Oral and Written Academic English Language Proficiency

Material in this appendix serves to support coordinators in the identification and referral of students who exhibit difficulty in oral and written academic English.  The following information includes:

· A summary of coordinator procedures

· A letter to the coordinators from the Teacher Education Committee

· A letter for coordinator distribution to the cooperating teachers from the Teacher Education Committee

· A letter for coordinator distribution to the faculty members who teach in the cohort from the Teacher Education Committee

· Referral forms for faculty coordinators, faculty members, and cooperating teachers

· Three information resources providing referral examples to accompany the letters to the coordinator, cooperating teacher, and faculty

Summary of Coordinator Procedures for Oral and/or Written Language Proficiency 

A. Identification

· Early identification: Advisors may fill out referral forms.  Students may request advisors to refer them for evaluation.  If the advisor agrees that the student’s concern is justified, s/he may refer the student for evaluation.

· Identification during the Professional Development Sequence: Anyone working with the student (except the facilitator), including instructors, coordinator, and cooperating teacher, may make the initial referral by filling out the form and giving it to the cohort coordinator.

· Coordinators must make a classroom observation of the referred student.

· The cohort coordinator then requests referral forms from everyone who has official contact with the student.

· While the facilitator may not fill out a referral form, the coordinator’s referral form may include input from the facilitator.

· All faculty and associated professionals (though not facilitators) fill out forms and return them to the coordinator.

· The coordinator assembles the forms and gives them to the Director of Education Services.

B. Language Support Review Committee

· The Director of Education Services schedules a meeting of the Language Support Review (LSR) Committee, consisting of the Director of Education Services, the Associate Dean for Teacher Education, a faculty member from a language-related field in education, and a faculty member at large, appointed by the dean.

· The committee reviews the evidence and determines whether support is in order and the nature of that support.  An interview with the student may be necessary.

· The Director of Education Services and the cohort coordinator meet with the student to detail the IPP, which is reviewed by the Associate Dean.

C. Follow-Up

· The cohort coordinator documents the progress on the IPP, which is submitted back to the LSR committee for review of academic English proficiency.

· Further recommendations may result from that review.

Dear Cohort Coordinator Colleagues, 

As you know, we occasionally have students whose spoken or written English causes us to anticipate that they may have difficulties communicating with students and parents. Considering that they have been admitted to college and have completed many courses before we ever meet them, students with serious language difficulties are relatively rare. However, there are times when one may feel that someone should carefully review a student’s abilities to determine whether her or his language use will be a problem in the teaching context.  

The following is the procedure for identifying and supporting such students. First, anyone working with a student may identify him or her for evaluation, including an instructor in any class, a cooperating teacher, or you as cohort coordinator. Any of those individuals may fill out the attached referral form and submit it to you. (Please do not ask graduate students to complete the referral form.) You will also ask for evidence-based documentation (e.g., field observations, written assignments, feedback on oral presentations in class) from others who have contact with that student, including UT instructors, cooperating teachers, and university facilitators. You, in turn, submit the referral form(s) and documentation to the Director of Education Services.  

The Director of Education Services will then convene the Language Support Review (LSR) Committee. This committee consists of the Associate Dean, the Director of Education Services, a faculty member in a language-related field of education, a teacher education faculty member at large, and the cohort coordinator. The LSR committee will review and make recommendations for language support for the referred student. A possible outcome of the recommendations may be the development and implementation of an Individual Performance Plan (IPP). 

Thank you for all your competent and hard work in helping to create the best-prepared teachers in the country.

Teacher Education Committee

Dear Cooperating Teacher Colleagues,

Most of the preservice teachers in the College of Education at UT Austin will have excellent oral and written academic English skills. Occasionally, though, a preservice teacher might be able to function well in a university environment, but not so well as a teacher in a public school. If you ever have a preservice teacher whose oral and/or written language seems inappropriate for a school setting, or you think your students are having trouble understanding her or him, you should implement the following procedure.

A referral form is attached to this letter. To initiate a referral, complete this form, providing as many observable, performance-based behaviors as you can. Submit this referral form and all other related documentation to the UT cohort coordinator who works with that preservice teacher. Your referral will be part of a process wherein other people working with the preservice teacher will provide documentation of language use. 

You are an extremely important part of our new teacher preparation. The education of future students of the teachers from our program depends on our commitment to high standards. Thank you so much for all that you do.

