
Student Learning Objective (SLO) Template
This template should be completed while referring to the SLO Template Checklist. 

Teacher Name: 



     
Content Area and Course(s):_Oral Communications for K-12 ELLs _______  
Grade Level(s):____K-12___  


Academic Year: ​​__2013-2014______
Please use the guidance provided in addition to this template to develop components of the student learning objective and populate each component in the space below. 

Baseline and Trend Data

What information is being used to inform the creation of the SLO and establish the amount of growth that should take place? 
	All of the students covered under this SLO are currently identified as English Language Learners (ELL). They are in different grade levels, and they represent a range of English language proficiency levels, from prefunctional to intermediate.  The sources of information used to identify include the following:
· For students who were enrolled in an Ohio school during previous school years, the results of their most recent Ohio Test of English Language Acquisition (OTELA);
· For students enrolled in an Ohio school for the first time during the current school year, the results of their initial English language assessment on our district’s approved commercial English language proficiency test administered at the time of their enrollment.  Or, for transfer students identified as ELL by a school outside of Ohio, any records of their most recent English language proficiency level indicated in records provided by the former school district; and 

· The results of a district created and approved performance-based pre-assessment in which students listen to a grade-appropriate fictional or non-fiction text and retell the information orally.
The levels of oral English language proficiency represented by the students covered under this SLO include the following (based on proficiency levels as described in Ohio’s English Language Proficiency Standards) : 

Listening: Prefunctional: 

· Has zero to very limited ability in understanding spoken English

· Relies on nonverbal cues such as gestures and facial expressions, and requires frequent repetition and/or rephrasing to understand spoken language

· May understand isolated words, some social conventions and simple directions, commands and questions

Speaking: Prefunctional

· Has zero to very limited ability in speaking English

· May say or repeat common phrases, words and formulaic language

· May be able to provide basic information in response to requests and questions

· Asks one- or two-word questions without regard to structure and intonation

Listening: Beginning:

· Understands simple, short statements and questions on a well-known topic within a familiar context

· Can follow simple multistep directions

· Can identify the main idea and some details of short conversations or simple orally delivered text on a familiar topic

· May still need repetition and rephrasing
Speaking: Beginning
· Predominantly uses formulaic patterns and memorized phrases

· Uses language that is often marked by the lack of tense, number and agreement

· Uses school-social vocabulary that is limited to key words and has little or no academic vocabulary

· Responds to questions usually with one- or two-word answers

Listening: Intermediate

· Shows understanding of simple questions and statements on familiar topics

· Often requires restatements in graphic terms or at a lower rate

· Follows simple directions

· Shows appropriate responses when read or told a story (e.g., laughs at humor)

· Has difficulty comprehending academic-related content
Speaking: Intermediate

· Can communicate ideas and feelings in English but with difficulty

· Speaks coherently with hesitations and grammatical and syntactic errors

· Retells a simple story, but detail may be lacking

· Responds appropriately to questions, but with errors in grammar and vocabulary

There are 36 ELLs included in this SLO.  Based on results of the district pre-assessment for this school year,  the number in each English language proficiency level is as follows:   
School year 2013-2014

Pre-Test Proficiency Level

Number of Students Scoring at that Proficiency Level

1

7

2

14
3

15

4

0

5

0

Trend data:
District-level trend data is not available relating to student growth in oral language communication skills based on the district-level pre-assessment as this is the first year this district-created pre-assessment will be administered.  In subsequent years, it is expected this local trend data will be available and will be used to inform growth targets.  However, I have included in the table below performance data from the OTELA for those students enrolled in our district for the last two years.  State-level OTELA trend data will also be helpful in establishing appropriate growth targets (see below).  The following data is based on statewide results of ELLs as well as our district students who took the OTELA both in 2011 and 2012.   
Listening

Speaking

Proficiency level cohorts in 2011 

State level: Percentage of ELLs who moved up one or more proficiency levels in listening in 2012

District level: Percentage of ELLs who moved up one or more proficiency levels in listening in 2012

State level: Percentage of ELLs who moved up one or more proficiency levels in speaking in 2012

District level: Percentage of ELLs who moved up one or more proficiency levels in speaking in 2012

Level 1 (prefunctional)    

82%

85%
80%

85%
Level 2 (beginning)           

69%

80%
78%

80%
Level 3 (intermediate)      

59%

57%
64%

56%
Level 4 (advanced)            

52%

27%
51%

29%
Level 5 (proficient)           

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
The following can be inferred from the above data and is also verified through my experience as an ELL teacher:
· It may take some ELLs more than one year to move up a proficiency level in a given language domain.

