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In Fall 2014, staff from the Department of Research and Evaluation and the Department of English Language Learners created a rubric to assist staff in examining the implementation 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 refine 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 findings from these observations are
presented in this report.
The observations included 118 classrooms across 15 elementary schools. Schools visited 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 observed 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 classrooms 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
Grade level

Classroom observations

Kindergarten

24

1st Grade

25

2nd Grade

25

3rd Grade

20

4th Grade

18

5th Grade

6

Source. October 2015 AISD DL rubric observation study

Classroom Instruction
Observers were asked to rate several aspects of DL instruction according to the DL rubric. Each item in the rubric 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 descriptors. Observers were also asked to comment on their observations and on the rubric items as they walked through classrooms.
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Language of the Day and Language of Instruction (LOI)
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 Instruction (LOI)
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 students’ native language to assist with comprehension, supporting the students in the LOI, and using
sheltered strategies to make content comprehensible.

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.

Group and Individual Accountability and Assessment
The majority of teachers in kindergarten through 2nd grade received a level 2 rating. This indicated that teachers actively monitored students’ learning, but no system was in place for students to monitor their learning or their partner’s
learning (Figure 2). The majority of teachers in 3 rd grade received a level 3 rating, and teachers in 5th grade received

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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 3 rd and 5th grade teachers demonstrated systems
that assisted them in monitoring the students’ understanding, and 5th grade teachers also had systems for students to
assess their own or their partner’s learning.
Observers’ 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 students’ 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 selfmonitoring their learning and comprehension. For the 3rd through 5th grades, observers indicated that teachers were
clearly monitoring students’ comprehension and learning and student’ self -assessment or their partner’s assessment
of learning was evident in many classrooms. According to their comments, teachers used students’ partnerships to facilitate students’ self-assessment. For example, students checked their answers and comprehension level with a partner, reviewed and edited each other’s 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 students’ journals, notebooks, and posted documents) and were encouraged to respond and reflect 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.

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.

Furthermore, observers commented that some of the classrooms they visited had many opportunities for writing, especially 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 students’ work. Grammar was part of writing instruction, and journals or binders were used to keep a record of students’ writing.
Challenging Lessons and Hands on Instruction
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
3
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worksheets or copied work instead of creating original products. Lastly, another 40% of 4 th and 5th grade teachers received 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.

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.

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 story, 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.
Instructional 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 AISD 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 Refinement (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 (five 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 develop 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 descriptors. 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 (Classified 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
Observers’ 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 AISD 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: “Students 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.”
Student Work Displayed
According to observers’ ratings, kindergarten and 1st-grade classrooms were more likely than were higher-grade classrooms to have student work displayed in the classroom or hallway (Figure 7). Student work displayed showed both individual 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 primarily in one language or one content area.

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.

Classroom Library
The rating scale for classroom library was composed of 3 levels. The majority of classrooms received a level 3 rating
(Figure 8). Observers’ ratings and comments indicated that in the majority of classrooms observed, libraries had more

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.
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than two books per student, the books represented literature that was culturally relevant to the students, covered multiple 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.

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.

Observers’ 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 observers’ comments indicated that the walls of the classroom were so
filled 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 1 st

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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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grade classrooms provided bilingual learning centers in at least 3 content areas. Many of the centers had a designated
space, incorporated a writing component, and had activities with instructions that were equally split between English
and Spanish. Second grade classrooms received equal percentages of level 1 and level 2 ratings. This indicated that
some classrooms offered at least two bilingual centers whereas others didn’t offer them at all. In the classrooms that
offered bilingual learning centers, they were similarly split between the two languages, but some centers did not have
instructions.
Bilingual Research Centers
Bilingual research centers were implemented only in grades 3 through 5 (Figure 11). Observers indicated that in 3 rd and
4th grades, the classrooms observed did not provide a bilingual research center. In 5th grade, half of the classrooms observed did not provide a bilingual research center, and the other 50% had a designated area for a research center, and
resources were available, but students did not seem to be using it.