Teacher Education Committee

Dear Teacher Education Faculty Colleagues, 

As you know, we occasionally have students whose spoken or written English causes us to anticipate that they may have difficulties communicating with students and parents. Considering that they have been admitted to college and have completed many courses before we ever meet them, students with serious language difficulties are relatively rare. However, there are times when one may feel that someone should carefully review a student’s abilities to determine whether her or his language use will be a problem in the teaching context.

The following is the procedure for identifying and supporting such students. First, anyone working with a student may identify him or her for evaluation, including an instructor in any class, a cooperating teacher, or a cohort coordinator. Any of those individuals may fill out the attached referral form and submit it to the cohort coordinator. You will also be asked for evidence-based documentation (e.g., written assignments, feedback on oral presentations in class). The cohort coordinator will submit the referral form(s) and documentation to the Director of Education Services.

The Director of Education Services will then convene the Language Support Review (LSR) Committee. This committee consists of the Associate Dean, the Director of Education Services, a faculty member in a language-related field of education, a teacher education faculty member at large, and the cohort coordinator. The LSR committee will review and make recommendations for language support for the referred student. A possible outcome of the recommendations may be the development and implementation of an Individual Performance Plan (IPP). 

Thank you for all your competent and hard work in helping to create the best-prepared teachers in the country.

Teacher Education Committee

Referral Form for Oral/Written Language Concerns about a Preservice Teacher

Student’s name________________________________________________Cohort___________

Person referring:________________________________________________________________

Role in relation to student:________________________________________________________

Check any of the following statements that are true about the student’s oral language.

_______When we have a discussion, I have difficulty understanding the student, or I have noticed persistent errors in form.

_______When the student works with a small group, people have to ask a lot of questions in order to get the gist of what s/he is saying.

_______I have taped class sessions, and others confirm that this student’s oral language needs attention.

_______When presenting orally to the class or a large group, the student cannot be clear and direct, or is not appropriate to the setting, or cannot anticipate audience misconceptions.

_______I have observed the person teaching in a school, and the students there expressed difficulty understanding what this person was saying.


Reading aloud, the student has problems consistently enunciating and articulating the language of instruction.

Please identify the area(s) of your primary concern by writing some examples in the spaces provided below.  Describe, as specifically as you can, the patterns of behavior you have observed.  Attach a sheet if necessary.  Examples of issues that are appropriate to refer are on the attached rubric.

	
	Appropriateness

Formality/informality
	Ability to be understood
	Excessive errors in form

	Oral language
	
	
	

	Written language
	
	
	


 Please attach a writing sample (even if your concern is about oral language).  This should, preferably, be first-draft writing.  However, if it is writing that the student has had opportunity to revise, please note on the draft the process or conditions that led to this draft.  There is also space for your recommendations for language support. 

Language Concerns: 
What kinds of patterns should be referred for evaluation?

Some speakers use features in their speech that are stigmatized and not accepted in mainstream English contexts (e.g., classroom, employment, etc.); however, it is often the case that these features are used systematically in a dialect or non-standard variety of English. This means that the speaker isn't speaking mainstream (or academic) English with mistakes; s/he is speaking a rule-governed variety of English. Because these varieties are rule-governed, the features will occur systematically in the speech of the speaker. As such, they are easily identified. A list of examples from those features is given here, but it is necessary to point out that the examples are just a subset of a larger set of patterns that make up the dialect. 
	
	Appropriateness and formality
	Ability to be understood
	Differences from “academic English”

	Oral
	Though these are likely to be context-specific and are learned through experience, here are some examples of issues that may be serious:

Strong tendency to be overly formal with children, to the point of being stiff or hard to understand.

Strong tendency to be overly informal and familiar with adults, such as administrators and children’s families.


	Accent, dialect, or pronunciation that makes it hard for students and others to understand. 

Lack of enough explicit context for statements makes it impossible for people to understand references and meanings. 

Sentences whose meaning is hard to understand, because of excessive vagueness.


	Syntax that generally does not follow conventional English forms.

Frequent misuse of words, such that English meanings appear unstable.

Double negatives: He don’t never…

Verb forms that are not widely accepted: She brung it; They ain’t…

Subject and verb that do not agree: The boy say he didn’t, but she seen it herself.



	Written
	First-draft writing has a strong tendency to be inappropriate in level of formality, such as being too casual with parents, so that the writing seems immature. 