· In a year’s time, ELLs at the lower proficiency levels (1 – 2) tend to move up one or more levels at a greater rate than those at higher proficiency levels (3-5).  
Students’ strengths and weaknesses: 
Based on the pre-assessment, twenty-one students are either pre-functional or beginning level students.  This means that they have limited ability in understanding academic language used in the classroom, and they have difficulty orally expressing content-related concepts. On the other hand, for the most part, the students have acquired the ability to follow simple directions and provide basic information using some common phrases and formulaic language.  They will need vocabulary building, modeling of oral communication in academic settings, and practice in the use of grade-level oral language skills to move to the next level of oral communication.

The fifteen students who scored at level three already have some English oral language skills that will serve them in moving up to the next level. They often show appropriate responses when read or told a story, and they can communicate ideas and feelings in English, although they may do so with difficulty.  On the other hand, they still have difficulty comprehending academic-related content, and they often make errors in grammar and vocabulary when expressing content-related information.



	Comments: Baseline and Trend Data

	What information is being used to inform the creation of the SLO and establish the amount of growth that should take place within the time period?

	· Identifies sources of information about students (e.g., test scores from prior years, results of preassessments)

· Draws upon trend data, if available

· Summarizes the teacher’s analysis of the baseline data by identifying student strengths and weaknesses

	1st: Yes. Student data on the pre-assessment and the OTELA are presented.  This data is invaluable in establishing appropriate growth targets. 
2nd: Yes. State-level OTELA data is presented.  While it is stated that trend data on district-level assessments is not yet available, it will be important to include any district-level data acquired in the future to enhance this SLO to the highest level.  Looking forward, district-level trend data collection should be maintained annually and used to inform targets.
3rd: Yes. The teacher has analyzed the data and clearly provides a summary of the students’ strengths and weaknesses. 


Student Population

Which students will be included in this SLO? Include course, grade level, and number of students.
	The following 36 students will be included in this SLO:

Five kindergarten students; six students in first grade; fifteen students in grades two; five students in middle school; five students in high school.
These are all of the students that are currently assigned to me as the only ELL teacher in the district.  The ELLs indicated in this SLO represent all of the ELLS that have been identified to date. However, as has happened in previous school years, there may be additional ELLs who enroll throughout the school year.  I will serve students who enroll after the interval of instruction indicated in this SLO, and their progress will be monitored.  
Of the thirty-six students, twenty-five have had more than two years of academic experiences, either in their home countries or in the United States. This prior academic experience will be considered a strength since research shows that this is a critical variable in the rate of second language acquisition.  On the other hand, three of the students are recently-arrived refugees with little or no prior academic experiences.  In their case, they will have a greater challenge in making progress in the acquisition of English.  

Twenty-one of the students are either in proficiency level one or two.  As indicated in the above trend data, it can be expected that these students have a strength in terms of being able to move up one proficiency level during the interval of instruction.  On the other hand, the 15 students in level three may have more a challenge in moving up one or more proficiency level during the interval of instruction.

None of the students included in this SLO have been identified as gifted or as having a learning disability.

Since the content of the oral communication skills to be practiced and assessed is based on grade-level academic material, the growth targets will be appropriate for all students regardless of their grade level.


	Comments: Student Population

	Which students will be included in this SLO? Include course, grade level, and number of students.

	· Identifies the class or subgroup of students covered by the SLO

· Describes  the student population and considers any contextual factors that may impact student growth

· If subgroups are excluded, explains which students, why they are excluded and if they are covered in another SLO

	1st: Yes.  The teacher clearly states all ELLs in the school are under her SLO.  She states the total number of students as 36 and includes their grade levels.    
2nd: Yes.  The teacher knows her student population and clearly explains contextual factors that may impact student growth.    
3rd: N/A.  It appears there are no subgroups excluded.  


Interval of Instruction

What is the duration of the course that the SLO will cover? Include beginning and end dates. 

	The duration of the course covered by this SLO will be from September 1, 2013 through April 15, 2014.
The students will be taught in small groups during the following time periods: 

 Students in grades K-5: 2-3 times a week for 40 minutes each session.
 Students in middle school: 3 times a week for intermediate level students; five days a week for prefunctional and beginning level students; sessions are 30-40 minutes each.
Students in high school: 5 times a week, 52 minutes per session.


	Comments: Interval of Instruction

	What is the duration of the course that the SLO will cover? Include beginning and end dates.