Source. Fall 2015 AISD 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.

This finding supports the observations from a 2014 focus group with teachers about the implementation of the DL program (Ibanez, 2014). In that study, teachers expressed that lack of time was one of the challenges in implementing the
DL program and all of its components. Furthermore, teachers indicated that when time was a constraint, bilingual centers were not covered in class.

Next Steps
Data from the current study will be combined with feedback from AISD campus administrators and teachers to modify
the DL rubric in order to better fit the evolution of the DL program in AISD campuses. A new set of classroom observations is being planned for Spring 2016.

References
Ibanez, N. (2014). The Dual Language Program: 2013–2014 teacher focus group summary. (DRE Publication No. 13.48
RB). Austin, TX: Austin Independent School District.
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Appendix. 2015 AISD DL Observation Rubric
Classroom Instruction
For each rubric component, select the option that describes what is occurring in the classroom. If you do not select
an option, please enter a note detailing why that item was not evaluated.
Language of the day (LOD): Not observed

Yes

No

Notes:
Language of instruction(LOI):

Yes

No

Notes:
Language of choice or LOI:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Group and individual accountability/assessment:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Authentic reading and writing opportunities:

Not observed

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Activity/Notes:
Challenging Lessons/hands on instruction:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Instructional grouping in bilingual pairs/groups:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Is conceptual refinement (CR) in the daily classroom schedule?
Yes and it was observed (proceed to item 8.a and rate how well)
Yes, but it was not observed (go to item 9)
No, but it was observed (proceed to item 8.a and rate how well)
No and it was not observed (go to item 9)
8.a) CR activities:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
(Grades 3–5 only) Is specialized vocabulary enrichment (SVE) in the class schedule?
Yes and it was observed (proceed to item 9.a and rate how well)
Yes, but it was not observed (go to classroom environment)
No, but it was observed (proceed to item 9.a and rate how well)
No and it was not observed (go to classroom environment)
9.a) (Grades 3–5 only) Specialized vocabulary enrichment (SVE):

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
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Classroom Instruction – Level Description
Language of the day (LOD)
Teacher conducts LOD activities (read aloud, read the room, independent reading, journal, and classroom routines) and teacher follows
LOD.
Yes = it happened and was observed.
No = it should have happened at that time but did not occur.

Language of instruction (LOI)
Teacher is delivering the lesson in the LOI as designated in the model.

Language of choice or language of instruction
Level 1 – Teacher is not delivering the lesson in the LOI as designated in the model.
Level 2 – Teacher stays in the LOI but uses the students' native language to assist with comprehension.
Level 3 – Teacher stays in the LOI and supports the students in LOI.

Level 4 – Teacher stays in the LOI with deep proficiency development and uses sheltered strategies to make content comprehensible.

Group and individual accountability and assessment
Level 1 – Systems are not in place for teachers to assess student learning and for students to monitor their learning or partner learning.
Level 2 – Teacher actively monitors student learning but no system is in place for students to monitor their learning or partner learning.
Level 3 – Teacher demonstrates systems that assist in monitoring student understanding (i.e., notes and observations). Systems are in place
that allow students to assess their own learning (i.e., rubric posted on board) or partner learning.

Level 4 – Teacher demonstrates systems that assist in monitoring student understanding (i.e., notes and observations). Students create
rubric or checklist and graph their resulting data. Students use portfolios/report printouts to assess their own and partner learning.

Authentic reading and writing opportunities
Level 1 – Some evidence of reading. Writing occurs at irregular intervals, entries without dates and writing is made up mostly of notes that
were copied from another source. No evidence that writing process is part of the lesson cycle.
Level 2 – Some evidence of reading (such as student journals, writers' notebooks, posted or displayed writing); some writing opportunities
with some consistency in at least 2 content areas for students to respond, some entries have recorded dates. Very little evidence that writing
process is part of the lesson cycle.
Level 3 – Evidence that student reading is part of classroom routine; daily writing opportunities in three content areas for students to
respond and/or reflect on learning; writing process, cross language connections, and grammar are part of the lesson cycle.