Tendency to over-write, trying to be more academic and formal than the writer can control. 


	Writing so disorganized that it is difficult to understand a message. 

Confusing syntax, possibly from lack of familiarity with written English. 

Topic shifts and inadequate planning of the text make it hard to come away with a coherent point. 

Vagueness of content and/or thought.


	First-draft writing (e.g., on the board, in notes to parents, on referral forms) with serious spelling or syntactic errors. 

Revised writing with too many spelling or syntactic errors. 




Writing Roadmap

CBT/McGraw-Hill
Six Point Analytic Rubric

	 
	Focus 

(Ideas and Content)
	Development
	Organization
	Sentence Structure (Sentence Fluency and Word Choice)
	Mechanics (Conventions)

	1
	Inadequate or no focus. No clear purpose. Not unified.
	Inadequate or no development. No support of ideas presented with no use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Inadequate or no organization. No evidence of an organizational pattern and no discernible sequence of ideas.
	Inadequate or no sentence structure. Major errors in sentence structure, usage and word choice.
	Inadequate or no use of mechanics. Major errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that significantly interfere with the communication of the message.

	2
	Minimal focus. Unclear purpose. Lacks unity.
	Minimal development. Little support of ideas presented with little use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Minimal organization. Little evidence of an organizational pattern. Little discernible sequence of ideas.
	Minimal sentence structure. Discernible errors in sentence structure, usage and word choice.
	Minimal use of mechanics. Considerable errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that substantially interfere with the communication of the message.

	3
	Limited focus. Unclear purpose that lacks a continued focus on the main idea.
	Limited development. Little use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Limited organization. Some evidence of organization, but with limited order and sequence of ideas present.
	Limited sentence structure. Some errors in sentence structure, with little variety and noticeable errors in usage and word choice.
	Limited use of mechanics. Several noticeable errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that may interfere with the communication of the message.

	4
	Adequate focus. Clear purpose evident but presentation strays from controlling point. Response may lack focus and cohesion.
	Adequate development. Reasonable support of ideas presented with adequate use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Adequate organization. Discernible pattern of ideas presented in a logical order.
	Adequate sentence structure. Some variety in sentences and few errors in usage and word choice.
	Adequate use of mechanics. Some errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that do not significantly interfere with the communication of the message.


	5
	Good focus. Central idea maintained throughout the response. Generally cohesive and unified.
	Good development. Good support of ideas presented based on examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Good organization. Generally effective pattern of ideas and a logical sequence presented.
	Good sentence structure. Few minor errors in structure, usage and word choice.
	Good use of mechanics. Few errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that do not interfere with the message.

	6
	Very effective focus. Clearly stated topic and purpose. Maintains a single controlling point. The response is very cohesive and unified.
	Very effective development. Strong support of ideas presented based on good examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Very effective organization. Ideas are well developed and clearly supported with details.
	Very effective sentence structures. Well-structured sentences that vary in length and approach with appropriate usage and word choice.
	Very effective use of mechanics. Few or no errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling.


	


Six Point Holistic Rubric

	 
	Score Point Description

	6
	The "6" response very effectively communicates the writer's message. The response has a clear central idea and focus is effectively maintained throughout the response. The response is well organized, with a logical pattern of development. Ideas are well developed and clearly supported with details. The sentence structure is effective, varied and free of errors. There is precision in usage and choice of words and phrases. The response shows mastery of mechanical conventions.

	5
	The "5" response communicates its message effectively. The response has a central idea that is maintained throughout the response. There is a clear organizational pattern and effective sequencing of ideas. Ideas are generally well developed with some evidence of support and elaboration. The sentence structure is generally effective although there may be some minor errors in structure, usage and word choice. The response may have few mechanical errors that do not interfere with the message.

	4
	The "4" response adequately communicates its message. The response has a central idea that is generally maintained throughout the response. An organizational pattern is clearly evident but may not be fully realized. There is clear evidence of development, although the details may lack specificity or may not be fully elaborated. Sentence structure within paragraphs is adequate and somewhat varied though minor errors in sentence structure, usage, and word choice may be evident. There may also be some mechanical errors that do not substantially interfere with the message.

