 246
16.3
13.9
12.8 07

0 5.9
2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 9,247 in 2002/03,
n = 9,524 in 2003/04, n = 9,620 in 2004/05, n = 9,687 in 2005/06,
n=9,635in 2006/07, n = 9,687 in 2007/08, and n = 9,183 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 101 in 2002/03, n = 169 in
2003/04, n = 156 in 2004/05, n = 121 in 2005/06, n = 123 in 2006/07,
n=200in 2007/08, and n = 244 in 2008/09. Values in bold are those of
English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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( gure 24). ELL students’ performance increased
4.7 percentage points, whereas non-ELL students’
performance increased 8.7 percentage points. As
a result, the achievement gap between ELL and
non-ELL students widened 4.0 percentage points,
from 27.9 percentage points in 2002/03 to 31.9 in
2008/09.

Summary of achievement gaps. From 2002/03 to
2008/09, the overall achievement gap in science
between ELL and non-ELL students narrowed in
grades 4 and 6 and widened in grades 8 and 11, but
the changes were not consistent over time (table 7).
In grade 4, the achievement gap widened every
year from 2002/03 to 2004/05 then narrowed every
year from 2004/05 to 2007/08 to 3—4 percentage
points in 2007/08 and 2008/09. In grades 6, 8, and
11, the achievement gap uctuated. For all grades
studied, the achievement gap narrowed from
2006/07 to 2007/08 and widened from 2007/08 to

FIGURE 24

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 11 Delaware Student Testing
Program in science, 2002/03-2008/09

Percent
100

75| Non-English language learner students

65.4

59.0 61.1 613 60.4

517 54.0

50

English language learner students

25

10.0

0
2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 6,572 in 2002/03,
n=6,612 in 2003/04, n = 6,932 in 2004/05, n = 6,632 in 2005/06,

n =7,047 in 2006/07, n = 7,317 in 2007/08, and n = 7,608 in 2008/09.

For English language learner students, n =80 in 2002/03, n =30 in
2003/04, n = 68 in 2004/05, n = 68 in 2005/06, n = 97 in 2006/07, n = 116
in 2007/08, and n = 137 in 2008/09. Values in bold are those of English
language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).
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FIGURE 26

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 6 Delaware Student Testing
Program in social studies, 2002/03-2008/09

Percent
100
75| Non-English language learner students
63.9 66.2 66.6
58.6 578 606 )
50
English language learner students e 44.0
36.4
325
25 28.3 26.7 28.9
0

2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 8,885 in 2002/03,
n=8982in2003/04, n = 9,098 in 2004/05, n = 9,124 in 2005/06, n =8,921 in
2006/07, n = 8,734 in 2007/08, and n = 8,594 in 2008/09. For English language
learner students, n = 203 in 2002/03, n = 113 in 2003/04, n = 172 in 2004/05,
n =149 in 2005/06, n = 118 in 2006/07, n = 230 in 2007/08, and n = 457 in
2008/09. Values in bold are those of English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

Grade 8. From 2002/03 to 2008/09, performance
on the grade 8 social studies assessment varied
from year to year, with ELL students’ performance
27-40 percentage points lower than that of non-
ELL students ( gure 27). ELL students’ perfor-
mance increased 11.5 percentage points, whereas
non-ELL students’ performance increased 8.9 per-
centage points. As a result, the achievement gap
narrowed 2.6 percentage points, from 32.0 per-
centage points in 2002/03 to 29.4 in 2008/09.