Level 4 – Evidence that student reading is part of classroom routine; daily writing opportunities for students to respond and reflect on
learning in all four content areas as well as for LOD; writing process, cross language connections, and grammar are part of the lesson cycle.

Challenging DLE lessons/hands–on instruction
Level 1 – Direct instruction lasts longer than 20 minutes. Lessons are below grade level and worksheets/copied work are present. Student
work is not original.
Level 2 – Direct instruction lasts longer than 20 minutes. Some evidence of students working in pairs or groups. Worksheets/copied work are
present and instruction is on grade level but there are few challenging opportunities.
Level 3 – No more than 20 minutes of direct instruction. Lessons are on grade level, interactive, and authentic. Students work in pairs or
groups, work products are original (not worksheets / copied work). Students are engaged in learning, but not necessarily collaborating.

Level 4 – No more than 20 minutes of direct instruction. Lessons include on or above grade–level challenging activities, problem solving,
creative projects, higher level thinking and stimulate learning. All students are engaged through cooperative learning in pairs or groups.
Student work is authentic or original (not worksheets or copied work).Teacher uses sheltered strategies.
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Instructional grouping in bilingual pairs/groups
Level 1 – Limited opportunity to work in pairs. Independent/individual learning/work only.
Level 2 – Students are working in pairs / groups. Teams are not effective or natural. Routines have not been established.
Level 3 – Use of groupings is visible through observation. Student pairing/grouping seem natural. Students know the routine and
expectations but continue to produce work independent of each other.

Level 4 – Teacher takes into consideration academic ability and language proficiency when creating heterogeneous pairs/groups.
Collaborative groups differ between content areas. Routine use and student expectation of grouping is evident through observation. Teams
are working effectively.

Conceptual refinement in LOI
Level 1 – No evidence of review or conceptual refinement.
Level 2 – Teacher uses small guided groups as opposed to conceptual refinement practices.
Level 3 – Conceptual refinement is posted on the daily schedule, teacher uses anecdotal records throughout the lesson cycle to determine
which students need additional conceptual support, and lesson is re–taught using a different strategy.

Level 4 – Conceptual refinement is posted on the daily schedule; teacher uses anecdotal records throughout the lesson cycle to determine
which students need additional conceptual support at the end of the cycle, and lesson is retaught by integrating multiple strategies.

Specialized vocabulary enrichment (grades 3–5 only)
Level 1 – SVE activity is not noted in the daily schedule and there is no evidence of SVE in any content area.
Level 2 – SVE activity is noted in the daily schedule as a dedicated time to review academic vocabulary in one content area. There is
evidence of SVE in the classroom.
Level 3 – SVE activity is noted in the daily schedule as a dedicated time to review academic vocabulary from the previous unit per content
area (in two areas) in the opposite language. SVE is posted in the room.

Level 4 – SVE activity is noted in the daily schedule as a dedicated time to review academic vocabulary from the previous unit per content
area (in all 3 areas) in the opposite language. SVE is posted. Different activities are planned to develop and enhance academic vocabulary.
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Classroom Environment
For each rubric component, select the option that describes what is occurring in the classroom. If you do not select
an option, please enter comments detailing why that item was not evaluated.
Word wall

# English words:
High frequency?

# Spanish words

Low frequency?

High frequency?

Low frequency?