	· Matches the length of the course (e.g., quarter, semester, year)

	1st: Yes.  The teacher identifies the start and end dates and even adds important details about the amount of instructional time allotted for students in a typical week.   Excellent details.


Standards and Content

What content will the SLO target? To what related standards is the SLO aligned? 

	The content in this SLO relates to the overall goals of ELLs in the process of developing English language proficiency: to use English in their academic achievement in all content areas; and to use English to participate effectively in U.S. society.  This SLO pertains specifically to oral language (listening and speaking) communication skills ELLs need to achieve the two aforementioned goals. As stated in the Ohio English Language Proficiency Standards, oral communication skills include the following: 
Listening Standards required both for academic achievement and for communication in socially and culturally appropriate ways.
· Comprehend spoken instructions

· Identify main ideas and supporting details of spoken English

· Determine speaker attitude and point of view

· Comprehend the meaning of academic and/or specialized vocabulary when spoken

· Make inferences and predictions when listening to speakers
Speaking Standards required both for academic achievement and for communication in socially and culturally appropriate ways.
· Speak fluently, using clear pronunciation and with appropriate intonation and stress

· Speak using appropriate grammar and vocabulary

· Speak for varied purposes, both formal and informal, with focus, relevance and cohesion

The focus of this particular SLO will be on the following three core oral communication skills:

· Identify the main idea of grade level academic expository information presented orally

· Restate, summarize and clarify information

· Make formal and informal multimedia presentations

These three core oral communication skills relate to what students must be able to do in order to effectively participate in academic settings that focus on Ohio’s new content learning standards.  For example, gaining competence in these oral communication skills will help ELLs to be better prepared to meet the following College and Career Readiness Anchor Standards for Speaking and Listening as listed in the Common Core Language Arts Standards: 
· Present information, findings, and supporting evidence such that listeners can follow the line of reasoning and the organization, development, and style are appropriate to task, purpose, and audience.

· Make strategic use of digital media and visual displays of data to express information and enhance understanding of presentations.

· Adapt speech to a variety of contexts and communicative tasks, demonstrating command of formal English when indicated or appropriate.


	Comments: Standards and Content

	What content will the SLO target? To what related standards is the SLO aligned? 

	· Specifies how the SLO will address applicable standards from the highest ranking of the following: (1) Common Core State Standards, (2) Ohio Academic Content Standards, or (3) national standards put forth by education organizations

· Represents the big ideas or domains of the content taught during the interval of instruction 

· Identifies core knowledge and skills students are expected to attain as required by the applicable standards (if the SLO is targeted)

	1st: Yes. SLO identifies applicable ELL standards for listening and speaking.  Great tie into the Common Core State Standards.  Since the content section requires the use of CCSS or Ohio Standards, this is a great connection and shows the teacher is following the required hierarchy. The teacher does a wonderful job of making connections between her ESL standards and the CCSS.  
2nd: Yes. Overarching oral language ELL domains are identified. 

3rd: N/A.  This SLO does not appear to be a targeted SLO-assuming the teacher’s second SLO is covering the other two domains (reading/writing).


Assessment(s)

What assessment(s) will be used to measure student growth for this SLO? 
	I will use the district-approved assessments developed by a team of ELL teachers in the area. Both of the following performance-based assessments will be used 1) as a pre-assessment at the beginning of the school year to confirm students’ baseline level of proficiency, and 2) as formative assessments given every two months to measure students’ progress in achieving the targeted skills, and as a final assessment given in April:

1. Students will listen to a grade-level academic expository text presented orally by the teacher, and then restate the information giving the main idea and important details; and,
2. Students will develop and present an oral presentation based on an assigned topic to a grade-level academic area.

These two assessments will be averaged at the beginning of the year for the final pre-assessment score and both assessments administered at the end of the year will also be averaged to find the final post-assessment score.  

To perform these assessment tasks students need to integrate both listening and speaking skills, and the focus is on overall communication rather than on isolated discrete language skills. Also, the subject matter of the assessment would relate to grade-level academic content.  Therefore, these assessments relate to the oral communication tasks that are typical in content classrooms.  In other words, they are the kinds of authentic, content based language assessments espoused by experts in the field of ELL assessment such as Lorraine Valdez Pierce, Jim Cummins and Ana Chamot. 

The two performance-based assessments would give students the opportunity to demonstrate oral communication skills in both impromptu settings (assessment #1) and in “time to prepare” settings (assessment #2).  Both assessments will use the following rubric:

Oral proficiency level 1 (prefunctional): The student produces only isolated words and expressions.  Grammar structures contain frequent errors. Student may use native language completely or in addition to some English. Clauses and phrases are not clear through the student’s intonation.