Grade 11. From 2002/03 to 2008/09, ELL students’
performance on the grade 11 social studies assess-
ment was at least 22 percentage points below that
of non-ELL students ( gure 28). ELL students’
performance decreased 5.6 percentage points,

and non-ELL students’ performance decreased

2.1 percentage points. As a result, the achievement
gap between ELL and non-ELL students widened
3.5 percentage points, from 22.1 percentage points
in 2002/03 to 25.6 in 2008/09.
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FIGURE 27

Percentage of students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level on the grade 8 Delaware Student Testing
Program in social studies, 2002/03-2008/09

Percent
100
75
Non-English language learner students
54.8 w7 559
510 50.9 :
50| 470 478 e
25 English language learner students 0 e
19.2 19.3
s 71 17.5
0

2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Note: For non—English language learner students, n = 9,219 in 2002/03,
n=9,501in 2003/04, n = 9,607 in 2004/05, n = 9,661 in 2005/06,
n=9,611in 2006/07, n = 9,668 in 2007/08, and n = 9,160 in 2008/09.
For English language learner students, n = 100 in 2002/03, n = 169 in
2003/04, n = 156 in 2004/05, n = 119 in 2005/06, n = 126 in 2006/07,
n=198in2007/08, and n = 242 in 2008/09. Values in bold are those of
English language learner students.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of
Education (2009a).

Summary of achievement gaps. From 2002/03 to
2008/09, the overall achievement gap in social
studies between ELL and non-ELL students
narrowed in grades 4, 6, and 8 and widened in
grade 11, but the changes were not consistent over
time (table 8). In grade 4, the achievement gap
widened every year from 2002/03 to 2005/06 and
narrowed every year from 2005/06 to 2008/09 to
5.7 percentage points in 2008/09. In grades 6, 8,
and 11, the achievement gap uctuated across the
period studied.

e achievement gap in social studies between
ELL and non-ELL students was wider in middle
school (grades 6 and 8) and high school (grade 11)
than in elementary school (grade 4). By 2008/09,
the achievement gap was no greater than 6 per-
centage points in grade 4 but was 23—-29 percent-
age points in grades 6, 8, and 11.
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APPENDIX A
DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Data

is appendix describes the data and methodology

used in this study.

is study uses both enrollment and assessment
data.

Enrollment data. Enrollment data on English
language learner (ELL) students in Delaware were
accessed from Delaware English language learner
reports on the Delaware Department of Educa-
tion website (total and ELL student enrollment
for 2002/03-2008/09, ELL student enrollment by
grade for 2002/03—-2008/09, ELL student English
language pro ciency levels for 2005/06—2008/09,
and languages spoken by ELL students from
2002/03 to 2008/09).

e 2002/03 school year was selected as the base
year because it was the rst year that states were
required to disaggregate and report data on tra-
ditionally underserved populations under the No
Child Le Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001.

e enrollment data include information from
all public elementary, middle, and high schools
(regular and charter schools), vocational schools,
and special education schools. Enrollment data do
not include information from nonpublic private or
parochial schools.

Assessment data. Assessment data on the Delaware
Student Testing Program (DSTP) were accessed
from Delaware Statewide Assessment Reports on
the Delaware Department of Education website
(scores in reading and math in grades 210 for
2005/06—2008/09, scores in science and social stud-
ies in grades 4, 6, 8, and 11 for 2002/03—-2008/09).

In 2005/06, the DSTP in reading and math for
grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 adopted new score ranges.**

Because the authors did not have access to the
actual scale scores, the reading and math results
from 2005/06 onward are not comparable to re-
sults prior to 2005/06. In addition, the reading and
math assessments were administered in grades
2,4,6,7 and 9 for the rst time in 2005/06; thus,
2005/06 was selected as the base year for reading
and math achievement. e DSTP in science and
social studies for grades 4, 6, 8, and 11 did not
change during the period studied; thus, 2002/03
was selected as the base year for science and social
studies achievement.

As with the enrollment data, the assessment data
include information from all public elementary,
middle, and high schools (regular and charter
schools), vocational schools, and special education
schools. Assessment data do not include informa-
tion from nonpublic private or parochial schools.

Methodology

Descriptive analyses were conducted on the enroll-
ment and assessment data. For the enrollment
data, the growth of the ELL student population

(as a percentage of total enrollment) was tracked
across time. e percentage of ELL student enroll-
ment in each grade level and the percentage of
ELL student enrollment at each English language
pro ciency level were presented. In addition, the
languages spoken by the highest number of ELL
students were presented.