If you see the word wall in use, describe how:

Word banking system (there is evidence of a word banking system):

Yes

No

Notes:
Student generated alphabets:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Student work displayed:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Classroom library:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Notes:
Bilingual pairs (a list of bilingual/learning pairs is displayed and visible to students in 2 subjects or more; evidence
that pairing periodically change (pocket chart, erasable marker); pairs are color–coded to indicate strategic
pairings):

Yes

No

Notes:
Content bulletin boards displayed in LOI:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
Arrangement of student seating (desks or tables are clustered in groups; students are seated by a partner in order to
facilitate pair work/access to another student):

Yes

No

Notes:
(Grades K–2 only) Bilingual learning centers:

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Notes:
(Grades 3–5 only) Bilingual research centers:
Notes:
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Classroom Environment – Level Description
Word wall
Describe the content of the word wall (English and Spanish words; high and/or low frequency words; how the word wall is being used).

Word bank system
There is evidence of a word banking system.

Student generated alphabets
Level 1 – Incomplete or missing one or both alphabets.
Level 2 – Both alphabets are complete, but words are small print and below grade level.
Level 3 – Both alphabets are complete but words are either small print or at or below grade level.

Level 4 – Both alphabets are complete, in large print, all words are at or above grade level, and alphabet is visible to students.

Student work displayed
Level 1 – Student work (individual or pair) displayed is sparse and is primarily in one language or one content area.
Level 2 – Student work (individual or pair) is displayed in classroom or hallway in 2 or fewer content areas, and is in both languages.
Level 3 – Student work (individual or pair) is displayed in classroom or hallway, in 3 content areas, and is balanced between Spanish and
English.

Level 4 – Student work (individual, pair, group) is displayed in classroom or hallway, in all content areas and LOD, and is equally balanced
between Spanish and English.

Classroom library
Level 1 – Less than 1 book per student is accessible, literature is not culturally relevant, one language is primarily represented, and books are
not at grade level.
Level 2 – At least 1–2 books per student are accessible, literature is culturally relevant, there are more books in one language than the other
(70/30), and books are at grade level.

Level 3 – More than 2 books per student are accessible, literature is culturally relevant to the students in the classroom, books are split
equally between languages, cover multiple genres, and are at or above grade level.

Bilingual pairs
A list of bilingual/learning pairs is displayed and visible to students in 2 subjects or more; evidence that pairing periodically change (pocket
chart, erasable marker); pairs are color–coded to indicate strategic pairings.

Content bulletin boards displayed in LOI
Level 1 – No content bulletin boards are displayed, or content bulletin boards are not in LOI.
Level 2 – At least one content bulletin board is displayed in LOI containing vocabulary, however it contains commercial or pre–made anchors
of support.
Level 3 – At least three (two for team teachers) content bulletin boards are displayed and labeled in LOI. They contain anchors of support
created by teacher and students, current unit vocabulary, and student work; may include pair work.

Level 4 – At least four content bulletin boards are displayed and labeled in LOI. They contain anchors of support created by teacher and
students, current unit vocabulary and authentic student work. They include pair and/or group work.

Arrangement of student seating
Desks or tables are clustered in groups; students are seated by a partner in order to facilitate pair work/access to another student.
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Bilingual learning centers (grades K–2 only)
Level 1 – No BLC is provided.
Level 2 – At least two BLCs (two content areas) are provided; some activities may have instructions while others may not; 50% of activities in
English 50% of activities in Spanish.
Level 3 – At least three BLCs (three content areas) are provided, each BLC has a designated space, all activities have instructions, 50%
of activities in English 50% of activities in Spanish per content area, and each BLC contains a writing component.

Level 4 – BLCs – Four content area BLCs contain instructions, each BLC has a designated space, each content BLC contains at least 50% of
activities in English 50% of (different) activities in Spanish, and each BLC activity contains a writing component.

Bilingual research centers (grades 3–5 only)
Level 1 – No BRC Is provided.
Level 2 – A BRC area has been designated and resources are available, but students are not using it.
Level 3 – A BRC area exists and students are using it. Resources are available and the BRC covers various subject areas in both languages.

Level 4 – A BRC area exists; lots of resources are available in multiple subjects and languages. Evidence that students have completed BRC.
Student products from this experience are evident.
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