Oral proficiency level 2 (beginning): The student produces basic vocabulary and expressions, which may relate somewhat to the subject matter, but the flow is disconnected. Basic structures are used, but with numerous grammatical errors.  Some intonation used to show breaks in clauses and phrases.

Oral proficiency level 3 (intermediate): Uses some descriptive vocabulary and expressions.  Main idea and some details are recognizable.  Errors are made in grammar and syntax that are not typical of native English speakers.  Some hesitation during presentation. 

Oral proficiency level 4 (advanced): Uses a variety of descriptive vocabulary and expressions.  Communicates effectively, but with some errors in structure and syntax. Main idea and some details are clearly presented, but sentences may be run on, and use mainly of simple conjunctions (“and”, “but”).  Intonation and stress used mainly used effectively to keep the flow of the text going.  Some hesitation, but does not interfere with overall communication.

Oral proficiency level 5 (proficient): Student’s oral text is fluent and articulate.  A variety of descriptive vocabulary and expressions are used, along with complex structures with only occasional errors (if any).  Intonation and stress are used effectively to engage the audience. Main idea and details are clearly presented.

Although the data provided in a previous section of this SLO shows that when taking the OTELA, students at higher proficiency levels have more of a challenge in moving to the next proficiency level in a year’s time, this teacher-development assessment was designed to include “stretch” that will distinguish growth at all levels including the high end.

This rubric was chosen because it aligns to the rubric for the OTELA.  Therefore, we know this is a valid and reliable rubric that has rigor.  However, as previously noted, we acknowledge this rubric has limitations when it comes to distinguishing growth between levels and especially at the higher levels.  Therefore, we will use this rubric for the upcoming year but will closely monitor its results in distinguishing growth between proficiency levels.  If its limitations are evident when using the district-created assessment, we will create or find another rubric with larger spread. 




	Comments: Assessment(s)

	What assessment(s) will be used to measure student growth for this SLO? 

	· Identifies assessments that have been reviewed by content experts to effectively measure course content and reliably measure student learning as intended

· Selects measures with sufficient “stretch” so that all students may demonstrate learning, or identifies supplemental assessments to cover all ability levels in the course

· Provides a plan for combining assessments if multiple summative assessments are used

· Follows the guidelines for appropriate assessments

	1st: Yes. Research shows these “types” of assessments are identified as authentic, content based language assessments as espoused by experts in the field of ELL assessment.  Additionally, the SLO notes the assessments and rubrics are reviewed and approved by the district.  These assessments were created by a team of teachers which also helps to ensure that validity and reliability are addressed and administration/scoring is appropriate and consistent.  
2nd: Yes. Five levels of oral proficiency are identified and the teacher explains the assessment will have sufficient stretch so that all students may demonstrate learning.
3rd: Yes.  The teacher explains she will have two separate pre-assessments that will be averaged and two separate post-assessments that will be averaged.    
4th: Yes.


Growth Target(s)

Considering all available data and content requirements, what growth target(s) can students be expected to reach? 

	The growth target for all students is to move up at least one proficiency level based on the rubric from the pre-test given at the beginning of the year to the post-test given in April.  All students, regardless of their proficiency level at the start of the school year, will be expected to make progress during the interval of instruction. Since the content of the oral communication skills to be practiced and assessed is based on grade-level academic material, the growth targets will be appropriate for all students regardless of their grade level. ELL teachers will be able to measure students’ progress throughout the school year through ongoing formative performance-based assessments and provide appropriate instructional modifications.  Each student will be informed of their level of English proficiency at the start of the school year and their growth target for the end of instructional interval.  They also will be provided the rubric that will be used to measure their growth. 
Pre-Test Proficiency Level

Number of Students Scoring at that Proficiency Level

Post-Assessment Target Proficiency Level

1

7

2
2

14

3
3

15

4
4

0

N/A
5

0

N/A
The three recently arrived refugee students are currently at level 1.  Due to their lack of prior academic experiences, they will have a greater challenge in progressing to level 2 by the end of the interval.  However, I am still requiring a rigorous growth target of increasing by one level for these students, and I have high expectations they can achieve the goal.



	Comments: Growth Target(s)

	Considering all available data and content requirements, what growth target(s) can students be expected to reach? 