Assessment data were used to present the aca-
demic performance of ELL and non-ELL students
on the reading, math, science, and social studies
assessments across time. e percentage of ELL
and non-ELL students scoring at the meets the
standard, exceeds the standard, or distinguished
level (referred to as “performance” in the analysis)
was used to measure student achievement, because
that is what Delaware uses to measure account-
ability for NCLB. No tests of statistical signi -
cance were conducted between ELL and non-ELL
students.
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APPENDIX B

STUDENT ENROLLMENT
BY GRADE IN DELAWARE

TABLE B1

ELL student and total enroliment, by grade, 2002/03-2008/09

Number
of ELL
students enrollment (percent)

2002/03

ELL student
enrollment
as a share
of total
enrollment

2003/04

Number

Total of ELL Total

2004/05

ELL student
enroliment
as a share
of total
enrollment
students enrollment (percent)

Number

of ELL Total

ELL student
enroliment
as a share
of total
enrollment

students enrollment (percent)

25

2005/06

Number
of ELL
students enrollment (percent)

Total

ELL student
enrollment
as a share
of total
enrollment

Prekindergarten 8 665 1.2 1 650 17 23 671 34 9 680 13
Kindergarten 501 7,762 6.5 680 7953 8.6 777 8,280 9.4 740 8,511 8.7
1 552 8,919 6.2 679 9,065 75 822 9,112 9.0 982 9,567 10.3
2 443 8,802 5.0 581 8,720 6.7 630 8,862 71 831 9,012 9.2
3 305 9,11 33 400 8,902 4.5 428 8,786 49 605 9,034 6.7
4 242 9,010 2.7 259 9,101 2.8 274 8,872 3.1 423 8,896 4.8
5 220 9,092 24 290 9,206 3.2 266 9,173 29 351 9,059 39
6 220 9,308 24 207 9,443 2.2 243 9,492 2.6 278 9,530 29
7 202 9,602 2.1 209 9,730 2.1 241 9,868 24 282 9,860 29
8 231 9,961 2.3 280 10,222 2.7 308 10,496 29 348 10,492 33
9 240 10,435 2.3 240 11,016 2.2 31 11,252 2.8 363 11,637 31
10 160 8,821 1.8 184 8,786 2.1 175 9,082 1.9 230 9,279 25
1 105 7,755 1.4 139 7,690 1.8 135 7,772 17 151 7,826 1.9
12 94 7,201 13 95 7,293 13 138 7,390 1.9 150 7,555 2.0
2006/07 2007/08 2008/09
ELL student ELL student ELL student
enrollment enrollment enrollment
asashare asashare asashare
Number of total Number of total Number of total
of ELL Total enrollment of ELL Total enrollment of ELL Total enrollment
students enrollment (percent) students enroliment (percent) students enroliment (percent)
Prekindergarten 8 671 1.2 0 677 0.0 3 738 0.4
Kindergarten 1,069 8,604 124 1,215 8,864 13.7 1,249 9,458 13.2
1 1,114 9,717 11.5 1,157 9,903 1.7 1,263 9,786 12.9
2 908 9,350 9.7 922 9,526 9.7 961 9,737 9.9
3 713 9,176 7.8 702 9,565 73 641 9,621 6.7
4 577 8,982 6.4 506 9,207 5.5 472 9,521 5.0
5 441 9,038 49 423 9,087 4.7 362 9,241 39
6 322 9,306 35 359 9,300 39 310 9,265 33
7 300 9,897 3.0 309 9,634 3.2 320 9,536 34
8 335 10,267 33 298 10,328 29 308 9,908 3.1
9 360 11,780 3.1 367 11,617 3.2 316 11,755 2.7
10 257 9,770 2.6 255 10,138 2.5 235 9,953 24
1 175 8,221 2.1 149 8,445 1.8 161 8,791 1.8
12 169 7,482 2.3 169 7,750 2.2 151 8,120 1.9

ELL is English language learner.

