
In Fall 2014, staff from the Department of Research and Evaluation and the Depart-

ment of English Language Learners created a rubric to assist staff in examining the im-

plementation of the dual language (DL) program at Austin Independent School District 

(AISD) schools. A pilot study was conducted in Spring 2015, and data from this study 

were used to rẻne the DL rubric. In addition, feedback from teachers, support staff, 

and administrators about the rubric components was used to adjust the instrument. A 

new set of classroom observations was conducted in October 2015, using the revised 

rubric as the observation instrument. The main ̉ndings from these observations are 

presented in this report.  

The observations included 118 classrooms across 15 elementary schools. Schools visit-

ed included campuses implementing the one-way model only, the two-way model only, 

and the one-  and two-way models in the same campus. The campuses included in this 

study had been implementing the DL program for a range of 4 to 6 years. The number 

of classrooms observed per campus ranged from one to 13. In addition, the number of 

observations varied per grade level (Table 1). Larger numbers of classrooms were ob-

served at the 1st and 2nd grades (25 classrooms in each grade), while the 5th grade had 

the smallest number of classrooms observed (n = 6). Lastly, observers visited class-

rooms covering all four core content areas. Language arts and math were observed the 

most (76 and 20 classrooms visits, respectively), whereas classrooms where science and 

social studies were being taught received fewer visits (13 and 3, respectively).  

Table 1.  

Number of Classroom Observations per Grade Level 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Classroom ϥnstruction 

Observers were asked to rate several aspects of DL instruction according to the DL ru-

bric. Each item in the rubric had descriptions ranging from level 1 (low/poor implemen-

tation) to level 4 (high/excellent implementation). See appendix for a copy of the DL 

rubric and level descriptors. Observers were also asked to comment on their observa-

tions and on the rubric items as they walked through classrooms.  
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Grade level Classroom observations 

Kindergarten 24 

1st Grade 25 

2nd Grade 25 

3rd Grade 20 

4th Grade 18 

5th Grade 6 
Source. October 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 



Fall 2015 AϥSD DL Rubric Report  

 2 

Language of the Day and Language of ϥnstruction (LOϥ) 

Regardless of grade level or subject, the majority of teachers observed used the correct language of the day and LOI 

(71% to 100%). 

Language of Choice or Language of ϥnstruction (LOϥ) 

The majority of teachers from kindergarten to 4th grade received a level 3 rating. This indicated that the majority of 

teachers stayed in the LOI and supported the students in the LOI when responding to students who spoke in a language 

other than the LOI, (Figure 1). The 5th grade teachers observed were rated equally across levels for staying in the LOI 

but using the studentsɠ native language to assist with comprehension, supporting the students in the LOI, and using 

sheltered strategies to make content comprehensible.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Group and ϥndividual Accountability and Assessment 

The majority of teachers in kindergarten through 2nd grade received a level 2 rating. This indicated that teachers active-

ly monitored studentsɠ learning, but no system was in place for students to monitor their learning or their partnerɠs 

learning (Figure 2). The majority of teachers in 3rd  grade received a level 3 rating, and teachers in 5th grade received 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 
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similar percentages of level 3 and level 4 ratings. This indicated that 3rd and 5th grade teachers demonstrated systems 

that assisted them in monitoring the studentsɠ understanding, and 5th grade teachers also had systems for students to 

assess their own or their partnerɠs learning.  

Observersɠ comments indicated that for kindergarten through 2nd grade, teachers were clearly monitoring learning and 

understanding and had rubrics, checklists, or some other method of keeping track of studentsɠ learning. For example, 

in one instance, the teacher kept anecdotal records and data, whereas another teacher asked students to explain the 

work to a partner, and yet another had a chart with writing expectations posted that was used to remind students how 

to check their work. However, for the most part, observers indicated they could not tell whether students were self-

monitoring their learning and comprehension. For the 3rd through 5th grades, observers indicated that teachers were 

clearly monitoring studentsɠ comprehension and learning and studentɠ self -assessment or their partnerɠs assessment 

of learning was evident in many classrooms. According to their comments, teachers used studentsɠ partnerships to fa-

cilitate studentsɠ self-assessment. For example, students checked their answers and comprehension level with a part-

ner, reviewed and edited each otherɠs work, and practiced vocabulary by talking to their partners about assigned topics.  

Authentic Reading and Writing Opportunities 

For all grades, observation ratings indicated that students had the opportunity to read and write (as evidenced by stu-

dentsɠ journals, notebooks, and posted documents) and were encouraged to respond and re̊ect on what they had 

learned (Figure 3). In addition, for kindergarten and the 1st, 3rd, and 5th grades, observers noted that reading was part of 

the classroom routine, and writing activities occurred daily. 

Furthermore, observers commented that some of the classrooms they visited had many opportunities for writing, espe-

cially in social studies and language arts. In those classes, students responded to readings, were asked to create a story 

using the vocabulary recently learned, and reviewed and edited other studentsɠ work. Grammar was part of writing in-

struction, and journals or binders were used to keep a record of studentsɠ writing.  

Challenging Lessons and Hands on ϥnstruction 

The majority of teachers from kindergarten, 1st, and 3rd grade classrooms received level 3 ratings. This indicated that 

the lessons were on grade level, interactive, and authentic, and students had opportunities to work in pairs or groups 

to produce original work (Figure 4). The majority of 2nd grade, and 40% of 4th and 5th grade teachers received a level 2 

rating, which indicated that observers saw some evidence of students working in pairs or groups, but that work was on 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 
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worksheets or copied work instead of creating original products. Lastly, another 40% of 4th and 5th grade teachers re-

ceived level 4 ratings, indicating that lessons included on or above-grade level challenging activities, problem solving, 

and creative projects that elicited higher level thinking. Students were engaged through collaborative learning in pairs 

or groups, work was original, and teachers may have used sheltered instruction. 