	3
	The "3" response communicates its message to a limited degree. A central idea or point of view may be stated, but a continued focus on the main idea is not evident. While there is an attempt at an organizational pattern, it may be unclear or incomplete. There is some evidence of development, although the response may lack detail. Sentence structure within paragraphs may contain errors in sentence structure, usage, and word choice that interfere with the message. The response shows errors in mechanics that may interfere with the message.

	2
	The "2" response minimally communicates its message. There is often no clear statement of a main idea or point of view and there is confusion found in the writer's efforts in presenting supporting detail. Any organization that is present fails to present an effective sequence of ideas. The sentence structure is ineffective and few sentences are free of errors. There are many errors in mechanical conventions of grammar, spelling, and punctuation.

	1
	The "1" response inadequately communicates its message. There is little or no statement of a main idea or point of view and there is little or no supporting detail. There is little or no evidence of an organizational pattern. The sentence structure is ineffective and shows significant errors. There are substantial errors in mechanical conventions of grammar, spelling, and punctuation.


	

	


Four Point Analytic Rubric

	 
	Focus 

(Ideas and Content)
	Development
	Organization
	Sentence Structure (Sentence Fluency and Word Choice)
	Mechanics (Conventions)

	1
	Inadequate focus. Unclear purpose. Not unified.
	Inadequate development. Little support of ideas presented with little use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Inadequate organization. Little evidence of an organizational pattern and little discernible sequence of ideas.
	Inadequate sentence structure. Considerable errors in sentence structure, usage and word choice.
	Inadequate use of mechanics. Considerable errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that substantially interfere with the communication of the message.

	2
	Limited focus. Unclear purpose that lacks a continued focus on the main idea.
	Limited development. Little use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Limited organization. Some evidence of organization, but with limited order and sequence of ideas present.
	Limited sentence structure. Some errors in sentence structure, with little variety and noticeable errors in usage and word choice.
	Limited use of mechanics. Several noticeable errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that may interfere with the communication of the message.

	3
	Adequate focus. Clear purpose evident but presentation strays from controlling point. Response may lack focus and cohesion.
	Adequate development. Reasonable support of ideas presented with adequate use of examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Adequate organization. Discernible pattern of ideas presented in a logical order.
	Adequate sentence structure. Some variety in sentences and few errors in usage and word choice.
	Adequate use of mechanics. Some errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling that do not significantly interfere with the communication of the message.

	4
	Strong focus. Clearly stated topic and purpose. Maintains a single controlling point. Very cohesive and unified.
	Strong development. Strong support of ideas presented based on examples, evidence or other supporting details.
	Strong organization. Clear pattern of ideas and a logical sequence presented.
	Strong sentence structure. Well-structured sentences vary in length and approach, with appropriate usage and word choice.
	Strong use of mechanics. Few or no errors in grammar, mechanics, punctuation and spelling.
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Four Point Holistic Rubric

	 
	Score Point Description

	4
	The "4" response very effectively communicates its message. The response has a clear central idea and focus is effectively maintained throughout the response. The response is well organized, with a logical pattern of development. Ideas are well developed and clearly supported with details. The sentence structure is effective, varied and free of errors. There is precision in usage and choice of words and phrases. The response shows mastery of mechanical conventions.

	3
	The "3" response adequately communicates its message. The response has a central idea that is generally maintained throughout the response. An organizational pattern is clearly evident but may not be fully realized. There is clear evidence of development, although the details may lack specificity or may not be fully elaborated. Sentence structure within paragraphs is adequate and somewhat varied though minor errors in sentence structure, usage, and word choice may be evident. There may also be some mechanical errors that do not substantially interfere with the message.

	2
	The "2" response is limited in communication of its message. A central idea or point of view may be stated, but a continued focus on the main idea is not evident. While there is an attempt at an organizational pattern, it may be unclear or incomplete. There is some evidence of development, although the response may lack detail. Sentence structure within paragraphs may contain errors in sentence structure, usage, and word choice that interfere with the message. The response shows errors in mechanics that may interfere with the message.

	1
	The "1" response is inadequate in communication of its message. There is often no clear statement of a main idea or point of view and there is confusion found in the writer's efforts in presenting supporting detail. Any organization that is present fails to present an effective sequence of ideas. The sentence structure is ineffective and few sentences are free of errors. There are many errors in mechanical conventions of grammar, spelling, and punctuation.


	


	[image: image2.png]




	Copyright © by CTB/McGraw-Hill LLC. All rights reserved.

	[image: image3.png]