Source: Authors’ analysis based on data from Delaware Department of Education (2009b).
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TABLE D1 (CONTINUED)
Performance-level descriptors for the Delaware Student Testing Program reading assessment, by grade

Well below
the standard

Exceeds the
standard

Meets the
standard

Below the
standard

Distinguished

6,7, When using grade- When using grade- When using grade- When using grade- When using grade-
and 8 appropriate informa-  appropriate informa-  appropriate informa-  appropriate informa-  appropriate informa-
(con-  tive and technical tive and technical tive and technical tive and technical tive and technical
tinued) text, a student who text, a student who text, a student who text, a student who text, a student who

performs at this level:

Rarely identifies
and describes
author’s use of
textual fea-
tures and text
structures.

Rarely makes
inferences about
content with mini-
mal support from
the text.

Rarely identifies
and explains per-
suasive techniques
and the purpose
and effect of
media messages.

Rarely evaluates
texts for bias, mis-
information, valid-
ity, completeness,
accuracy, and
clarity and rarely
discriminates
between fact and
opinion.

performs at this level:

Inconsistently
identifies and
describes author’s
use of textual
features and text
structures.

Inadequately
makes inferences
about content
with mostly gen-
eral support from
the text.

Inadequately iden-
tifies and explains
persuasive
techniques and
the purpose and
effect of media
messages.

Inadequately
evaluates texts
for bias, misinfor-
mation, validity,
completeness,
accuracy, and
clarity and inad-
equately discrimi-
nates between
fact and opinion.

performs at this level:

Adequately
identifies and
describes author’s
use of textual
features and text
structures.

Adequately makes
inferences about
content with some
relevant support
from the text.

Adequately identi-
fies and explains
persuasive
techniques and
the purpose and
effect of media
messages.

Adequately
evaluates texts

for bias, misinfor-
mation, validity,
completeness,
accuracy, and clar-
ity and adequately
discriminates
between fact and
opinion.

performs at this level:

Consistently
identifies and
describes author’s
use of textual
features and text
structures.

Thoroughly makes
inferences about
content with suffi-
cient and relevant
support from the
text.

Thoroughly identi-
fies and explains
persuasive
techniques and
the purpose and
effect of media
messages.

Thoroughly evalu-
ates texts for bias,
misinformation,
validity, complete-
ness, accuracy,
and clarity and
consistently
discriminates
between fact and
opinion.

performs at this level:

Thoroughly

and effectively
identifies and
describes author’s
use of textual
features and text
structures.

Thoroughly and
effectively makes
inferences about
content with suffi-
cient, specific, and
relevant support
from the text.

Thoroughly and
effectively identi-
fies and explains
persuasive
techniques and
the purpose and
effect of media
messages.

Thoroughly and
effectively evalu-
ates texts for bias,
misinformation,
validity, complete-
ness, accuracy,
and clarity and
consistently
discriminates
between fact and
opinion.

(CONTINUED)
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TABLE D1 (CONTINUED)
Performance-level descriptors for the Delaware Student Testing Program reading assessment, by grade

Well below
Grade the standard

Below the
standard

Meets the
standard

Exceeds the
standard
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Distinguished

9and - Rarelyinterprets « Inadequately + Adequatelyinter- « Thoroughlyinter- « Thoroughly

10 and explains the interprets and prets and explains prets and explains and effectively

(con- effect of figura- explains the the effect of figu- the effect of figu- uses summaries,

tinued) tive language and effect of figura- rative language rative language graphic organiz-
rarely differenti- tive language and adequately and thoroughly ers, and outlines

ates between lit-
eral and nonliteral
meanings.

and inadequately
differentiates
between literal

differentiates
between literal
and nonliteral

differentiates
between literal
and nonliteral

to organize text.

Thoroughly and
effectively inter-

. Rarely recognizes and ngnllteral meanings. meanings. prets and explains
the effect of point meanings. + Adequately rec- «  Thoroughly rec- the effect of figu-
of view and the « Inadequately rec- ognizes the effect ognizes the effect rative language
impact of author’s ognizes the effect of point of view of point of view and thoroughly

decisions.

Rarely identifies
the most likely
reason an author
wrote a text.

When using grade-
appropriate literary
text, a student who

of point of view
and the impact of
author’s decisions.