In many cases, observers commented that students were working with a partner or in a small group, and that students 

were engaged and producing authentic work. For example, in several instances, after teachers and students read a sto-

ry, students were asked to discuss the reading with their partners or group and then to write in their journals about 

what they discussed with their partners. In some math classes, students worked with a partner or in groups to solve 

problems and help each other with comprehension; in one particular instance, a student explained to the rest of the 

classroom how she solved a math problem. 

ϥnstructional Grouping in Bilingual Pairs or Groups 

The majority of teachers in all grade levels received a level 4 rating. This indicates that in the majority of classrooms 

visited, student pairing or grouping seemed natural and students knew the routine and expectations (Figure 5). Howev-

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 
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er, in some instances, students continued to produce work independently even though they were paired or grouped. 

Conceptual Reɲnement (CR) and Specialized Vocabulary Enrichment (SVE) 

Both CR and SVE were very rarely observed in kindergarten through 2nd grade and in the 5th grade. When CR was rated 

in the 3rd and 4th grades (three out of 20 classrooms, and three out of 18 classrooms, respectively), observers indicated 

that at least two of the teachers used anecdotal records throughout the lesson to determine which students needed 

additional conceptual support, and then re-taught the concept using a different strategy. When SVE was rated in 3rd 

grade (̉ve out of 20 classrooms), observers indicated that SVE was posted in the class schedule as a dedicated time to 

review academic vocabulary in the opposite LOI, and at least two of the classes had different activities planned to de-

velop and enhance academic vocabulary. 

Classroom Environment 

Similar to classroom instruction, observers were asked to rate several aspects of the classroom environment according 

to the DL rubric. Each item in the rubric, except for Classroom Library, had descriptions ranging from level 1 (low/poor 

implementation) to level 4 (high/excellent implementation). See appendix for a copy of the DL rubric and level de-

scriptors. Observers were also asked to comment on their observations and on the rubric items as they walked through 

classrooms. 

English and Spanish Words on Word Wall (Classiɲed as Low or High Frequency Words) 

In both English and Spanish, kindergarten through 2nd grade classrooms had a larger number of high-frequency (53% to 

77%) than low-frequency (23% to 47%) words posted. Third-grade classrooms tended to have similar percentages of 

high- and low-frequency words posted. Classrooms at higher grade levels (4th and 5th grades) displayed the opposite 

trend, with larger numbers of low-frequency (56% to 80%) than high-frequency (20% to 44%) words posted on the 

Word Wall. 

Student Generated Alphabets 

Observersɠ ratings indicated that kindergarten and 1st- and 2nd-grade teachers were more invested in implementing 

student-generated alphabets than were 3rd-, 4th-, or 5th-grade teachers (Figure 6). In kindergarten through 2nd grade, 

both the Spanish and the English alphabets were complete, and in most observed cases, they were in large print and 

visible to the students. In the majority of the 3rd- through 5th-grade classrooms observed, student-generated alphabets 

were incomplete or missing. 

Despite the apparent low commitment to student-generated alphabets at higher grades, one observer commented on a 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 
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particularly good use of the student-generated alphabet in kindergarten: ɢStudents went from drawing a picture of the 

vocabulary word at their desk, came back to whole group to read a story that included their words, [and] used Total 

Physical Response strategies that they had previously learned and associated with vocab words during the read-a-loud, 

and the teacher had pictures of the vocabulary words on the screen.ɣ  

Student Work Displayed 

According to observersɠ ratings, kindergarten and 1st-grade classrooms were more likely than were higher-grade class-

rooms to have student work displayed in the classroom or hallway (Figure 7). Student work displayed showed both in-

dividual and group work, represented multiple content areas, and was balanced between English and Spanish. Ratings 

indicated that in the majority of the 2nd- through 5th-grade classrooms, student work displayed was sparse and primari-

ly in one language or one content area. 

Classroom Library 

The rating scale for classroom library was composed of 3 levels. The majority of classrooms received a level 3 rating 

(Figure 8). Observersɠ ratings and comments indicated that in the majority of classrooms observed, libraries had more 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (poor implementation) to level 4 
(excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 
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than two books per student, the books represented literature that was culturally relevant to the students, covered mul-

tiple genres, were at or above grade level, and were split equally between English and Spanish. 

Content Bulletin Boards 

For all grade levels, at least one content bulletin board was displayed in the LOI and contained relevant vocabulary 

(Figure 9). In addition, the majority of the 1st-, 3rd-, 4th-, and 5th-grade classrooms received a rating of level 3, indicating 

that these classrooms had bulletin boards in three or more content areas.  

Observersɠ comments indicated that in some cases, bulletin boards had anchors of support created by the teacher, and 

in other cases, they were created by the teacher and the students. In many cases, the boards contained current unit 

vocabulary in the LOI. However, some of the observersɠ comments indicated that the walls of the classroom were so 

̉lled with images, words, or information, that it was hard to distinguish the bulletin boards. 

Bilingual Learning Centers 

Bilingual learning centers were provided only in kindergarten through 2nd grade. The majority of kindergarten and 1st 

grade classrooms received a level 3 rating (Figure 10). This indicated that that the majority of kindergarten and 1st 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 

Source. Fall 2015 AϥSD DL rubric observation study 
Note. n represents number of ratings per grade and ratings ranged from Level 1 (low/poor implementation) to level 4 
(high/excellent implementation). Scale descriptions are presented in the Appendix. % is the percentage of all ratings 
received in a grade. 