	· All students in the class have a growth target in at least one SLO 

· Uses baseline or pretest data to determine appropriate growth

· Sets developmentally appropriate targets

· Creates tiered targets when appropriate so that all students may demonstrate growth

· Sets ambitious yet attainable targets

	1st: Yes.  The table indicates each student is expected to progress at least one level.  
2nd: Yes.  The teacher is using the initial score from the pre-assessment to determine her growth targets.  This is indicated in the table.  
3rd: Yes.  Each student is expected to move up at least one level. The teacher identifies the three refugee students as potentially having difficulty advancing one level, but she hopes they will meet this target.
4th: Yes.  The table indicates tiered targets.   
5th: Yes.  The teacher identified three refugee students that may have difficulty making their established growth target, but she has high hopes they will achieve the goal.  All remaining students are expected to progress at least one level.


Rationale for Growth Target(s)
What is your rationale for setting the above target(s) for student growth within the interval of instruction?

	The length of time required to attain English proficiency varies according to a number of factors including age, grade level, extent of prior formal schooling and current level of English proficiency. Some of my ELLs have had the benefit of prior education, including literacy development in their native languages and well-developed academic concepts. Other ELLs in my class, especially those from refugee families, have had little or no prior formal educational experiences. These students typically have limited development of academic concepts, little or no literacy skills in their native language and little or no understanding of U.S. school culture. Students in the latter category often take much longer than students with prior academic experiences to achieve the level of English proficiency required to participate effectively in U.S. school settings.  
To meet the students’ needs identified in the pre-assessment, I will use a variety of instructional strategies designed to help students at different proficiency levels make progress in their oral language achievement.  
Examples of strategies that I would use for students at proficiency levels one and two include the following:

· explicit explanations of background  and contextual knowledge required to comprehend grade level content material

· modeling of oral summaries highlighting main ideas and details

· re-teaching of  skills/content through different modalities

· frequent opportunities to practice giving oral presentations, followed by feedback for improvement

· contextual-based vocabulary building

· a spiral approach to introduction of topics (begin with lessons that are highly comprehensible, and increase the difficulty level of the same concepts 

For students at the higher levels of English proficiency, in addition to the above-indicated strategies, I would use the following:

· small group activities

· peer review and feedback on student performances

· self evaluations

Although students may vary in their rate of achieving a high level of English proficiency, they all can make progress if they have educationally sound language support programs that address their needs at given proficiency levels.  Given the rubric described in the Assessment section of this SLO, movement to the next higher proficiency level is a clear indication that progress is being made.  Again, as previously noted I am concerned about the limitations of this 5 level rubric in distinguishing growth between levels and will monitor the data. However, dependent upon students’ abilities, contextual factors, and pre-assessment scores, some may not show progression at all initially due to the intense rigor of the rubric.  These factors were taken into consideration when I established my growth targets as noted in the growth target section.  Some students, such as those who are refugees, may need intensified intervention to achieve the growth target.  For this reason, periodic formative assessments will play an important role in helping to inform ongoing instructional decisions in terms of keeping track of students’ progress and making appropriate teaching modifications.

Our district’s goal is to increase students’ and student subgroups’ achievement in reading and mathematics as measured by the OAA and OGT.  These growth targets coincide with the step increases (benchmarks/levels) described in Ohio’s English Language Proficiency Standards for the communication domains of listening and speaking. ELLs’ performance on state academic achievement tests depends largely on their level of English language proficiency and their participation in language support programs. Ohio performance data indicate that students with English language proficiency at or below the intermediate levels generally perform lower than many of their native English-speaking peers on state content assessments. On the other hand, students who have successfully completed the ELL program and are officially mainstreamed into regular classrooms typically score proficient or higher on state academic content assessments at a very high rate.  


	Comments: Rationale for Growth Target(s)

	What is your rationale for setting the target(s) for student growth within the interval of instruction?

	· Demonstrates teacher knowledge of students and content 
· Explains why target is appropriate for the population 
· Addresses observed student needs 
· Uses data to identify student needs and determine appropriate growth targets
· Explains how targets align with broader school and district goals
· Sets rigorous expectations for students and teacher(s)

	1st: Yes.  The teacher clearly understands the ELL standards and how best to teach them in order to help her students acquire English.  She teacher acknowledges that students’ progress will be monitored and some will progress faster or slower due to beginning ability and contextual factors.
2nd: Yes.  The teacher believes all students should progress at least one level, but acknowledges the progress may be difficult for some.  
3rd: Yes.  Clearly identifies strategies to help all levels of learners make adequate progress.
4th: Yes.  The teacher references the baseline data, contextual factors, and knowledge of language acquisition in ELL students when establishing growth targets.
5th: yes.  Identifies how this SLO ties into the broader school goals of increasing achievement.
6th: Yes.  