Inconsistently
identifies the most
likely reason an
author wrote a
text.

and the impact of
author’s decisions.

Adequately identi-
fies the most likely
reason an author
wrote a text.

and the impact of
author’s decisions.

Consistently
identifies the most
likely reason an
author wrote a

When using grade-
appropriate literary

text.

When using grade-

and effectively
differentiates
between literal
and nonliteral
meanings.

Thoroughly and
effectively recog-
nizes the effect

of point of view
and the impact of
author’s decisions.

text, a student who
performs at this level:

performs at this level: ~When using grade-
appropriate literary

text, a student who

appropriate literary
text, a student who

+ Rarely identifies .
performs at this level:

« Adequately

story elements,
genres, story
features, and story
structures.

Rarely makes
inferences about
characters and
their motivations
with minimal
support from the
story.

Rarely relates to
the emotional
appeal of stories
and poems and

to the feelings of
characters of vary-
ing genders, races,
and disabilities.

performs at this level:

Inconsistently
identifies story
elements, genres,
story features, and
story structures.

Inadequately
makes inferences
about characters
and their motiva-
tions with mostly
general support
from the story.

Inadequately
relates to the emo-
tional appeal of
stories and poems
and to the feelings
of characters of
varying gen-

ders, races, and
disabilities.

identifies story
elements, genres,
story features, and
story structures.

Adequately makes
inferences about
characters and
their motiva-
tions with some
relevant support
from the story.

Adequately relates
to the emotional
appeal of stories
and poems and

to the feelings of
characters of vary-
ing genders, races,
and disabilities.

Consistently
identifies story
elements, genres,
story features, and
story structures.

Thoroughly makes
inferences about
characters and
their motivations
with sufficient and
relevant support
from the story.

Thoroughly relates
to the emotional
appeal of stories
and poems and

to the feelings of
characters of vary-
ing genders, races,
and disabilities.

Consistently
identifies the most
likely reason an
author wrote a
text.

When using grade-
appropriate literary
text, a student who
performs at this level:

Thoroughly

and effectively
identifies story
elements, genres,
story features, and
story structures.

Insightfully makes
inferences about
characters and
their motivations
with sufficient,
specific, and
relevant support
from the story.

(CONTINUED)
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TABLE D3
Performance-level descriptors for the Delaware Student Testing Program science assessment, by grade

Exceeds the
standard

Meets the
standard

Below the
standard

Students at this

level demonstrate
basic knowledge of
grade-level skills and
content. They are

Well below
the standard

Distinguished

Students at this

level demonstrate
extensive knowledge
of grade-level skills
and content. They are

Students at this

level demonstrate
advanced knowledge
of grade-level skills
and content. They are

Students at this level
demonstrate accept-
able knowledge of
grade-level skills and
content. They are

4 Students at this level
demonstrate rudi-
mentary knowledge
of grade-level skills
and content. They are

most likely to:

Read measure-
ments on simple
tools.

Identify some
physical proper-
ties of materials
and parts of elec-
trical circuits.

Recognize Earth
as aplanetin the
solar system and
identify some soil
components.

Identify some
simple structure/
function relation-
ships based on
external char-
acteristics and
have a beginning
understanding of

most likely to:

Identify ques-
tions that can
be answered by
investigation,
recognize data
patterns, and
interpret infor-
mation from bar
graphs.

Demonstrate par-
tial knowledge of
physical proper-
ties of materials
and light.

Recognize simple
patterns in the
solar system and
recognize a few
properties of
Earth materials.

Recognize some

most likely to:

Identify a fair test,
make simple pre-
dictions, design
investigations
using simple tools
and equipment,
and display data
using bar graphs.

Demonstrate
knowledge of
physical proper-
ties of different
materials, states of
matter, mixtures
and solutions, and
forms of energy;
recognize some
properties of light;
and have a gen-
eral understand-
ing of electrical
circuits.

most likely to:

Connect explana-
tions to scientific
data.

Demonstrate
knowledge of
conservation of
mass and transfor-
mation of energy;
describe some
properties of light;
and differentiate
between different
types of electri-
cal circuits in the
physical sciences.

Explain patterns
in the sun, Earth,
and moon system
and factors that
affect the interac-
tions of Earth’s
systems.

most likely to:

Design a multi-
step investigation
and communicate
and justify data.

Differenti-

ate forms and
sources of energy,
describe composi-
tion and proper-
ties of light, and
compare and
contrast electrical
circuits.

Provide evidence
of cyclical pat-
terns in the sun,
Earth, and moon
system and apply
knowledge of
physical proper-
ties of Earth mate-
rials to Earth’s

food chains. structure/func- R 76 simpl .
. . : + Recognize simple g systems.
. Provide responses tion relationships patterns in the Compare struc .
based on external ture/function + Explain how

that are often
absent or not rel-
evant to science
concepts.

characteristics,
recognize that
physical traits can
be inherited, iden-
tify simple food
chains, and know
some of the fac-
tors that lead to
limited resources.

Provide responses
with minimal
explanation.

sun, Earth, and
moon system
and have some
understanding
of the properties
of Earth materi-
als and changing
Earth systems.

Know some
structure/function
relationships of
organ systems,
recognize that
some physical
characteristics
cannot be inher-
ited, and explain
some interrela-
tions within
ecosystems.

Provide partial
explanations.

relationships
among organisms,
describe some
external factors
that affect behav-
ior, link variations
in appearance to
survival, describe
how organisms
are affected by
factorsin the
environment,
and infer causes
of environmental
problems.

Develop complete
and effective
explanations.

internal factors
influence behav-
ior, describe how
variations provide
advantages in
reproduction and
survival, describe
the interdepen-
dence of organ-
isms and how
they relate to the
environment,
and evaluate how
humans impact
ecosystems.

Consistently
develop excep-
tionally thorough
and effective
explanations.

(CONTINUED)
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NOTES

Students whose  rst language is not English
and who are in the process of learning English
are referred to using di erent terms across
the United States, such as English language
learner (ELL) or limited English pro cient
(LEP) students. e authors refer to such stu-
dents as ELL students in the present report to
remain consistent with Delaware terminology.

e request came to Ask A REL, which is a col-
laborative reference desk service of the 10 Re-
gional Educational Laboratories that provides
references, referrals, and brief responses in the
form of citations on research-based education
questions. More information can be found at
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/askarel/index.asp.

e reasons for the large increase in ELL
student enrollment from 2002/03 to 2003/04
and from 2004/05 to 2005/06 are unknown to
the study authors.

Prior to 2005/06, Delaware used the Language
Assessment Scales to assess English language
pro ciency.

e reason for the large increase in the num-
ber of languages spoken by ELL students from
2007/08 to 2008/09 is unknown to the study
authors.

e reason for the large increase in the number
of ELL students speaking Spanish from 2005/06
to 2006/07 is unknown to the study authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 4 read-
ing assessment from 2005/06 to 2006/07 is
unknown to the study authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 5 reading

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
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assessment from 2005/06 to 2006/07 is un-
known to the study authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 7 reading
assessment from 2005/06 to 2006/07 and from
2007/08 to 2008/09 is unknown to the study
authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 3 math
assessment from 2005/06 to 2006/07 is un-
known to the study authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 4 math
assessment from 2005/06 to 2007/08 is un-
known to the study authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 6 math
assessment from 2005/06 to 2007/08 is un-
known to the study authors.

e reason for the large increase in ELL
students’ performance on the grade 8 math
assessment from 2006/07 to 2007/08 is un-
known to the study authors.

In May 2005, the Delaware Department of
Education conducted alignment studies to
determine the extent to which the DSTP
measures the content standards and the
newly developed grade-level expectations.
A panel comprised of educators and policy-
makers in the state evaluated whether the
assessment items attributed to the perfor-
mance level were appropriate and whether
the score ranges were well aligned to the ex-
pectations speci ed in the content standards,
grade-level expectations, and performance-
level descriptors for each grade. e panel
recommended new score ranges based on its
ndings.
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